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1. Early map of Prince Edward County showing Hallowell and Picton. (Source: Prince Edward County Archives)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Heritage Conservation District study, prepared for the 

Corporation of Prince Edward, assesses the potential for the 

Picton study area to be designated as a Heritage Conservation 

District (HCD) under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act.

Picton is a town with cultural heritage value related to its 

settlement, history, architecture and setting in the landscape.  

It is a dynamic place that has evolved since its settlement and 

this change and growth is refl ected in the town’s urban form and 

architecture.  

Picton was originally settled as two villages linked by a shared 

harbour and divided by a creek at the head of the bay.  North-

west of the creek, Hallowell was home to merchants in harbour 

related businesses.  To the south-east was Picton, a community 

shaped by civic functions and by Reverend William Macaulay.  The 

villages merged and were incorporated as Picton in 1837. 

Within the study area, four character areas refl ect this unique 

settlement history: Picton’s harbour, the original Village of Picton 

and (within the original Village of Hallowell) Main Street West 

and the Downtown Core.  These four areas were found to vary in 

their building type and architectural style,  streetscape, cultural 

history and evolution over the last 200 years.  The coherence of 

the streetscape and heritage built form within the study was also 

found to vary.  The integrity of the study area is supported by 

the surrounding historical residential neighbourhoods, Picton’s 

distinct setting in the countryside and its placement along the 

Loyalist Highway. 

A Heritage Conservation 
District (HCD) is an area 
with a concentration of 
heritage resources with 
special character or 
historical association that 
distinguishes it from its 
surroundings and that is 
designated under Part V of 
the Ontario Heritage Act.  

In Ontario there are 104 HCDs that 

have been designated over the 

last 30 years.  Many of these are 

commercial districts that promote 

Main Street revitalization.  

“District designation enables the 

council of a municipality to manage 

and guide future change in the 

district, through the adoption 

of a district plan with policies 

and guidelines for conservation, 

protection and enhancement of 

the area’s special character.” 

- Ontario Heritage Tool Kit, 2006
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The intent of the study is to develop a heritage planning framework 

that supports revitalization and growth along Picton’s main 

streets through the following objectives:

 » Preserve and enhance Picton’s role as a historic, cultural and 
business centre in Prince Edward County;

 » Retain and conserve buildings and structures found to 
contribute to the heritage character and appearance of the 
area;

 » Encourage new construction and development that contrib-
utes to and is compatible with the heritage character and 
appearance of the area;

 » Build upon and promote increased awareness of the cultural 
heritage value of Picton.

Based on these objectives and the detailed analysis of the Study 

Area the following approach for the study area is recommended 

in order of priority:

Undertake a Heritage Conservation District Plan under Part V 
of the Ontario Heritage Act to conserve and protect Picton’s 
commercial main street.  This area is defi ned as Main Street 
from Talbot/Lake Streets to Paul Street/Shire Hall and down 
Bridge Street to the bridge/creek.  The area refl ects the 
Hallowell settlement.

Protect and conserve Picton’s harbour as a signifi cant 
cultural heritage landscape under the Offi cial Plan and Provin-
cial Policy Statement.  This recognition requires an amend-
ment to the Offi cial Plan stating that “signifi cant cultural 
heritage landscapes shall be protected and conserved” and 
the identifi cation of the Picton’s harbour as a signifi cant 
cultural heritage landscape. 

The cultural heritage landscape identifi cation may be under-
taken as part of an update to the Harbour Planning Study
(1989).  A study update may investigate Picton’s harbour 
in a holistic way including, but not limited to: cultural 
heritage, natural heritage and marine ecology.  This should 
include a cultural heritage landscape component which 
develops a comprehensive understanding of the harbour’s 
value and boundary.  In managing cultural heritage land-
scapes, the recognition should be values-based and allow 
informed decision-making to respond to the reality of an 
evolving asset.  

Cultural heritage landscape: 

means a defi ned geographical area 

of heritage signifi cance which has 

been modifi ed by human activities 

and is valued by a community. It 

involves a grouping(s) of individual 

heritage features such as structures, 

spaces, archaeological sites and 

natural elements, which together 

form a signifi cant type of heritage 

form, distinctive from that of its 

constituent elements or parts. 

- Provincial Policy Statement, 2005

Characteristics an HCD may include:

- A concentration of heritage 

buildings, sites, structures; designed 

landscapes, natural landscapes that 

are linked by aesthetic, historical 

and socio-cultural context or use.

- A framework of structured 

elements including major natural 

features such as topography, land 

form, landscapes, water course and 

built form such as pathways and 

street patterns, landmarks, node 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 

enable districts to be recognized 

and distinguishable from 

their surrounding or from 

neighbouring areas. 

- Ontario Heritage Tool Kit, 2006

1)

2)
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Undertake a Heritage Conservation District Plan under Part 
V of the Ontario Heritage Act to conserve and protect the 
original Village of Picton.  This area is currently defi ned as 
Union Street from Bridge Street to and including Macaulay 
Heritage Park. 

3)
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Scope of Study

This Heritage Conservation District Study has been prepared 

by ERA Architects Inc. to assess the proposed study area to 

determine if the area, or a portion there of, meets the criteria 

under the Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act for designation as a 

heritage conservation district.

As required in the Ontario Heritage Act this report includes the 

following analysis: 

Scope of Study

(2)  A study under subsection (1) 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 objec-

tives 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 offi cial plan and to 

any municipal by-laws, including any zoning by-laws. 

2005, c. 6. s. 29.

Consultation

(3) If the council of a municipality has established a 

municipal heritage committee under section 28, the 

council shall consult with the committee with respect 

to the study. 2005, c. 6. s. 29.
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This study was informed by individual property research 

undertaken by the Planning Services Department, Prince Edward 

County Archives staff, Prince Edward Heritage Advisory Committee 

members and volunteers.  A summary of this research is included 

in Appendix 3: Property Data Sheet Summary and samples of 

Property Data Sheets are in Appendix 3.  A full record of this 

research is available at the Planning Services Department.

The study also included a consultation process that, in addition to 

consulting with the local municipal heritage committee required 

under the Ontario Heritage Act, engaged the general public and 

stakeholders (see Section 1.4 Methodology).

1.2 Client Contact

Damien Schaefer, Planner

Planning & Building Services Department

Corporation of the County of Prince Edward

280 Main Street 

Picton, Ontario K0K 2T0

613-476-2148 x 338

1.3 Study Area

The proposed Study Area is located in downtown Picton.  Within 

the study boundary are 192 properties along: Main Street from 

Talbot/Lake Streets to Paul Street/Shire Hall; Bridge Street from 

top-of-hill to Union Street and along the south shore of Picton 

Harbour to the Claramount Inn; and Union Street from Bridge 

Street to Church Street and including Macaulay Heritage Park.     

1.4 Methodology

On February 22, 2011 Council adopted a Heritage Conservation 

Strategy to protect and conserve the County’s cultural heritage 

resources. This strategy identifi ed Heritage Conservation Districts 

as a heritage planning tool to identify and protect cultural heritage 

resources, support urban design objectives and provide economic 

benefi t. Later in 2011 Council approved funds to undertake a 

Property Research Team:

• Brian Curran, Planning Dep’t

• Wendy Daxon, PEHAC

• Jo-Anne Egan, Planning Dep’t 

• Lynne Ellis, Planning Dep’t

• Leigh Moore, PEHAC

• Krista Richardson, PEC Archives 

• Damien Schaefer, Planning Dep’t 

• Karen Stanton, Planning Dep’t

• Linda Sumner, volunteer

• Bryan Taylor, volunteer 

• Kelly Taylor, PEC Archives
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Picton Heritage Conservation District Study

Heritage Conservation District study for Picton. In November 

2011 the Heritage Conservation District Study was awarded to 

E.R.A. Architects Inc.

In addition to regular meetings with Planning Staff, an open 

public consultation process was undertaken throughout the study 

period (December 2011 - May 2012).  It included the following:

 » A survey and community briefi ng on the Heritage Conser-
vation District Study was mailed to all property owners 
and renters within the Study Area in January 2012.  Staff 
received 19 responses.  Common comments included: 

a) The historical importance of the main commercial thor-
oughfare and Picton’s harbour.

b) A desire to encourage heritage restoration. 

c) Concern over historic building demolition, vacant lots 
and incompatible new construction on Main Street.

d) With regard to how heritage relates to business opera-
tions respondents generally expressed the opinion that 
heritage attracted tourists and improved town appeal.  
One respondent stated that heritage was ‘key’ to ensuring 
tourists and residents continue to shop and enjoy what 
Picton has to offer.  There was concern about increased 
cost to property and business owners in following HCD 
Plan guidelines and additional bureaucracy related to 
getting heritage approvals.    

 » ERA met with a Community Advisory Panel (CAP) on January 
16th, February 21st and April 5th, 2012 to obtain back-
ground information on the study area, feedback on fi ndings 
and issues of interest which may inform the study. 

Community Advisory Panel:

• Bev Campbell, councillor

• Nancy Cleave, property owner

• Jo-Anne Egan, Planning Dep’t

• Court Noxon, heritage advisor

• Brain Marisett, councillor

• Leigh Moore, PEHAC

• Steve Purtelle, property owner

• Damien Schaefer, Planning Dep’t

• Roni Summers Wickens, 

Picton BIA
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 » Two public meetings were held.  

a) At the fi rst on February 13, 2012 ERA introduced the concept of a Heritage Conserva-
tion District Study, presented initial observations of the study area, draft objectives and 
examples of other commercial heritage districts.  During the question and answer period 
there was discussion related to: what is a heritage district; the difference between a Part 
IV (individual) and Part V (district) designation under the Ontario Heritage Act; possible 
restrictions on the property owner; interest in the potential impact of the heritage district 
economic development, business retention and property values; and building relocation.  

a) The second on April 12, 2012 presented the general fi ndings and recommendations of the 
study.  It was a synopsis of the material in this report.  The fi ndings and recommenda-
tions presented we generally well received. There were questions about the scope of the 
study and requests for clarifi cation on the fi ndings.  One attendee stated his concern that 
heritage districts represent a loss of individual property rights, that the material presented 
did not suffi ciently illustrate how the evaluation was evidence based (ERA presented the 
Heritage Evaluation map shown on page 35) and asked if the decision to approve the HCD 
would be voted upon by property owners.  Another attendee inquired about how building 
upgrades to improve energy effi ciency would be incorporated into the HCD Plan guidelines.  

 » ERA and planning staff undertook individual meetings with property owners, stakeholders and 
interested individuals. 

 » ERA met with the Prince Edward Heritage Advisory Committee (PEHAC) on March 8, 2012 to 
provide a process update.  A second meeting was held on April 26, 2012 to present the Study 
recommendations for comment prior to proceeding to the Committee of the Whole in May 2012.

1.5 Policy Provisions

The processes and procedures of the Picton Heritage Conservation District study were completed in 

accordance with Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act (2005) and the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit (2006), 

specifi cally the booklet entitled Heritage Conservation Districts: A Guide to District Designation 

Under the Ontario Heritage Act.

This study also took into account the Provincial Policy Statement (2005), the County of Prince 

Edward Offi cial Plan (Offi ce Consolidation, January 2011) and general policy direction of the Picton 

Urban Centre Secondary Plan (Circulation Draft, December 2011) as well as provincial and national 

standards on the conservation of historic places.  

1.5.1 Ontario Heritage Act (2005)

The Ontario Heritage Act represents the primary piece of provincial legislation that regulates the 

protection of heritage resources within Ontario.  A property that has been formally recognized 

under provisions contained in the Act is referred to as a “designated” property.  According to the 
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Ontario Heritage Act a municipality may by by-law designate any area found to have merit as a 

Heritage Conservation District.  Based on these provisions, municipalities are required to adopt 

a District Plan that identifi es, among other things, the cultural value of the district and provides 

principles for protecting that value.1 

1.5.2 Provincial Policy Statement (2005)

The purpose of the Provincial Policy Statement, issued under the Planning Act, is to provide 

municipalities in Ontario with policy direction on matters related to land use.

As it relates to the cultural heritage, Section 2.6 of the Provincial Policy Statement states:

2.6.1   Signifi cant built heritage resources and signifi cant cultural heritage landscapes 

shall be conserved.

2.6.3   Development and site alteration may be permitted in adjacent lands to protected 

heritage property where the proposed development and site alteration has been evalu-

ated and it has been demonstrated that the heritage attributes of the protected heritage 

property will be conserved. 

