b GOLDER

FINAL REPORT

Heritage Impact Assessment
121 Hume Street, Town of Collingwood, Simcoe County, Ontario

Submitted to:

2554281 Ontario Ltd.
120 Hume Street
Collingwood, ON

L9Y 1V5

Submitted by:

Golder Associates Ltd.
309 Exeter Road, Unit #1 London, Ontario, N6L 1C1 Canada

+1 519 652 0099

19135491-1000-R0O1

August 18, 2020




August 18, 2020 19135491-1000-R01

Distribution List

1 e-copy: 2554281 Ontario Ltd.

1 e-copy: Golder Associates Ltd.

Personnel
Project Director Bradley Drouin, M.A., Associate, Senior Archaeologist
Project Manager Henry Cary, PhD., CAHP, RPA, Senior Cultural Heritage Specialist/Senior
Archaeologist
Research Shannon Neill-Sword, J.D., Cultural Heritage Specialist
Field Investigations Shannon Neill-Sword, J.D.
Report Production Shannon Neill-Sword, J.D.
Henry Cary, PhD, CAHP, RPA
Maps & Illustrations Andrew Sabourin, Junior Draftsperson, CAD/GIS
Dave Hoskings, Senior Draftsperson, CAD/GIS
Administration Liz Yildiz, Environmental Group Administrator
Senior Review Henry Cary, PhD, CAHP, RPA

Acknowledgements

Town of Collingwood Kandas Bondarchuk, Community Planner (Heritage)
RUDY & Associates Michelle Cutts, MCIP, MPP, Principal Planner
ACK Architects David Chui, B. Tech., M. Arch, OAA, LEED, Principal Architect

O GOLDER i



August 18, 2020 19135491-1000-R01

Executive Summary

The Executive Summary summarizes only the key points of the report. For a complete account of the results and
conclusions, as well as the limitations of this study, the reader should examine the report in full.

In January 2020, 2554381 Ontario Ltd. (the Client) retained Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) to conduct a Heritage
Impact Assessment (HIA) for a proposed development on 121 Hume Street in the Town of Collingwood, Ontario
(the property). Now a vacant gravel-topped lot, the property was the site of a gasoline service station between
circa 1952 to its demolition in 2010. It was fully remediated with Record of Site Condition prepared on June 26,
2017 and is zoned C1 with a permitted height of 12.0 metres. The property is outside and adjacent to the
Collingwood Downtown Heritage Conservation District (HCD), and the protected heritage properties of 271, 279,
285, and 297 Sainte Marie Street. The Collingwood Downtown HCD was designated in 2002 through Town By-
law 02-12, enabled under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act.

The Client is proposing to develop the property with a mid-rise commercial building with partial top level for
meeting/ amenity space. In addition to retail space, the proposed development hopes to facilitate economic
growth in the Town by providing a variety of professional and commercial offices. The proposed development is
three storeys high at its western and northern sides, stepping to four-storeys at the corner of Hume and Market
Street, and will have underground and outdoor parking on the north and west sides of the building. The design of
the proposed building is intended to be contemporary but reference local historical styles and materials and will be
clad in red brick with precast concrete accents. Since the property is adjacent to the Downtown HCD, the Town of
Collingwood (the Town) requested that an HIA be conducted as part of the development application.

Following guidelines provided by the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism, and Culture Industries (MHSTCI), the
Town Official Plan and Collingwood Downtown Heritage Conservation District Plan, and Canada’s Historic Places
Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada (2010), this HIA identifies the
heritage policies applicable to new development, summarizes the property’s geography and history, provides an
inventory of the property’s built and landscape features, and provides a summary of the heritage attributes of the
adjacent protected heritage properties. Based on this understanding of the property and its context, and a
thorough review of the new construction guidelines for the adjacent Collingwood Downtown HCD, the potential
impacts resulting from the proposed development are assessed and future conservation actions recommended.

Golder concludes that the proposed development:

m will not directly impact —and is compatible in design and massing with— the heritage attributes of adjacent
and surrounding protected heritage properties and the heritage attributes of the Collingwood Downtown HCD

m will produce vibration during construction that may indirectly impact the heritage attributes (specifically the
built heritage resources) of protected heritage properties within a 60-m radius of the property

Golder therefore recommends that the Client:
m be approved to develop the property as currently proposed

m complete a pre-construction survey of the potentially impacted buildings, at the discretion of the Client, and
monitor for vibration exceedance during construction.
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Study Limitations

Golder has prepared this report in a manner consistent with the guidelines developed by the Ministry of Heritage,
Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries (MHSTCI), the Town of Collingwood’s Official Plan, and the Collingwood
Downtown HCD Plan, subject to the time limits and physical constraints applicable to this report.

