Providence, Lenore
Subject:
Attachments:

FW: Committee of Adjustment
parking image.pdf; retaining wall_307 Forest Dr.pdf; Forest Drive 307_C of A letter.docx

Importance:

High

ADDENDUM
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#15
Vaughan Committee of Adjustment
From: MacPherson, Adriana
Sent: January-12-17 4:42 PM
To: Providence, Lenore
Subject: FW: Committee of Adjustment
Importance: High
From: MacPherson, Adriana
Sent: December-23-16 3:51 PM
To: Coles, Todd
Subject: FW: Committee of Adjustment
From: Esther Cheong [mailto:estherncheong@gmail.com]
Sent: December-23-16 3:22 PM
To: leonore.providence@vauhgan.ca; MacPherson, Adriana
Cc: Paul Cell
Subject: Fwd: Committee of Adjustment

To Whom It May Concern:
I, Esther Cheong, am representing Attilio Fantauzzi, the owner of 303
Forest Drive the adjacent east neighbour of 307 Forest Drive. Mr.
Fantauzzi would like to submit the attached letter of objection to the
minor variance application at 307 Forest Drive, Woodbridge
(Committee of Adjustment file #A009/17).
Attilio has approved the letter but as I am currently out of town, I will be
re-sending the signed letter when I see Attilio after the New Year.
Also attached are photographs of the five cars regularly parked on the
front yard parking pad that was constructed without a permit.
Regards,
Esther

Cheong
Esther Cheong BID, BCIN
z axis design inc.
115 Sylvan Avenue
Toronto, Ontario
M1M 1J9
T 416 269 2500
C 416 417 3111
F 416 269 2005
www.zaxisdesign.ca
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Attilio Fantauzzi
303 Forest Drive
Woodbridge, Vaughan, ON
L4L 3W7
Dec 23, 2017
Re: File A0009/17

Property: 307 Forest Drive
Woodbridge, Vaughan
Lot 12, Plan 2115

To Whom It May Concern:
I, Attilio Fantauzzi, am the adjacent east neighbour of the property located at 307 Forest Drive. I have
serious concerns regarding the new front yard parking pad that has been constructed without a permit
at 307 Forest Drive. This parking pad that is consistently occupied by five cars, spans the full width of
the lot violating several zoning by-laws that are not minor infringements. Granting these by-law
variances post construction will set a dangerous precedent converting this neighbourhood’s front yards
into parking lots. Well-manicured front yard landscaping should be encouraged rather than the
abolishment of green-space as it will be detrimental to the urban fabric of this residential
neighbourhood.
1.

The requested driveway width of 14.7m is almost double the 7.75m maximum driveway width
permitted in the neighbourhood. The driveway’s retaining wall on the east side adds an additional
0.3m for a total of a 15m wide hard surface area that practically spans the entire width of the front
yard with the exception of a narrow 0.2m set back to the east property line. This span of
hardscape area has eliminated all soft landscaping resulting in the appearance of a parking lot. A
90% driveway width increase with a total of 94% hard surface increase including the retaining wall
cannot be considered a minor variance. The dimensions cited are taken from the provided plan
but do not add up correctly to the 15.5m wide lot. The 15m hard surface area that virtually spans
the full width of the front yard currently accomodates the parking space for the residents’ five
vehicles.
The concrete block retaining wall on the east side of the driveway that runs along the property line
is an eyesore. The raised hard surface of the driveway and retaining wall is too close to the east
property line as it is set back a mere 0.02m so that the water run-off on to my property is a major
concern. Despite a minor slope, the combination of the natural water filtration of the interlocking
brick driveway and the concrete block retaining wall construction, water runs off on to my property
as my grade is considerably lower.

2. The 9.2m driveway width requested for the portion of the driveway between the street line and the
street curb is not a minor variance as it is a 53% increase. This additional driveway width
comfortably accommodates access to the five vehicle-parking pad.
3.

The 7m driveway width at the street curb and curb cut is 1m wider than permitted by the zoning
by-law. This extra wide curb cut provides space to maneuver the five cars onto the front yard
parking pad.

4. The 15% front yard landscaped area is far less than the by-law minimum of 50% landscaping. The
retaining wall adds additional hardscape to the 15% landscape area so the softscape area is even
less than 15%. This by-law variance request is not minor. This infringement of the bylaw has
enabled the residents at 307 Forest Drive to park five cars whereas the neighbours with identical
properties and houses have driveways that accommodate two vehicles and adequate softscape.
The parking lot at 307 Forest Drive is an eyesore as the hard surface area spans the full width of the
lot leaving virtually no front yard soft landscaping. The by-law violations are not minor variances. I urge
you to consider the significance of setting this precedent in the neighbourhood. If you have any
questions, I would prefer to be contacted through my representative Esther Cheong. Thank you for
your time and consideration in this matter.
Regards,

Attilio Fantauzzi
Esther Cheong
115 Sylvan Avenue
Toronto, Ontario
M1M 1J9
estherncheong@gmail.com
(416)417-3111

