REPORT
To Committee of Whole
September 17/18

Date: September 4, 2018
File: 6410.02

TO:

Loranne Hilton, CAO

FROM:

Michael Dillistone, Planning Department

RE:

SECONDARY SUITES/ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS
Open House - Public Consultation Report

PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to summarize comments received at the June 6th, 2018 Open
House to review potential regulations for Secondary Suites and Accessory Dwellings in the
Highlands. The report also summarizes comments and correspondence received until July 3rd
and outlines three broad approaches for consideration.
BACKGROUND
Council considered two reports with regard to permitting and regulating Secondary Suites and
Accessory Dwellings in Highlands (December 4, 2017 and April 16, 2018 Council meetings). In
order to further the discussion with the community, Council instructed staff to organize and hold
an Open House to consult with residents on the proposed regulations. An Open House was held
on June 6, 2018.
OPTIONS
1.

2.
3.

4.

Direct staff to draft a Zoning Bylaw amendment to permit Secondary Suites and
Accessory Dwelling Units (as set out in Appendix A) and continue the existing
enforcement policy.
Continue the current approach and not permit Secondary Suites or Accessory Dwellings
in any form without rezoning and continue the existing enforcement policy.
Direct staff to draft a Zoning Bylaw amendment to permit Secondary Suites and
Accessory Dwelling Units (as set out in Appendix A), and introduce a new enforcement
policy to register and seek compliance from all existing unauthorized units.
Provide alternate direction to staff.

DISCUSSION
The Open House was held at the Highlands Community Hall on June 6, 2018 from 3:00 pm to
7:00 pm. As well as comments and input received during the event, written submissions were
received until July 3rd. Notices of the Open House were placed on the District’s web site, on
community notice boards and in the community newsletter in advance of the event. The event
was also the subject of 2 articles in the Goldstream Gazette.
All material from the Open House, including responses to comment sheets, has been posted on
the District web site.
Approximately 40 people attended the event. Attendees were invited to discuss issues with
staff and record their comments on the display materials and on separate comment sheets.
Because of the format many of the comments which residents made on the display boards were
repeated on the comment sheets. This means that the number of times a comment appears
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does not necessarily reflect the number of people that raised the comment. The intention was
to canvas residents’ opinions about Secondary Suites and Accessory Dwellings and the
proposed regulations rather than provide a statistically accurate survey.
Summary of Comments
Having noted that the results of the consultation are not statistically accurate, the overwhelming
response to the question “whether Secondary Suites and Accessory Dwellings should be
permitted in Highlands” was “yes”.
While there were a wide variety of comments on issues related to the topic, a number of
common themes emerged. The following summarizes and provides some narrative around
these themes (the actual comments from the table posters, comments sheets and
correspondence are attached to this report for information).
•

Positive Aspects of Permitting Suites
Many of those who attended the Open House focused on the positive aspects of permitting
Secondary Suites and Accessory Dwellings. These included providing housing for family
members, support for older residents with larger properties, and providing additional income.
Others raised the need to encourage safe and healthy housing for residents through
appropriate regulation.

•

Enforcement and Legalization of Existing Suites
Some concern was expressed over the current complaint driven/priority based enforcement
policy. This seems to stem from concerns over “reporting on neighbours” and a lack of
consistent approach to individual property owners (fairness) and/or application of health and
safety standards. As has been pointed out in previous reports, few municipalities take a
hard line approach to enforcement and compliance. This is for a variety of reasons
including the high costs associated with this approach (staff resources and legal fees), loss
of housing in the community and community resentment. The majority of municipalities
continue to have a complaint driven/priority based enforcement policy and offer incentives to
encourage property owners to comply. It is not recommended that Highlands’ current
enforcement approach be changed.

