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1. What do you like or dislike about the proposed Official Plan & Zoning By-law Amendments?  

It is inappropriate in this area to build yet another high-rise development.  It does not fit into the 
neigbhourhood on Mill Street.  The developers may argue that there is already a high rise on the East 
side of the Iron Horse Trail and another one proposed on the West side.  The image that the architect 
has made of the latter shows a corridor of trail. Note that the architect’s drawing is: excessively green; 
b) the green space next to Iron Horse Towers does not exist but the trail abuts a fence about 1 metre 
distance from the trail. 

 

People use the trail for transportation and also for enjoyment.  Animals, including pollinators, are 
essential for the continued survival of natural habitat and indeed for our planet.  How far will we go 
before there is but a narrow corridor of trail bordered by fences and high-rise buildings?  This 
development sets a precedent and is damaging to both people and nature. The impact on the trail, 
which is a cultural heritage landscape, is severe.  It is provincial policy that cultural heritage landscapes, 
not just heritage structures, be preserved:  

2.6.1 Significant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved. 
(Source: Provincial Policy Statement, 2014) 

Note  the verb “shall” not “should” is used in this statement. 

We have not addressed how built heritage will be affected because that will be considered when the 
Heritage Impact Assessment is considered.  However, if we had purchased a home on Mill street 
recently we would feel abandoned by the City of Kitchener.  In fact, a realtor advised us not to purchase 
a property on Schneider in 2005 because a high-rise apartment was proposed on Queen (Iron Horse 
Towers). So, high rise development is affecting house sales and values. We did not buy a house on 
Schneider because of the potential shadowing that would affect the yard and garden. We now live in a 
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heritage conservation district, but we feel threatened by the apparent bias for development over 
heritage.  This feeling is in spite of provincial and municipal government policies protecting heritage.  

We think that zoning rules should only be changed when significant benefits will be achieved.  Also, the 
new zoning bylaw, passed this week by Council, says: 

“A Zoning By-law is a legal document and development must adhere to it.” 

So, why should the City of Kitchener make an exception in this case?  We see harm being done by not 
following the zoning for this area and very little benefit. 

Are there alternatives? Yes. 

We are not opposed to development but there is considerable pressure to build close to the LRT, the 
park and the trail system.  There are other areas, e.g., Ottawa/Sterling/Cortland/King and the area to 
the west of Courtland South of the highway that are declining industrial properties.  The latter is close to 
the Activa Sports Complex and the extensive shopping area on Fairview, both of which provide 
substantial benefit to the residents of Kitchener.   

Of course, the owners of the property on Mill Street purchased the land with the intention of developing 
it.  However, the current zoning, the proximity to the Iron Horse Trail and to the Victoria Park Heritage 
Conservation District were known to them.  They would have known that there was a risk that 
development would not take place according to their plans. In fact, the heritage value of a property shall 
not consider the intentions of the owners.   

We need to leave this extension of the Victoria Park Heritage Conservation District undisturbed.  We 
would favour of including 19 and 25 Mill Street in the VPHCD.   Enough development has already taken 
place at this corner and along Queen Street. 

Finally, the Nicholas Hill, architect and author of the Victoria Park Heritage Conservation Study, 
identified several areas around the Conservation District where there was the potential for 
development.  The following map identifies these areas: 
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Mill Street is not identified on the map.  That does not mean that it does not have the potential, but Hill 
would have known about the heritage value of these properties.  We are very surprised that 25 Mill 
Street, identified as the home of Jacob Baetz, a prominent Kitchener manufacturer and City Councilor in 
the 1890s, was not included (see attached 25 Mill Street Statement of Significance).   

There were several sites on Queen that were identified and on the West side of Victoria Park.  We think 
that only some of the developments that took place in these areas are compatible with the HCD.  If we 
continue to develop around the park with high-rise buildings, we run the risk of having the park as a 
bowl surrounded by huge structures.  New York City has limited the heights of buildings on the long 
sides of Central Park.   

 

We think that the City of Kitchener should do the same for the Victoria Park area. 

By comparison with New York, the pressure for density in Kitchener is minimal.  In any case, the 2019 
report on density shows that we are already meeting our 2030 targets. 

2. What changes do you suggest for the proposed Official Plan & Zoning By-law Amendments?  

We would like no changes.  This development does not belong here. 

3. Any additional comments?  

Finally, there is not enough information on the heritage impact of this development.  We have only a 
very limited “scoped” Heritage Impact Assessment.  We have examined the large-scale maps at City Hall 
and the plans have only a 1:3500 scale on them.  There is no way to determine how close the new 
building will be to the properties surrounding them.  Only the 45 Mill property is described in sufficient 
detail and only in relation to the Part IV heritage designated walls.  The garage on the side of the house 
seems extremely close to the property line but there is no way of telling how close that is (1 metre? 1.5 
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metres?).  Also, how can a building that close to 45 Mill Street have “no shadow impact?”  It will be a 
wall, several storeys high, very close to a Part IV heritage property. As you know, a Part IV property 
owner must apply to the local municipality for a permit to undertake alterations to any of the identified 
heritage elements of the property or to demolish any buildings or structures on the property.  
Unfortunately, nothing is said about what an adjacent owner can do.  Is that the law, yes.  Is it 
appropriate, no. 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment.  We have more comments to make about the heritage impact, 
but will be presenting these to Heritage Kitchener at the December 3 meeting.  If you wish, we could 
send you these comments. 

 

Name (print): Gail Pool and Frances Stewart 

Date: November 1, 2019 

Please direct all correspondence to: Katie Anderl, Senior Planner  

Mail: Kitchener City Hall, 6th Floor Phone: 519-741-2200 x7987 200 King Street West, P.O. Box 1118 
Email: katie.anderl@kitchener.ca Kitchener, ON N2G 4G7 


