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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

Juxta Architects Inc. (the Consultant) was retained in February 2021 by Sam Elias (the Client) to 

provide a Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment (CHIS) for a proposed development at 65 Stewart 

Street, Ottawa (the Site). 

Section 4.6.1 of the City of Ottawa Official Plan has policies that outline when a CHIS is required, and 

which will evaluate the impact of a proposed development on cultural heritage resources when 

development is proposed that has the potential to: 

 Adversely impact the cultural heritage value of properties designated under Part IV of the 

Ontario Heritage Act (OHA); and 

 Adversely impact the cultural heritage value of districts designated under Part V 

of the OHA. 

 
In addition: 

 
 A CHIS may also be required for development applications adjacent to or within 35 meters of 

designated buildings and areas; and 

 A CHIS is required when demolition is proposed. 

This proposal is subject to a CHIS due to its individual Part IV OHA designation and location within the 
Sandy Hill West Heritage Conservation District (Part V, OHA). This report will examine the development 
proposal with regards to the Heritage Character Statement and Design Guidelines outlined in the 
conservation district plan and the Heritage Survey and Evaluation Form. 

The Consultant has been provided with development proposal plans (refer to Appendix 1), and the content 
of this report is based on those plans.  
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2. GENERAL INFORMATION 

 

 

Figure 1: The Sandy Hill West Conservation District 

2.1.  ZONING 

The City of Ottawa Comprehensive Zoning By-law (2008-250) designates the area of the subject 

property as R4UD S70 (Residential Fourth Density, Subzone UD). The UD subzone allows for a variety 

of residential configurations and includes different setbacks for differing building types (townhouse, low-

rise, etc.).  

SITE 
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2.2. HERITAGE DESIGNATION 

The house is designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act as a Category 2 building (refer to 
Appendix 3) as well as under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act as falling within the boundaries of 
the Sandy Hill West Conservation District. 

According to the background documentation, the building has a heritage plaque dating to 1988, and its 
recommendation for individual designation predates the formation of the current Part V district. 

2.3. DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING 

65 Stewart Street (alternatively know as Jarvis House) was originally constructed in 1886 and is a 2-1/2 
storey wood-framed house, with a front gable and constructed in the Queen Anne vernacular style. It 
includes two rear additions: one two storey and one one-storey. It is clad with a painted wooden clapboard, 
and includes decorative bargeboards, shouldered window trim, projecting bay window, and a projecting 
asymmetrical porch facing the street.  It is set back on the lot, which provides green space on the street 
and “front garden” feel to the site. 

 

Figure 2: Street façade (1992, courtesy City of Ottawa) 
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2.4. BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS AND METHODOLOGY 

 

In addition to visits to the site and surrounding areas, the following documents were consulted during 

the preparation of this report: 

 Drawings prepared by Robertson Martin Architects, dated 2021-03-12. 

 Heritage Survey and Evaluation Form; J. Smith & City of Ottawa; May, 1992. 

 Statement of Cultural Heritage Value; City of Ottawa; 

 The City of Ottawa Official Plan and zoning by-law; 

 Historicplaces.ca – Sandy Hill West Conservation District; 

 Standards & Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada, Parks Canada; 

 A Guide to Preparing Cultural Heritage Impact Statements, prepared by the City of 
Ottawa, Draft, March 2012. 

 Sandy Hill West Heritage District Conservation Study; Kayla Jonas Glavin, Robert Shipley, et 
al.; University of Waterloo; December 2012. 

Juxta Architects Inc. also participated in a heritage pre-consultation meeting with members of the design 
team, the Client, and the City of Ottawa. 

 
 

3. CURRENT CONDITIONS – DEVELOPMENT SITE 

NOTE: Refer to Appendix 4 for as-found drawings of the building. 

3.1. SITE ANALYSIS 

Located at 65 Stewart Street, within the Sandy Hill West conservation district, the existing building is a 2 ½ 
storey front-gabled residence with wood cladding, a front porch and decorative wood elements. The 
building has retained the appearance of a Victorian-era cottage. 

The building’s urban scale is different from that of the surrounding buildings. Notably, the buildings on 
either side (61 & 75 Stewart Street) are substantially boxier, taller and situated closer to the street.  

This building is unique on the street in how it addresses the public domain; it is set back from the sidewalk, 
does not include the wide typical entrance stairs, and does not present a formal address to the street that 
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recognizes the public domain in the same manner as its neighbours. Instead, the cottage-like appearance 
of the building reinforces a sense of privacy and showcases the front-yard garden condition as opposed to 
a formal street-front façade. 

