COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE - NOCVEMBER §, 2007

FENCE HEIGHT EXEMPTION 117 WATERSIDE CRESCENT - WARD 1

Recommendation

The Director of Enforcement Services recommends:
That the fence height exemption application for 117 Waterside Crescent be denied.

Economic Impact

N/A

Communications Plan

Notification/Request for Comment letters were sent to surrounding neighbours within a 60 metre
radius, 4 letiers of objection have been received.

Purpose

This report is to provide information for the consideration of a fence height exemption application.

Background - Analysis and Options

The property owner of 117 Waterside Crescent has applied for a fence height exemption as
provided for in the City of Vaughan Fence By-law 80-90, for the property located at 117
Waterside Crescent.

The Applicant is making application as a result of a neighbourhood complaint.

The By-law permits a fence height of 6 feet in rear yards. The Applicant had originally installed
lattice panels to the existing 6 foot fence ranging in height from 9 feet 4 inches to 10 feet 4
inches, which was later removed in order to comply with the height restrictions pursuant fo the
Fence By-law 80-80,

The Applicant Is requesting approval to constructiinstall tattice to the existing 6 foot fence on both
sides of the interior side yard fence for a total height ranging in helght from 6 foot 7 inches to 10
feet 2 inches in order to gain a sense of safety while using the existing above ground pool.

The area was inspected by Enforcement Services staff and there are no interior yard fences
similar in height in the immediate vicinity. In this area there has been no similar fence height
exemptions applied for in recent years,

There is no Site Plan registered for this property.

The fence height does not pose a potential sight line or safety issue,

The detalls outlined above do not support the approval of a fence height exemption for this
location.

This application is outside of the parameters of the delegated authority recently passed by
Council.

Relationship to Vaughan Vision 2007




This report is in keeping with the Vaughan Vision as it speaks to Service Delivery and Community
Safety. .

Regional Implications

N/A
Conglusion

Fence Height Exemption requests brought before Council should be granted or denied based on
the potential impact to neighbour relations, comparables in the specific area, site pfan
requirements, history, and safety impacts. This case does not support the approval of a fence
height exemption for this focation.

Attachments

1 Area Map of Surrounding Streets

2) Site Plan

3) Photographs of Original Lattice Installed

4) Letter of Objection - 125 Walerside

5) Letter of Objection - 137 Waterside

6) Letter of Objection - Petition

7) Letier of Objection - Maple-Sherwood Ratepayers Association
8) Photographs of Existing Fence with Proposed Lattice

Report prepared by:

Janice Heron
Administrative Coordinator
Enforcement Services Department

Respectfully submitted,

Tony Thompson Janice Atwood-Petkovski
Director, Enforcement Setvices Commissioner of Legal
& Administrative Services and City Solicitor
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FENCE HEIGHT EXEMPTION
117 WATERSIDE CRESCENT

LOCATION : _Part of Lot 17 AND_18, Conc. 4

o525 SUBJECT LANDS
N T Tk

ey

NOT TO SCALE

Drewing name: ROENGDRAFT\IBYLAW\Attachments\waterside cresent ond surrounding arcas.dwg:

CITY OF VAUGHAN —~ ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

DRAFTSPERSON: _B.8.—
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ATTACHMENT No. 4

October 18, 2007

Tony Thompson, Director
Enforcement Services
CITY OF VAUGHAN

Re: REQUEST FOR FENCE HEIGHT EXEMPTION

117 Waterside Crescent (owned by the Safarians and is located on a ravine)

We vehemently oppose granting the said exemption to 117 Waterside Crescent for the
following reasons:’ 4

1.

The proposed fence will be an eyesore not only for us but for the public enjoying
walks on the new walking trails in the ravine that the property backs onto and of
which is in full view. '

The fence will not conform to the standards of the neighbourhood and as such will
negatively impact property values of the entire neighbourhood.

SECURITY: _

a. In the past there have been several break-ins to homes along the ravine
including our home; -

b. Having a large vertical structure that obstructs the view would make our
home more inviting to criminals;

c. Security professionals within the police force advised us that such
structures pose a greater security risk and should be removed. Since these
structures are discouraged by security professionals and the police, it does
not make sense to even consider the creation of such a structure.

We have a garden to the south side of our house. It is the only place on our
property where we’ve had any success growing a garden and so it’s been designed
into our landscaping. The proposed fence extension will block our garden’s only

source of sunlight.

The Safarians are proposing something that will have a negative impact on the
Waterside area but did not post a sign on their property informing the
neighbourhood of their application as they were legally obligated to do. This is
unfair to those in the neighbourhood that would be affected but were not notified
and therefore unable to respond.