Mitigative measures and/or alternative development approaches may be required in order 

to conserve the heritage attributes of the protected heritage property affected by the 

adjacent development or site alteration.2 

1.5.3 County of Prince Edward Offi cial Plan (1993)

Within the Offi cial Plan for the County of Prince Edward, the section on Heritage Conservation 

states that County Council will manage and protect the County’s heritage resources through several 

approaches including undertaking heritage conservation district studies:

f) providing for the study of streets, areas, districts or hamlets throughout the County 

to be considered for future designation as Heritage Conservation Districts under Part V of 

the Ontario Heritage Act, based on some or all the following criteria:

i)   the majority of the buildings refl ect an aspect of the history of the community 

or County by nature of location and historical signifi cance of setting;

ii)   the majority of the buildings are of a style of architecture or a method of construc-

tion signifi cant historically or architecturally to the community, County or Province;

1 Ontario Ministry of Culture, Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, Chapter O.18, (Toronto, 2005).

2 Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing. 2005 Provincial Policy Statement. Section 2 (Toronto, 2005).
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iii)   the district contains other important physical, environmental, or aesthetic char-

acteristics that in themselves do not constitute suffi cient grounds for the designa-

tion of a district, but which lend support in evaluating the criteria for designation;

iv)   the district is an area of special association that is distinctive within the commu-

nity and, as a result, contributes to the character of the entire community; and

v)   the district has yielded or is likely to yield information important in prehistory 

or history.3  

1.5.4 Picton Urban Centre Secondary Plan (2011)

The Cultural Heritage section of the Picton Urban Centre Secondary Plan (Circulation Draft)includes 

Guiding Policies that express that one of the intents of the Plan is to:

1. Encourage the preservation of cultural heritage resources in Picton-Hallowell to enhance the 

quality of life, sense of place, cultural and economic vitality, and support local economic 

development through the mechanisms available in the Ontario Heritage Act and consistent 

with the Provincial Policy Statement.4  

1.5.5 Heritage Best Practice 

The objectives and recommendations laid out in this Picton Heritage Conservation District Study 

have been developed in accordance with Parks Canada’s Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation 

of Historic Places in Canada, the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit: Heritage Conservation Districts guide and 

the Government of Ontario’s Eight Guiding Principles in the Conservation of Built Heritage Properties. 

3 Ainley and Associates Limited and The County of Prince Edward Planning and Development Committee and Plan-

ning Department.  County of Prince Edward Offi cial Plan, Offi ce Consolidation: January 2011.  Section 4.4.4 f.

4 IBI Group.  Picton Urban Centre Secondary Plan, Circulation Draft: December 2011.  Section 4.2.
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2 ASSESSMENT OF THE STUDY AREA

In The Settlement of Upper 

Canada by William Canniff (1971): 

A second route, followed by them, 

in their frail bark canoes, was 

from a point of land somewhat 

east of Oswego, called in later 

days Henderson’s Point, taking in 

their way Stony Island, the Jallup 

Islands, and stretching across 

to Yorkshire Island, and Duck 

Island, then to the Drake Islands, 

and fi nally to Point Traverse. 

Following the shore around this 

point, Wappoose Island was also 

reached; or, on the contrary, 

proceeding along the shore westward 

they reached East Lake. From the 

northernmost point of this lake they 

directed their steps, with canoes 

on their heads, across the carrying 

place to the head of Picton Bay, a 

distance of a little over 4 miles. 

It is interesting to notice that upon 

the old maps, by the early French 

navigators, the above mentioned 

islands are specifi ed as “au des 

Couis” while at the same time 

the Bay of Quinte bears the name 

of Couis, showing unmistakable 

that the Mohawk Indians passed 

by this way to the head waters of 

the bay and to the Trent River…

...Owing to the dangerous 

coast along the south shore 

of Prince Edward, sometimes 

they chose the longer and more 

tedious route through the Bay 

of Quinte to its head… 

...The route by the Trent and the 

Bay Quinte was for many a day 

regarded as the most direct, and 

the best route to Lake Huron, even 

since the settlement by Europeans.

pg. 133-134

2.1 Settlement

Aboriginal Canoe Routes 

Prince Edward County was sparsely inhabited prior to Loyalist 

settlement in the late 18th Century. When French explorer, 

Samuel Champlain, explored the area in the early 17th century, 

the territory north of Lake Ontario was inhabited by the Huron 

peoples. The land south of Lake Ontario, or the northern part 

of New York State, was Iroquois territory. Since Prince Edward 

County was almost an island, it did not provide the range to 

invite much game into its small territory and made too easy a 

target for enemy tribes. 

Nevertheless, the waters that fl owed through the County 

contributed to the transportation network established by the 

aboriginal canoe routes and trails. These provided the basis for 

the major trade routes along the Great Lakes that would feed the 

growth and development of Picton.  Picton Bay acted as a carrying 

place, or terminus point, along one of these routes from the head 

of the Trent River through the Bay of Quinte.1 Accompanied by 

his Huron allies, Champlain followed one of these routes through 

the Bay of Quinte in 1615, in an unsuccessful attempt to take 

over an Iroquois stronghold in upstate New York.2 

1 Canniff, W.M. The Settlement of Upper Canada. pg 133. (1971).

2 Lunn, Richard & Janet. The County: The First Hundred Years in Loyalist 

Prince Edward. pg. 7. (1967). 
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Loyalist Settlement: Hallowell Bridge and the Portage Route

Loyalists began moving to Canada in the 1780s as a result of the 

American War of Independence (1775-1783). An estimated 51,000 

refugees, those who remained loyal to the British government, 

fl ed to remaining British colonies of North America – 1,000 of 

these came to Prince Edward County. The Loyalists were a mixture 

of Palatinate Germans, French Huguenots, Dutch, Irish, Scottish, 

English, and including Mohawks and other members of the Five 

Nation Confederacy, now split over the war. As well there were 

discharged soldiers who were encouraged to stay in Canada as 

settlers.1  

The Loyalists followed the aboriginal routes to Upper Canada. 

Before the survey was completed (which began in 1784), the 

Loyalists would camp anywhere they could. Picton was often 

by-passed by the fi rst Loyalist settlers due to the mosquitoes 

in the hemlock swamp close to the bay. In the 1790s, a couple 

of log cabins and an inn had been built at the head of Picton 

Bay. Among the fi rst settlers in Picton were Andrew and Henry 

Johnson, whose houses on either side of the wooden bridge that 

spanned the creek would become the core of the village called 

Hallowell Bridge. At this early settlement, Native Americans, 

travelling along their canoe routes, would often come to trade.2

Hallowell Bridge was established as a trade hub even before the 

survey was complete. Pedlars portaging from Picton Bay to either 

East or West Lake would stop here and do business. Picton’s Main 

Street started as a portion of this portage route on the high land 

above the harbour and creek fl ats. In 1801, it would form part 

of the Danforth Road that connected the Town of York (Toronto) 

and Kingston. This would provide the beginnings of Picton’s Main 

Street, which was a rough track through the forest at the time. 

1 Prince Edward Historical Society. Historic Prince Edward. pg. 2. (1976).

2 Lunn, Richard & Janet. The County: The First Hundred Years in Loyalist 

Prince Edward. pg. 88. (1967).

3. 1842 Watercolour by W.H. Bartlett of 

Native Americans on the shores of the 

Bay of Quinte. (Source: in Mika, 1984). 

4. Illustration of the arrival of Loyalist 

Settlers on the shore of the Bay of 

Quinte by Rev. Bowen Squire 

(Source: in Mika, 1984). 

5. Illustration of a log cabin of the 

fi rst settlers. Mika Collection (Source: 

in Mika, 1984). 
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Log cabins began to develop along the road and Thomas Eyrie opened the Eyrie’s Inn on Bridge 

Street in 1800.3 The fi rst inn was Moore Hovenden’s at Hallowell Bridge, located at the head of 

the cove. 

The surveying of land in Prince Edward County began in 1784 and was determined by the need to 

ensure transportation and thus all lots fronted onto the water, and inland creeks. This resulted 

in a zigzag patchwork of deep lots with short frontages, in order to maximize the number of lots 

(see image 8). 

3 Mika, Nick & Helma. The Settlement of Prince Edward County. pg. 32. (1984). 

6. Excerpt from a map of Prince Edward County showing the bridge that connected the settlements on either side of 

Hallowell Bridge. (Source: in W.H. Smith’s Canada: Past, Present, and Future, 1851). 

7. Strollers at the Sandbanks [1951]. (Source: Library 

Archives of Canada). W.H. Smith’s geographical and 

statistical description of the County indicates that the 

Sandbanks has been a popular picnic destination for Picton 

residents even since 1851.  
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2.2 Evolution and Development

Early Development: Villages of Hallowell and Picton

The Town of Picton was an amalgamation of two distinct villages that had developed on either side 

of the creek fl owing from Picton Bay and connected by a wooden bridge, from which Bridge Street 

derives its name. The Village of Hallowell developed to the west of the creek, and the Village of 

Picton to the east. The Village of Hallowell was named after Benjamin Hallowell, a Boston Loyalist 

who received a Crown land grant of 1,200 acres at the head of Picton Bay as compensation for 

his properties on the Kennebec River in Maine that were confi scated during the American War.4 

He died at York (Toronto), Upper Canada in 1799.5 

Industry was introduced to Picton Harbour when Loyalist Elephalet Adams settled here in 1805 

and established a lumber business on Bridge Street.6 Wharves were developed to accommodate 

the loading and unloading of schooners, which were also being built along the Bay. By 1816, 

there was regular boat service from Kingston to York, stopping at Hallowell. There are accounts 

4 Mika, Nick & Helma. The Settlement of Prince Edward County. pg. 31. (1984). 

5 Canniff, W.H. The Settlement of Upper Canada. pg. 480. (1971)

6 Mika’s book also states that Adams built a stone cottage on Bridge Street in 1812.

9. (right) Regular boat service to and from Kingston and Toronto landed at the Village of 

Hallowell from 1816. (Source: Prince Edward County Archives).
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of steamboats coming into Picton Harbour as early as 1817.7 With 

the Bay of Quinte acting as a major commercial highway in the 

Great Lakes system, connecting to markets in Upper Canada and 

New York State, Picton became a centre of trade and commerce 

in the 19th century.

In the early 19th century, the Quinte area led the province in 

agricultural production. As fi rst generation pioneers, the settlers 

in the rest of the province were living mostly by subsistence. 

Meanwhile, the Loyalists had a head start – many Loyalist families 

likely had at least a generation of homesteading experience 

behind them, and were in a position to move beyond subsistence 

years before other immigrants.8 

While the Village of Hallowell was developing into a hub of 

commercial activity, taking advantage of the deep harbour at 

Picton Bay, development on the east side of the bridge was 

limited at the turn of the 19th century. William Macaulay (1794-

1874), son of a wealthy Loyalist, was born in Kingston and 

educated at Oxford University. He received a land grant of 400 

acres9  as a child in 180310  as well as subsequent grants to the 

east of the Hallowell Bridge.11 Macaulay, a missionary, settled in 

Picton in 1815. His estate fronted along the Bay and extended 

to the hill, now known as Macaulay Mountain. He named the 

growing hamlet after Sir Thomas Picton, a military hero who 

died at Waterloo and was either a family friend or relative to the 

Macaulays.12 

7 Capon, A.R. “Picton: The Finest Natural Harbour on the St. Lawrence 

Seaway” in Community Spotlight edited by Nick ahd Helma Mika. pg. 231. 

(1974). 

8 Cruickshank, T & P.J. Stokes. The Settler’s Dream: A Pictorial History 

of the Older Buildings of Prince Edward County. pg. 157. (1984).

9 Mika, Nick & Helma. The Settlement of Prince Edward County. pg. 33. 

(1984). 

10 Cruikshank, T & P.J. Stokes. The Settler’s Dream. pg. 182. (1984). 

11 Lunn, Richard & Janet. The County: The First Hundred Years in Loyalist 

Prince Edward. pg. 185. (1967).

12 Ibid. pg. 187. 

12. The Reverend William Macaulay 

(1794-1874). (Source: in Lunn).

10. Schooner at Picton Harbour [1913]

(Source: Library Archives of Canada).

11. Picton Harbour [between 1898-

1920](Source: Ontario Archives).
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The Reverend William Macaulay played a signifi cant role in the development of Picton.  It was under 

his infl uence that the town received the name of Macaulay’s choice after the amalgamation of the 

Villages of Hallowell and Picton, despite the greater commercial affl uence of the former. Macaulay 

ensured that Picton became the seat of Prince Edward County in 1831 by donating 2 acres of his 

own lands for the construction of the County Courthouse. Macaulay initially campaigned for the 

Village of Picton itself to become County seat, and may have commissioned a survey of his lands 

for that purpose (see image 13). On this plan, Union Street is indicated to be the high main street. 