This difference in design intent should be maintained. Whereas a heritage house that is a “typical” example 
contributes to the urban fabric by way of the regularity of design and contribution to the overall urban 
typology, this building’s history and design have allowed it to remain as a counterpoint to many of the other 
adjacent buildings. Since this status as “something different” is an integral part of the building and 
neighbourhood’s history, it should be preserved as part of any proposed development. 

The site also includes a mature blue spruce in the front yard (the same tree in sapling form can be 
observed in Figure 2), and an adolescent deciduous tree. Both trees are among the larger trees on the 
street and contribute positively to the street condition. In addition, the trees serve to reinforce the sense of 
privacy of the building, as noted above. 

This building was specifically noted in the conservation district plan for these qualities. 

   

Figures 3 & 4: Oblique views of the building from both directions on the street. 
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Figures 5 & 6: LEFT: A front view of the façade now. RIGHT: a view of the street and neighbouring conditions 
(courtesy Google) 

3.2. DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES 

As per section VI.4 of the Sandy Hill West Heritage Conservation District Plan as well as the Standards 
and Guidelines, alterations to heritage buildings should seek to preserve the heritage qualities of the 
building and site.  

The district plan also makes the following specific recommendations with regards to rehabilitation and 
adaptive re-use: 
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With regards to this proposal, particular attention should be paid to points 5, 6, & 7. It is the scale of the 
any proposed development and the nature and quality of the interventions that must be sensitive to the 
heritage place. 

In addition, as part of a district the development should retain the historic urban relationship between the 
building and the street (setbacks, greenspace, etc.). 
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4. STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE 

4.1. ARCHITECTURAL VALUE 

The architectural value of the building is derived from its style and setting. It is a well-preserved example 
Queen-Anne vernacular, and the later additions (located at the rear and side of the building) do not detract 
from the building’s character. The building is unique in character in the immediate environs. 

Some of the notable exterior features include: 

 The front-gabled design, which is unique in the immediate area, 
 The horizontal wood cladding including the profile with shadow-line, 
 Decorative elements, including:  

o Intricate front bargeboard, 
o Arched gable window, 
o Front porch cornice, columns and rails, 
o Bay window cornice and pilasters matching the porch, 
o Shouldered window trim with “keystone” detailing, 
o Paneled front doors, with stained glass inserts and transoms, 
o Original single-hung front windows (ground floor) with diamond patterned glazing and 

stained glass detailing, and 
 The picturesque massing, particularly the relationship between the front gable and the octagonal 

porch bay. 

       
Figure 7: Various exterior notable design features 
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4.2. ENVIRONMENTAL VALUE 

This building contributes to the overall character of the street and the conservation district. As per the 
district plan:  

“The built form of Sandy Hill West is outstanding for its high proportion of early 
building stock. Most of this is from the 1880-1920 period, with contributions from 
the surrounding earlier 1840-80 and later 1920-50 periods…Sandy Hill West is a 
transition area. It is a small eight block area where diverse themes of the 
surrounding areas meet, mix, and emerge as distinct entities on opposing 
borders. As such, this area holds intact remnants from many divergent parts of 
our cultural heritage – elements that have often disappeared in their purer 
contexts.” 

As such, this building forms an important part of the pattern of development and tells a part of the story of 
the local cultural history and is an important piece of urban fabric and cultural history. 

In particular, the orientation of building on the street, and the generous setback, which is unique in the area 
are both distinguishing features that should be preserved. 

As per VI.4.2 of the district plan states: “Because there are so few vacant lots within the …district, the older 
buildings exist not only as individual fragments or architectural and historical interest, but also as 
components of significant streetscapes. It is important that this sense of historical and physical continuity 
be maintained and enhanced.” 

4.3. HISTORICAL & CULTURAL VALUE 

The home was originally constructed by Samuel Jarvis, and early Ottawa photographer. This connection is 
noteworthy because Samuel Jarvis provided a sizeable portion of the documentary evidence from Ottawa 
of that period. Jarvis was also responsible for developing 88-94 Stewart, and 98 Stewart. 

The house was sold to the Eastern Methodist Church in 1893 for use as the church manse, until the church 
closed its doors in the mid-1920’s. 

