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Consent Application  
 

B014/21 

Agenda Item: 02 

 

Ward: 2 

Prepared By: Lenore Providence Assistant Secretary Treasurer 

 
Date & Time of Live 
Stream Hearing: 

Thursday, October 28, 2021 at 6:00 p.m. 

 As a result of COVID-19, Vaughan City Hall and all other City facilities are closed to 
the public at this time. 
 
A live stream of the meeting is available at Vaughan.ca/LiveCouncil  
 
Please submit written comments by mail or email to: 
 
City of Vaughan 
Office of the City Clerk – Committee of Adjustment 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive, Vaughan, ON L6A 1T1 
cofa@vaughan.ca 
 
To make an electronic deputation at the meeting please contact the Committee of 
Adjustment at cofa@vaughan.ca or 905-832-8504. Ext. 8332 
 
Written comments or requests to make a deputation must be received by noon on 
the last business day before the meeting. 
 

  
Applicant: Concetta Petrucclli-Defina 
  
Agent:  Hesham Mohamed - Humphries Planning Group Inc 
  
Property: 160 Monsheen Drive, Woodbridge ON 
  

Zoning: 
The subject lands are zoned R1 and subject to the provisions of Exception under By-
law 1-88 as amended. 

  
OP Designation: Vaughan Official Plan 2010 ('VOP 2010'): "Low-Rise Residential" 
  
Related Files:  None. 
  
Purpose: Consent is being requested to sever a parcel of land for residential purposes 

approximately 794.00 square metres, while retaining a parcel of land approximately 
794.00 square metres. Both the severed and retained land will have frontage onto 
Tayok Drive and the existing single family dwelling on the subject land is to be 
demolished.   

  
 
Background (Previous Applications approved by the Committee on the subject land: N/A 
 
For information on the previous approvals listed above please visit www.vaughan.ca. To search for a file 
number, enter it using quotes around it. For example, “B001/17”.  
 
To search property address, enter street number and street name using quotes. For example, “2141 Major 
Mackenzie”. Do not include street type (i.e. drive). 

 
Adjournment History: N/A 
 

Staff & Agency Comments 
 
Please note that staff/agency comments received after the preparation of this Report will be provided as an 
addendum item to the Committee. Addendum items will shall only be received by the Secretary Treasurer until 
noon on the last business day prior to the day of the scheduled Meeting. 
 
Committee of Adjustment:   
Public notice was mailed on October 06, 2021 
 
Applicant confirmed posting of signage on October 14, 2021 
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Existing Building or Structures on the subject land: 
The existing single family dwelling on the subject land is to be demolished.   
 
Committee of Adjustment recommended conditions of approval: 
1. That the applicant’s solicitor provides the secretary-treasurer with a copy of the prepared draft transfer 

document to confirm the legal description and PIN of the subject lands. Subject land applies only to the 
severed parcel, leased land, easement etc. as conditionally approved by the Committee of Adjustment.  

 

2. That the applicant provides two (2) full size copies of the deposited plan of reference of the entire land 
which conforms substantially with the application as submitted. 

 

3. Payment of the Certificate Fee as provided on the City of Vaughan’s Committee of Adjustment Fee 
Schedule. 

 
Adjournment Request / File Review History: None 
 
Building Standards (Zoning Review):   
Stop Work Order(s) and Order(s) to Comply: 
There are no outstanding Orders on file. 
 
A Building Permit has not been issued.  The Ontario Building Code requires a building permit for structures that 
exceed 10m2. 
 
Building Department Staff have no additional comments in respect to this application. 
 
Building Standards Recommended conditions of approval: 
 
Development Planning:   
City of Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (‘VOP 2010’): “Low-Rise Residential” Comments:  
 
The Owner is proposing to sever the subject lands to facilitate the future development of two new single 
detached dwellings on the proposed severed and retained lands. The severed and retained lands meet the 
minimum lot area and frontage requirements of the “R1 Residential Zone”.  
 
The subject lands are located at the northwest corner of Monsheen Drive and Tayok Drive (corner lot) in an 
existing mature low-rise residential neighbourhood east of Islington Avenue and north of Highway 7. The 
neighbourhood is characterized by one and two-storey single detached dwellings on lots that are generally 20 
m to 30 m in lot frontage.  
 
The subject lands are designated “Low-Rise Residential” by VOP 2010 and located within an Established 
Large Lot Neighbourhood as identified on Schedule 1B of VOP 2010. As such, the policies contained in 
Section 9.1.2.3 (a-h) of VOP 2010 are applicable to the subject lands. These policies provide further 
clarification and criteria in assessing the compatibility of infill development in Community Areas with a Low-
Rise Residential designation.  
 
The compatibility policies contained in Section 9.1.2.3 (a-h) provides requirements for lot frontage, lot area, lot 
configuration, front, exterior and rear yards, dwelling types, building heights and massing, and lot coverage to 
maintain the character of existing large lot neighbourhoods. Specifically, Sections 9.1.2.3.a and 9.1.2.3.b 
identify that new lots should have lot frontages equal to or exceeding frontages of adjoining lots and that the 
area of new lots should be consistent in size with adjacent lots.  
 
