








To get a building permit, they have 
to get an engineered grading 
plan…which is good as the intent 
is to ensure no drainage impacts 
occur on your property. 









Area greater than 10 sq. m., therefore 
formal grading design/permit 
required, as indicated by 
Development Engineering

Development Planning is on your 
side - they do not recommend 
approval of side lot variance. 
Echo their arguments in your 
objection.



FYI…they allowed me 3.95m.

Old Bylaw = 4.0m max.
New Bylaw = 3.0m max.

As-Built photos show “actual” grade 
approx. 0.3m below slab. Hence, true 
height of structure is 2.93m + 0.3m = 
3.23m. New Bylaw says max. height 
3.0m. Therefore, there ought to have 
been a variance required for the 
height. Why wasn’t this identified by 
zoning staff or the applicant?

Slab
Grade

Approx. 0.3m

Finished 
grade and 
slab NOT at 
same level.

Refer to photos on following 
pages which show discrepancies 
pertaining to height of structure 
show on plans and actual “as-
built” height.

Grade actually here, 
below slab

..



SITE VISIT PHOTOS: DEVELOPMENT PLANNING

Approx. 0.3m
(visual)

Actual Fin. Grade
Top of Slab

The drawings presented by the applicant do 
not accurately reflect as-built details pertaining 
to the total height of the structure, which is 
actually higher than proposed, likely exceeding 
the max. permissible height of 3.0m prescribed 
in new Bylaw. Height shown on drawings is not 
measured to the “existing” grade around the 
structure.
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Applicant’s height 
measurement taken 
from top of slab 
which is notably 
higher than the 
adjacent grade. 
Applicant’s drawing 
shows top of slab 
and grade at same 
level. This is 
incorrect and ought 
to have been 
identified. Height 
measured to the 
grade likely 
exceeds 3.0m 
which triggers need 
for another variance 
under new Bylaw.

Top of slab

Top of grade





Applicant’s height measurement taken 
from top of slab which is notably 
higher than the adjacent grade. 
Applicant’s drawing shows top of slab 
and grade at same level. This is 
incorrect and ought to have been 
identified. Height measured to the 
grade likely exceeds 3.0m which 
triggers need for another variance 
under new Bylaw.
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Applicant’s height measurement taken 
from top of slab which is notably higher 
than the adjacent grade. Applicant’s 
drawing shows top of slab and grade at 
same level. This is incorrect and ought to 
have been identified. Height measured to 
the grade likely exceeds 3.0m which 
triggers need for another variance under 
new Bylaw.



Applicant’s height measurement taken from 
top of slab which is notably higher than the 
adjacent grade. Applicant’s drawing shows 
top of slab and grade at same level. This is 
incorrect and ought to have been identified. 
Height measured to the grade likely exceeds 
3.0m which triggers need for another 
variance under new Bylaw.
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Date: April 14th 2023 

Attention: Christine Vigneault 

RE: Request for Comments 

File No.: A051-23 

Related Files:  

Applicant Charles & Nada Di Maria 

Location 194 Polo Crescent 
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COMMENTS: 

 
 

Alectra Utilities (formerly PowerStream) has received and reviewed the proposed Variance 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     Mitchell Penner 

Supervisor, Distribution Design, ICI & Layouts (North)   Supervisor, Distribution Design-Subdivisions  
Phone: 1-877-963-6900 ext. 31297         Phone: 416-302-6215        
   
E-mail: stephen.cranley@alectrautilities.com     Email: Mitchell.Penner@alectrautilities.com 
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   memorandum 
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To:   Christine Vigneault, Committee of Adjustment Secretary Treasurer 
 
From:   Nancy Tuckett, Director of Development Planning 
 
Date:   May 4, 2023 
 
Name of Owners: Charles & Nada Di Maria 
 
Location: 194 Polo Crescent 
 
File No.(s):  A051/23 
 
 
Proposed Variance(s) (By-law 001-2021): 

1. To permit a residential accessory structure (Cabana) with a height greater than 
2.8 m to be located at a minimum of 0.6 m from the rear lot line. 

2. To permit a residential accessory structure (Cabana) with a height greater than 
2.8 m to be located at a minimum of 0.6 m from the interior side lot line. 

