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Re: Addendum to the 65 First Street Collingwood HIA  

  

Vince,   

  

This letter is in reply to the peer review of the Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) prepared by 
this office for 65 First Street, dated March 28th, 2018 written by Su Murdoch Historical 
Consulting. 

 

Specifically, the Peer Review raises the following points:  

• the proposal as “successful gateway” and “enhanced pedestrian experience” seems 
lacking   

• the HIA does not elaborate sufficiently on adjacent Heritage Context  

• the compatibility of the proposal with existing heritage structures is not sufficiently clear  

 

This office does not agree with this Peer Review comments and provides the following 
additional information in reply. 

 
Lands 

The Peer Reviews’ description identifying the property “within the historic lands” appears 
misleading. These lands acknowledged in the Peer Review are outside the Collingwood 
Downtown Heritage Conservation District (CDHCD) and accordingly have no formal historic 
designation. The former Watts Boat House, was deemed to have some historic value and was 
relocated from the site. Clearly, it was the boat house and not the lands which had historic 
significance.  Moreover, the current land configuration is comprised of several parcels which 
were assembled as part of a land exchange between the current owner and the developer of 
the Shipyards, only part of which were the boathouse lands; the purpose being to allow for 
efficient street layouts and road intersections. Therefore the “lands” which the Peer Review 
identifies as “historic” are not represented by the current configuration of the assembled 
property. Also, to coordinate grading on the new surrounding streets the entire site was raised 
approximately 1 meter, meaning the “historic” lands no longer exist in any recognizable 
manner. 

 

Gateway 

By reference to the attached Heritage Boundary Map, the subject lands have been identified 
in Green.  As can be seen, the lands are outside the CDHCD and only abut at one side.  It is 
interesting to note that over the entire CDHCD boundary there are only two locations where 



the CDHCD lands are limited only to streets, these being Pine and Hurontario.  It is a 
reasonable inference that the purpose was to accord the municipality additional consultation 
on the development of abutting lands, as it related to the yet unbuilt Shipyards residential 
development. 

 

The Peer Review incorrectly states that this “is an evolving area”.  At present, the Shipyards 
are significantly complete with little construction remaining: the die is cast on the nature of the 
development surrounding the subject site in a full 360 degrees. There is nothing left to evolve. 

 

When conceived, it was possible the intention of the gateway nodes was to provide access to 
the waterfront and parklands. The evolution of the Shipyards in its built-form alters this 
purpose. Importantly, a successful ‘gateway’ relies mostly on the arrangement of building 
mass, use of site, and permeability of a street front to enhance a pedestrian experience and 
create a sense of arrival or transition to a different use. An arbitrary treatment of a façade, be 
it in a heritage manner or otherwise, will have limited ability to convey a transition that isn’t 
there. 

 

With respect to this proposal, the building mass further extends and completes the business 
core towards the north, presents a formal façade to the street, and encourages increased use 
of the site with extensive glazing on 3 sides of the development. The proposal does not impact 
any sight-lines or view-corridors to the water or parkland as neither are visible from the location. 

 

The extent to which the site can be developed is controlled by applicable zoning performance 
standards. Requirements for vehicle access, parking, and building setbacks have influenced 
the proposed site plan. Given these limitations, we believe this proposal delivers a positive 
visual transition between the commercial limits of the downtown and the residential 
development which, in turn, abuts the waterfront.  

 

Context 

Our HIA document makes note of a number heritage structures adjacent to the subject site. 
The Peer Review notes the properties used to illustrate the heritage context of the proposal 
would be more relevant if the locations were indicated in plan. We acknowledge this oversight 
and have added a plan to our document indicating the location of these adjacent heritage 
properties. The images provided in the HIA of these referenced properties were taken from the 
Heritage Collingwood website, where properties that form the ‘Downtown Heritage 
Conservation District Plan 2008’ are listed.   

 
Compatibility 

Lastly, this office believes that the heritage buildings that form the streetscape of Hurontario 
street are closest to the intent of the DHCDP and the Urban Design Guidelines for Collingwood. 
It is for this reason alone that our HIA document makes a comparison with the façade of 57 
Hurontario and our proposal, instead of the less compliant properties that are immediately 
adjacent.  

 

While the 65 First Street proposal is not an existing streetscape in the intended sense of the 
term within the Heritage District plan, the building’s form and function complies with the intent 
as noted in the guidelines provided below, which is abstracted from the Heritage District Plan. 



 

1. New Infill should fit its immediate context – While not a true infill by definition the building 
recognizes existing builds abutting and with different uses to the north by providing, in 
terms of size, finishes and appearance a compatible context.  The abutting building is a 
single story flat roof building while the residential building to the north are 2 stories with 
peaked roof.   

2. New infill should be generally same height and width of as neighbours – The existing 
abutting building is a single-story building.  Maintaining this height in the new building would 
be a detriment to the street views. The height of the proposed building is more in keeping 
with the buildings to the east and south east and provides visual interest as the eye 
transitions to the taller residential buildings to the north broken by the negative space of 
the parking area. 

3. New infill should have setback similar to neighbours – While intended for a convention 
downtown streetscape the building begins with the same setback as the existing building 
but then moves toward the street in order to comply with the Town’s Urban Design Manual. 

4. Maintains proportions of windows and entrances – The alignment of windows and 
entrances use the existing building in references but then expands their use in a natural 
way to maintain what is the building’s intent. 

5. Use similar fitting materials and colours – The existing building was recently renovated.  
The planned use of darker colours on the proposed building is consistent.  While the use 
of brick is consistent with the existing building as well as the new residential building.  The 
use of darker colours also provides a welcome contrast to the residential buildings, further 
emphasizing the change in use. 
 

 
 



This office believes the proposal for 65 First Street directly addresses the Urban Design 
Guidelines as well as the DHCDP 2008, while working within the framework of the Collingwood 
Zoning and that the present proposal meets all design considerations.   
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Gregory Reuter          
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