Although the proposed severed and retained lands are smaller in lot frontage and lot area than adjacent lots, 
the proposal is generally consistent with Policy 9.1.2.3 (a-b). The lot frontage of the severed and retained 
lands, 23.7 m and 22.4 m respectively, comply with the requirements of Zoning By-law 1-88 for the R1 
Residential Zone, and are similar to existing lot frontages on Tayok Drive, Monsheen Drive, and Forest Circle 
Court. The proposed lot areas of 794 m2 for both the severed and retained lands also comply with Zoning By-
law 1-88 and are generally consistent and compatible with the adjoining lots and the overall neighbourhood. 
The proposal satisfies the remaining policies of Section 9.1.2.3 (c-h).  
 
The two lots proposed respect the local pattern and configuration of lots within the neighbourhood and are 
proposed to accommodate single detached dwellings which are the predominant building type in the 
neighbourhood. Concept drawings submitted in support of the severance applications demonstrate that a 
single detached dwelling could be constructed on each of the proposed lots in a manner that complies to 
Zoning By-law 1-88 and reinforces the existing setbacks of adjacent properties. While no minor variances are 
proposed at this time, any future applications will be required to meet the policies of VOP 2010 in this regard. 
Overall, the proposal represents limited intensification in a Community Area that is sensitive to and compatible 
with the memorandum Development Planning Department | City of Vaughan | 2141 Major Mackenzie Drive | 
Vaughan, ON L6A 1T1 T: 905.832.8585 | F: 905.832.6080 | www.vaughan.ca | Page 2 character, form, and 
planned function of the surrounding context, in accordance with the policies contained in Section 2.2.3.3 of 
VOP 2010.  
 



Staff Report – B014/21       Page 4 

 

An Arborist Report and Tree Inventory Plan dated July 23, 2021 was prepared by Davey Resource Group and 
submitted in support of the application. The report inventoried 24 trees, with an estimated removal of nine trees 
required. The Urban Design Division has reviewed the Arborist Report and Tree Inventory Plan and are 
satisfied with the proposal, subject to minor technical revisions, and have also recommended that the Owner 
submit a Landscape Plan to show the planting of replacement trees. Conditions to this effect have been 
included in the Conditions of Approval.  
 
The subject lands are within an area of archaeological potential in the City’s database of archaeological 
resources. As such, the Owner is advised that the following standard clauses apply: 
i. Should archaeological resources be found on the Subject Lands during excavation and construction 

activities, all work must cease, and both the Ontario Ministry of Heritage, Tourism, Sport and Culture 
Industries and the City of Vaughan’s Planning Department shall be notified immediately.  

ii. In the event that human remains are encountered during construction activities, the Owner must 
immediately cease all construction activities. The Owner shall contact the York Regional Police 
Department, the Regional Coroner and the Bereavement Authority of Ontario of the Ministry of 
Government and Consumer Services  

 
Accordingly, the Development Planning Department has no objection to the requested severance and is of the 
opinion that the proposal maintains the intent of the severance policies of VOP 2010, and the consent criteria 
stipulated in Section 51(24) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c P.13.  
 
The Development Planning Department recommends approval of the application, subject to the following 
conditions: Conditions of Approval: If the Committee finds merit in the application, the following Conditions of 
Approval are recommended:  
 
1. That the Arborist Report and Tree Preservation Plan, dated July 23, 2021, be approved to the satisfaction 

of the Development Planning Department.  

2. The Owner shall submit a Landscape Plan to the satisfaction of the Development Planning Department. 
 
Development Engineering:   
The Development Engineering (DE) Department does not object to consent application B014/21 subject to the 
following condition(s): 
 
1. The Owner/applicant shall arrange to prepare and register a reference plan at their expense for the 

conveyance of the subject lands and showing all existing and proposed easements to the satisfaction of 
DE. The Owner/applicant shall submit a draft reference plan to the Development Engineering Department 
for review prior to deposit. 

2. The Owner/applicant shall approach Development Inspection and Lot Grading division of Development 
Engineering to apply for the required service connections for the severed lands & service connection 
upgrades (if applicable) within the retained lands as per city standards, complete with a servicing and lot 
grading plan. The Owner of the retained land shall contact the Development Inspection and Grading 
Department at serviceconnections@vaughan.ca to obtain a cost estimate and pay the applicable fee(s) 
following confirmation of service connection estimates for installation of required services. All service 
connection costs including applicable administration fees shall be responsibility of the owner of the retained 
lands. Service connection application process may take 4-6 weeks, applicant is encouraged to take enough 
time for allowing to complete the whole process. 

 
Parks Development - Forestry: 
Comments: 
1. Applicant/owner shall apply for a “Private Property Tree Removal & Protection” permit through the forestry 

division prior to building permit approval. 
2. Tree protection & preservation methods must be followed according to City of Vaughan By-law 052-2018. 
 
By-Law and Compliance, Licensing and Permit Services: 
No comments no concerns.  
 
Development Finance:   
Comments: 
1. That the payment of the City Development Charge is payable to the City of Vaughan prior to issuance of a 

building permit in accordance with the Development Charges Act and City-wide Development Charge By-
law in effect at time of payment. 

2. That the payment of Region of York Development Charge is payable to the City of Vaughan prior to 
issuance of a building permit in accordance with the Development Charges Act and Regional 
Development Charges By-laws in effect at time of payment. 

3. That the payment of Education Development Charge is payable to the City of Vaughan prior to issuance of 
a building permit in accordance with the Education Act and York Region District School Board and York 
Catholic District School Board Development Charges By-laws in effect at time of payment. 

