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Regional District ofOkanagan Similkameen
OKANAGAN- 101 Martin Street, Penticton, BC, V2A-5J9
51MILKAMEEN Tel: 250-492-0237 / Email: plannine@rdos.bc.ca

TO: Regional District of OkanaganSimilkameen FILE NO.: D2021.034-DVP

FROM: Name: Gerard & Maria Egan

(please print)

Street Address:

RE: Development Variance Permit (DVP) Application
136 Chadwell Place, Electoral Area "D"

My comments / concerns are:

I do support the proposed variances at 136 Chadwell Place

II I do support the proposed variances at 136 Chadwell Place, subject to the comments listed
below.

Q I do not support the proposed variances at 136 Chadwell Place.

All written submissions will be considered by the Regional District Board

In order to provide a proper and safe area to build this variance is required. We would expect all lots on this

side of the street to have a similar variance in order to provide an area to build. The grade of the slope

limits the area where you can build on these lots.

Feedback Forms must be submitted to the RDOS office prior to the Board meeting upon which this DVP

application is considered.

All representations will be made public when they are included in the Board Agenda.

Protecting your personal information is an obligation the Regional District of Okanagan-Similkameen takes seriously. Our practices have been designed to
ensure compliance with the privacy provisions of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act (British Columbia) ("FIPPA"). Any personal or

proprietary information you provide to us is collected, used and disclosed in accordance with FIPPA. Should you have any questions about the collection, use

or disclosure of this information please contact: Manager of Legislative Services, RDOS, 101 Martin Street, Penticton, BC V2A 5J9, 250-492-0237.



Lauri Feindell

From: Kirsten Nairn

Sent: September^ 2021 9:12 PM
To: Nikita Kheterpal
Subject: Development Variance Permit

Hello Nikita,
I am emailing you regarding the DVP application number D2021.034-DVP.
We are the owners of - ~' We do have some concerns regarding the proposal of shortening

the minimum setback from 7.5m to 3.9m; however, we also understand the owners desire to build their home.

Our main concern is the precedence this will set for the remainder of the neighborhood as most properties are

difficult to build on and it has a potential impact on our view from our property. This is primarily important when

considering lot 5 in the subdivision. This lot beside us, has a very large covenant. Based on our plans for building

our home, if lot 5 were to be approved for a shorter minimum setback as well, their house would block a

substantial part of our view.

Additionally, we currently live in a subdivision that does not have adequate driveway space for each home. This has

resulted in high volumes of vehicles parking on the road creating a ton of congestion. With shortened frontage

comes decreased driveway space ultimately impacting our curb appeal and home value in the future.

Based on the lot measurements we have available to us - with an average set back of 7.5m and a property depth of

25.648m it appears that there is adequate space to build a single family home of an average size on that piece of

land without any changes to the setback. We understand the desire to build a dream home, as we too have that

desire; however, the owner should have considered the covenant on the property and the impact that would have

on their build prior to purchasing the land. In addition to this, is the DVP being submitted due to the building
scheme home size requirement. We feel that if the piece of land is not suitable to foUow the building scheme

requirements (page 7, section 8 sub section 3 of the schedule of building restrictions and conditions), then the

building scheme itself should be modified and the parcel line setback should not be reduced to accomodate a larger

home.

Based on our concerns listed above, we do have a few questions. ^X'^-lat size home is planning on being biult? What

is the owners plan for parking vehicles?

We are very hesitant to support this proposal and feel strongly that should this be approved we feel it would only

be appropriate for the remainder of the neighborhood to have the same opportunity.

Thank you,

Kicsten & Taylor Nairn