•

Impacts of Increased Density - Environmental and Other
A number of people raised concerns about the impact of the increased number of dwellings
and residents on the environment, municipal services and infrastructure. This included
concerns over increased pressure on groundwater resources and increased traffic. Given
the supposed number of unauthorized dwellings in Highlands, this is presumably already
taking place and is unregulated and difficult to plan for. The intention behind regulating new
Secondary Suites and Accessory Dwellings is that they will meet BC Building Code, Island
Health potable water and septic requirements and other safety requirements. The fact that
new dwellings will be accounted for, in terms of location and numbers, will allow for better
planning for services and infrastructure such as roads and firefighting. This is not possible
given the current pattern of unauthorized construction.
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•

Number, Size and Types of Dwellings
While most attendees supported allowing only one additional dwelling on a property and
smaller units, some responses suggested that any new regulations should allow for units
larger than 90 m2, allow for more than one additional dwelling on a property and allow for a
greater diversity of types of accommodation (e.g. tiny homes on wheels). These views run
counter to the majority of other comments received. The intention behind providing for
these kinds of dwellings is that they clearly be secondary or accessory to the principal
dwelling on a property. Other processes including rezoning and subdivision are available to
those who wish to pursue additional density on their property with larger or more dwellings.
It is also important to note that the intention behind the proposed program is that new
dwellings meet the BC Building Code and health and safety regulations. This is not
currently the case for tiny homes on wheels or other forms of alternative accommodation.

•

Only on Larger Properties
In contrast to the “more and larger” comments, several people expressed the opinion that
Secondary Suites and Accessory Dwellings should only be permitted on larger lots e.g. 5
acres or more. One assumes that the rationale is that this would then have less impact on
the municipality. Based on the experience in other municipalities, no specific minimum lot
size is typically required for secondary suites and accessory dwellings. The use is tied to
properties that are zoned for single family dwellings which must meet the minimum lot area
for that zone. The exception to this is the City of Langford which has various regulations for
different lot areas. If large lot sizes were to be applied in Highlands this would likely not
address many of the illegal dwellings that already exist and would also likely not do much to
stem the building of new illegal dwellings on smaller properties. It should be noted that the
proposed regulations would not permit additional dwellings in Rivers Crossing, Hannington

Creek Estates and Bear Mountain developments where they are not permitted by the
Stratas

•

Additional/Revised Regulations
There were a number of suggestions made for possible revisions to the proposed regulatory
program which could be considered:
Allow Dwellings in Front Yards
Given the unique configuration and topography of lots in Highlands it was suggested that
new Accessory Dwellings be permitted in the front yard of a property as well as the side and
rear yards. The original intention behind this was so that new Accessory Dwellings wouldn’t
be located in front of principal dwellings. Having reviewed this, it makes sense to apply
existing building setback requirements to new Accessory Dwellings. This would mean
consistent approach to setbacks overall and provide more flexibility to site a new dwelling on
a property, including in front of a principal building. The draft regulations for Accessory
Dwellings in Appendix A have been revised to reflect this.
Remove the Maximum 40% of Floor Space Requirement
The recommended maximum size for either a Secondary Suite or Accessory Dwelling is
based on the BC Building Code regulations relating to requirements for Secondary Suites
(90 m2 and/or 40% of the floor area of the principal dwelling). Several people suggested
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that, given the size of some smaller houses in Highlands that the 40% would be too limiting
and that the 90 m2 would be sufficient to regulate building size for Accessory Dwellings.
While it is recommended that the BC Building Code requirements for Secondary Suites
continue to be applied, allowing Accessory Dwellings to exceed the 40%, to a maximum of
90 m2 would provide greater flexibility. The draft regulations for Accessory Dwellings in
Appendix A have been revised to reflect this.
Introduce Some Form of Licensing/Cost Recovery
As pointed out in previous reports, introducing some form of licensing or cost recovery is
seen by most jurisdictions not only as a disincentive to legalization but is an additional
administrative burden requiring more resources. This is not recommended. Most
municipalities simply use the Building Permit process and fees to administer this form of
housing. Presumably if a new suite or dwelling is added through a Building Permit process,
it would result in an increase in assessed value and additional tax revenue. However,
assessed value is based on many factors not the least of which is the market.
Require Owner Occupancy in at least one of the units
Only three of the municipalities surveyed required the property owner to occupy the principal
dwelling on a property with a secondary suite or accessory dwelling unit. While this may be
desirable, it requires an ongoing level of administration and potential enforcement that many
smaller municipalities do not want to incur.
More Parking
Some concern was expressed about the need for additional parking for Suites or Accessory
Dwellings. The draft zone suggests the need for one more parking space for the additional
dwelling on a property. This is generally thought to be sufficient because of the smaller size
of the units.