4. That the payment of applicable Area Specific Development Charges are payable to the City of Vaughan 
prior to issuance of a building permit in accordance with the Development Charges Act and Area Specific 
Development Charge By-laws in effect at time of payment. 
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Recommended conditions of approval: 
1. The owner shall pay of a Tree Fee, approved by Council as of the date of granting the consent. Payment is 

to be made by certified cheque, to the satisfaction of the City of Vaughan Financial Planning and 
Development Finance Department (contact Nelson Pereira to have this condition cleared). 

2. The owner shall pay all property taxes as levied. Payment is to be made by certified cheque, to the 
satisfaction of the City of Vaughan Financial Planning and Development Finance Department (contact 
Nelson Pereira to have this condition cleared). 

 
Real Estate:   
Real Estate recommended conditions of approval: 
 
1. The applicant shall provide the City with an appraisal report and valuation of the subject land (land only) to 

be prepared by an accredited appraiser.  Payment of a Parkland levy to the City in lieu of the deeding of 
land for park purposes shall be made if a new lot is being created.  Said levy is to be 5% of the appraised 
market value of the subject land as of the date of the Committee of Adjustment giving notice to the 
Applicant of the herein decision.  Said levy shall be approved by the Director of Real Estate.  Payment shall 
be made by certified cheque only. 

 
Fire Department:   
No comments received to date.  
 
Schedule A – Plans & Sketches 
 
Schedule B – Public Correspondence 

Agent Correspondence  Cover Letter 

Public Correspondence 155 Monsheen Drive, Woodbridge Support Letter 

Public Correspondence 176 Monsheen Drive, Woodbridge Support Letter 

Public Correspondence 69 Tayok Drive, Woodbridge Support Letter 

Public Correspondence 37 Tayok Drive, Woodbridge Support Letter 

Public Correspondence 64 Tayok Drive, Woodbridge Support Letter 

Public Correspondence 150 Monsheen Drive, Woodbridge Support Letter 

Public Correspondence Forest Circle Court, Woodbridge, c/o 7694 Islington Ave. Objection Letter 

Public Correspondence 20 Tayok Drive, Woodbridge Objection Letter 

Public Correspondence 74 Tayok Drive, Woodbridge Objection Letter 

Public Correspondence 228 Wigwoss Drive, Woodbridge Objection Letter 

Public Correspondence 11 Tayok Drive, Woodbridge Objection Letter 

Public Correspondence 21 Tayok Drive, Woodbridge Objection Letter 

Public Correspondence 31 Forest Circle, Woodbridge Objection Letter 

Public Correspondence 10 Tayok Drive, Woodbridge Objection Letter 

Public Correspondence 10 Tayok Drive, Woodbridge Revised Objection Letter 

Public Correspondence 45 Forest Circle, Woodbridge Objection Letter 

Public Correspondence Vaughanwood Ratepayers Association Objection Letter 

 
Schedule C - Agency Comments 
Alectra (Formerly PowerStream) – No concerns or objections 
Region of York – No concerns or objections 
Bell Canada- No concerns or objections 
 
Schedule D - Previous Approvals (Notice of Decision)  
None 
 
Staff Recommendations: 
Staff and outside agencies (i.e. TRCA) act as advisory bodies to the Committee of Adjustment. Comments 
received are provided in the form of recommendations to assist the Committee.  
 
The Planning Act sets the standard to which provincial interests, provincial and local policies and goals are 
implemented.  Accordingly, review of the application considers the following:  
 
✓ Conform to Section 51(24) as required by Section 53(12) of the Planning Act. 
✓ Conform to the City of Vaughan Official Plan.  
✓ Conform to the Provincial Policy Statements as required by Section 3(1) of the Planning Act. 
 
Should the Committee adjourn this application the following condition(s) is required: None. 
  







Staff Report – B014/21       Page 8 

 

Schedule A: Plans & Sketches  
 

Please note that the correspondence listed in Schedule A is not comprehensive. Plans & sketches received 
after the preparation of this staff report will be provided as an addendum.  
 
Location Map 
Plans & Sketches 
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Schedule B: Public Correspondence Received 
 

Please note that the correspondence listed in Schedule B is not comprehensive. Written submissions received 
after the preparation of this staff report will be provided as an addendum.  
 

Agent Correspondence  Cover Letter 

Public Correspondence 155 Monsheen Drive, Woodbridge Support Letter 

Public Correspondence 176 Monsheen Drive, Woodbridge Support Letter 

Public Correspondence 69 Tayok Drive, Woodbridge Support Letter 

Public Correspondence 37 Tayok Drive, Woodbridge Support Letter 

Public Correspondence 64 Tayok Drive, Woodbridge Support Letter 

Public Correspondence 150 Monsheen Drive, Woodbridge Support Letter 

Public Correspondence Forest Circle Court, Woodbridge, c/o 7694 Islington Ave. Objection Letter 

Public Correspondence 20 Tayok Drive, Woodbridge Objection Letter 

Public Correspondence 74 Tayok Drive, Woodbridge Objection Letter 

Public Correspondence 228 Wigwoss Drive, Woodbridge Objection Letter 

Public Correspondence 11 Tayok Drive, Woodbridge Objection Letter 

Public Correspondence 21 Tayok Drive, Woodbridge Objection Letter 

Public Correspondence 31 Forest Circle, Woodbridge Objection Letter 

Public Correspondence 10 Tayok Drive, Woodbridge Objection Letter 

Public Correspondence 10 Tayok Drive, Woodbridge Revised Objection Letter 

Public Correspondence 45 Forest Circle, Woodbridge Objection Letter 

Public Correspondence Vaughanwood Ratepayers Association Objection Letter 

 
 
  



















































From:
To: Committee of Adjustment
Subject: [External] 160 Monsheen
Date: Friday, October 15, 2021 10:46:18 AM

Hi
I live in the neighbourhood  on Forest Circle crt. 
I strongly do not support this severance in this area.  
We all bought here for the big lots and estate feeling.  