4.4. CONSERVATION DISTRICT  

The Sandy Hill West Heritage Conservation District was designated in 1994, and is bounded by Daly 
Avenue, King Edward Avenue, Laurier Avenue East and Waller Street. It consists of approximately 90 
residential and institutional buildings. The conservation district plan (Appendix 2) was written by Julian 
Smith & Associates, Margaret Carter, Cecilia Paine and Associates Inc. and Jane Ironside. The plan 
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includes a comprehensive study of the urban conditions and provides design guidelines for future 
alterations and development. 

The Canadian Register at www.historicplaces.ca describes the heritage character as follows: 
 

The heritage value of the district of Sandy Hill West lies in its associations with 
the growth and development of the City of Ottawa in the late nineteenth century, 
its connection with prominent institutions (including the University of Ottawa) and 
its architectural variety. 

Sandy Hill West is a relatively intact residential neighbourhood with the majority 
of buildings dating from the 1860s to the 1920s. The area of Sandy Hill West 
developed on a portion of land granted to Quebec City notary, Louis Besserer. 
From 1840-1880, the area saw little growth until the choice for Ottawa as the 
capital of Canada in 1857 by Queen Victoria. Besserer conveyed six lots to the 
Roman Catholic diocese, which became the site of Bytown College, Canada's 
first bilingual educational institution. The Oblate Fathers and a number of other 
religious bodies built churches and schools in the area. A number of influential, 
affluent residents were attracted to the area, and residential development 
accelerated in the late 1860s and early 1870s. 

The majority of development occurred from 1880 – 1920 when the area was 
redeveloped as part of the rapid change and intensification in the core area of 
Ottawa as the city's population quadrupled. Within Sandy Hill West, lots were 
redeveloped to provide smaller single family and multiple unit residential 
properties. The area was middle class, with working level civil servants, railway 
employees and merchants. Some of the churches were also rebuilt on a larger 
scale in order to serve citizens across the city. Sandy Hill West is an important 
indicator and remnant of the incredible growth that Ottawa experienced in the late 
nineteenth century.  

… 

Sandy Hill West represents an unusually rich cross-section of Ottawa architecture 
over the last one hundred and fifty years. The survival rate has also been quite 
high; over 80% of the buildings date from before 1920. 

… 

A variety of architectural styles and expressions are represented in Sandy Hill 
West. Despite the diversity of building stock, they are unified by the dignified 
decorative and ornamental elements, added to create a modest prestige in the 
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district. The architecture is also representative of new building techniques being 
employed in Ottawa for the first time, such as the widespread use of stone and 
brick veneer, the emergence of the front gable and flat roofed building, as well as 
new preferences regarding siting and orientation. Overall, the architecture of 
Sandy Hill West represents a great diversity of styles and expressions, which 
contribute to the heritage character of the district. 

 

5. DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL 

NOTE: Refer to Appendix 1 for detailed drawings of the development proposal. 

The development proposal consists of a rear and side-yard addition that increases the footprint of the 
building. The existing building footprint is proposed to be expanded from 113m2 to 266m2 (increase of 
153m2 or 135%). The proposed addition is a wood-framed, three storey structure with a flat roof and sloped 
roofs facing the street (south) and east facades.  

The development proposal increases the unit count from 2 units to 12 units. The unit types vary, with 
bachelor, one-bedroom, and two-bedroom units included in the design. 

The footprint of the addition extends to the east of the existing building and creates a new orientation to the 
street on the site, including a new entranceway. This portion of the building is set back approximately 3.3m 
(11’) from the face of the existing building. The new addition’s set back from both the street and face of the 
existing building serves to maintain the primacy of the original façade and relationship to the street. 

As a result of the proposed addition, the green space on the site has been reduced in the area to the east 
of the original building. 

The proposed cladding at the rear of the addition and at the rear portions of the east and west facades are 
a cementitious board (Hardi Plank) in a grey colour. These areas are not visible from the streetscape. The 
cladding on the street-facing portion of the new addition (south) and the east facing façade is also 
proposed to be of the same material and grey colour. 

The existing trees on the south side of the site have been noted to be retained. These existing trees will 
serve to minimize the appearance of the new addition. However, given the scale of the proposed 
intervention, the consultant is skeptical whether the trees will be able to be successfully maintained. For 
this reason, the design of the new addition should not rely on the presence of trees to mask its appearance 
but should be designed in such a manner as to provide a sensitive heritage addition in either case. 
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Figure 8: The proposed site plan, with areas to be demolished shown in red. 
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Figure 9: The south elevations facing Stewart Street with the existing (left) and proposed (right). 