OPTIONS - WHERE TO GO FROM HERE?
There are three broad approaches for Council to consider. The following sets out each
approach for consideration qualified with the probable outcome of each and associated
resource needs and costs.
1. Direct staff to draft a Zoning Bylaw amendment to permit Secondary Suites and
Accessory Dwellings (as set out in Appendix A), for Committee of the Whole’s
consideration and continue the existing enforcement policy.
Outcome:
Once adopted the majority of new suites and accessory dwellings would be developed with
appropriate oversight and inspection. Property owners with existing unauthorized units would
be encouraged to apply for permits to legalize their suites however, based on experience in
other municipalities, not many property owners will come forward to apply for permits.
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Resource Needs/Costs:
Additional staff resources in Planning and Building Inspection to provide information, advice
and inspection for new units and those seeking to legalize their suites. At this point the level
of resources that may be required is unknown, and further consideration could occur during
budget deliberations.
2. Continue the current approach and not permit Secondary Suites or Accessory Dwellings
in any form without rezoning and continue the existing enforcement policy.
Outcome:
Unauthorized dwellings will continue to be developed with no oversight or inspection. Few, if
any current suites would be legalized.
Resources Needs/Costs:
No more resources would be likely required unless the number of complaint driven
enforcements begin to increase.
3. Direct staff to draft a Zoning Bylaw amendment to permit Secondary Suites and
Accessory Dwellings (as set out in Appendix A), for Committee of the Whole’s
consideration and bring forward a new enforcement policy to register and seek
compliance from all existing unauthorized units for consideration.
Outcome:
The majority of new suites and accessory dwellings would be developed with appropriate
oversight and inspection. Enforcement resulting in the identification of existing unauthorized
units would result in property owners being required to apply for and being able to comply
with regulations or the District having to close suites through legal action.
Resources Needs/Costs:
Significantly more staff resources in Planning, Building Inspection and Bylaw Enforcement as
well as an increased budget for legal fees associated with enforcement action.
4. Provide alternate direction to staff.

CONCLUSION
Highlands already has a significant number of unauthorized Secondary Suites and Accessory
Dwellings and it is expected that this trend will continue. It makes sense for the District to
consider permitting and regulating Secondary Suites and Accessory Dwellings to regularize this
form of housing.
Given the experience in other municipalities and potential staff and other resource implications,
a “go slow” and simple approach is recommended. To be clear, this will not result in absolute
compliance of all unauthorized dwelling units but will offer the opportunity to improve many
existing units and make it possible for new units to be designed and built to meet British
Columbia Building Code and health and safety standards.
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RECOMMENDATION
That Council direct staff to draft a Zoning Bylaw amendment to permit Secondary Suites and
Accessory Dwellings (as set out in Appendix A), for Committee of the Whole’s consideration
and continue the existing enforcement policy.
Respectfully submitted,