-- 
Brenda Roulston 
Sales Representative 

Royal Lepage Maximum
7694 Islington Ave
2nd Floor 
Vaughan, Ontario
L4L 1W3



From:
To: Committee of Adjustment; Michael Torres
Subject: [External] Re:_Concerns_regarding_160_Monsheen_Drive_-_B014/21
Date: Saturday, October 16, 2021 5:29:22 PM

We oppose application B014-21 that proposes to sever the single lot into 2 separate
lots for building 2 separate residential dwellings.
 
The Seneca Heights area lot assignments and homes were built between the 1950 to
1970’s making the Seneca Heights community a unique and niche community with a
particular character that must be preserved!  The zoning and character of this nestled
and niche community MUST be maintained and respected according to the wishes of
the residents that live in this area and must be in compliance with the VOP 2010 plan
that specifically addresses the protection and the preservation of the Seneca Heights
community.  Therefore, any alteration, demolition or construction to an existing
dwelling should displace and improve what was existing and must not affect, disturb
or destroy the character of the neighbourhood that we the residents love and cherish.
 
As a taxpayer and a resident of Seneca Heights I oppose the proposed changes for
160 Monsheen Drive and will oppose any similar proposal in the future that risk
setting any precedence for possible similar proposals for the reasons stated above.
 
Sincerely,
 
Gerardo Vecchiato and family
20 Tayok Drive

 

 

Scanned by McAfee and confirmed virus-free.



From:
To: Committee of Adjustment
Subject: [External] Application B014/21
Date: Monday, October 18, 2021 8:51:47 AM
Attachments: 3014 001.pdf

Hello,
My name is Pierino Deiana. My wife, Mary Jane Deiana. and I are the owners of the property
at Tayok Drive - from the property of the applicant seeking to sever her
property. We have lived in the neighbourhood for over 25 years and we strongly oppose
Consent Application B014/21. To my knowledge, this is the first property in the area in
which an owner is seeking to have it severed. Severing the property would have a significant
impact on neighbouring properties in the immediate and general area, as the proposed house to
be built would not be compatible with the existing houses in the neighborhood, in term of size,
set back and side yards, and would impact privacy, parking and be detrimental to the
streetscape and the character of the neighborhood. Approving the consent application,
therefore, would not be appropriate from both a planning and public interest perspective.

Thank you



From:
To: Christine Vigneault; Committee of Adjustment
Subject: [External] Consent Application B014/21
Date: Monday, October 18, 2021 1:47:56 PM

Good afternoon to all members of the Committee of Adjustment

I am writing as a concerned resident of the Seneca Heights Community in Woodbridge, within which 160
Monsheen Drive is situated.

We were alerted of the application for severance this past weekend by one of our neighbours. Our small
community was very surprised that notices were not circulated to people in the immediate area. I
understand that there are distance limitations, but you can understand that in an area of large lots and
wide frontages, that distance for exposure did not include many homes.

With regards to the application itself, I would like it to be on record that we DO NOT support the
severance for construction of two homes at 160 Monsheen Drive. Our small community of 64 residences
currently has frontages that range from 80 to 105 feet and lot areas from 11,000 ft2 to 40,000 ft2. What is
being proposed on the property is at least 30% smaller than the smallest property, which is significant and
would set a dangerous precedent for the area.

Whilst we understand that there are various intensification policies currently being encouraged by the City
and the Region, it would appear that this is not an appropriate area to pursue such intensification. 

Kindly provide any feedback and relevant Staff Report, as these becomes available for this application.

Thank you

Irina Vialykh
228 Wigwoss Drive





Owner Maria Celina    
 
11 Tayok Drive 
Woodbridge, Ontario  
L4L 2N1 
 
Owner David/Sara 
 
21 Tayok Drive 
Woodbridge, Ontario 
L4L 2N1 
 
RE: B014/21 Consent Application 160 Monsheen Drive Woodbridge  
 
Dear Staff and council of City of Vaughan 
 
We are expressing our strong opposition for the above-mentioned application for a severance.  We are 
owners and residents of 11 Tayok Drive and 21 Tayok Drive respectively.  We have lived in the Seneca 
Heights neighbourhood since 1981.  The area is characterized by our large lots, attractive landscapes, 
and mature tree canopy.  The community was one of the founding communities of Woodbridge being 
developed sometime in the 1950’s.   
 
The lands ARE and should always be protected under Vaughan’s Established Large Lot Neighbourhoods, 
Policy 9.1.2.3.  (Vaughan Official Plan 2010 “VOP 2010”) The VOP 2010 took an extensive amount of 
time to develop by the City of Vaughan, residents, and stakeholders.      
 
Policy 9.1.2.3. was created specifically to address if an application of a land severance arose.   
 