 
By-Law Requirement(s) (By-law 001-2021): 

1. A residential accessory structure with a height greater than 2.8 m shall not be 
located closer than 2.4 m to any lot line. 

2. A residential accessory structure with a height greater than 2.8 m shall not be 
located closer than 2.4 m to any lot line. 

 
Official Plan: 
 
City of Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (‘VOP 2010’): "Low-Rise Residential" 
 
Comments: 
 
The Owners are requesting relief to permit the existing cabana with the above noted 
variances. 
 
The Development Planning Department has no objection to Variance 1 for the reduced 
rear yard setback to the cabana. The requested relief will be utilized by the north wall of 
the cabana which has a width of 3.18 m. The 3.18 m wall runs along a relatively small 
portion of the rear lot line. As such, the reduced rear yard setback will not pose adverse 
visual impacts to the neighbouring property to the rear and an appropriate area for 
maintenance access is maintained. The Development Engineering Department has also 
reviewed the proposal and is satisfied that drainage in the rear yard will be maintained. 
 
The Development Planning Department is not in position to support Variance 2 for the 
reduced interior side yard setback to the cabana. The cabana proposes an enclosed 
washroom and pool equipment room and a covered outdoor lounge area. A flat roof 
design ranging in height from approximately 2.7 m to 2.93 m is proposed. The 10.88 m 
length of the cabana occupies about two thirds of the rear yard’s depth. The combination 
of building length relative to rear yard depth and the building’s proximity to the side lot 
line results in a significant amount of massing being imposed upon the neighbouring 
property. A function of an interior side yard setback is to restrict the built form’s proximity 
to said lot line to address items such as massing and privacy. It is staff’s opinion that 
permitting a cabana of this length where only a 0.6 m interior side yard setback remains 
is a substantial deviation from the zoning by-law’s intent, is not minor in nature, nor 
desirable and appropriate for the use of the land. Adverse massing and privacy impacts 
are anticipated to the abutting rear yard to the west. 
 
The washroom and pool equipment rooms and a smaller covered lounge area may be 
accommodated within a cabana with a reduced length. This would also address the 
massing impacts associated with a long continuous wall facing the west interior side lot 
line. As such, staff believe there are more appropriate built form alternatives which could 
provide for the desired uses. A smaller cabana proposal would reduce the massing 
impacts currently anticipated with the existing cabana. 
 
Accordingly, the Development Planning Department cannot support Variance 2 and is of 
the opinion that the proposal is not minor in nature, does not maintain the general intent 
and purpose of the Zoning By-law, and is not desirable and appropriate for the 
development of the land. 
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The Development Planning Department can support Variance 1 and is of the opinion 
that the proposal is minor in nature, maintains the general intent and purpose of the 
Official Plan and Zoning By-law, and is desirable for the appropriate development of the 
land. 
 
Recommendation: 
 
The Development Planning Department recommends refusal of Variance 2 and 
approval of Variance 1. 
 
Conditions of Approval: 
 
If the Committee finds merit in the application, the following conditions of approval are 
recommended: 
 
None 
 
Comments Prepared by: 
Joshua Cipolletta, Planner I 
David Harding, Senior Planner 
 



Lenore Providence

From: Development Services <developmentservices@york.ca>
Sent: April-21-23 1:28 PM
To: Christine Vigneault
Cc: Committee of Adjustment
Subject: [External] RE: A051/23 (194 Polo Crescent) - REQUEST FOR COMMENTS, CITY OF VAUGHAN

Hi Christine,  

The Regional Municipality of York has completed its review of the above minor variance and has no comment.  

Many thanks, 

Our working hours may be different. Please do not feel obligated to reply outside of your scheduled working hours. Let’s work together 
to help foster healthy work-life boundaries.  

Niranjan Rajevan, M.Pl. |  Associate Planner, Programs and Process Improvement, Planning and Economic Development,
Corporate Services  
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

The Regional Municipality of York | 17250 Yonge Street | Newmarket, ON L3Y 6Z1 
1-877-464-9675 ext. 71521 | niranjan.rajevan@york.ca | www.york.ca
Our Values: Integrity, Commitment, Accountability, Respect, Excellence

Our Mission: Working together to serve our thriving communities – today and tomorrow 

Please consider the environment before printing this email.