 

 

6. IMPACT OF DEVELOPMENT & MITIGATION STRATEGIES 

The following matrix is provided to list the various impacts and considerations for the proposed design: 

 

Impacts & Considerations Comments & Mitigations Strategies 
Heritage District Considerations 

Given the high degree of authentic 
building stock in the district, does the 
development proposal conserve and 
maintain the existing building? 

The development proposal is in partial conformity with this 
recommendation; the building’s outer shell and massing will 
remain, whereas the interiors will be modified. 
 
With regards to the building’s orientation and street address, 
the Consultant assesses that the most prominent and “high 
value” portions of the building will be conserved (the Stewart 
Street elevation). The building interiors are not listed as 
character-defining elements in the background documentation. 
 
The existing building’s Queen Anne Vernacular style will be 
conserved, and an understanding of the original building’s 
massing and design intent will remain clearly visible from the 
street. 
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Overall, the Consultant assesses that the interior 
reconfiguration of the building is an acceptable change which 
includes minor impacts to the district and building heritage 
values. 
 
With regards to the building’s overall massing, representatives 
of the community have expressed concern that the overall scale 
of the addition will overwhelm the existing building. While the 
addition is larger than the existing building, it is the Consultant’s 
opinion that the proposed setbacks provide enough breathing 
room for the existing building to be understood as the original 
design element on the site. Given that the building’s 
contribution to the urban environment and heritage value is 
related to the street façade, the massing at the rear is not of 
particular concern. 
 
Currently, the rear yard is a fully paved area and does not 
contribute to the picturesque streetscape and is largely 
unnoticed by the public. 
 

Is the proposed development in 
keeping with the historic character of 
the district and the immediate 
streetscape? As per the district plan, 
does it “compliment the heritage 
qualities of the area, and create a 
comfortable, safe and pleasant street 
environment”? 

This is an important consideration. The consultant notes that 
two factors appear to be contributing to this potential impact: 
 
1: The continuity of the setbacks, and prominence of the 
proposed addition relative to the existing building, and 
 
2: The appearance of street-facing facades. 
 
With regards to #1, the Consultant’s opinion is that the new 
addition’s set-back provides ample “breathing room” around the 
existing building and street. The impression of the front yard 
“private garden” strategy will be maintained and could be 
reinforced with planting and exterior improvements. Despite the 
size of the intervention, the development proposal does a good 
job of maintaining the street-front character and allows the 
existing building to maintain its primary focus on the site. 
 
With regards to # 2, the Consultant feels that the appearance of 
the street-facing portion of the new addition could be detailed to 
be more sympathetic with the heritage context. It is important to 
allow the new construction to be “of its own time”, but it should 
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also be designed in such a way as to support the character of 
the district.  
 
In general, the existing heritage character of buildings should 
be reinforced using materials of a similar quality as the original 
construction. It is the detailing and design that should support a 
distinction from the original, not a reduction in quality or the 
exclusive use of contemporary materials. 
 
As shown in the design drawings, the grey Hardi Board, and flat 
metal fascia and window trim appear more “contemporary 
suburban” in nature and could be improved to provide a more 
sympathetic heritage design. We recommend that the colour, 
materials, and detailing on the street facing façade of the 
addition be revisited. The continued use of wood, and the 
targeted use of compatible detailing is encouraged. 
 
NOTE: The design architect has responded to these concerns 
and has indicated that the detailing will be developed during the 
ensuing design phases. 

Is the historical pattern of land use 
(residential) changed or disrupted? 

Although the development proposal represents an increase in 
density for this specific lot, the residential use has been 
maintained. 
 
The Consultant does not assess any substantive impact with 
regards to the historical patterns of land use. 
 

Building-Specific Considerations 

Is the new addition “compatible with, 
distinct from, and subordinate to” the 
existing building? (Standard 11 from 
the Standards and Guidelines for the 
Conservation of Historic Places in 
Canada) 

There is no precise consensus in the heritage community as to 
the interpretation of this important standard. It is often 
interpreted to mean that the existing building should maintain its 
status as the primary focal point on the site and that the 
massing, style, and materials should strike a balance between 
complimentary design and avoiding historical mimicry. In this 
case, Standard 11 will be considered primarily from the point of 
view of the street character. How does this development affect 
the daily users and passersby? 
 
It is the consultant’s opinion that the site is essentially a “single-
view” street orientation. The east, west, and north facades to 
not contribute meaningfully to the urban character of the 
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building. This is similar for the neighbouring buildings as well, 
where various neighbourhood buildings have been enlarged in 
the rear yard, which is largely unnoticed from the street. In our 
opinion, interventions at the rear of the building can be 
acceptable so long as the street-side setbacks and front-yard 
character are maintained. 
 