The policy specifically states that “In order to maintain the character of established, large-lot 
neighbouroods the following policies shall apply to all developments within these areas (e.g., land 
severences…) 
 

a.  Lot frontage:  In the case of lot creation, new lots should be equal or exceed the frontages or the 
adjoining lots of the average of the frontage of the adjoining lots where they differ; 

 
The applicant proposes to change the frontage from Monsheen Drive (30.5m) to Tayok Drive to create 2 
lots with a frontage of 23.7m and 22.4m.  This would be at the expense of reducing the depth of both 
new lots.   
 
The property belongs to the area of 30m+ (100f+) homes as shown in red in Schedule 1B in the VOP 
2010. 
 
The applicant provides 2 context maps marked as Attachment 1 and Attachment 2. 
 
The applicant uses an inappropriate comparison of surrounding properties to compare lot areas and 
frontages. 
 



In attachment 1 the applicant uses comparisons of homes that are all outside the boundary of 
Vaughan’s Established Large-Lot Neighbourhood.   
 
In attachment 2 the applicant selectively or cherry picks 4 homes within the 30-meter Large Lot 
Neighbourhood and then selects the 4 smallest properties in the shaded blue are of the Large Lot 
Neighbourhood.  The applicant is attempting to make it appear that the average frontage requirements 
are and lot sizes are met.   
 
The policy specifically states that new lots “should be equal to or exceed the frontages of the “adjoining 
lots.”  The criteria and comparisons the applicant uses is deceitful and not in line with what the policy 
requires.  
 
The metrics in both a. and b. are not met.   
 
The key term in the policy says adjoining lots.  A more appropriate average should be taken from the 
adjoining lots such as the 16 homes in the Notification map-B014/21 or all the homes highlighted in red 
in Schedule 1B that form the Large Lot Neigbourhood.  Homes outside the Large lot Neighbourhood 
should not be used as a comparison.   
 
I have illustrated below how the applicant is deficient in meeting the requirements of the policy if we 
examine all the lot areas and lot frontages within the notification map.   
 

Address  Lot Frontage (m) 
Lot Area 
(m) 

   

20 Tayok Drive 27.4 1132.4 

29 Tayok Drive 25.9 1180.5 

37 Tayok Drive 19.9 1557.9 

64 Tayok Drive 32.1 2986.1 

69 Tayok Drive 44.0 923.7 

74 Tayok Drive 25.6 3314.8 

82 Tayok Drive 26.0 3501.5 

83 Tayok Drive 26.0 1078.0 

123 Monsheen Drive 54.0 1111.5 

130 Monsheen Drive 27.3 2681.9 

140 Monsheen Drive 30.5 2336.0 

143 Monsheen Drive 29.9 1149.0 

150 Monsheen Drive 30.5 1611.9 

155 Monsheen Drive 28.8 1094.7 

176 Monsheen Drive 26.9 1412.1 

186 Monsheen Drive 26.5 1293.2 

   

Average (16 Homes) 30.1 1772.8 

Proposal House 1  23.7 794 

Proposal House 2 22.4 794.0 



  
With respect to section b. of the policy ALL houses that are adjoining or within the notification map have 
lot sizes larger than what the applicant is proposing and therefore is not consistent with the 
neighbouring lots.  
 
With respect to section a.  when you take the average lot frontages of homes in the notification area, 
the proposed new lots do not equal or exceed the frontages of the adjoining lots.   
 
In respect to the front yard setbacks, most adjoining homes and in general have generous front yards 
and exterior side yards.  Section d. of the policy states  
  
 “Front yards and exterior side yards:  Buildings should maintain the established pattern of 
 setbacks for the neighbourhood to retain a consistent streetscape.   
 
 
The current setback of the existing home is 18.9 meters from Tayok Drive.  The applicant proposes the 
new frontage on Tayok Drive to be 7.5 meters for both homes.  This is almost 3 times less.   
 
There are other issues related to the application which we will address at the community meeting.  
Approving the application would be detrimental to the neighbourhood and to the communities that 
form the Large Lot Neighbourhoods in Vaughan.  
 
Allowing this development would result in the erosion of the large expansive corner, the destruction of 
mature trees, and erode the character of the Seneca Heights community and be in contravention of the 
Official Plan. 
 
Thank you.  
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From:
To: Committee of Adjustment
Subject: [External] 160 Monsheen Drive re: Application B014/21
Date: Monday, October 18, 2021 8:02:11 PM

Hi, my name is Doug McLay and I live at 31 Forest Circle ct and have for 30 years. I cannot
believe that the city would entertain the thought of allowing the owner of 160 Monsheen to
divide his lot and build 2 houses. Why allow this precedent to be set in this neighborhood?
What next, does the adjacent lot build townhouses, or a condominium like is being allowed on
Arrowhead!  This is a mature area with larger lots, already with a lot of the existing homes
being replaced with some large homes. This is an injustice and an insult to everyone in Seneca
Heights. Would you allow this to be done on Sylvadene parkway? DEFINITELY NOT, or
maybe one of the politicians neighborhoods? Do not allow this to happen to local taxpayers!!!

Do what is morally right, not what brings more tax dollars.