Concurrence

Michael Dillistone
Planner

Loranne Hilton
Chief Administrative Officer

Attachments:
•
•
•

Report to Council - December 4, 2017
Report to Council - April 16, 2018
Open House Comments – June 6, 2-18
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APPENDIX A
Draft Policy/Program Outline
1. Amend the Zoning Bylaw to permit both Secondary Suites (SS’s) and Accessory
Dwelling Units (ADU’s) in all zones where the principal use is a single-family dwelling,
except for the Rivers Crossing, Hannington Creek Estates and Bear Mountain
developments where they are not permitted by the Stratas.
2. Provide information for builders of new homes to consider planning in advance for
an eventual secondary suite. The construction standard for all new SS’s and ADUs
must meet the BC Building Code (including Fire and Electrical code).
3. Establish a program for legalization of existing SS’s and ADU’s, and encourage
homeowners to seek staff’s assistance. This could include homeowners voluntarily
“registering” their SS’s or ADU’s to initiate the process of working together to bring the
unit up to an acceptable standard.
4. Continue the policy of enforcement of unauthorized suites on a complaint/priority
basis. Where requirements cannot be met to legalize an existing SS or ADU,
require that the additional dwelling unit be decommissioned and/or removed.
Draft Zoning Bylaw Amendment for Secondary Suites
1. A Secondary Suite (SS) is defined as a second dwelling unit on a property that is
contained wholly within the principal dwelling.
2. Only one additional dwelling unit, a SS or an ADU is permitted on a property.
3. A SS must be wholly located within a principal dwelling.
4. A SS shall not have a total floor space of more than 90 m² in area or not more than
40% of the habitable floor space of the principal dwelling on a lot – whichever is
less.
5. One additional on-site parking space is required for a SS.
6. VIHA requirements for sewage disposal and wells must be met by all new SS’s.
Draft Zoning Bylaw Amendment for Accessory Dwelling Units
1. An Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) is defined as a second residential unit on a
property that is contained within a separate building or other accessory building.
2. Mobile homes, tiny homes and recreational vehicles are not permitted to be used
as an ADU.
3. Only one additional dwelling unit, a SS or an ADU, is permitted on a property.
4. An ADU shall not have a total floor space of more than 90 m² in area.
5. ADU’s must meet the setbacks for principal dwellings on a property.
6. ADU’s shall not be greater than 6 metres in height.
7. One additional on-site parking space is required for an ADU.
8. Require buffering or screening where privacy – either of the ADU tenant or the adjacent
property owner/user - is considered an issue.
9. VIHA requirements for sewage disposal and wells must be met by all new ADUs.
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June 6, 2018 Open House
Secondary Suites and Accessory Dwelling Units

Question Sheet Responses
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1. Do you agree that Secondary Suite and Accessory Dwellings should be
permitted in Highlands?
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

8
9
10

11

12

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24

Yes. Legal and built to code
Yes
Yes. They presently exist and more will come for sure. Make them legal and SAFE!
Yes, and then taxed appropriately
No. Infrastructure is inadequate (no sewage or water mains). Moved here for low density. Don’t
need any more traffic on Ross Durrance and Munn Roads.
Yes
Yes –
 Will bring diversity to the community
 Help increase much needed housing stock in Greater Victoria
 Allow for income / place for care aids for aging residents
 Would like to have broad options: “off grid” dwellings, tiny house (including on wheels)
Yes, very much agree
Yes
 Yes because it is one of the few ways to increase rental opportunities in the Highlands and
because existing suites need to meet health and safety standards
 Will support aging in place
Yes = give everyone a bylaw to work toward
People are already doing it with no direction
Give them direction
Yes. My family has had property in the Highlands for many years. I have had the opportunity to
purchase a lot from my dad but I can’t afford the mortgage without the income assistance of
secondary suite / accessory building due to being single with only 1 income
Yes with conditions – not carte blanche
Yes
Yes
Yes, I feel that if legal or not, secondary suites and accessory dwellings are happening. If we help
guide and control the process the better and safer the result will be.
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes with appropriate regulation and enforcement
Existing secondary suites or accessory dwellings must be brought up to code
Yes
Yes, with caution
I am wracked with guilt that I live on 5 acres during a housing crisis and cannot help by adding a
suite or accessory dwelling
Yes
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2. Do you have any concerns about additional dwelling units on properties?
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

8
9
10

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22
23

24

No
No, there is so many in the Highlands now.
If done properly with proper parking and proper septic , they should be fine.
I have a concern for increased traffic and accountability for the infrastructure
Increases traffic, noise, increases demand on aquifer. Possible overload on septic systems. Don’t
support this at all
No
BIGGEST CONCERN IS IMPACT ON THE ENVIRONMENT
 Impact on aquifer
 More cars on the road
 Impact in areas with smaller lots – need to have appropriate setbacks
 Open up to increasing subdivisions
Numbers should be of concern
Potential impacts on water quality
 More units = more traffic
 More dwelling = more people = more friction between neighbours
 Accessory dwelling units will fall under the Residential Tenancy Act and inexperienced
landlords will need to educate themselves about tenant and landlord rights
OK with one per property but multiple units no -accessible
Yes if we permit many more subdivisions as well as secondary suites we will soon be over 5,000
and all the extra costs and poor provincial grant per person
Regulations, size, fire prevention
Proper (approved) sewage disposal and well water availability (oops already mentioned on poster)
If this is enforced do we not minimum lot size regulations?
My main issues would be the number allowed and the placement of the dwelling on the lots. Will
require new driveways to be cut? Fire access?
No, as long as they are safe and well constructed
Restricting to 1 per property as the other communities have and restrictions on size
Existing ones should be brought up to compliance
Existing ones should be brought up to comply the new regulations
 Definitely limit to one secondary suite or accessory dwelling per lot
 Provide for adequate parking on property
 Owner occupancy should be allowed to support aging in place options
That they not be large and expensive. I see them as ways for folks without a lot of money to live in
the Highlands.
 I am concerned that the proposal that the suite or dwelling cannot exceed 40% of floor
space of main dwelling as my house is only 900 square feet. Since my house is so small, I
am considering a good idea might be limit the total amount of square feet of dwellings
total. Many “monster homes” in the Highlands should not be allowed additional monster
suites or secondary suites
 Should consider minimum lot size and parking requirements
 Should consider tiny homes – this is the only affordable option for many
No