This report has been prepared for the specific site, design objective, developments, and purpose described to
Golder by 2554281 Ontario Ltd. (the Client). The factual data, interpretations and recommendations pertain to a
specific project as described in this report and are not applicable to any other project or site location.

The information, recommendations and opinions expressed in this report are for the sole benefit of the Client. No
other party may use or rely on this report or any portion thereof without Golder Associates Ltd.’s express written
consent. If the report was prepared to be included for a specific permit application process, then upon the
reasonable request of the Client, Golder Associates Ltd. may authorize in writing the use of this report by the
regulatory agency as an Approved User for the specific and identified purpose of the applicable permit review
process. Any other use of this report by others is prohibited and is without responsibility to Golder Associates Ltd.
The report, all plans, data, drawings and other documents as well as electronic media prepared by Golder
Associates Ltd. are considered its professional work product and shall remain the copyright property of Golder
Associates Ltd., who authorizes only the Client and Approved Users to make copies of the report, but only in such
gquantities as are reasonably necessary for the use of the report by those parties. The Client and Approved Users
may not give, lend, sell, or otherwise make available the report or any portion thereof to any other party without
the express written permissions of Golder Associates Ltd. The Client acknowledges the electronic media is
susceptible to unauthorized modification, deterioration and incompatibility and therefore the Client cannot rely
upon the electronic media versions of Golder Associates Ltd.’s report or other work products.

Unless otherwise stated, the suggestions, recommendations and opinions given in this report are intended only
for the guidance of the Client in the design of the specific project.
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2.0 OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHOD

The objectives of this HIA were to:

m identify all cultural heritage resources adjacent to the property, specifically those within the Collingwood
Downtown HCD

m determine the impacts from the proposed development to heritage attributes of adjacent cultural heritage
resources and the heritage attributes of the Collingwood Downtown HCD

m consider alternatives to avoid or reduce the identified impacts

m recommend mitigation or conservation measures if required

To meet these objectives, Golder:

m reviewed applicable provincial and municipal heritage policies and consulted the Town’s heritage planner

m conducted field investigations to document the built elements and landscape features on the property and
immediate vicinity, and to understand the local context

m assessed the impact of the proposed development on the heritage attributes of the Collingwood Downtown
HCD using provincial and municipal guidelines

m conducted a thorough review of the proposed design using the guidelines for new construction provided in
the Collingwood Downtown HCD Plan

m developed recommendations for future action based on international, federal, provincial, and municipal
conservation guidance

Archival and published sources, including historic maps, aerial imagery, historical photographs, land registry data,
municipal government documents, and research articles were compiled from online and archival sources.
Reference was also made to Golder’s previous reports on properties within and adjacent to the Collingwood
Downtown HCD (Golder 2017a, Golder 2017b, Golder 2018).

Field investigations were conducted by Cultural Heritage Specialist Shannon Neill-Sword on January 24, 2020
and included accessing and photographing the property as well as photographing adjacent properties within the
Downtown HCD and their wider context from public rights of way. Photographs were taken with a Nikon Coolpix
P90 digital single lens reflex camera.

The proposed development was then assessed for adverse impacts using the guidance provided in the MHSTCI
Ontario Heritage Tool Kit: Heritage Resources in the Land Use Planning Process (2006) and Appendix A of the
Collingwood Downtown HCD Plan. Several widely recognized manuals related to determining impacts and
conservation approaches to cultural heritage resources were also consulted, including:

m Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada (Canada’s Historic Places
2010)

m  Well-Preserved: The Ontario Heritage Foundation’s Manual of Principles and Practice for Architectural
Conservation (Fram 2003)
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3.0 POLICY FRAMEWORK

Heritage properties are subject to several provincial and municipal planning and policy regimes, as well as
guidance developed at the federal and international levels. These policies have varying levels of authority at the
local level, though generally are all considered when making decisions about heritage assets.