Good morning everyone:

We are extremely frustrated, shocked, confused & disappointed. Along with ourselves, there are two residents directly behind 194 Polo Crescent who
oppose the structure. In addition, there is another resident, next door to my home, who also objects. 4 separate families which are directly impacted.
The structure is EXCESSIVE and does not come close to adhering to the initial bylaw that was in place when this structure was erected - without a
permit.

Clearly, the structure is too large as determined by the extent of the impact on neighbouring properties  Primary issues raised include: loss of sunlight (we have several large
windows in our home and this structure will impact morning sun and light) views, spacing and openness from NUMEROUS locations of our homes - all of this is a result of the
mass, height and bulk of the proposed development  In addition, there are issues related to drainage as we have trees planted directly below their arching roof. 

My family's quality of life - loss of enjoyment in gardening (shade, shadowing) and loss of early morning sunlight - is a SIGNIFICANT factor and NEEDS to be considered
Clearly, this structure is not desirable from a planning and public interest perspective; allowing a structure of this size sets a precedent and affects the broad public interest as it
relates to the neighbourhood, accepted planning principles and the existing patterns of development  Further, this structure is CLEARLY in no way compatible with the
existing homes in the neighbourhood with respect to size, height, setback and close proximity to the side and rear fence. The character of our home and neighbourhood
is deserving of protection! This development is not compatible and its negative visual impact is extreme and excessive! It destabilizes the character of our home and
neighbourhood  

A primary factor often considered by people motivated to purchase in our neighbourhood and community is the degree of spaciousness, sunlight and privacy that was dictated by
zoning by-laws that existed when the neighbourhood was developed and more recently, A BY-LAW THAT WAS IN PLACE WHEN THIS STRUCTURE WAS
BUILT!!! We paid a higher purchase price and continue to pay higher annual taxes for the enjoyment of these qualities and thus, as law abiding respectful citizens of
Vaughan, WE ARE ENTITLED TO PROTECTION FROM A REDUCTION IN ZONING STANDARDS. WE SHOULD BE ABLE TO RELY UPON A
MUNICIPALITIES FORMER ZONING POLICY, again the policy that was in place when this structure was built!!!  IT IS A BREACH OF TRUST WHEN THIS IS
DIMINISHED!!! 

GRADING & ELEVATION  -  There is an enormous cement pad that was built which raises their backyard elevation This structure REMAINS EXCESSIVE & TOWERS
over our backyard  

We will be pursuing this to the FULLEST extent. I can state with confidence that if any of you took the time to visit my home and entered my backyard, you would
have a much greater sense of clarity and understanding in regards to the facts stated in this email.

Regards,

 

Robert Costabi e    

From:
To: Committee of Adjustment
Subject: [External] Written views - Application A051/23
Date: Tuesday, May 2, 2023 8:01 53 AM

MPORTANT:  This information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and
exempt from disclosure under the Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or the employee or
agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this record is strictly prohibited.  
If you receive this record in error, please notify me immediately.
 
In an effort to be environmentally friendly, please do not print unless required for hard copy record



From:
To: Committee of Adjustment
Cc:
Subject: [External] RE: File A051/23
Date: Tuesday, May 2, 2023 10:43:01 AM

Good morning,

My name is Ralph Greco and I am at 182 Polo Crescent in Woodbridge. I am
reaching out in regards to the structure constructed in the rear yard at 194 Polo
Crescent. This structure is excessive and the visual impact to our neighbourhood is of
great concern to me. There is one property between my home and 194 Polo
Crescent, and from my rear yard patio exit door, which is over 100 feet away, the
structure is extremely visible. Beyond the dimensional height of the structure, it is
important to also take into account the sizeable cement pad it sits on which adds to
the overall height and makes the structure further stand out. This is in no way
consistent with the desirable characteristics of our beautiful neighbourhood. When we
purchased our home in this neighbourhood, the beauty, spaciousness, sunlight and
privacy in our rear yard were key factors. The structure was in clear violation of the
bylaw that was in place when the structure was erected. In addition no permit was
issued. Allowing a structure of this size sets a precedent in our neighbourhood. I am
strongly in opposition of this structure.

 

Regards,

 

Ralph Greco 

182 Polo Crescent 