Thanks 
Doug McLay



Judy Lam & Douglas Peng  

Owners of 10 Tayok Drive 

Woodbridge, Ontario 

L4L 2M9 

 

Re:  B014/21 Consent Application for a lot severance  

 

Dear COFA Staff (Office of the City Clerk, City of Vaughan), 

 

We are writing to say that we are strongly opposed to an application for a lot severance at 160 
Monsheen Drive.  We have resided in the historic Seneca Heights neighbourhood for over 18 years.  
It is a quaint community consisting of only 64 homes situated in one of Vaughan’s oldest, most 
mature areas.  This unique area is characterized by large lots, wide frontages, deep front and rear 
yard setbacks, wide and/or circular driveways, extensive landscaped yards, ancient trees and 
unique architecture designed as far back as the 1950s.  The proposed lot severance would disrupt 
the distinct character and identity of our small community.  Lot severance does not belong in 
Seneca Heights.  This is not an area to be intensified.  We are a stable residential community that 
enjoys relative low density.  Lot severance does not respect nor maintain the characteristics of our 
long-established neighbourhood.   

Currently, Seneca Heights is (and should always be) protected under Vaughan’s Established 
Large Lot Neighbourhoods, Policy 9.1.2.3.   

a)  Lot frontage:  In the case of lot creation, new lots should be EQUAL to or EXCEED the 
frontages of the ADJOINING lots or the average of the frontage of the ADJOINING lots 
where they differ 

The application chose to compare the two proposed lots with “surrounding” properties on the 
Context Maps (Attachment 1 and 2).  On Attachment 1-Context Map, the comparisons are made 
with a completely different subdivision on Wigwoss Drive, built approximately two decades later, 
and outside the boundaries of our defined and established “Large-Lot Neighbourhood”.  Picking 
and choosing the smaller (or narrower) lots in a different subdivision altogether makes for a 
misrepresented, inappropriate comparison.  Furthermore, in Attachment 2—Context Map, none of 
the direct adjacent neighbours, in other words, the ADJOINING or FACING properties were 
used in the comparison (i.e., 150 Monsheen Drive, 175 Monsheen Drive, 64 Tayok Drive, 37 
Tayok Drive or 155 Monsheen Drive); as doing so would not suit the proposed agenda.   

 

 



 

 

After this application was brought to our attention by a concerned neighbour, we were disappointed 
to have had absolutely no knowledge of this, despite the fact that we live just 2 houses up the street 
from the proposed site for severance.  In fact, the majority of our neighbours had absolutely no 
idea that an application for a lot severance was even made.   We understand that the applicant is 
only obligated to notify those within a certain radius of the proposed site for the severance, but 
this plan affects all the residents of Seneca Heights as a whole.   

Approval of this application for a lot severance at 160 Monsheen Drive will be harmful and 
detrimental to our small community as it will set a precedent.  Lot severance is inconsistent with 
the character and esthetics of Seneca Heights.   

 

We look forward to the opportunity to express our concerns at the hearing on October 28.   

 

Sincerely,  

Judy Lam & Douglas Peng  

 





Addendum A – History of Seneca Heights Neighbourhood That Encompass 160 Monsheen Drive 

In the early 16th century (circa 1520), Huron aboriginals built a large indigenous village that partially occupied the 
northeastern quadrant of current day Seneca Heights neighbourhood.   This village covered 3.6 hectares of land and 
consisted of 17 multi-family longhouses (aboriginal homes) with one being as large as 184’ x 30’.  It is estimated that 
580-870 people once inhabited this village.  The settlement was surrounded by a sizable palisade (protective fortress 
fence) and had several middens (waste/garbage disposal sites) located within and outside of its palisade walls, and a 
burial ground.  

The village was abandoned and in ruins by the time the town of Woodbridge sprung up in the mid 19th century (circa 
1855).  However, many archeological excavations have been conducted at the site over the last 75 years which has 
been designated the Mckenzie-Woodbridge Site (AkGv-2).  The University of Toronto conducted the first publicly 
documented excavations in 1947 and 1949, followed by the Ontario Archaeological Society in 1951, and then the 
University of Toronto again in 1974, 1975 and 1977 followed by the Ontario Archaeological Society again in 1982.  A 
detailed report by R. Robin Dods ''The Woodbridge Mackenzie Project'' is stored with the City of Vaughan archives. 
Pottery and ceramics found in the 1982 excavation are stored with the Ontario Archeological Society as a teaching 
collection.  Eighteen human remains were also discovered at the site, but hundreds more likely exists undiscovered 
given the size of the settlement.  

In the late 1950s, real estate developer Jack Grant of the Seaton Group developed the upscale Seneca Heights 
residential neighbourhood in Woodbridge.  He hired legendary Canadian architects Jerome Markson, Stanley Bennett 
Barclay, and University of Toronto architecture professor Michael Bach to design what is now known as exemplary 
examples of Canadian mid-century modernist style residential homes with 160 Monsheen Drive being one of them.  
Many of these homes were highlighted in Canadian architectural magazines and journals of the time in which the 
Heritage Vaughan Committee recommended a couple of them to be designated heritage sites in 2011 for their 
uniquely Canadian modernist designs.  Unfortunately, underneath this glitzy development in which realtor A.E. 
LePage advertised in the late 1950s as “fine contemporary homes of exceptional distinction on large and beautiful 
wooded lots”, lies a much darker reality.  To make room for this development, two thirds of the indigenous village 
ruins (its west side) that occupied the northeast quadrant of Seneca Heights was bulldozed and built on top of.  The 
remaining one third (its east side) on lands immediately east of Seneca Heights was left undisturbed until the early 
1980s when another subdivision was built there.  Instead of building new subdivision homes over the remaining 
village ruins as in the case of Seneca Heights, it was bulldozed and landscaped into a non-descript suburban park 
called Almont Park, named after the developer Almont Construction Ltd. of the new adjacent subdivision.   