3.1 International & Federal Heritage Policies

No federal heritage policies apply to the property, although many of the provincial and municipal policies detailed
below align in approach to that of Canada’s Historic Places (CHP) Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation
of Historic Places in Canada (Canada’s Historic Places 2010; CHP Standards and Guidelines). This document
was drafted in response to international and national agreements such as the International Charter for the
Conservation and Restoration of Monuments and Sites (the Venice Charter, 1964), Australia ICOMOS
[International Council on Monuments & Sites], Charter for Places of Cultural Significance (the Burra Charter,
updated 2013) and Canadian Appleton Charter for the Protection and Enhancement of the Built Environment
(1983). The CHP Standards and Guidelines define three conservation treatments —preservation, rehabilitation,
and restoration— and outline the process and required and best practice actions relevant to each treatment.

At the international level, the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) has developed guidance
on heritage impact assessments for world heritage properties, which also provide ‘best practice’ approaches for
all historic assets (ICOMOS 2011).

3.2 Provincial Heritage Policies
3.2.1 Planning Act and Provincial Policy Statement

The Ontario Planning Act (1990) and associated Provincial Policy Statement 2020 (PPS 2020) mandate heritage
conservation in land use planning. Under the Planning Act, conservation of “features of significant architectural,
cultural, historical, archaeological or scientific interest” are a “matter of provincial interest” and integrates this at
the provincial and municipal levels through the PPS 2020. Issued under Section 3 of the Planning Act, PPS 2020
recognizes that cultural heritage and archaeological resources “provide important environmental, economic, and
social benefits”, and that “encouraging a sense of place, by promoting well-designed built form and cultural
planning, and by conserving features that help define character, including built heritage resources and cultural
heritage landscapes” supports long-term economic prosperity (PPS 2020:6,22).

The importance of identifying and evaluating built heritage and cultural heritage landscapes is recognized in two
policies of PPS 2020:

m Section 2.6.1 — Significant built heritage resources and significant heritage landscapes shall be conserved

m Section 2.6.3 — Planning authorities shall not permit development and site alteration on adjacent lands to
protected heritage property except where the proposed development and site alteration has been evaluated
and it has been demonstrated that the heritage attributes of the protected heritage property will be conserved

Each of the italicised terms is defined in Section 6.0 of PPS 2020, with those relevant to this report provided
below:

m Adjacent lands: for the purposes of policy 2.6.3, those lands contiguous to a protected heritage property or
as otherwise defined in the municipal official plan
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m Built heritage resource: means a building, structure, monument, installation or any manufactured or
constructed part or remnant that contributes to a property’s cultural heritage value or interest as identified by
a community, including an Indigenous community. Built heritage resources are located on property that may
be designated under Parts IV or V of the Ontario Heritage Act, or that may be included on local, provincial,
federal and/or international registers.

m Conserved: means the identification, protection, management and use of built heritage resources, cultural
heritage landscapes and archaeological resources in a manner that ensures their cultural heritage value or
interest is retained. This may be achieved by the implementation of recommendations set out in a
conservation plan, archaeological assessment, and/or heritage impact assessment that has been approved,
accepted or adopted by the relevant planning authority and/or decision-maker. Mitigative measures and/or
alternative development approaches can be included in these plans and assessments.

m Cultural heritage landscape: means a defined geographical area that may have been modified by human
activity and is identified as having cultural heritage value or interest by a community, including an Indigenous
community. The area may include features such as buildings, structures, spaces, views, archaeological sites
or natural elements that are valued together for their interrelationship, meaning or association. Cultural
heritage landscapes may be properties that have been determined to have cultural heritage value or interest
under the Ontario Heritage Act; or have been included in on federal and/or international registers, and/or
protected through official plan, zoning by-law, or other land use planning mechanisms.

m Development: means the creation of a new lot, a change in land use, or the construction of buildings and
structures requiring approval under the Planning Act

m Heritage attributes: the principal features or elements that contribute to a protected heritage property’s
cultural heritage value or interest, and may include the property’s built, constructed, or manufactured
elements, as well as natural landforms, vegetation, water features, and its visual setting (e.g. significant
views or vistas to or from a protected heritage property)

m Protected heritage property: property designated under Parts IV, V or VI of the Ontario Heritage Act;
property subject to a heritage conservation easement under Parts Il or IV of the Ontario Heritage Act;
property identified by the Province and prescribed public bodies as provincial heritage property under the
Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties; property protected under
federal legislation, and UNESCO World Heritage Sites.

m Significant: means, in regard to cultural heritage and archaeology, resources that have been determined to
have cultural heritage value or interest. Processes and criteria for determining cultural heritage value or
interest are established by the Province under the authority of the Ontario Heritage Act.