There have been numerous visits from city by-law officials to the Safatian home
this past summer regarding at least 6 separate issues all relating to infractions
relating to structures within their backyard . History has shown that the Safarians



cannot be trusted to build a sound, safe structure and as such should not be given
permission to repeat the very dangerous situation they created this past summer.

7. The present Fence By-law requires the maximum height to be between 5 and 6
feet when a pool is present on a residential property. This was set by the city for
safety purposes without adding negative impact to neighbouring residents, We
feel that this standard must be maintained as a neighbour who is directly affected.
To do otherwise is unfair to law abiding citizens. The Safarians did not bother

- getting a permit and properly positioning their pool in the first place. They have
had about 5 above ground pools over the past 5 years and each and every time
they did not bother geiting a permit despite being advised to do so. Had they gone
through the proper legal channels, they would bave known not to put their pool '
100 close the fence bordering their neighbout’s property to the south of them.
They put in an illegal pool. Now, instead of moving their pool, which is situated
too close to the fence, they want to get around the law at the expense of the
neighbours and visitors to the ravine. Do our laws mean nothing?

Under the circumstances to allow this amendment to pass is not in the interest of the
neighbourhood, nor the public.

Respectfully yours,
(Immediate Neighbours to said property)

NS

(AT ATERS (P CAES CENT
Marie , QU Leh (V=



ATTACHMENT No. 5

Dear Mr. Thompson - Monday October 15,2007

_ Re: request for fence height exemption

117 Waterside Crescent | Ui 16 20m
' Ak
LB
I am writing this letter to appose the request for the fence height exemption -
- for the following reason. (1) I feel that allowing this exemption will make i:he area

become an eye sore for neigh"(;ors to look at.(2) It will also devalue the houses in our

é,rea .(3) This height of feziée doesn’t conform to the rest of the néighb.orhood. (4) It may |

also be a safety risk, I understand that the reason for wanting this exemption to the by-

law section 3.5 of bylaw 80-90 is because of their pool being too high. This is\sue should‘

have been properly planed out before the above ground pool was installed and therefore I -

strongly disagree with any éxemption to the fence by-law for the said reasons, If any

questions please don’t hesitate to call us at 905-832-5465.

Yours Truly , -

Db

Mathew & Gaetana Di Cecco
137 Watefs';de Cresent.

LA 1 Z



Vaiighan

The City Above Toronto

NOTICE OF PETITION

A petition has been submitted with respect to the following
matter and a copy is on file in the office of the City Clerk:

Agenda Item No.: 11

ltem Name: FENCE HEIGHT EXEMPTION 117 WATERSIDE
CRESCENT -WARD 1

Particulars of the Petition:

Dated:
No. of Signatures: 55
Submitted by: Residents of Waterside Crescent

For a copy of the petition contact:

City of Vaughan, Clerk’s Department, 2141 Major Mackenzie Drive, Vaughan, L6A 1T1
Tel: (905) 832-8504 Fax: (905) 832-8535



ATTACHMENT No. 7

Maple'SheMOOd Mr. Angelo DiNardo-President %E;" éfﬂf = %ig“{?%? m
182 Greenogk Drive '
Ratepayers Association  [isomase 0CT 23 9007
Email angelodin@hotmail.com CITY &y - SuHAN
October 23, 2007 ENFORCEMENT
SERVICES

Mr. Tony Thompson

Director, Enforcement Services
The City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario

Phone: (805) 832-8505

Fanc (905) B32-8546

Re: Reguest for fence height exemption

Location: 117 Waterside Grescent

Dear Mr, Tony Thempson:

As president of the Maple-Sherwood Ratepayers Association | am requesting that the fence
height exemption requested by the owner of 117 Walterside Crescent be denied.

The rear yard of this property is next to the Bartley Smith Greenway which is presently in the
process of trail and green space improvements. | feel that the addition of side yard fences to this
properly with heights of up fo 10 feet 2 inches would be an unsightly feature which would be
clearly visible by users of this trail. This would be in opposition to the efforts of the Toronto
Regional Conservation Authority to beautify the trail system.

The addition of ferices higher than the maximum 6 feet allowed by the present city by-law serves
no justifiable purpose even if the property presently contains a swimming pool. These visually
unsightly enclosures would only send a negative message about our community to passers by.

For these reasons | ask that the Committee of the Whole turn down this request. | will not be able
to attend the meeting dealing with this matter so | hope you will include this opposition in your
report. | thank you for allowing me to make my comments concerning this issue.

Sincerely,

W‘Wm

Angelo DiNardo
President of the Maple-Sherwood Ratepayers Association

ce. Clerks Department
Councilor Peter Meffe
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