The siting of the new Courthouse on a rise on Picton’s high street indicates Macaulay’s careful 

selection for the landmark building. Reverend Macaulay also constructed his rectory and the St. 

Mary Magdalene Church on the high street of his vision for the town. Nevertheless, the Main Street 

on the Hallowell side of Picton continued to be the active commercial core of the Town and Union 

14. 1847 sketch of Main Street by J.P. Downes. (Source: in Mika, 1984).

15. Picton in the 1860s (Source: in Mika, 1984).
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Street did not develop a solid block of commercial buildings. While the commercial activity from 

the harbour extended westward along Main Street, the east side of the creek, also known as the 

Delhi neighbourhood, became a more civic and institutional area.

Growth of Agricultural Economy 

Bridge Street and Main Street became the Town of Picton’s two bustling streets throughout the 

19th century. Commercial buildings on the harbour side of Bridge Street would service industry 

along the wharfs, while commercial street wall buildings developed on the opposite of side of the 

street and extended westward along Main Street. An 1847 sketch shows that Main Street was lined 

with wood frame buildings, while an 1860s sketch shows that many of these were replaced by 

larger, brick buildings (see images 14 and 15). This refl ects the increased amount of development 

as a result of the growth of the agricultural economy in the County. 

The 1850s to 1890 marks the height of the “Barley Days” when agriculture was at its most prosperous. 

Barley and hops were being grown and shipped, in large part, to the United States market on the 

other side of Lake Ontario to great profi t, which is refl ected in the built form throughout the Town. 

As a commercial presence on Main Street became more advantageous, individual landowners would 

divide their lots adjacent to the Main Street. Each landowner subdivided according to their own 

logic, which resulted in an uncoordinated plan of subdivision for the Hallowell side of the town 

(see image 17). These subdivisions became popular in the 1870s and later, and led to a residential 

development boom in the Town, coinciding with the overall provincial trend of migration from 

16. Lively activity animates the 

harbour in this 1913 view from Shire 

Hall. (Source: Library Archives of 

Canada).
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country to town.13 The jogs in Bowery, Elizabeth and Ross Streets 

and the awkward intersection where Main Street meets Walton, 

Ferguson, and Chapel Streets are a consequence of this ad hoc 

subdivision of land.

Most of the existing commercial core of Main Street was built 

before the turn of the 20th century, when agricultural exports in 

the County were at their height.  However, as roads and railways 

became more important modes of transportation for trade 

and industry than water, Picton’s position on the Great Lakes 

waterway became less strategic, and its remote, island location 

isolated the County from the rest of Ontario. The population 

growth of the County lagged behind the rest of the province and 

remained relatively unchanged from 1871-1965 – the population 

according to the 1871 census was 20,336 and the 1965 census, 

20,950.14 Agricultural exports continued, even after the 1890 

McKinley Tarriff prevented the export of barley and hops to the 

United States. Despite the introduction of the railroad and the 

canning industry in the 1880s, and the switch to dairy and apple 

growing, Picton did not regain the fast growth and development 

it experienced during the Barley Days. 

13 Cruikshank & Stokes. The Settler’s Dream. pg. 15. (1984). 

14 Lunn, Richard & Janet. The County: The First Hundred Years in Loyalist 

Prince Edward. pg. 7. (1967).

18. Apple barrels on the docks of 

Picton Harbour [c1898].   

(Source: Library Archives of Canada).

19. Abandoned brewery on Hill 

Street along Picton Harbour [1905].   

(Source: Ontario Archives).

20. C.O.R. Station in Picton, opened 

in 1881.  Although rail eventually 

came to Picton, it never became 

a manufacturing town and did not 

experience the explosive growth in 

industry that rail brought to the rest of 

the Province.    

(Source: County of Prince Edward 

Archives).
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21. Picton Main Street with Regent Theatre on the right 

[c1945].  (Source: County of Prince Edward Archives).

22. A&P is now the site of the Metro grocery store at 73 

Main Street [c1970]. Retail development in the 1970s 

marked a major change to the 19th century residential 

character of the street.  (Source: County of Prince Edward 

Archives).

20th Century Development

The built form in the study area remained stable throughout the fi rst half of the 20th century. 

The most signifi cant change on the Main Street streetscape during this period was the conversion 

of 222 Main Street from a commercial building to the Regent Theatre in 1920, and alterations to 

the façade in 1931 exhibiting a mixture of Art Deco, Spanish Colonial, and Italianate infl uences. 

Development in the study area during the post-war period is marked predominantly by the 

introduction of a new retail typology initiated in the 1970s (large-scale, one-storey commercial 

buildings, setback far from the street to accommodate ample front yard parking); this is consistent 

with retail development trends throughout North America. These commercial buildings were added 

throughout the study area but concentrated where the Loyalist Parkway transitions to Main Street, 

west of the cenotaph. The 19th century character of Main Street West from Talbot and Lake Streets 

to Chapel Street has thus been impacted the most. Within the downtown core of Main Street, 

post-war infi ll buildings maintained the street wall established by the 19th century commercial 

buildings. However, the streetwall condition along Bridge Street was impacted by the demolition 

and replacement of 19th century buildings with a modern strip mall.  
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2.3 Townscape Analysis

Picton is a compact town in the countryside. Unlike many small 

Ontario towns, its edges remain quite discreet; countryside ends 

when townscape begins without the blurring created by suburban 

sprawl. With the development of the town being largely shaped 

by the undulating local topography of hills, valleys and shore-

lines, the landscape setting of the surrounding context is closely 

tied and contributes to the character of the study area.  The fi rst 

streets, based on aboriginal portage routes, followed the valley 

ridge lines adjacent to the creeks, and the buildings naturally 

followed suit. 

The topography creates opportunities for expansive views of the 

townscape, as well as orienting views within the study bounda-

ries. The view of the study area from Macaulay Mountain gives 

the impression of a town nestled at the head of its harbour. 

From this view, the pattern of concentrated commercial devel-

opment along the Main Street, supported by adjacent residential 

neighbourhoods and surrounded by vast rural lands can clearly 

be observed. Within the downtown core, where heritage build-

ings are built closely together, small laneways frame views to 

Macaulay Mountain over the adjacent creek valley, adding to the 

streetscape experience and sense of place. 

Variances in grade within the study area also contribute to the 

establishment of a sense of place. For instance, as one ascends 

Bridge Street to Top-of-Hill, one experiences a sense of arrival 

into the commercial thoroughfare along Main Street.  Jogs in 

the road layout, determined originally by topography, create a 

sequence, as one moves through the town, with buildings framing 

and terminating views. This quality of sequence  contributes to 

a unique sense of place, and a memorable sense of arrival - both 

into and out of town, and into and out of the commercial core. 

23. View of Picton from Macaulay 

Mountain (Source: ERA). 
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Areas where one experiences a “sense of arrival”, or “sense of 

place”, either through signifi cant views, landmark buildings, or 

jogs in the road have been indicated as “gateways” in the town-

scape analysis map. Larger gateways into the Town of Picton are 

indicated as larger circles. Smaller circles indicate “nodes” within 

the study area.1 

For example, nodes within the study area include: harbour, where 

the convergence of the mouth of the bay and the creek;  Top-of-

Hill,the fork in the road where Bridge and Main Streets meet; the 

potential Town Square area where the break in the consistent 

streetwall by the deeper setbacks of the Armoury, Public Library, 

and former Post Offi ce buildings mark the centre of the town; and 

the cenotaph, a landmark monument that indicates the entrance 

into the commercial core of the town.  

The surrounding cultural and community assets, landmark build-

ings, and established residential neighbourhoods also support 

the cultural heritage value of the study area. Picton’s main street 

continues east to the Picton Fairgrounds (which features a land-

mark heritage building - the Crystal Palace) and displays many 

of the town’s early historic mansions. To the south of the study 

area is Glenwood Cemetery and Delhi Park - a large public open 

space.  The Loyalist Parkway continues east to the  Glenora Ferry 

and west through the towns of Bloomfi eld and Wellington to 

Carrying Place and Trenton. 

1In Image of the City, seminal 

urban design theorist, Kevin 

Lynch defi nes “nodes” as:

...points, strategic spots in a 

city into which an observer can 

enter. The nodes may be simply 

concentrations, and which are 

the intensive foci to and from 

which he is traveling. They may 

be primarily junctions, places 

of a break in transportation, 

a crossing or convergence of 

paths, moments of shift from one 

structure to another. Or the nodes 

may be simply concentrations, 

which gain their importance 

from being the condensation of 

some use or physical character, 

as a street-corner hangout or an 

enclosed square...The concept of 

node is related to the concept 

of paths, since junctions are 

typically the convergence of 

paths, events on the journey.
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2.4 Character Areas 

Within the study area there are four character areas that refl ect 

Picton’s unique settlement pattern and change: (within the 

original Village of Hallowell) Main Street West and the Downtown 

Core, the original Village of Picton and Picton’s harbour. These 

four areas were found to vary in their settlement, building type 

and architectural style, streetscape, history and evolution over 

the last 200 years. 

2.4.1 Main Street West

The Main Street West section of the Study Area includes the prop-

erties on Picton Main Street (also part of the Loyalist Parkway) 

from Lake and Talbot Streets to Chapel Street.  This area formed 

part of Hallowell.  The current road pattern is largely consistent 

with the 1863 Tremaine’s map of Picton, the exception being the 

insertion of Walton Street in the mid-20th century.

Main Street West developed as a predominantly residential area. 

Most of the buildings were detached 1½ and 2 storey wood and 

masonry houses and slightly setback from the street.  During the 

1800s, some non-residential uses included a few factories and 

garages including Gillespie’s Cabinet Factory (c.1848) and Hart 

& Son Carriage Factory (c.1840), a couple of stores including 78 

Main Street at Catherine Street (c.1879), the Methodist Church 

(1875-2010) as well as the former Picton Train Station (1881).  

The street developed according to the fi ne-grained lot subdivi-

sion shown on the 1878 Belden Atlas Map and the buildings (with 

the exception of the train station) fronted onto Main Street.   

In keeping with its residential character, old postcards show 

a tree-lined boulevard, which differentiated this portion of 

Main Street from the downtown commercial core. However, with 

commercial uses from the downtown core expanding westward, 

and large scale retail development encroaching eastward from 

the Loyalist Parkway, this former residential area has evolved to 

24. Picton Main Street [c1945].  

(Source: County of Prince Edward 

Archives).



26

Picton Heritage Conservation District Study

Issued/Revised:  14 May 2012

become predominantly commercial in use.  Many residential buildings have either been converted 

for commercial use, or have been demolished and replaced with post-war commercial buildings. 

Short, green verges, some remaining trees, and above ground utilities are all that remains of the 

more generous, landscaped setbacks of this residential portion of Main Street.  The mature tree 

canopy has been removed and replaced with hydro poles with lamps attached. On the north side  

the grass strip between the side walk and the road has been removed and freestanding lamp stand-

ards have been provided.  As well, in keeping with the commercial uses, several properties display 

large freestanding commercial sign posts.

The north side and south sides of the street have been impacted differently over the last 100 years. 

On the north side of the street there are several instances where properties have been consoli-

dated into a single lot for a large scale commercial use. At two of these sites the original resi-

dential buildings facing onto the street have been demolished and replaced with a typical post-

war commercial building – a one-storey building placed at the rear of the property with a parking 

provided to the front, between the building and the street. This contrasts with the parking of the 

older residential fabric of this street, where side lanes lead to either parking lots or a small garage 

to the rear.  At a third location, the buildings have been removed for a new commercial building 

but left vacant. This in combination with new small scale commercial buildings has resulted in 

no remaining heritage fabric between Agnes and Walton Streets on the north side of Main Street.

The south side of Main Street has not undergone as much change and some residences have 

retained their original use. However, it has also been impacted by the demolition of select build-

ings, incompatible new commercial buildings/infi ll and unsympathetic alterations to the existing 

buildings.  This is evident in the vacant parcels, the infi ll opposite Washburn Street and the front 

addition to the former Picton Train Station.

25. The quality of the pedestrian realm is inconsistent along this strip of Main Street, 

with large portions of surface parking fronting onto the street. 

(Source: Google Streetview)
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2.4.2 Downtown Core

The Downtown Core character area runs along Main Street from Walton Street to Bridge Street.  

The street is relatively fl at, running along the valley ridge parallel to the creek to the south.  The 

‘Y’ intersection at Bridge Street, known as ‘Top-of-Hill’, features a building that aligns with the 

centre of Main Street, terminating a long view from the west and creating a sense of defi nition 

and containment for the streetscape (image 27).  This area also formed part of Hallowell.  