While the new addition is larger in scale and slightly higher than 
the existing building, the view from the street does not appear 
to overwhelm the site or existing building.  
 
It is the Consultant’s opinion that the existing building will not be 
dominated by the new addition by virtue of the single-view 
nature of the site. The existing building will continue to be the 
focal point. 

The district strategy states: “New work 
should be of its own time, but 
subservient to the heritage character 
of the existing property. It should take 
its form and direction from the history 
of the property itself”. Does the 
development proposal follow this 
recommendation? 

Again, this potential impact will be largely considered from the 
perspective of the Stewart Street elevation. It should also be 
noted that contemporary codes require that the proposed side-
yard and rear yard elevations be constructed of non-
combustible cladding. 
 
The Consultant’s concern here is that the parts of the new 
addition that face the street have been designed with an overly 
“suburban” appearance – and could be improved. The use of 
the grey Hardi-board, the flat metal facias, and window design 
could be made more complimentary to the heritage building. 
 
The level of detail at the haptic scale should be continued 
through the new addition. For example, the existing building’s 
character is largely derived from the composition of finely 
detailed elements: 

 Stained glass patterns 
 Shouldered window trim 
 Decorative bargeboard 
 Unique column and pilaster design 
 Etc. 

The new addition should support the haptic scale of the building 
with its own materiality and detailing. 
 
As an example, this could include: 
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 The continued use of wood siding on the Stewart Street 
elevation, including a profile with a compatible shadow-
line profile, 

 Using wood fascia, including a two-step design to add 
more detail to the roofline. 

 Designing the windows and trim with more detail to 
support the existing appearance of the building, 

 Consider taking clues for the new addition from some of 
the existing detailed elements such as pilasters, cornice, 
and railing. 

NOTE: The design architect has responded to these concerns 
and has indicated that the detailing will be developed during the 
ensuing design phases. 

The district plan specifically notes this 
property for the quality of its private 
green space. Has this important quality 
been maintained? 

As mentioned previously, the development proposal includes a 
set-back from the face of the existing building, which allows for 
the front yard “garden” space to be maintained. 
 
The Consultant does not view this as a problematic element of 
the proposed design. 

In addition to the above, the Consultant notes one area of the proposal that could be better defined in 
terms of the heritage impact. While not specifically called out in the provided drawings, it appears that the 
front porch will be partially demolished and rebuilt. 

The existing conditions include a secondary door and staircase at the porch. The demolition of this 
staircase will also precipitate the partial demolition of the octagonal porch, which is an important element of 
the Stewart Street façade. It is critical that the execution of this work preserves the existing porch, including 
the detailing on the cornice, columns and rails.  
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Figure 10: The existing condition (left) and proposed condition (right). The demolition of the staircase will impact the 
existing porch. Portions of the porch at the top-right will need to be re-built. 

The rebuilding of the impacted elements should be treated as full heritage restoration: 
 All profiles should be fully re-created of the same materials (columns, capitals, cornice, rails, etc.). 

The carpentry work should be executed by skilled tradespeople with experience in wood restoration 
techniques. 

 The demolition work should be carefully executed and the areas around the porch should be 
dismantled by hand. 

 The existing porch should be protected from the demolition work. 

As a restoration, this is one element where the new work should not be “distinct from” the existing1. The 
restored portions of the porch should only be distinguishable from the original upon close inspection by a 
professional. In other words, the porch should be restored to its original condition before the addition of the 
staircase, including all trim, mouldings, etc. 
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Figure 11: The proposed Stewart Street elevation. 
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7. CONCLUSIONS 

The Consultant is of the opinion that the proposed development meets the guidelines set out in the 
Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada, and the Sandy Hill 
Conservation District’s conservation plan. We would nonetheless encourage the Client to pay additional 
attention to the materials and detailing on the Stewart Street elevation of the proposed addition, as outlined 
above. 

Overall, the proposed development, as represented in the provided drawings, is compatible with 
the heritage building and district.  

