
NOTICE OF OBJECTION TO PROPOSED MINOR VARIANCES  

AT 40 JOHNSWOOD CRESCENT, WOODBRIDGE 

COMMITTEE OF ADJUSTMENT  

DECEMBER 8, 2021 AT 6PM 

AGENDA ITEM #22 - FILE A168/21

OBJECTOR’S ADDENDUM DATED DECEMBER 6, 2021

The residents of 11 Wheatfield Drive, Rossana Lopez and Gilson Eduardo (“the objectors”) oppose 

the variances sought by the owner of 40 Johnswood Crescent (“the applicants”).   

History and Overview  

A detailed objection dated September 7, 2021 to the original 5 variances requested at the 

September 9, 2021 meeting of the Committee of Adjustments is already part of the file and should 

be read together with this addendum.   

An adjournment of this matter was suggested by the Committee of Adjustment on September 9, 

2021 to allow for discussion between the applicants and the objectors.  A zoom meeting did take 

place, but these latest plans were never provided for comment, and no material improvements have 

been made by the applicants.   

Specific Objections  

1. The location of the pool equipment is unchanged. 

In the prior application, a variance was requested (#4 as noted in the Staff Report for this hearing 

at page 3) to allow a rear yard encroachment of 7.16m for the pool equipment.  The maximum 

encroachment permitted is 1.5m (By-law 3.14.h – External ground mounted ii)).   This would have 

allowed the current location of the pool equipment directly next to the rear lot line adjoining the 

objectors rear and side yards. 

However, instead of moving the pool equipment away from the lot line, the applicants have merely 

covered over the equipment with non-acoustic removeable siding  and purport to be merely 

adjusting the variance requested for the cabana location. 

This is an abuse of the variance process and seeks to hide the real purpose and effect of the 

proposal. 

The pool equipment is still located 7.16m into the rear yard of the applicant’s property.  Covering 

it with siding and attaching it to the cabana does not make the by-law requirement disappear. 

The effect of the location of the pool equipment is to create a noise which dramatically exceeds 

the noise by-laws of the City of Vaughan.  There is an Acoustic Engineer Report by J.E. Coulter 

Associates dated September 7, 2021 which was previously submitted and is being relied upon now, 



which shows that the pool equipment generates noise 9 – 18 db above the relevant limits.  (See 

Tab 1 of original submissions dated September 7, 2021.) 

The purpose of the by-law relating to location of pool equipment is to minimize noise and 

externalities.  By placing the pool equipment next to the lot line, the applicants seek to transfer the 

burden of the pool equipment onto the objectors.  This is unfair and contrary to the purpose of the 

by-law.  

The applicants have not provided any sound engineering report to contradict the J.E. Coulter 

Associates report or to justify the use of removable siding panels around the equipment.  The siding 

panels have no acoustic effect. 

2. The cabana location is unchanged. 

By adding the siding around the pool equipment, the applicants are increasing the variances 

requested for the cabana from 1.24m to 0.34m.  i.e. 0.9m closer to the rear lot line. 

The location of the cabana in the prior proposal was not acceptable.  (See page 2 of original 

objection dated September 7, 2021 and photos attached to that and here).   

In response to the Committee’s suggestion in September to discuss the issues with the objectors, 

the applicants have increased, not minimized, their requests. 

This is unacceptable to the objectors.   

3. Privacy Screens are unchanged. 

These privacy screens are still too high and too close to the rear and side lot lines.  In particular, 

the privacy screens on the north side of 40 Johnswood Crescent should be moved southward away 

from the rear lot line over which it would loom.  See photos attached. 

4. Summary  

The cabana and pool equipment and privacy screens have all been installed without building 

permits and without permissions from this Committee.  No building permit was obtained for the 

construction of the cabana although required as it exceeds 10 m².   There are active investigations 

and stop work orders as a result of the failure of the applicants to comply with the regulatory 

requirements, including violations of noise by-laws. 

Refusal by the applicants to modify its proposal one iota, coupled with their willful ignoring of the 

building permit processes to date, underline the need for this application to be refused on the basis 

of the factors set out above, in the September 7, 2021 objection, and on the basis of the 

Committee’s residual discretion to deny applicants who make no effort to accommodate the 

legitimate interests of their neighbours.   
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