The Main Street streetscape is characterized by a largely intact 19th century street wall of mostly 

2-3 storey commercial buildings, built up to the front property line.1  Most buildings feature fi rst 

fl oor commercial uses and residential or offi ce uses above.  The ground fl oor facade (image 28) 

tends to be differentiated from above through the use of strong horizontal mouldings, large display 

windows, numerous entries, and contrasting wall materials and colours.  The ground fl oor also 

tends to feature signage, awnings and lighting, while upper fl oor facades tend to feature a fairly 

consistent ratio of window openings, and many are capped with a projecting cornice.  The pedes-

trian realm on both sides of the street features a generous width of hard pavement for walking 

that stretches from curb to building façade.  Old fashioned pedestrian light poles with banners 

1 The street wall is coherent with the exception of several parking lots on the south side of the street (one on a 

vacant site east of the current post offi ce and two other parking lots associated with more recent commercial buildings 

between Bowery and Elizabeth streets).

26.  Picton’s Main Street (Source: ERA). 

27.  Terminating view at Top of Hill. 
(Source: Google Streetview). 

28. Facade treatment at grade. 
(Source: Google Streetview). 
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and hanging baskets, street trees2 as well as a row of parallel 

parking on both sides of the street create a protected human 

scale, and contribute to the character and charm of the street 

(image 26).  Utilities appear to be buried in this section of the 

street.

The consistency of the street wall, the architectural qualities of 

the ground fl oor facades and the features of the pedestrian realm 

all contribute to create a visually interesting, human scaled, and 

very walkable commercial streetscape that becomes quite vibrant 

and bustling during the summer months.  When walking here there 

is a defi nite sense that you are downtown.

Perpendicular streets defi ne the street blocks, and a number of 

narrow mid-block alleyways create pedestrian connections from 

rear lot parking areas or park areas to the street (image 29).  

In some instances, these alleyways provide long views over the 

town to Macaulay Mountain (image 30), offering a strong sense 

of orientation, and revealing the inherent integration of the town 

into its dramatic landscape setting.

Between the Armoury, the Library and the old Post Offi ce building, 

roughly at the centre of this stretch of Main Street, the consistent 

streetwall line is broken, stepping back to frame an informal town 

square (image 31).  This one break in the streetwall, framed by 

civic buildings and functions, creates a strong sense that you 

have arrived at an important central place in the town.

2 The presence of street trees varies.  The eastern stretch from Ross 

Street to Bridge street features sparsely planted trees, or none at all.  Trees are 

fairly regular from Ross Street to Elizabeth Street, with the trees in this area at 

a level of maturity where they are beginning to have a dramatic impact on the 

streetscape. The stretch from Elizabeth Street to Walton Street features trees on 

the north side only.

29. Laneways lead to rear parking 

areas. (Source: ERA). 

30. Views to Macaulay Mountain 

through breaks between commercial 

block buildings. (Source: ERA).  

31. The Armoury is setback from 

the street and marks a break in the 

streetwall. (Source: ERA). 
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2.4.3 Village of Picton 

The Village of Picton character area runs along Union Street from Bridge Street in the west to the 

Macaulay Heritage Park in the east.  The core of the old village lines Union Street and is composed 

of a mix of residential buildings and signifi cant institutional buildings including the 1825 Macaulay 

Church (image 32) and the 1830s Court House.1  The institutional buildings, particularly the Court 

House, are situated on large formally landscaped sites with mature trees, set well back from the 

street (image 33).  Most of the residential buildings are one or two storey fully detached homes 

with pitched roofs.  They are set back from the street and feature driveways, porches, and grass 

yards with a mix of mature trees.  A cluster of older attached residential buildings are set tight 

to both sides of the street from Pitt Street to Bridge Street.  

Like Main Street, Union Street appears to have been laid out along a valley ridge, running parallel 

to a now buried creek to the south.  At a few locations, views to the south offer glimpses of 

Macaulay Mountain (image 34).  Entering the town from the west, Union Street runs in a straight 

direction to Pitt Street, descending a gradual slope.  At Pitt Street, Union turns at a forty-fi ve 

degree angle and continues its gradual descent to connect to Bridge Street. 

Unlike other parts of Picton which evolved more organically in response to market pressures, it 

appears that Union Street and the surrounding blocks of the old town of Picton were built out 

based on a master plan (see map on page 15).  The turn in the street alignment at Pitt Street 

may have been planned to set up views to the Harbour as one arrives from the west (image 35), 

and views of the Court house as one heads east.  Today, views of the Courthouse are entirely 

1 Macaulay House forms part of the Macaulay Heritage Park, but does not have an address on Union Street.

32.  Macaulay Church, part of Macaulay Heritage Park, at 

Union and Church street. (Source: ERA).

33.  The Picton Court House is a signifi cant institution on 

Union Street. (Source: ERA). 
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obscured by mature trees during the leaf out period.  The older attached residential structures at 

the intersection of Union and Pitt streets terminate a long straight view when approaching from 

the east, and contribute to a sense of arrival in town.

The pedestrian realm features grassy verges and narrow sidewalks2 and above ground utility lines 

that run along the south side, affecting the canopies of some of the mature trees.  Overall, the 

large setbacks, mix of mature trees, and predominantly detached and modestly sized buildings 

create a quiet, leafy and rural feeling streetscape character.

2  The sidewalks are discontinuous along the south side, interrupted at the Church Site and the entrance to Macaulay 

Mountain further east. 

34.  View to Macaulay Mountain from Union Street. 

(Google Streetview). 

35.  Views to the harbour from Pitt Street. 

(Source: ERA). 

36.  View to the Courthouse from Bridge Street.   

(Source: ERA). 

37.  Terminating view at Union and Pitt Streets. 

(Source: Google Streetview). 
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2.4.4 Picton’s Harbour

The fi nal area covers the south and east edges of the Picton’s harbour and runs along Bridge Street. 

Buildings on the harbour originally served to support industry associated with shipping.  As the  

transportation of goods shifted to land based methods, the once mercantile harbour has evolved 

to accommodate residential and recreational uses. There is a mix of residential and commercial 

buildings, as well as open space uses along the harbour. The harbour also functions as a tourist 

destination with a boardwalk and docks for recreational boats.  

Picton’s harbour has a rich and layered cultural history. Once used as a landing point in a network 

of aboriginal portage trails, and later informing the development pattern, transportation networks, 

and industrial and early economic history of Picton and Hallowell, the harbour is central to the 

cultural heritage of the area.  

Up until the early 20th century, the waterfront properties at the head of the harbour were active 

warehouses with dredged and hardened docking areas for large vessels along the water’s edge.  

While the dockwalls remain largely intact to this day, all of the warehouse activity is now gone 

and most of the waterfront properties at the head of the harbour have been redeveloped as private 

residential and commercial sites (image 39).

The existing character of the streetscape within this area, along Bridge Street, is marked by 

what is no longer there rather than what currently is. The mouth of the harbour where the creek 

meets the bay was once a bustling intersection as a primary point of arrival and departure for 

38.  1924 Goad’s fi re insurance plan indicates several 

warehouse buildings clustered at the mouth of the bay. 

39.  Virtually all of the warehouse buildings have been 

demolished at the harbour and replaced with residences.
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passengers and goods (image 40).  Streetwall buildings that met 

Bridge Street and extended towards Top-of-Hill acted as a phys-

ical connection of the harbour to the downtown core. Trading 

activity on the harbour spilled up from the harbour onto Bridge 

Street and funnelled to the commercial thoroughfare on Main 

Street (image 41).  The vibrant streetscape character of the 

area was lost with the demolition of the streetwall buildings 

and replacement with a modern strip mall at 18 Bridge Street. 

Nevertheless, the remaining streetwall buildings at Bridge and 

Union Streets contribute to a terminating view and sense of 

arrival into the Town as one descends south-westward from the 

Loyalist Parkway.    

40. Bustling Bridge Street [c1910].

The cluster of terraces and stores 

have all been demolished. (Source: in 

Cruikshank & Stokes, 1984).

41. Streetwall buildings were 

demolished and replaced with a 

modern strip mall at 18 Bridge Street 

[197-].     

(Source: County of Prince Edward 

Archives). 
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Today, local residents and visitors alike are less aware of the 

harbour than they once were. At present, there is limited public 

access to the waterfront.  A boardwalk provides access to marina 

slips (image 42), evidence of the harbour’s primary function as a 

destination and launching point for recreational boating. 

Despite its current diminished status, the harbour represents a 

hidden jewel for Picton, waiting to be re-discovered.  The natural 

topography that defi nes the harbour basin, and which has contin-

ually informed patterns of movement and settlement in the area, 

remains intact.  From the water, a dramatic approach to the 

head of the harbour can still be experienced and, at a number 

of existing overlook points, a dramatic harbour-side townscape 

is revealed.  Re-vitalizing the harbour, and re-connecting the 

harbour to the town represents a signifi cant opportunity to 

improve quality of life for residents and to attract more tourists, 

contributing to the economic vitality of the town.

42.  Boardwalk to marina slips. 

(Source: ERA). 

43.  Playing in the snow at Picton Harbour [1905]. (Source: Ontario Archives). 
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2.5 Building Inventory

2.5.1 Heritage Evaluation

As part of this Heritage Conservation District Study the buildings 

and properties within the study are have been evaluated on an 

individual basis. Evaluations were based on archival research 

undertaken in collaboration with municipal staff and volunteers, 

the Prince Edward Heritage Properties Register, a visual review of 

the properties and the Ministry of Culture’s Criteria for Property 

of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest. 

Properties that comply with the following criteria have been 

categorized as ‘Contributing’. These properties are understood as 

having design, historical and/or contextual value to the defi ned 

study area. Conversely, those properties that fail to meet this 

criteria have been categorized as ‘Non-contributing’.

As the character of the study area continues to evolve these 

evaluations should be reviewed on a regular basis to ensure 

that an accurate representation of their contributing qualities 

is maintained.

The buildings located within the study area represent a variety 

of architectural styles that refl ects Picton’s chronology of 

development and growth.  To inform the individual property 

evaluations and understand the chronology of development in 

Picton the properties have also been categorized by their date of 

construction.  As information on specifi c dates of construction is 

limited the development chronology has been largely organized 

according to the built form maps available:

• Pre-1863: Tremaine’s Map of the County of Prince 

Edward, 1863  

• 1864-1893: Insurance Plan of Picton, 1893  

• 1894-1924: Insurance Plan of Picton, 1924  

• 1925-1950 

• 1950-present

The Ministry of Culture’s Criteria 

for Property of Cultural Heritage 

Value or Interest identifi es the 

following criteria for evaluation: 

Design or Physical Value

• Demonstrates a rare, unique, 

representative or an early 

example of a style, type, 

expression, material, or 

construction method; or

• Displays a high degree 

of artistic merit or 

craftsmanship; or

• Demonstrates a high 

degree of technical or 

scientifi c achievement; or

• Demonstrates or refl ects the 

work or ideas of a particular 

builder, designer or theorist.

Historical or Associative Value

• Has strong associations with a 

theme, event, belief, person, 

activity, organization; or

• Institution that has 

made a signifi cant or 

unique contribution to 

a community; or

• Yields information 

that contributes to an 

understanding of a 

culture or community.

Contextual Value

• Is particularly important 

in establishing the 

character of an area; or

• Provides a physical, historical, 

functional, visual linage 

to its surroundings; or

• Create a symbolic, aesthetic 

or visual landmark.
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2.5.2 Architectural Styles

The following architectural styles were predominant within the 

study area:

Loyalist (1780s – 1860s)

This style is largely attributed to the arrival of United Empire 

Loyalist in Upper Canada between 1755 and 1780 and based on 

the Georgian tradition.  

There structures are typically symmetrical buildings of one to 

three stories with Classical proportions and a gable roof  pitched 

steeply enough to allow a half-fl oor in the attic.  Chimneys were 

located on the side walls. The buildings usually had a centre-hall 

layout.  This style often displays the following details: simple 

cornices with gable return ends, paneled doors, small paned 

windows, simple classical ornamentation, and/or central entries 

with fanlights, transoms and/or sidelights.  The building exterior 

could be clapboard, stone or brick.

The Loyalist style is usually found in detached dwellings. However 

its defi ning characteristics were sometimes applied to other 

building types such as non-conformist churches. 

Ontario Worker’s Cottage (1800s-1890s)  

In the early 19th century, a house’s level of taxation was partly 

based on the number of storeys.  As an economy many houses 

were constructed with a second storey of half-height.

There modest houses were one and a half stories with gable roof.  

Windows to the second fl oor were placed on the side and/or a 

windowed gable was provided over the centre door.  The buildings 

were symmetrically organized with a central entry, fl anking 

windows and chimneys on the side walls. As the style evolved 

projecting entry bays and rear ‘tail’ additions were incorporated. 