Today, there is no plaque, monument, or any physical remnants to indicate that a large indigenous village once stood 
at this location.  Its only acknowledgement is Vaughan by-law 70-84 proclaiming a portion of that land as a historical 
site.  

Fortunately, the existence of the indigenous village is well documented due to the many archaeological excavations 
conducted over the decades. Unfortunately, the details of its west side that overlaps the northeastern quadrant of 
the Seneca Heights neighbourhood is not as well documented due to its destruction.  It is very possible that 160 
Monsheen Drive is either on the lands of the former indigenous village or just immediately adjacent to it.  It is also 
very possible that 160 Monsheen Drive is located within the outer undiscovered burial grounds of the village 
palisades as it is estimated that 185-696 more human remains are missed in the area.  To this end, excavation at 160 
Monsheen Drive for the purpose of building two new homes could result in disturbing or destroying historical artifacts 
or human remains of this forgotten archaeological gem. 

 



References 

 

City of Vaughan Documentation 

By-Law 70-84 proclaiming Mckenzie-Woodbridge Site a Heritage Site under the Ontario Heritage Act. 
https://www.heritagetrust.on.ca/en/oha/details/file?id=4568  

''The Woodbridge Mackenzie Project'' by R. Robin Dods published in 1982.  Not available online but filed within City of 
Vaughan archives.  Prof. Robin Dods currently teaches at the University of British Columbia. See Robin Dods (ubc.ca) 

 

City of Vaughan Official Plan Archaeological and First Nations Policy Study (March 2010) 

Vaughan Official Plan Archaeological First Nations Policy Plan - Full Report (see page 24) 

Vaughan OP Archaeology and First Nation Policy Study Executive Summary (explains why “out of sight, out of 
mind” is no longer acceptable.) 

 

Seneca Heights Neighbourhood (Canadian Modernist Architecture Distinction) 

Headliners in the 1960s, heritage homes now - The Globe and Mail 

Thinking outside the cookie cutter - The Globe and Mail 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE (WORKING SESSION) JAN 8, 2001 (vaughan.ca) 

 

Archaeological Excavation of McKenzie-Woodbridge Site (AkGv-2) 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/40914188 Details of earlier excavations on the village west side overlapping 
Seneca Heights neighbourhood before its destruction.  Most informative article. 

https://www.ontarioarchaeology.org/Resources/ArchNotes/an82-4.pdf, 1982 Excavation of McKenzie-
Woodbridge Site east side (page 4~5) 

https://ontarioarchaeology.org/Resources/Publications/oa45-2-saunders.pdf, Human remains found at 
Mckenzie-Woodbridge Site 

https://www.ontarioarchaeology.org/resources/ArchNotes/anns8-3.pdf and https://asiheritage.ca/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/The Archaeological History of the Wendat.pdf, ceramics and artifacts collections 
at McKenzie-Woodbridge Site 

https://macsphere.mcmaster.ca/bitstream/11375/18971/1/Birch Jennifer 2010 Phd.pdf, Other relevant 
Archeological References (please search for “Mckenzie-Woodbridge” within article) 

 

 



VAUGHANWOOD RATEPAYERS ASSOCIATION 
52 FOREST CIRCLE COURT 
WOODBRIDGE, ONTARIO 

416-806-8203 
 

October 20th, 2021 
 

RE: Consent Application B014/21 

160 Monsheen Drive, Woodbridge, Ontario 

 

The Vaughanwood Ratepayers Association are in opposition to this application.  The existing residents 
of this area cannot support the massive change to their existing mature residential area. This application 
is not proper planning it only disturbs a settled community of Seneca Heights. 

This small pocket of Seneca Heights was established in the late 50’s with 99.9% of the frontages to be 
100 feet (see attached reference map).  The information provided by the applicant is not accurate as the 
comparison done on 170 to 194 Wigwoss Drive (abutting the adjacent community called Lanterna 
Homes) was created in the 1985 with different set backs,  by-laws (frontages of 50 feet), as it is a  
different subdivision.  It took years to open up the boundary of Seneca Heights to the Lanterna 
subdivision.  Seneca Heights wanted to preserve their uniqueness and heritage and not blend in with 
cookie cutter subdivision.   My family and I have lived here for the past 45 years and remember most of 
the history on these sites. 

The other property the applicant provided is Forest Circle Court again another parcel of land developed 
in the mid 70’s with different frontages and by laws at the time. Everyone purchased their lot and 
custom built their home. An average lot sizes range from 9,000 to 12,000 ft2. This is a court with pie 
shape lots, therefore the frontages will not be as large as normal rectangular lots, however the average 
sq. ft2 is larger than then the proposed application.  31 Forest Circle is 10,946,89 ft2, 21 Forest Circle 
9,579.872 ft2, 37 Forest Circle 12,0098.62 ft2, 41 Forest Circle is 9,127.79 ft2,  45 Forest Circle  is 
9,106.25 ft2, 52 is 9127.20 ft2, 57 is 13,088.90 ft2 10279 ft 52 is 48 is 10,279 ft2…………………….. This is 
not comparable to the application at hand.   

Lets compare the lots on Seneca Heights that the majority have 100 feet frontages.   Frontages range 

from 80 to 105 and lot sizes range from 11,000 to 50,000 ft2 with a unique design of everyone custom 

building their home to their needs in the 60’s with no basement due to the historical significance of this 

archaeological site with indigenous remains. 