Importantly, the definition for significant includes a caveat that “criteria for determining significance...are
recommended by the Province, but municipal approaches that achieve or exceed the same objective may also be
used”, and that “while some significant resources may already be identified and inventoried by official sources, the
significance of others can only be determined after evaluation.” The criteria for significance recommended by the
Province as well as the need for evaluation is outlined in the following section.

3.2.2 Ontario Heritage Act and Ontario Regulation 9/06

The Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) enables the Province and municipalities to conserve significant individual
properties and areas. For Provincially-owned and administered heritage properties, compliance with the
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Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties is mandatory under Part Ill of the
OHA and holds the same authority for ministries and prescribed public bodies as a Management Board or Cabinet
directive. For municipalities, Part IV and Part V of the OHA enables council to “designate” individual properties
(Part IV), or properties within a heritage conservation district (HCD) (Part V), as being of “cultural heritage value or
interest” (CHVI). Evaluation for CHVI under the OHA (or significance under PPS 2020) is guided by Ontario
Regulation 9/06 (O. Reg. 9/06), which prescribes the criteria for determining cultural heritage value or interest. O.
Reg. 9/06 has three categories of absolute or non-ranked criteria, each with three sub-criteria:

1) The property has design value or physical value because it:

i) Isarare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, expression, material or construction
method;

ii)  Displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit; or
iii) Demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement.
2) The property has historic value or associative value because it:

i) Has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization, or institution that is
significant to a community;

i) Yields, or has the potential to yield information that contributes to an understanding of a community or
culture; or

iii) Demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer, or theorist who is
significant to a community.

3) The property has contextual value because it:
i) Isimportant in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area;
i) Is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surroundings; or

i) Is alandmark.

A property needs to meet only one criterion of O. Reg. 9/06 to be considered for designation under Part IV of the
OHA. If found to meet one or more criterion, the property’s CHVI is then described with a Statement of Cultural
Heritage Value or Interest (SCHVI) that includes a brief property description, a succinct statement of the
property’s cultural heritage significance, and a list of its heritage attributes. In the OHA heritage attributes are
defined slightly differently to the PPS 2020 and directly linked to real property?; therefore in most cases a
property’s CHVI applies to the entire land parcel, not just individual buildings or structures.

Once a municipal council decides to designate a property, it is recognized through by-law and added to a
“Register” maintained by the municipal clerk. A municipality may also “list” a property on the Register to indicate it
as having potential cultural heritage value or interest.

! The OHA definition “heritage attributes means, in relation to real property, and to the buildings and structures on the real property, the attributes of the property, buildings and structures that
contribute to their cultural heritage value or interest.”
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3.2.3 Provincial Heritage Guidance

As mentioned above, heritage conservation on provincial properties must comply with the MHSTCI Standards and
Guidelines for the Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties (MHSTCI S&Gs), but these also provide “best
practice” approaches for evaluating cultural heritage resources not under provincial jurisdiction. For heritage
impact assessments, Information Bulletin 3: Heritage Impact Assessments for Provincial Heritage Properties
(MHSTCI 2017) of the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties advises
on the contents and possible strategies.

To advise municipalities, organizations, and individuals on heritage protection and conservation, the MHSTCI
developed a series of products under the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit. Of these, Heritage Resources in the Land Use
Planning Process (MHSTCI 2006) provides an outline for the contents of an HIA, which it defines as:

is a study to determine if any cultural heritage resources (including those previously identified and those
found as part of the site assessment)...are impacted by a specific proposed development or site alteration. It
can also demonstrate how the cultural heritage resource will be conserved in the context of redevelopment
or site alteration. Mitigative or avoidance measures or alternative development or site alteration approaches
may be recommended.

Heritage Resources in the Land Use Planning Process also provides advice on how to organize the sections of an
HIA, although municipalities may draft their own terms of reference. For example, the Town provides an outline of
the required components for an HIA as an Appendix in the Collingwood Downtown HCD Plan.

Determining the optimal conservation strategy where an impact is identified is further guided by the MHSTCI Eight
Guiding Principles in the Conservation of Historic Properties (2007):

1) Documentary evidence (restoration should not be based on conjecture);

2) Original location (do not move buildings unless there is no other means to save them since any change in
site diminishes heritage value considerably);

3) Historic material (follow ‘minimal intervention’ and repair or conserve building materials rather than replace
them);

4)  Original fabric (repair with like materials);

5) Building history (do not destroy later additions to reproduce a single period);
6) Reversibility (any alterations should be reversible);

7)  Legibility (new work should be distinguishable from old); and,

8) Maintenance (historic places should be continually maintained).