During the second half of the century, infl uenced by British 

immigrants, the Worker’s Cottage moved away from the Classical 

44. 80 Main Street [197_]. (Source: 

County of Prince Edward Archives).

45. 57-59 Main Street [197_]. (Source: 

County of Prince Edward Archives).
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infl uence and adopted gothic architecture’s vertically oriented 

features such as steeply pitched gables, pointed arches at 

windows and doors, and decorative turned and carved woodwork 

on bargeboard, fi nials, verandahs and entrances.  The treatment 

of the exterior varied widely to refl ect local resources:  wood 

(clapboard or board-and-batton), stone or brick.

The Workers Cottage style is typically found in detached dwellings.

Ontario Vernacular (1850s-1890s)

These dwelling types were a common alternate to the Ontario 

Worker’s Cottage that emerged during the second half of the 

19th century.  

The town house version most commonly displayed a one-and-a-

half storey house with front facing gable roof. The arched window 

and door openings were symmetrical placed and a covered front 

porch was a common feature.  The farmhouse version was not 

symmetrical.  It included a side addition with a shed roof front 

and a gable dormer.  In this case the front porch was often located 

in front of the side addition. In general the decorative elements 

were often restrained and limited to brick patterning and simply 

ornamented woodwork. 

Colonial / Georgian Revival (1890s-1940s)

This was the fi rst revival of the styles based on a North American 

architecture – that of the early colonists. 

Colonial / Georgian Revival buildings had simple rectangular 

volumes with doors and windows arranged symmetrically.  They 

had low-pitched hipped roofs and dormers were either hipped 

or gabled.  The building treatment varied, emulating those of 

American Colonial and Upper Canadian Georgian architecture.  

The columns, pediments and cornices often displayed a restrained 

Classical infl uence.  The exterior was usually clapboard or brick.

46. 60 Union Street [197_].  (Source: 

County of Prince Edward Archives).

47. Claramount Inn (97 Bridge Street) 

[197_].  (Source: County of Prince 

Edward Archives).
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This style is was most often found in detached residences, and 

was popular with the middle class.

Commercial Block (1840s-1900s)

The commercial block building is typical of Ontario’s main 

streets.  It emerged in the early 19th century as a way to visually 

differentiate stores from residences.

Typically found 2 to 3 stories in height, the buildings were box-like 

with a fl at roof.  The building was located so that it’s front façade 

met the sidewalk and the side walls abutted the neighbouring 

building to create a continuous street wall.  At ground level there 

was a glazed storefront with a recessed entrance at and often a 

door to access the upper fl oors.  The upper fl oors display regularly 

placed punched windows and housed offi ces or residential units.  

The building ornamentation was primarily found on the street 

façade and consisted of: wood, masonry or metal treatment at 

the storefront; storefront and roof cornices; window arches; roof 

parapets; and window and door treatments. The style of the 

building was largely expressed in the treatment of these elements. 

In Picton, many commercial block buildings express Italianate 

architecture in the masonry patterning, arrangement of openings, 

the decorative window hoods and cornices with oversized brackets.

Post War Retail (1950s-present)

During the post-war period, commercial building typology changed 

throughout North America.  Older buildings were replaced with 

new, pre-dominantly one-storey, fl at roof stores.  To provide 

convenience to shoppers, these retail buildings were often set 

back from the sidewalk to provide on-site parking.  From the 

street these buildings display a simple glazed storefront with a 

signage banner above. 

48. Allison Block (237 Main St) 

[197_].  (Source: County of Prince 

Edward Archives).

49. 1 Walton Street [197_].  (Source: 

County of Prince Edward Archives).
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3 CONCLUSIONS

3.1 General Findings 

Picton occupies a central location in Prince Edward County along 

the historic Loyalist Parkway.  Since the area was settled over 

200 years ago and the Town was incorporated in 1837, Picton 

has served as a cultural, business and institutional centre in the 

County. Throughout its evolution it has retained its stature as a 

small town set within the surrounding pastoral landscape.

In undertaking the Heritage Conservation District study research 

and analysis it was found that the character within the study 

area varied according to topography, settlement patterns, 

architecture, use and development over time.  It was also 

found that the integrity of some portions of the study area, as 

shown in the streetscape and built form, had been impacted 

in the 20th century through development - the demolition of 

historic buildings, land consolidation and subdivision, and new 

construction that is incompatible with the character and form of 

the area. It was also found that, within the study area, there are 

areas at risk to future unsympathetic development. 

Based on the study analysis and the consultation process the 

following objectives for the study area were prepared to develop 

an approach that supports revitalization and growth along 

Picton’s main streets:

• Preserve and enhance Picton’s role as a historic, cultural and 

business centre in Prince Edward County;

• Retain and conserve buildings and structures found to 

contribute to the heritage character and appearance of the 

area;

• Encourage new construction and development that 

contributes to and is compatible with the heritage character 

and appearance of the area;

• Build upon and promote increased awareness of the cultural 

heritage value of Picton.
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3.2 Recommendations 

Based on these objectives and the detailed analysis of the Study 

Area the following approach for the study area is recommended 

in order of priority:

1. Proceed with the Picton Commercial Main Street Heritage 

Conservation District Plan 

Picton’s commercial main street was found to be have the 

characteristics of a dynamic evolved heritage district.  This area 

is defi ned as Main Street from Talbot/Lake Streets to Paul Street/

Shire Hall and down Bridge Street to the bridge/creek. 

Based on this study, the following preliminary list of values and 

attributes of Picton’s Commercial Main Street are provided to 

demonstrate its merit as a heritage conservation district.  These 

would be developed further as part of a Heritage Conservation 

District Plan.

The cultural heritage value or interest of this area is found in:

 » Its origin as the village of Hallowell settled circa 1790.  In 
the early 1800s, Hallowell leveraged its location along the 
Loyalist Highway and within the Bay to establish itself an a 
centre of trade and industry.

 » Its association with United Empire Loyalist Benjamin Hallow-
ell who was received a crown grant of 1,200 acres at the 
head of the Bay.

 » Its location along the Loyalist Highway (Danforth Road).  
This road connecting Toronto to Kingston was completed 
between 1798 and 1801.  From the west it follows the Main 
Street to Top of Hill and down Bridge Street towards Glenora. 

 » Its association with the Ontario railway system.  The Prince 
Edward County Railway was incorporated in 1873 and the 
fi rst train arrived at the Picton Station site in 1881.  With 
the railway came new industry - the fi rst canning factory 
opening nearby in 1882. 

The proposed HCD area includes 

138 properties - 81 were found 

to contribute to the heritage 

character of the area and 57 were 

found to be non-contributing 

or vacant/parking (11).

Evolved districts are places 

that have grown over a period 

of time and their elements 

(component features) document 

the process of its evolution.

A dynamic district is a type of 

evolved district that is continuing 

to evolve.  The physical form and 

attributes of the district exhibit 

the process of past development 

and maintain a connection with 

the past to meet the needs of the 

present (and future) community. 

- Ontario Heritage Tool Kit, 2006
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The Ontario Heritage Tool 

Kit identifi es the following 

as potential cultural heritage 

resources and attributes 

of a heritage conservation 

district: historical association, 

architecture, vernacular design, 

integrity, architectural details, 

landmark status or group 

value, landscape and public 

open spaces, overall spatial 

pattern, land-use, circulation 

network and pattern, boundary 

and other linear features, 

site arrangements, vegetation 

patterns, and historic views.

The Standards & Guidelines 

identifi es the following as 

character-defi ning elements of 

a cultural landscape, including 

heritage districts: evidence of 

land use, evidence of traditional 

practices, land patterns, spatial 

organization, visual relationships, 

circulation, ecological features, 

vegetation, landforms, water 

features and built features.

 » It is an example of a dynamic evolved main streetscape that 
documents Picton’s history, primarily related to changes in 
industry, in its townscape and architecture.  

Key attributes that express the value of this area as an evolved 

heritage conservation district include:

 » The integration of Hallowell within its immediate and 
dramatic topography: on the rise adjacent to the Picton 
Harbour and the marsh (now Delhi Park) and across from 
Macaulay Mountain.

 » The irregular pattern of lots and side streets along Main 
Street related to uncoordinated land subdivision in the late 
1800s.  

 » The historic residential properties of Main Street West, many 
of which have been adapted for commercial use as an exten-
sion of the Downtown Core.

 » The coherent street wall of intact commercial block buildings 
in the Downtown Core.

 » The role of Bridge Street as a physical connection to the 
harbour and as an evolved street that has housed warehouses 
at the head of the harbour, commercial main street buildings 
and residences. 

 » The cluster of community use buildings within the Downtown 
Core - the Armoury, the Carnegie Library and the former Post 
Offi ce building - which step back from the commercial block 
street wall to provide an informal centre.

 » The mid-block alleyways which connect the Downtown Core 
to rear yard parking and the surrounding residential neigh-
bourhoods.

 » Key views and vistas: the terminating view along Main Street 
to Top of Hill, views to Macaulay Mountain through breaks 
in the commercial block buildings, views overlooking Picton 
Harbour from Main Street near Shire Hall and along Bridge 

Street. 
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Pursuing designation of Picton’s commercial main street as a 

heritage conservation district under Part V of the Ontario Heritage 

Act would protect contributing buildings from demolition and 

provide guidelines for compatible change within the district 

boundary. In addition, under the Provincial Policy Statement 

(2005), development applications on properties adjacent to the 

heritage conservation district would be subject to review to 

ensure that change is compatible with the conservation of the 

heritage attributes. 

It is recommended that the development of a Heritage Conservation 

District Plan build upon the Design Guidelines for the Central 

Commercial Portion of Main Street in Picton (2007) by George Robb 

Architect and the Picton Urban Centre Secondary Plan (December 

2011) by IBI Group.

2.   Recognize Picton’s Harbour as a Cultural Heritage Landscape

Picton’s harbour has value related to its association with the 

settlement and prosperity of the villages of Picton and Hallowell 

as well as a landscape and ecological feature.  The study found 

that the buildings on properties on the south edge of the Picton’s 

harbour have limited individual heritage value, however the 

harbour and the surrounding area were found to be an evolved 

cultural heritage landscape.  

Based on this study, the following preliminary list of values and 

attributes of Picton’s harbour are provided to demonstrate its 

merit as a cultural heritage landscape. 

The cultural heritage value or interest of the Picton’s harbour is 

found in:

 » Its role as a carrying place along an aboriginal trading route 
from the head of the Trent River through the Bay of Quinte.  

Evolved landscapes: those 

which have evolved through 

the use by people and whose 

activities have directly shaped 

the landscape or area. This can 

include a ‘continuing’ landscape 

where human activities and uses 

are still on-going or evolving 

e.g. residential neighbourhood 

or mainstreet; or in a ‘relict’ 

landscape, where even though 

an evolutionary process may 

have come to an end, the 

landscape remains historically 

signifi cant e.g. an abandoned 

mine site or settlement area.

- InfoSheet #2: Cultural 

Heritage Landscapes, Ontario 

Heritage Tool Kit, 2006

The 2005 Provincial 

Policy Statement states 

that “development and site 

alterations may be permitted 

on adjacent lands to protected 

heritage property 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.”
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 » Its association with the settlement of the villages of Picton and Hallowell.  The Hallowell 
Bridge at the head of the harbour was an early trading hub.  It became an entry point from 
which the main streets (and related street and land patterns) of Hallowell and Picton grew.  
Picton became a centre of trade and commerce in the 19th century.

 » It is a landscape and ecological feature that has evolved over time and continues to change in 
response to human activity related to the settlement, growth, industry and social life of Picton. 

Key attributes that express the value of this area as an evolved cultural heritage landscape include:

 » The setting of the harbour between two escarpments. 

 » The alteration of the edge of the harbour related to its business uses and recreational uses.  
This may also include built intervention such as boardwalks, wharves, docks, and/or boathous-
es.

 » Key views and vistas: from the head of harbour, and overlooking the harbour from locations 
along the top of either escarpment (the Loyalist Parkway, Main Street and Mill Street).

Cultural heritage landscapes are included in the Provincial Policy Statement (2005): “2.6.1 

Signifi cant built heritage resources and signifi cant cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved.”  

It is recommended that the Offi cial Plan is amended to state that signifi cant cultural heritage 

landscapes shall be conserved and that Picton’s harbour is identifi ed as a signifi cant cultural 

heritage landscape.  