Sincerely,  
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65 Stewart St. 
Ottawa ON K1N6H9

Zoning:  R4UD S70
Mature Neighborhood and Heritage Overlays

Provision Requirement Provided BY-law Relief
Min Front Width 15m 20.4m Table 162A-R4  -

Min Lot Area 450 m2 612 m2 Table 162A-R4  -

Min Front Yard Setback
Neighboring average:     
2.65 m

Existing : 6.75 m 139(3)(a)(i)  -

Min Interior Side Yard 1.5 m
2.78m (west)+  

1.5 m (east)
Table 162A-R4UD

 -

Min Rear Yard Setback 30% lot depth including 25% of lot area, in this case 9.05m 3.5 m 161(11)(iii) ✔

Max Height
Backyard (Area D): 10.7 m
In all other circumstances (Area A): existing building height, in this case 7.53m

9.635m in Area A Schedule 70 ✔

Lanscaped Area 30% of the lot area 
55%

( Hard: 189m2,
Soft: 149m2)

161(8)  -

Soft Landscaping

Rear yard: 
- min. 50%  of the rear yard.
- min. 25m2 one aggregate rectangular area whose longer dimension is not more 
than twice its shorter dimesion, for the purpose of tree planting.
Side yard: 
- Any part not occupied by accessory buildings and structures, permitted 
projections, bicycle parking and Isles, hardscaped paths of travel for waste and 
recycling management, pedestrian walkways, permitted driveways and parking 
exclusion fixtures. 
Front yard: 
- Minimum 20%
- Be equiped with solid, permanent fixtures sufficient to prevent motor vechicle 
parking such as: bicycle parking, benches, bollards, ornamental fences or garden 
walls, raised planters, trees, wheel chair lifting devices.

7m2

9m2

Driveway (west)
17m2(east)

75%
Trees & Boulders

161(13)(b)(iii)
161(13)(b)(iv)

       

161(13)

(13)(d) & T. 161
(13)(e) 

✔
✔

-

-
-

0.5/ unit. In this case 12x0.5=6 spaces
6 Vertical
(indoors)

Table 111A(b)(i)  -

Bicycle parking spaces must be located in order to provide convenient access to 
main entrances or well-used areas.

Inside, adjacent to 
main entrance

 111(4)  -

Car parking Not required in Area Z on Schedule 1A (TBC)  -
139 (7)(a) &

101(2)  -

Visitor car parking
Not required (0.1/unit required after first 12 units: 0.4)  -

139 (7)(a) &
102(2)

 -

The height of the walls and the height and slope of the roof of the addition do not 
exceed those of the building

 - 60(3)(a) ✔

The side yard setback of the addition is at least 60 cm. greater than that of the wall 
of the building located closest to the side lot line

1.5m to side lot line 60(3)(b)(i) ✔

It is located entirely within the rear yard, or in the interior yard abutting the rear 
yard and complies with the rear yard setback of the underlying zone

Located in rear yard 
and interior side 

yard
60(3)(b)(ii) ✔

2 or more bedroom units min 25% of total units, in this case 3 6 161(14)(b)  -

Addition

Bicycle Parking
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NEW 5% SLOPE BARRIER FREE RAMP
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PORCH DIMENSIONS TBC)
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No.61
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EXTG. TREE TO BE
REMOVED (TBC)

PORCH

NEW 3-STOREY
RESIDENTIAL ADDITION

TOTAL: 12 UNITS
153 m2

113 m2

10
%

10
% LATER ADDITION

( ASSUMED NOT ORIGINAL)

ORIGINAL HOUSE
(ASSUMED)

PROPOSED REAR
YARDSETBACK: 3.5m

NOT TO SCALE

1 CONTEXT MAP
SPC-1

NOT TO SCALE

2 ZONING MATRIX
SPC-1SCALE: 1:100

3 SITE PLAN - PROPOSED
SPC-1

NOTE: SURVEY INFROMATION TAKEN
FROM PLAN PREPARED BY ONTARIO
LAND SURVEYORS J.D. BARNES
LIMITED DATED JULY 23, 2020

BUIDLING AREA:

BSMT:  259.00 m2

1ST FLOOR: 265.00 m2

2ND FLOOR 256.00 m2

3RD FLOOR 185.00 m2

TOTAL:   965.00 m2
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JARVIS HOUSE, 65 STEWART STREET 

 
 
Bylaw 324‐81  
Plaque 1988 
 
Statement of Cultural Heritage Value‐ Jarvis House, 65 Stewart Street 
 
The property at 65 Stewart Street is recommended for designation as being of architectural 
interest. Built in 1885, this Eclectic Victorian residence is set back from the street with a 
surrounding yard of suburban character. In overall appearance, a two storey clapboard frame 
house with gable end facing the street, it features a Picturesque bargeboard, Italianate window 
framing and a ground floor bay window. A delicate Beaux Arts polygonal verandah was added 
between 1901‐1912. The original owner was Samuel Jarvis of Pittaway and Jarvis, 
Photographers.  
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