The Ontario Heritage Tool Kit partially, but not entirely, supersedes earlier MTCS advice. Criteria to identify
cultural landscapes is provided in greater detail in the Guidelines on the Man-Made Heritage Component of
Environmental Assessments (1980:7), while recording and documentation procedures are outlined in the
Guideline for Preparing the Cultural Heritage Resource Component of Environmental Assessments (1992:3-7).
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3.3 Town of Collingwood Heritage Policies
3.3.1 Official Plan

For municipalities, PPS 2020 is implemented through an Official Plan, which may outline further heritage policies.
The Town’s Official Plan, last consolidated in January 2019, informs decisions on issues such as future land use,
transportation, infrastructure, and community improvement within the Town limits until 2031. Section 7.0 of the
Official Plan outlines the goal and policies for cultural heritage, which is not defined but includes “significant
archaeological and built heritage resources and cultural landscapes.” Under Section 7.2.3.1, when properties
recognized or believed to have CHVI are proposed for development, Council “may require the owner of such
lands to carry out studies to:

m Survey and assess the value of the historical, architectural and/or archaeological heritage resource

m Assess the impact of the proposed development or redevelopment on the historical, architectural, and/or
archaeological heritage resource

m Indicate the methods proposed to be used to mitigate any negative impact of the proposed development or
redevelopment on the historical, architectural, and/or archaeological heritage resource.”

Guidance for evaluating heritage resources is provided in the Section 11.1 Cultural Heritage Evaluation Criteria of
the Official Plan and generally follows the O. Reg. 9/06 criteria.

If a development application proposes demolishing or altering a cultural heritage resource, Section 7.2.3.6
requires that Council be provided with “accurate and adequate architectural, structural and economic information
to determine the feasibility of rehabilitation and reuse versus demolition”. If Council does grant approval to
demolish or significantly alter a cultural heritage resource, it may additionally require that the applicant document
the resource “for archival purposes with a history, photographic record and measured drawings”.

Conservation of cultural heritage resources adjacent to a proposed development are addressed in Section
7.2.3.3, which states that:

m Inconsidering applications for development and site alteration for lands adjacent to identified cultural heritage
resources, Council shall defer approval until it has been demonstrated to their satisfaction that the proposed
work can be undertaken in accordance with the municipality’s heritage conservation policies.

3.3.2 Collingwood Downtown Heritage Conservation District Plan

The property is adjacent to the Collingwood Downtown HCD, designated under Town By-law 02-12 and enabled
under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act. The objectives, design guidelines, and permit procedures to manage
change within the district are outlines in the Collingwood Downtown HCD Plan (the Plan). The Plan addresses
alterations to existing historic assets, new construction, and streetscapes and landscaping, but also outlines the
requirements for HIAs and conservation plans.

Section 5.4 of the Plan outlines objectives and policies for areas of special interest, which includes adjacent lands
to the HCD:

Adjacent Lands: Policy 2.6.3 of the Provincial Policy Statement of the Planning Act will be applied when
there is an application for site development or alteration on lands adjacent to the District. Alternative
development approaches may be required to conserve the heritage attributes of the District, as a protected
heritage property.
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Accordingly, development and site alteration on lands adjacent to the Collingwood Downtown HCD must be
evaluated for their impact on the heritage attributes of the adjacent properties within the HCD.

3.3.2.1 Guidance on New Construction

Section 14.0 of the Downtown HCD Plan provides Design Guidelines for New Construction within the HCD.
Although these policies do not apply outside the HCD, they help to guide design of compatible new construction
on adjacent lands. The general principles that may be relevant to such new developments are:

m The design of a new building, or an addition, does not need to replicate historic design model to be
compatible with the HCD. Attention to the form, alignment, height, massing, setback, architectural features,
colour schemes, and materials can result in a design that maintains the architectural rhythm of the
neighbouring buildings and streetscape, and thus the heritage character of the District.

m New construction must conform to the established design principles, qualities, and characteristics of the
neighbourhood and the streetscape.

m If adjacent buildings are not in keeping with the heritage character of the district, principles of scale,
materiality, mass, setback, and form should be consistent with the overall streetscape.

m New buildings should be designed to allow pedestrian amenities such as wider sidewalks, lack of obstruction
to barrier free entry, and shelter at building entries.