The cultural heritage landscape identifi cation and a comprehensive understanding of the harbour’s 

value and boundary may be undertaken as part of an update to the Harbour Planning Study 

conducted by Lombard North Group (1989); this should include a cultural heritage landscape 

component.  In managing cultural heritage landscapes, the recognition should be values-based 

and allow informed decision-making to respond to the dynamic reality of an evolving asset.  Given 

the current fragmented, privatized and disconnected condition of the harbour area, a clear interest 

was expressed by the community to develop a strategy to improve and reconnect the harbour to 

Picton.  A study update would afford the ability to investigate the harbour and all of its component 

features in a holistic way including but not limited to its: cultural heritage, natural heritage, and  

marine ecology.  The intent would be to build community consensus around a plan for meeting 

future revitalization and conservation goals.  
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3.     Pursue the Village of Picton Heritage Conservation District Plan 

The original Village of Picton was found to have the characteristics of an evolved heritage district 

and its supported by several signifi cant heritage landmark buildings.  Within the study area, the 

village is defi ned as Union Street from Bridge Street to and including Macaulay Heritage Park. 

Based on this study, the following preliminary list of values and attributes of the Village of 

Picton’s are provided to demonstrate its merit as a heritage conservation district.  These would 

be developed further as part of a Heritage Conservation District Plan.

The cultural heritage value or interest of this area is found in:

 » Its origin as the Village of Picton settled circa 1815.  In comparison to the mercantile charac-
ter of Hallowell, Picton established itself with the construction of civic assets: the area’s fi rst 
school, St. Mary Magdelene Anglican Church and the County Courthouse.

 » Its association with Reverend William Macaulay, son of a United Empire Loyalist, who received 
a crown grant of 400 acres east of the Hallowell bridge. Macaulay was instrumental in the 
establishment of the village, its development pattern and the construction of several landmark 
buildings. 

 » It is an example of an evolved (now secondary) main street that documents Picton’s history in 
its streetscape and architecture.  

Key attributes that express the value of this area as an evolved heritage conservation district 

include:

 » The integration of Picton within its immediate and dramatic topography between the Picton 
Harbour and Macaulay Mountain. 

 » The designed pattern of lots and streets along Union Street and beyond that were set out in 
the survey of the “Town of Picton” for Reverand Macaulay circa 1930. This plan provides a 
street organization that responds to its immediate surroundings: the Loyalist Highway, the 
Picton Harbour, the marsh and the mountain.  

 » The remaining heritage fabric buildings, many of with likely date back to the early 1800s, that 
line Union Street. 

 » The local landmark buildings: The Picton Courthouse (identifi ed by Infrastructure Ontario as 
a heritage property of provincial signifi cance), the Macaulay House and Macaulay Church (the 
former St. Mary Magdelene Anglican Church).

 » Key views and vistas: descending into Picton along Union Street from the east, between the 
Picton Court House and the head of harbour, and to Macaulay Mountain from Union Street. 
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Pursuing designation of the original Village of Picton as a heritage conservation district under 

Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act would protect contributing buildings from demolition and 

provide guidelines for compatible change within the district boundary.   In addition, under 

the Provincial Policy Statement (2005), development applications on properties adjacent to the 

heritage conservation district would be subject to review to ensure that change is compatible 

with the conservation of the heritage attributes. 

In undertaking a heritage conservation district plan for the Village of Picton further research 

may be undertaken to determine if there is benefi t in expanding the district boundary to include 

a greater breadth of its cultural heritage assets.  Properties of interest identifi ed in The Settler’s 

Dream may include but is not limited to: Curate’s House, c. 1825 at 57 York Street; “The White 

Cottage”, c. 1825 at 42 Church Street; Brick School, 1908 at York and Pitt streets; “Hawthron 

Villa”, c. 1838 at 109 Union Street; Foster/Morris House, 1840 at 54-56 Bridge Street;  Owens/

Oord House, c. 1847 at 58 Bridge Street; Eyre’s Inn, c. 1835 64 Bridge Street; and St. Gregory the 

Great Roman Catholic Church on Church Street. 
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3.3 Policy Review

As part of the study planning policies applicable to the study area have been reviewed in relation 

to the study’s recommendations. 

Offi cial Plan

The County of Prince Edward Offi cial Plan (adopted November 25,1993) identifi es heritage conser-

vation districts as a means to manage and protect the County’s cultural heritage resources (see 

Section 1.5 Policy Provisions).  It is recommended that as part of the next update Offi cial Plan 

that the requirements of a heritage conservation district are updated to refl ect the current Ontario 

Heritage Act.

It is also recommended that an Offi cial Plan update include for the protection and conservation 

of signifi cant of cultural heritage landscapes. 

Secondary Plan

The study area is contained within the Picton Urban Centre Secondary Plan (December 2011).  The 

Secondary Plan includes for the protection and conservation of cultural heritage resources.  It 

provides guidelines for the Downtown Core area and the special policy areas of the Town Square 

and the Picton Harbour that include cultural and heritage considerations. The fi ndings and recom-

mendation of the heritage conservation district study support and build upon the vision and goals 

identifi ed in the Secondary Plan. 

Community Improvement Plan

The Community Improvement Plan for Prince Edward County (January 25, 2012) proposes the 

following incentives for heritage and/or main street properties that may apply to future heritage 

conservation districts:

• Facade Improvement Grant - rehabilitate business’s heritage facades in County’s downtown 

and main street areas. Grant for design studies for adaptive reuse of heritage or other build-

ings for creative work and live/workspace.

• Adaptive Reuse of Heritage Property for creative work or live/work space - Design study grant, 

fees and charges rebate, tax increment equivalent and facade improvement grant.
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MICHAEL McCLELLAND, PRINCIPAL, OAA, FRAIC, CAHP

Michael McClelland, a founding principal of ERA Architects Inc., is 

a registered architect specializing in heritage conservation, and 

in particular in heritage planning and urban design. After gradu-

ating from the University of Toronto Michael worked for the munic-

ipal government most notably for the Toronto Historical Board, 

advising on municipal planning, permit and development applica-

tions, and on the preservation of municipally-owned museums and 

monuments.

Michael is well known for his promotion and advocacy for heritage 

architecture in Canada and in 1999 was awarded a certifi cate of 

recognition from the Ontario Association of Architects and the 

Toronto Society of Architects for his contribution to the built envi-

ronment and to the profession of architecture.

EDWIN ROWSE, PRINCIPAL, OAA, FRAIC, CAHP

Edwin J. Rowse, OAA, FRAIC, CAHP, is a registered architect in 

Ontario with thirty-fi ve years of experience in the fi eld of histor-

ical architecture. He specializes in the renovation of existing build-

ings and in the conservation and restoration of historic buildings.

After graduating from the University of Edinburgh, he worked in 

London, England, for nine years for Donald W. Insall and Associates, 

an internationally recognized fi rm of restoration architects. His 

work included the interior restoration of the principal chambers 

in the Houses of Parliament in London. In 1984 he moved to 

Toronto, where he worked for two fi rms with heritage expertise 

before starting his own practice in 1990. He has been in partner-

ship with Michael McClelland since 1994.
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Edwin’s experience covers a broad range of historical building 

types, styles, construction technologies and decorative fi nishes, 

including high-quality masonry, woodwork, carving and gilding. His 

familiarity with restoration approaches and techniques in Europe 

and North America is complemented by long experience in contract 

administration, site review and budget estimating.

LINDSAY REID, ASSOCIATE, OAA, CAHP, LEED AP

Lindsay is a licensed architect with more than eleven years of 

experience in the fi eld of heritage conservation. She has a special 

interest in the conservation of our cultural institutions as well as 

the protection and appreciation of our modern heritage.  In this 

area she has worked on many award-winning projects including 

Ruthven Park NHS, the Distillery District NHS and, as a volunteer, 

the 1953-2003 TSA Guide Map to post war architecture in Toronto.

She has extensive experience in all stages of building analysis, 

planning, municipal approvals, design, contract documents, fi eld 

review and project administration for conservation and renova-

tion projects. Lindsay’s experience also includes employment as 

a heritage planner for the City of Toronto.  There she expanded 

her project management, negotiation and public consultation 

skills and gained a more comprehensive understanding of cultural 

heritage and planning policy.

BRENDAN STEWART, MLA, OALA

Brendan Stewart is a landscape architect at ERA.  He received his 

Masters of Landscape Architecture from the University of California, 

Berkeley, after completing a Bachelor of Landscape Architecture at 

the University of Guelph.  Prior to joining ERA, Brendan worked in 

a full service landscape architectural consulting fi rm in Toronto.  



Brendan’s continuing professional education includes training in 

cultural heritage landscapes at the Willowbank School of Restoration 

Arts.  

Brendan regularly contributes to HCD projects undertaken by the 

offi ce, including the Main Street South HCD for the City of Brampton. 

His experience include the development of heritage landscape 

assessment and conservation plans (Edgemere and Smye House 

Estates), cultural heritage reports (for the Town of Burlington, 

Nfl d), and the development of heritage interpretation plans (West 

Don Lands and East Bayfront along Toronto’s waterfront).  

He recently contributed to the project to reimagine the neighbour-

hood of Selma in Gothenborg, Sweden. 

 

SHARON HONG, PLANNER 

Sharon Hong is a Planner at ERA Architects Inc. and is a member 

of the Ontario Professional Planners Institute. Sharon special-

izes in cultural and heritage planning with a particular interest 

in broadening the fi eld of heritage preservation to consider issues 

of multiculturalism and equity. She has been recognized by the 

Canadian Institute of Planners and the Asian Planning Schools 

Association for outstanding research pertaining to heritage conser-

vation districts and minority narratives in North America and the 

emergence of local modernities in Asia.

At ERA, Sharon continues to explore how cultural development 

contributes to the economy, civic identity and social cohesion. 

Her recent projects include: Main Street South HCD for the City of 

Brampton, Picton HCD for Prince Edward County, a revitalization 

project for the Theatre District in the City of Brampton, a business 

strategy document for the restoration/adaptive reuse of a heritage 

site in the Town of Milton, and an adaptive re-use strategy for the 

Brodie House for the Town of Richmond Hill.
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Civic Address Legal Description Approximate Date 
of Construction*

Notes Heritage 
Evaluation

4 BRIDGE ST PESCP 9 LEVEL 1 UNIT 1 2010 Non-contributing
7 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 LOT 82 c. 1893 Contributing
8 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 LOT 957 c. 1890 Contributing
11 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 LOT 82 & PT LOTS 83 c. 1893 Contributing
12 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 LOT 958 c. 1890 Contributing
13 BRIDGE ST RC PLAN 25 LOT 18 n/a Vacant Non-contributing
14 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 LOT 959 c. 1860 Contributing
16 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 LOT 960 c. 1920 Contributing
18 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 LOTS 961 TO 963 post 1950 Non-contributing
21 BRIDGE ST REG COMP PLAN 25 PT LOT 19 c. 1863 "Hepburn House" Non-contributing
33 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 LOT 1019 LOT 87 unknown Non-contributing
35 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 LOT 1020 1021 1022 c. 1977 Non-contributing
36 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 LOT 964 & 965 n/a Vacant Non-contributing
44 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 LOT 1039 CORNER post 1950 Non-contributing
55 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 LOT 1023 c. 1840 Contributing
65 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 LOT 1028 c. 1893 Contributing
67 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1029 c. 1893 Contributing
69 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1029 c. 1893 Contributing
71 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 LTS 1025 1026 1030 unknown "Castle Villeneuve" gatehouse 

site
Non-contributing

77 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 1031,1032, n/a Vacant Non-contributing
79 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1076 post 1977 Non-contributing
79 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1076 post 1977 Non-contributing
81 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1076 post 1993 Non-contributing
83 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1076 post 1993 Non-contributing
85 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1076 post 1985 Non-contributing
87 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1076 post 1986 Non-contributing
89 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 LOT 1076 post 1986 Non-contributing
91 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 LOT 1076 post 2006 Non-contributing
93 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 LOT 1076 post 2006 Non-contributing
95 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 LOT 1076 post 1985 Non-contributing
97 BRIDGE ST PLAN 24 LOT 1077 c. 1906 LISTED HERITAGE PROPERTY 

"Claramount"
Contributing

23 CHURCH ST PLAN 24 LOT 1230 TO 1232 c. 1830 DESIGNATED PART IV "Macaulay 
Church" former "St. Mary 
Magdelene Church"

Contributing

35 CHURCH ST PLAN 24 LOTS 1223 TO 1226, c. 1830 DESIGNATED PART IV "Macaulay 
House"

Contributing

14 ELIZABETH ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 933 1843 Contributing
8 ELKS ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 1041 & 1042 unknown Non-contributing
1 HEAD ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 1025 & 1076 n/a Public Wharf Non-contributing
3 HEAD ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1027 c. 1893 Contributing
5 HEAD ST PLAN 24 LOT 1027 post 1986 Non-contributing
56 KING ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 265 1812 DESIGNATED PART IV - "Barker 

