
Sent: Monday, July 08, 2019 8:57 AM 

To: Planning <Planning@cumberland.ca>; Joanne Rees <jrees@cumberland.ca> 

Subject: Dispute on development variance permit for 2806 Penrith Ave 

 

Dear Council and Village Planners of Cumberland, 

 

I am once again writing to you in regards to the development variance and subdivision permit application 

at 2806 A and B Penrith Ave. 

 

After the first application for subdivision was denied by council after concerns from neighbours and the 

amount of variances requested, the owners of the property contacted us and other neighbours who made 

official concerns to explain their own concerns and future plans. They stated that they would be proposing 

a further application for subdivision again, but would request to limit the height of the dwellings existing 

or to be built on Lot B.  This is also stated in the Variance Permit Application received in the mail, "Also, 

in response to neighbourhood concern, they are also proposing to limit the maximum height of any future 

residential units on the proposed Lot B." They also stated to us that they would be putting a restrictive 

covenant on the property in order to limit the height of all dwellings, existing and future, therefore 

limiting the densification on this small lot that the myself and other neighbours were opposed to.  

 

The owners for 2806 Penrith Ave. followed through with this restriction on their application and we 

appreciate them working with our concerns. However, at the planning meeting the owners were informed 

that no height restriction is allowed on future buildings. The restrictive covenant was never applied as far 

as I know. I appreciate that if this application is approved that the height of the existing carriage house on 

Lot B cannot exceed 6.5 metres. However, I still am very concerned over the future densification to this 

small corner lot. Also, no official further information was given to the neighbourhood on the changes to 

the current application, which I think is wrong.  

 

I am still extremely against the subdivision on these small corner lots, and would remain so even if all 

height restrictions were put in to place, which they are not, due to the configuration that corner lots allow 

but having access to two streets instead of one. I have made this very clear to the owners from the start 

when they contacted us to discuss their financial concerns and future plans for the property. Subdividing 

corner lots allows for such increased densification that no other lot would allow. This intense 

densification changes the feel of the neighbourhood and our backyard. I also don't think such a small lot 

can accommodate the parking necessary without cutting down trees, which I understand council has 

concerns about.   

 

Sent: February 25, 2019 8:09 AM 

To: planning@cumberland.ca 

Subject: Dispute on development variance permit for 2806 Penrith Ave  

  

Dear council and village planners of Cumberland, 

 

I'm am writing to you in regards to the development variance and subdivision permit application at 2806 

A and B Penrith Ave.  

 

My family and I live across the alleyway from this property at . If this variance is 

approved for further subdivision the carriage house that has already been approved through a prior 

variance can now be lifted and turned into a full house or multiple 2 storey suits. I understand that 

Cumberland is encouraging densification in our core, but this subdivision seems more imposing because 

it takes a standard lot which runs north to south and turns one of the properties, the one affecting us, into a 

property running east to west. This is not typically how lots are designed in Cumberland as most lots run 
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north to south, even ones that have been subdivided. I have been informed by the village that variances 

similar to these have been approved in the past. However, when researching online, the only properties 

that have been subdivided in this configuration, and there are very few, with one property facing north to 

south and the other facing east to west, were done so in the 1940's. By allowing this configuration, the 

entire side of the carriage house (turned full house) and all its windows will face directly into our 

backyard and the back of our house. The carriage house was already approved for variance and sits very 

close to the lot line, which means this entire side of the future house is extremely imposing and is way 

closer than any new house build would be allowed. Its also allowed the structure to be way bigger than 

any carriage house could have been. We have been informed by the village that the variance would be 

grandfathered in when further development of the structure takes place. This seems very wrong as the 

first variance approved was just supposed to be for a small carriage house but now will apply to an entire 

2 storey house. If this is the case the system seems broken. 

 

I also have concerns regarding parking if this many dwellings will be allowed in such a small area.  

 

I feel strongly against allowing a variance to be applied onto a previously approved variance. If this is the 

case, it sounds to me like you can do anything, so what is the point of having building rules at all? 

 

I've chatted with many friends and neighbours regarding densification in the core and there are many 

concerns that it has gone too far. Many people who live here have been negatively affected by landlords 

buying these properties and building as many suits on them, even when it is extremely imposing on the 

neighbours, just to make as much rental income as possible. I understand that Cumberland is growing 

very fast, and council is trying its best to slow down urban sprawl, but I believe its fast growth is because 

it is such a nice community to live in. We care for eachother, respect eachother, listen to eachother and 

not just for the finacial gain of a few. It can't be because of the weather. By allowing this extreme 

densification by approving variance upon variance, you are ostracizing the very people who have worked 

to make this place so great and they are going to start to leave. Some already have. If our elected council 

promotes these changes in our town to continue by allowing a wealthy few to work every variance angle 

to collect as much rent as possible with no regard for these concerned home owners and neighbours you 

may end up with a town you no longer recognize or love. 

 