To fully assess the potential impacts of the development on the adjacent HCD, Section 7.3 considers the
application of the New Design guidelines to the present development.

3.3.2.2 Guidance on Viewscapes

Policies related to structures or landscape features that may be visible from street or laneways within the HCD
may also be relevant. The property is adjacent to the House Form Area, which includes those areas outside of the
Commercial Core, comprising primarily one and one-half to two storey single-detached residential buildings.
Relevant principles regarding visibility within the House Form Area of the HCD include the following:

m Unfinished pressure-treated wood and chain link fencing are not appropriate for fencing visible from the
street or public lane or pathway (pg. 80)

m Pre-fabricated metal structures should not be used where visible from the street, public lane or pathway, or a
significant viewscape within the District (pg. 81)

m All alterations, additions, and new construction visible from the lanes and pathways must comply with the
design guidelines of the HCD Plan (pg. 83)

Though not strictly applicable to properties outside of the HCD, these policies offer guidance on the character of
the area that should be preserved and are also considered in the design analysis.

3.3.3 Special Policies

Cultural resource management is sometimes addressed under Secondary Plans, Special Policy Areas, or other
policies such as Master Plans. The property is not within a Secondary Plan or Special Policy Area.
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Figure 2: The 2400-acre survey system, used from 1829 to 1861. As depicted here, each lot is 200 acres and each
section made of 12 farms (Schott 1981:81-82)

In 1851, the area at the northeastern edge of the Township, known as ‘Hens-and-Chickens’, was selected as the
northern terminus of the Northern Railway of Canada, and was to connect the Toronto area with Georgian Bay
(Town of Collingwood 2014). This decision spurred land speculators and businessmen to move to the area, and in
1853 local land owner Joel Underwood requested William Gibbard survey a village plot (Hunter 1909). By 1854,

the Hens-and-Chickens community had been renamed Collingwood.

After completion of the rail line in 1855, Collingwood quickly developed into an important centre for shipping and
ship building, supporting a large export trade of lumber, grain, and produce to the United States and western
Canada (Town of Collingwood 2014). So rapid was the pace of growth and development that the community
managed to bypass village incorporation and directly attained the status of town on January 1, 1858 (Hunter
1909). By 1873 Collingwood was home to 2,829 residents and had ‘one tannery, one brewery, one steam flour
mill, sash, door, blind, and pump factories, several hotels and churches, a number of stores, two printing offices,
two telegraph agencies, a branch bank, and several ship yards and grain elevators’ (Lovell 1873).

The Town continued to prosper throughout the late 19th century. When the Queen’s Dry Dock was constructed in
1882, the commercial ship-building industry flourished and the Town eventually gained an international reputation
for quality work and design in this field (Town of Collingwood 2014). The success of the ship-building industry
brought many workers to the area, and by 1895 Collingwood boasted a population of 4,939 (Lovell 1895).

Events of the early-to-mid-20th century slowed the Town’s growth and development, and by the time the Street
Lawrence Seaway was completed in 1959, the Town was no longer an important shipping centre (Collingwood
Public Library 2016). Throughout the late 20th century, the shipping and ship-building industries were slowly
replaced by recreational and retirement developments made popular by the local beaches and the nearby Blue
Mountain. In 2011, the Town of Collingwood, now a lower-tier municipality within the County of Simcoe, was home

to 19,241 residents (Statistics Canada 2011).

4.2.2 The Property — 121 Hume Street

The property at 121 Hume Street is in Concession 8, Lot 43 within the former Township of Nottawasaga. The
Crown Patent for the south 100-acre half of the Lot was granted to George Jackson, a crown land agent, in about
1847, though the date and year is illegible in the registry records microfilm. Between 1847 and 1870, Jackson sold
off parts of the 100-acre half-Lot, and on 18 January 1870, he sold all remaining portions of the acreage to
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m The property and adjacent lands were subdivided by Charles Gamon and George Moberly of Collingwood,
as shown in Plan 144 registered on 19 May 1870.

m From 1870 to 1972, the majority of the property was owned by descendants of the Swain family. They never
constructed a house on the current property because the family home was built two part lots to the north, at
PT LT 11 W/S Market Street.

m The first permanent structure on the property since crown patent was constructed around 1952; the building
was a gasoline service station which remained in operation until the early 215t century and was
decommissioned around 2010.

m The western portion of the property is the eastern 69.30 ft. of PT LT 14 E/S Sainte Marie Street, which
contains 297 Sainte Marie Street, and was annexed to the property in 1969.
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