House" 
Contributing

3 LAKE ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 748 & 749 c. 1863 Contributing
1 MORTIMER ST REG COMP PLAN 25 LOTS 15 TO c. 2005 Non-contributing
3 PAUL ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 238 & 239 post 1950 Non-contributing
42 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 749 pre-1924 Non-contributing
43 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 647 AND 648 c. 1893 Contributing
44 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 750 c. 1893 Contributing
45 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 646 RP 47R1799 post 1950 Non-contributing
46 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 751 c. 1863 Contributing
48 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 751 c. 1863 Contributing
49 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 645 post 1950 Non-contributing
50 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 752 c. 1863 Non-contributing
51 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 644 c. 1863 Contributing
53 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 643 c. 1863 Contributing
54 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 747 TO 753 1881 Former "Picton Train Station" Non-contributing
55 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 642 c. 1863 Contributing
57 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 640 c. 1863 Contributing
58 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 756 c. 1863 or c. 1893 Contributing
62 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 756 c. 1863 Contributing



Civic Address Legal Description Approximate Date 
of Construction*

Notes Heritage 
Evaluation

64 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 757 c. 1863 Contributing
66 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOTS 757,758,791&792 c. 1848 "Gillespie's Cabinet Factory" Contributing
68 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 758 & 791 c. 1893 Contributing
70 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 759 c. 1893 Non-contributing
72 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 760 c. 1893 Contributing
73 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 621,622,632 post 1950 Non-contributing
74 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 761 c. 1893 Contributing
76 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 762 unknown Non-contributing
78 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 762 c. 1879 DESIGNATED PART IV - "West End 

Grocery"
Contributing

79 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 621 post 1950 Non-contributing
80 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 763 LOT 764 c. 1863 Contributing
81 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 619 TO 621 n/a Vacant Non-contributing
83 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 619 n/a Vacant Non-contributing
84 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 765 c. 1863 Contributing
85-87 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 618 PT LT 619 n/a Vacant Non-contributing
86 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 766 n/a Vacant Non-contributing
88 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 766 n/a Vacant Non-contributing
89 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 618 n/a Vacant Non-contributing
90 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 766 AND 767 1980s Non-contributing
91 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 617 n/a Vacant Non-contributing
94 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOTS 768,769 & PT post 1983 Non-contributing
97 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 617 c. 1983 Non-contributing
100 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 770 c. 1835 "McDonald / Mercer House" Contributing
102 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 771 & PT LOTS c. 1830 DESIGNATED PART IV 

"Southard/Clapp House"
Contributing

104 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 772 AND 773 1980s Non-contributing
106 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 773 AND 774 1875 "Methodist Church" (demo'd 

2011)
Non-contributing

115 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 615 LOT 604 c. 1993 Non-contributing
116 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 775 c. 1893 Tourism Office Contributing
118 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 775 c. 1920 Park with cenotaph Contributing
121 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 280 & 281 post 1950 Non-contributing
123 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 279 c. 2000 Non-contributing
124 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 922 & 923 c. 1835 Contributing
125 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 278 & PT LOT 277 c. 1893 Contributing
126 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 924 c. 1893 Contributing
127 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 176 & PT LOT 277 c. 1856 DESIGNATED PART IV - "Thomas 

Welsh House"
Contributing

128 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 924 c. 1893 Contributing
130 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 925 post 1950 Non-contributing
131 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 275 c. 1863 Contributing
134 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 926 & PT LOT 927 1970s Non-contributing
135 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 274 post 1950 Non-contributing

143/145 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 272 AND 273 n/a Parking lot Non-contributing
147 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 272 AND 273 c. 2000 "Queen's Hotel" Non-contributing
149 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 272 post 1950 Non-contributing
151 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 271 c. 1836 Brick Wing 

c. 1837 Stone Wing, 
c. 1870 Third storey

"Globe Hotel" Contributing

153 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 268 269 & 271 c. 1863 Contributing
155 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 269 & 271 c. 1863 "Salvation Army" Non-contributing
163 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 267 c. 1924 Contributing
164 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 928 c. 1975 Non-contributing
165 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 267 c. 1863 Non-contributing
166 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 930 post 1950 Non-contributing
167 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 266 c. 1891, part rebuilt 

at later date
"Gilbert & Lighthall Cabinet 
Shop"

Contributing

171/173 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 266 c. 1891 "Gilbert & Lighthall Cabinet 
Shop"

Contributing



Civic Address Legal Description Approximate Date 
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172 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 930 LOT 931 c. 1835 DESIGNATED PART IV "Stevenson 
Block" or "Master Feeds"

Contributing

175 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOTS 260 & 261 post 1950 Non-contributing
178/180 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 933 c. 1863 Contributing
179 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 259 1893 "Charles House" Contributing

184 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOTS 934 & 935 c. 1893 Contributing
187 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 258 c. 1862 LISTED HERITAGE PROPERTY 

"Case Block"
Contributing

189 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 257 1917 Contributing
190 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 936 post 1950 Non-contributing
192 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 936 c. 1893 Contributing
193/195 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 257 c. 1893 Contributing
194 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 937 c. 1893 Contributing
197 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 265 unknown Former lane Non-contributing
199 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 265 c. 1878 "Standard Bank of Canada" Contributing
200 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 988 PT LOT 937 c. 1893 "Norman Block" Contributing
204 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 938 c. 1893 Contributing
205 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 265 1900, front addition 

1950
Former Post Office, now "The 
Victory"

Contributing

206 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 940 LOT 939 c. 1893 LISTED HERITAGE PROPERTY 
"Armoury"

Contributing

208 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 940 c. 1893 DESIGNATED PART IV "Picton 
Public Library"

Contributing

211 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 265 unknown Non-contributing
215/219 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 255 & 256 c. 1861 LISTED HERITAGE PROPERTY 

"Rawson Block"
Contributing

221 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 255 c. 1893 Contributing
222-228 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOTS 941 & 984 1830s brick 

structure, c.1920 
DESIGNATED PART IV "Regent 
Theatre"

Contributing

223 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 255 c. 1893 Contributing
229 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 253 LOT 254 c. 1893 "Union Bank" Contributing

230/232 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 942 SUBJ TO c. 1863 "Rheyres Block" Contributing
237 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 253 c. 1860 DESIGNATED PART IV "Allison 

Block"
Contributing

240 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 943 & LOT 944 c. 2005 Non-contributing
242 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 945,980 SUBJ TO n/a Parking lot Non-contributing
247 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 21 PT LOT 1540 c.1879 DESIGNATED PART IV "Royal 

Hotel"
Contributing

251/253 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 21 LOT 1541 c. 1893 Contributing
255/257 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 21 LOT 1542 c. 1893 Contributing
256 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOTS 946,947 PT LOT c. 1863 Contributing
259 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 21 LOT 1543 c. 1893 Contributing
261/263 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 21 LOT 1544 TOG WITH c. 1893 Contributing
265 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 250 unknown Non-contributing
266 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 948 post 1950 Non-contributing
267 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 249,250 unknown Non-contributing
268 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 949 LOT 948 post 1950 Non-contributing
272 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 950 post 1950 Non-contributing
275 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 248 c. 1893 Contributing
279/281 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 246 TO 247 c. 1893 Contributing
280 PICTON MAIN ST PESCP 8 LEVEL 2 UNIT 1 c. 2010 Former "Owens Block" site Non-contributing
289 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 244 AND 245 c. 1893 Contributing
290 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 953 1950s Former "Bank of Montreal" Contributing
297/299 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 242 & 243 unknown Non-contributing
302 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 954 c.1863 Contributing
305 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 LOT 241 c. 1830 DESIGNATED PART IV "North 

American Hotel"
Contributing

305 PICTON MAIN STREET 
(parking behind)

PLAN 24 PT LOTS 238 241 244 n/a Parking Non-contributing

311 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 239 & 240 c. 1870 Contributing
316 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT WASHBURN BLK post 1969 Non-contributing
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320 PICTON MAIN ST PT WASHBURN BLK c. 1893 Non-contributing
323/325 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 238 c. 1863 Contributing
328/330 PICTON MAIN ST PT WASHBURN BLK n/a Park Contributing
332 PICTON MAIN ST PLAN 24 BLK B Shire Hall 1874, 

Registry Office c. 
1871

DESIGNATED PART IV "Shire Hall" 
and "Registry Offices"

Contributing

2 PITT ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 1053 & 1054 post 1976 Non-contributing
6 TALBOT ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 648 c. 1970 "H. J . MacFarland Offices" Contributing
2/4 UNION ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 1041, 1043, c. 1893 Contributing
6/8/10 UNION ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 1041 TO 1043 c. 1893 Contributing
12 UNION ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1041 c. 1831 LISTED HERITAGE PROPERTY 

"Thuresson / Brooks / Singleton 
House"

Contributing

17 UNION ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1039 c. 1893 Contributing
19 UNION ST PLAN 24 LOT 1039 c. 1870s Contributing
21 UNION ST PLAN 24 LOT 1515 unknown "Gospel Hall". Non-contributing
22 UNION ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 1052 & 1053 c. 1984 Non-contributing
27 UNION ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1038 c. 1868 Contributing
29 UNION ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1038 c. 1893 Contributing
31 UNION ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1038 n/a LISTED HERITAGE PROPERTY - 

former "Mulholland Block", 
vacant

Non-contributing

37 UNION ST PLAN 24 LOT 1065 n/a LISTED HERITAGE PROPERTY - 
former "Mulholland Block", 
vacant

Non-contributing

39 UNION ST PLAN 24 LOT 1065 1066 1075 n/a LISTED HERITAGE PROPERTY - 
former "Mulholland Block", 
vacant

Non-contributing

49 UNION ST PLAN 24 PT LOTS 1066 & 1067 c. 1863 Contributing
50 UNION ST PLAN 24 LOT 1064 1832-4 PROV HERITAGE PROPERTY 

"Picton Court House"
Contributing

51 UNION ST PLAN 24 LOT 1067 c. 1863 Contributing
52 UNION ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1236 post 1996 Non-contributing
55 UNION ST PLAN 24 LOTS 1068 & 1069 post 1984 Non-contributing
56 UNION ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1235 c. 1893 Contributing
57/59 UNION ST PLAN 24 LOT 1070 WATER LOT c. 1893 Contributing
58 UNION ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1235 c. 1863 Contributing
60 UNION ST PLAN 24 LOT 1234 PT LOT 1240 c. 1863 Contributing
61/63 UNION ST PLAN 24 LOT 1070 c. 1869 DESIGNATED PART IV - "Mrs. 

Furlong's Store"
Contributing

65 UNION ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1071 c. 1851 LISTED HERITAGE PROPERTY 
"McKee House"

Contributing

67 UNION ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1071 c. 1851 LISTED HERITAGE PROPERTY 
"McKee House"

Contributing

68 UNION ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1233 c. 1893 Contributing
1 WALTON ST PLAN 24 LOT 604 LOT 615 c. 1858 LISTED HERITAGE PROPERTY 

"Grove Place"
Contributing

19 YORK ST PLAN 24 PT LOT 1047 n/a Park Contributing

* The date of construction is largely informed by the HASPE files, The Settler's Dream and built form maps: Tremaine’s 
Map of the County of Prince Edward, 1863; Insurance Plan of Picton, 1893; Insurance Plan of Picton, 1924.