The applicant is proposing a 60 lot frontage and 7300 ft2.  Is that comparable? It’s at least 30% less than 

the smallest lot.  This is not minor and it does not meet one of the four tests under the planning act. 

Severance of this application will start a chain reaction with the other lots in the area.  There are no lots 

that have been severanced in this area.   In the past to my knowledge, the corner of Wigwoss Drive and 

Forest Circle Court had filed for a severance and were refused approval.   

This is not a cookie cutter subdivision; people live here for many years and have purchased their homes 

in this area for the unique and the spacious lots.  Look at Old Thornhill and Old Maple they have 

preserved their unique community and have not allowed the large lots to be severance.  Do not start in 

Seneca Heights.  As this will set a precedent in our unique area that has been preserved for more than 

sixty years. Most of the residents that were home  have signed a petition to have the application 

refused. The ones that did not sign are probably going to apply for their own severance.  If you approve 

this application, the committee is setting a precedent. 

 

This application is not minor and does it not meet the 4 tests under the planning act. 

This is not good planning in a settled community.  We are asking the committee to review the correct 

facts at hand and to refuse the application. 

 

 

Mary Mauti 

Vaughanwood Ratepayers Association 
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Schedule C: Agency Comments 
 

Please note that the correspondence listed in Schedule C is not comprehensive. Comments received after the 
preparation of this staff report will be provided as an addendum.  
 
Alectra (Formerly PowerStream) – No concerns or objections 
Region of York – No concerns or objections 
Bell Canada – No concerns or objection  
 
     



2 
 

 

 
 

 

      COMMENTS: 

 
 

Alectra Utilities (formerly PowerStream) has received and reviewed the proposed Consent Application. This 
review, however, does not imply any approval of the project or plan.   

All proposed billboards, signs, and other structures associated with the project or plan must maintain minimum 
clearances to the existing overhead or underground electrical distribution system as specified by the applicable 
standards, codes and acts referenced. 
 
In the event that construction commences, and the clearance between any component of the work/structure and the 
adjacent existing overhead and underground electrical distribution system violates the Occupational Health and 
Safety Act, the customer will be responsible for 100% of the costs associated with Alectra making the work area safe. 
All construction work will be required to stop until the safe limits of approach can be established.  
 
In the event construction is completed, and the clearance between the constructed structure and the adjacent existing 
overhead and underground electrical distribution system violates the any of applicable standards, acts or codes 
referenced, the customer will be responsible for 100% of Alectra’s cost for any relocation work.  
 

References:  
 

 Ontario Electrical Safety Code,  latest edition (Clearance of Conductors from Buildings) 
 Ontario Health and Safety Act,  latest edition (Construction Protection) 
 Ontario Building Code, latest edition (Clearance to Buildings)  
 PowerStream (Construction Standard 03-1, 03-4),  attached 
 Canadian Standards Association, latest edition (Basic Clearances) 

 
If more information is required, please contact either of the following: 

 
Mr. Stephen Cranley, C.E.T     Mr. Tony D’Onofrio  
Supervisor, Distribution Design, ICI & Layouts (North)   Supervisor, Subdivisions (Alectra East) 
Phone: 1-877-963-6900 ext. 31297         Phone: 1-877-963-6900 ext. 24419 
Fax:   905-532-4401           Fax:      905-532-4401 
E-mail: stephen.cranley@alectrautilities.com     Email: tony.donofrio@alectrautilities.com 
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Lenore Providence

Subject: FW: Request for Comments: B014/21 (160 Monsheen Drive)

From: Hurst, Gabrielle <Gabrielle.Hurst@york.ca>  

Sent: September‐16‐21 3:29 PM 

To: Lenore Providence <Lenore.Providence@vaughan.ca> 
Cc: Committee of Adjustment <CofA@vaughan.ca> 
Subject: [External] RE: Request for Comments: B014/21 (160 Monsheen Drive) 
 

Good afternoon Lenore 
 

The Regional Municipality of York has completed its review of the above consent application and offers the 
following condition: 
 
Servicing Allocation 
  
The residential development proposed within the subject development area will require water and 
wastewater servicing allocation from the City of Vaughan. If the City of Vaughan does not grant this 
development the required allocation from the Region’s existing capacity assignments to date, then the 
development may require additional infrastructure based on conditions of future capacity assignment, which 
may include:  
 West Vaughan Sewage Servicing ‐ 2028 anticipated commissioning 
 Humber Sewage Pumping Station Expansion ‐ 2025 anticipated completion 
 Other projects as may be identified in future studies, or other appropriate servicing agreements  

The timing of the above infrastructure is the current estimate and may change as each infrastructure project 
progresses and is provided for information purposes only. 
 
 

Gabrielle 
 
Gabrielle Hurst mcip rpp | Community Planning and Development Services | The Regional Municipality of York| 1‐877 
464 9675 ext 71538 | gabrielle.hurst@york.ca |www.york.ca 
 



Bell Canada            Fax:    705-722-2263 
Fl-2, 140 Bayfield St.            Tel:    705-722-2244 
Barrie, Ontario                     E-mail: carrie.gordon@bell.ca 
L4M 3B1 
 
 

Subject:  Application for Consent – Severance 
                160 Monsheen Drive 
                CofA File: B014/21   Bell File:  905-21-372   
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Schedule D: Previous Approvals (Notice of Decision) 
 
 
None. 
 
 

 