The individual property research was undertaken in collaboration with the Planning Services 

Department, Prince Edward County Archives staff, Prince Edward Heritage Advisory Committee 

members and volunteers.  A full record of this research is available at the Planning Services 

Department.  Samples of this research and documentation is included in Appendix 3.  
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Lot and plan number & 

Civic address  
PLAN 24 PT LOT 933 

178/180  PICTON MAIN ST 

Heritage evaluation  Contributing 

 

 

Estimated Construction Date c 1863 Goad 

 

First Owner/Occupant  

 

Occupation Workplace J. Porter Leather Boot and Shoe Store (Tremaine) Bell Telephone office on 

Goad/ PO on Herman Plan; WH Williamson Insurance Brocker/Apt. Haspe 

 

City Directory Listings   

 

 

 

 

 

Fire Insurance Plans 1893 Bell Telephone photo 

1924 Bell Telephone photos 

Architect/Builder  

 

Architectural Style  Brick storey, flat roof, brackets, cornice rounded windows 

Note changes compared to 1940 photo/note changes since 1951 Haspe 

 

 

Additional 

Comments/observations 

Note: Porter (Tremaine) had deed to part of Master Feeds, so Tremaine 

reference to him here may be error. (Haspe) 

 

 

Recorder   

Linda Sumner 

 

December 2011 
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Lot and plan number & 

Civic address  

PLAN 24 LOTS 941 & 984 

222-226 Main St. (HASPE) 

Formerly 82-76 Main St. (Goad Survey) 

 

Heritage evaluation  Contributing 

Designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act 

 

Estimated Construction Date 1835 (called Ballard Block), alterations made c. 1920 for theatre use (SD) 

and 1931 façade remodel (HASPE) 

 

First Owner/Occupant  

Occupation Workplace John Allen House and seed house merchant shop in 1837 

 

City Directory Listings  1866 Walter McKenzie Merchant-General (1866 Directory) 

Fire Insurance Plans 1894, 1923 (Y) 

 

Architect/Builder Norman Ballard (SD) 

Architectural Style  Historical Attributes: Marquee/brackets, building is brick. (HASPE) 

 

Additional 

Comments/observations 

1863 Walter Mackenzie General Merchant (HASPE) 

According to Goad Survey 1917:   

82 Main St .office, 

80 Main St. Barber Shop,  

78 Main St. office,  

76 Main St. Grain and Seed Building 

Recorder  Krista Richardson December 2011 
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Lot and plan number & 

Civic address  
PLAN 24 LOT 82 

7 BRIDGE ST 

Heritage evaluation  Contributing 

 

 

Estimated Construction Date Marked on Goad 1924 

c. 1893   Haspe 

First Owner/Occupant  

 

Occupation Workplace Duplex 1980’s Haspe 

 

City Directory Listings   

 

 

 

 

 

Fire Insurance Plans 1924  2 ½ storey dwelling 

1893 2 ½ storey dwelling 

 

 

Architect/Builder  

 

Architectural Style  2 ½ storey gable roof – large detailed verandah 

Frame / contemporary to 11 Bridge Street 

Additional 

Comments/observations 

 

 

 

Recorder   

Krista Richardson 

 

December 2011 
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Lot and plan number & 

Civic address  
PLAN 24 PT LOT 1039 

17 UNION ST 

Heritage evaluation  Contributing 

 

 

Estimated Construction Date C 1893 – not visible on Tremaine 

 

First Owner/Occupant  

 

Occupation Workplace Brass Foundry – Brick/stone foundation visible 

 

City Directory Listings   

 

 

 

 

 

Fire Insurance Plans 1893 Brick (32 Union St.) 

1924 Brick 

 

Architect/Builder  

 

Architectural Style  Gable faces road, finial and barge board/ground floor wall integrated with 

stone retaining wall/upper and lower entrances 

 

 

Additional 

Comments/observations 

Goad shows only small square building adjacent to street. Tail wing appears 

to have been added. 

 

 

Recorder   

K. Stanton 

 

Dec. 14/2011 
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Lot and plan number & 

Civic address  
PLAN 24 LOT 621,622,632 

73 PICTON MAIN ST  

Heritage evaluation  Non-contributing 

 

Estimated Construction Date A & P/ Metro constructed circa 1980. 

 

First Owner/Occupant  

Occupation Workplace The fire insurance plans show that 8 of the former buildings were dwellings 

(1 brick and 7 wood).  The exception was the Marble Works (wood). 

City Directory Listings   

Fire Insurance Plans 1893 – Shows 9 buildings along Main Street at this property. 

1924 – Shows 9 buildings along Main Street at this property. 

 

Architect/Builder  

 

Architectural Style   

Additional 

Comments/observations 

Settler’s Dream notes that one of the former residences was known as the 

“Allison House”.  This was a Loyalist style dwelling built in the 1830s/40s.  

See page xiii of Settler’s Dream for photo. 

 

Recorder   

L. Reid 

 

January 2012 
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Lot and plan number & 

Civic address  
PLAN 24 PT LOTS 647 AND 648 

43 PICTON MAIN ST  

Heritage evaluation  Contributing 

 

 

Estimated Construction Date c. 1893 

 

First Owner/Occupant  

 

Occupation Workplace 1980’s – apartments – currently Chestnut Park Real Estate 

 

City Directory Listings   

 

 

 

 

 

Fire Insurance Plans 1893 and 1924 

2 storey with 1 ½ storey brick addition – 1 storey frame addition all to the 

rear, out building also on property - frame 

Architect/Builder  

 

Architectural Style  Squared bay windows, 2 storey hip roof, detailed porch, brackets, brick 

 

 

Additional 

Comments/observations 

Alterations since construction aluminum soffit 

 

 

Recorder   

Brian Curran 

 

January 2012 
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View from the street (former train station at rear)            Archival image of train station (view along rail lines) 

Lot and plan number & 

Civic address  
PLAN 24 PT LOTS 747 TO 753 

54 PICTON MAIN ST  

Heritage evaluation  Non-contributing 

 

Estimated Construction Date c. 1881 – Picton Train Station 

 

First Owner/Occupant Termaine’s map (1863) shows a previous building here fronting on Main 

Street.  

 

Occupation Workplace  

 

City Directory Listings   

Fire Insurance Plans 1893, 1924 (Y) 

 

 

Architect/Builder N/A 

 

Architectural Style  1 1/2 storey brick building with gable roof 

Additional 

Comments/observations 

Prince Edward County Railway was established in 1873.  The railway 

opened in fall of 1879 with first train arriving at the city limits as per the 

contractor agreement.  Picton had to pay an additional cost to have the train 

brought into town.  The first train arrived in town on June 7,1881 at this site. 

CF Evans Lumber (established in 1933 by Carey Franklin Evans) moved 

here from their original location at 68 Main Street in the 1970s.  The original 

train station building remains and has received multiple additions.  It is no 

longer visible form the street. 

 

Recorder   

L. Reid 

  

January 2012 



Appendix 4:  A Summary of Heritage District Economic Impact Analysis

As Heritage Conservation Districts (HCDs) are a planning tool that have been used in Ontario (for 

over 30 years), Canada and the United States, there is extensive information on the economic 

impact of adopting an HCD.  Common objectives of an HCD include heritage building retention, 

compatible new construction and neighbourhood revitalization.  There has been some concern 

in the community that implementing a heritage district would have a negative impact on prop-

erty values and the economic viability of the area.  Studies show that heritage districts maintain 

stable real estate values and are compatible with economic / community development strategies.

A 2009 study of heritage conservation districts in Ontario by the Architectural Conservancy of 

Ontario (ACO) found that property values in districts generally rise more consistently than adja-

cent neighbourhoods.1  This fi nding looked at 431 properties (of 2500 properties included in the 

study) that had been sold multiple times in the last 30 years and compared their resale values to 

those of similar properties in adjacent neighbourhoods.  Of these, 190 properties showed above-

average sales history trajectories, 147 had average and 94 performed below average.  When looking 

specifi cally at commercial / main street HCDs (8 in total were investigated), 6 showed increased 

sales history trajectories in comparison with their neighbours while the other two were on par.2  

Increased and stable property values for heritage properties were also found in the United States;3 

one study found “historic designation increased property values in the range of 2-20 percent.”4 

Recent studies on real estate values in heritage districts also show that heritage properties tend 

to retain their value during economic downturns better that adjacent neighbourhoods.  This obser-

vation is included in the ACO report, though most strongly supported by post-2008 real estate 

trends in the United States.5  It should be noted that in the United States there are federal and 

(sometimes) state tax credits for heritage property owners undertaking building rehabilitation.

Real estate agents also commented that heritage districts are attractive to potential buyers as it 

is understood the neighbourhood will be protected over time.   

1 Heritage Districts Work: Heritage Conservation District Study Summary Report by The Architectural Conservancy of 

Ontario with the assistance of Heritage Ottawa, Huron County MHCs, St. Catherines MHC, Thunder Bay MHC and the Herit-

age Resources Centre, 2009.

2 Ibid, page 10-11.

3 Economics and Historic Preservation: A Guide and Review of the Literature by the University of Pennsylvania, Sep-

tember 2005; Historic Districts are Good for Your Pocketbook: The Impact of Local Historic Districts on House Prices in South 
Carolina by South Carolina Department of Archives & History, January 2000; and Profi ting from the Past: The Economic 
Impact of Historic Preservation in Georgia by Joni Leithe and Patricia Tigue of the Government Finance Offi cers Association 

of the U.S. and Canada, 1999.

4 Economics and Historic Preservation: A Guide and Review of the Literature by the University of Pennsylvania, Sep-

tember 2005, page 7.

5 Historic properties benefi t during economic downturn by Markus Schmidt for progress-index.com, April 26, 2010; 

and Historic homes still fetch buyers by Katy Stech for The Post and Carrier, May 14, 2009. 



Economic studies have also found that heritage, and heritage districts, contribute to a commu-

nity’s business development - they contribute to Main Street revitalization and attract cultural 

and heritage tourism.

Heritage Main Street revitalization projects that link heritage and economic development have 

been found to create jobs and businesses and stimulate investment.  Job creation is stimulated 

by  increased cultural and heritage tourism as a town’s Main Street emerges as a travel destina-

tion and attracts new business.  Main Street revitalization initiatives which effectively integrate 

new development while retaining heritage fabric tend to attract more ‘talented workers and inno-

vative businesses’.  Revitalized Main Streets also tend to be stable neighbourhoods that offer 

workers a higher quality of life.  

A well documented example is the State of Georgia’s Main Street and Better Home community 

initiatives.  Thirty and twenty years ago respectively the State undertook these programs to save 

small towns that were being lost to unsympathetic commercial and suburban development.  Value 

was placed in the character and distinctiveness of each place as a means to attract business and 

tourism, and create jobs.  The effectiveness of the program was recently analysed in Good News 

in Tough Times: Historic Preservation and the Georgia Economy, 2010.  It found that “Every year 

of the 21st century, Georgia Main Street and Better Home communities have seen a new growth 

in downtown jobs, including the years when the nation was plagued with recession.”6  The study 

also found that Georgia’s Main Streets have a signifi cantly higher business retention rate and had 

shown a net growth in downtown businesses.  This program is supported by a state wide heritage 

grant program, a license plate program, local government, cemetery grants and a transportation 

enhancement program. 

Heritage and cultural tourism is a growth industry.  A study completed on Ontario Cultural and 

Heritage Tourism in 2009 found “Over half (53.5%) of all Americans who participated in a pleasure 

trip in 2004 and 2005 visited historical sites, museums and art galleries,” and more specifi cally, 

“In 2004 one-fi fth (17.6%) of all Americans and Canadians surveyed in the Travel Activities and 

Motivations Survey (TAMS) 2006 reported that culture and entertainment activities were their main 

reason for the trip.”7  In Ontario, it is estimated that 25% of all tourists travel for the primary 

purpose of an arts and culture experience, and another 27% participate in a cultural experience 

6 Good News in Tough Times: Historic Preservation and the Georgia Economy by State of Georgia’s Department of 

Natural Resources, 2010, page 14.

7 Ontario Cultural and Heritage Tourism Product Research Paper (part of the Ontario Tourism Competitiveness Study) 

by Lord Cultural Resources, Brain Trust Marketing & Communications and Creating Cultural Capital, 2009.



as part of their trip. For example, since 2002 4 million visits have been made to heritage sites in 

Ontario as part of Doors Open.8  Doors Open is a program run by the Ontario Heritage Trust where, 

for one weekend a year, a town or city’s heritage buildings are open to the public. 

In addition, cultural or heritage tourism has been found to benefi t the greater community.  Cultural 

or heritage tourists stay longer and spend more money.  A 2002 study by the Travel Industry 

Association of America (TIA) found the ‘historic’ traveller stayed approximately twice as long and 

spent twice as much money as the average traveller.9  Heritage tourists also visit multiple loca-

tions.10  The Good News in Tough Times: Historic Preservation and the Georgia Economy study found 

that cultural tourism income extended past the heritage destinations: “Those historic places, 

however, only receive between 3% and 7% of that money.  Between 93% and 97% of the visitor 

expenditures don’t go to the assets that attracted them but to the restaurants, hotels, shops and 

transportation that serve them.”   

There are other benefi ts that arise in undertaking heritage conservation.  These places tend to 

develop a skilled labour force of building trades related to repairing and conserving heritage build-

ings.  Compared with new construction, building rehabilitation is more labour intensive than new 

construction creating more jobs per dollar invested than new construction.11  This also means that 

the investment in building repairs or rehabilitation remains in the local economy.

8 www.doorsopenontario.on.ca.

9 Heritage Conservation Brief on Tourism by University of Waterloo, 2006.

10 Municipal Heritage Partnership Program, Alberta, www.mhpp.ab.ca/benefi ts.

11 Economic Benefi ts of Heritage Conservation by the Saskatchewan Ministry of Tourism, Parks, Culture and Sports 

and Canada’s Historic Places.