Question Sheet Responses – June 6, 2018 Sec. Suites & ADUs Open House

Page 3 of 4
Page 12

3. Are there any other restrictions and/or regulations that you would like to
see?
1
2
3

4

5
6
7

8
9

10

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23
24

The height of all dwellings higher than “6 metres”
No
Need tools to enforce the density i.e. to build an accessory dwelling, then quietly put a secondary
suite in the main house. What can be done? If there is a need for a fire barrier in the main
dwelling, who will ensure that happens? How will that suite be identified?
 Increased burden on enforcement will be a concern, but enforcement of regulations is
essential.
 It would be good if there is some way to assess and regulate the secondary suites and
additional dwelling units that already exist.
I think for fairness all illegal suites should be dealt with, not just on a complaint basis.
No
 Yes for protection of renters and land – needs to be able to support more people
 Water concerns in Highlands, need to utilize alternate methods such as rainwater
collection, grey water capture, composting toilets
 Must have owner occupancy
I would like the building of affordable housing to be considered
Annual license on fee for all ADUs. Should be significantly high to cover added municipal costs for
services. At present, those without ADUs are subsidizing those with them. There should be an
aggressive program to uncover existing, illegal ADUs.
Limits on the number of suites and dwellings per property maybe
I know we have to do something about SS and ADUs, but I see more population, more cars on the
road, and more demand on aquifer
On the positive side, I see a way for the Highlands to add more affordable housing options
Equal Bylaw enforcement For All!!
Size of lot should be more than 1 hectare for secondary dwelling
Number of accessory dwellings (more if under sized)
How big does your property need to be? (min/max) accessory dwelling
Setbacks as per dwelling units (oops already mentioned on poster!)
Amount of water access (water table stability)
Upgrades to the sewage system
Complementary; adequate parking; water and septic capacity
Or maybe an allowable overall square footage that could be split into 2 tiny dwellings to
encourage tiny home living

Proper setbacks and screening so as not to impact principle residence or neighbouring properties
Must prove adequate water and sewer available
I would like to see a municipal fee for secondary dwellings to help cover costs. Would very much
like creative solutions to secondary dwellings – composting toilets, for example, or rainwater
recovery (treated) instead of well water. The way most of us live is not sustainable, so we must
start changing how we live. This could be a way to start.
Not on this topic – traffic restrictions yes?
One regulation I would like to NOT SEE is – accessory dwellings not be restricted to 6 metres;
would like the option to go a little higher if needed.
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June 6, 2018 Open House
Secondary Suites and Accessory Dwelling Units

Comments from Table Posters

Page 14

Comments:
1

2
3
4

5

6
7

I have always hated complaint based enforcement, as it forces me to either file a complaint
against my neighbour, or put up with whatever outrageous thing they may be doing. Not good
for neighbourly relationships.
Agree (with comment #1)
Clearly, a high percentage of Highlanders believe it is their right to have secondary housing,
regardless of the zoning.
 Good to sanction secondary suites and accessory dwellings
 Set up health and safety for tenants
 Measures to protect the environment (especially water)
 I support the ability to apply health and safety requirements in order to legitimize
secondary suites and dwellings in a controlled environment
 The housing crisis in Victoria is not going away
 Evicting current residents of non-conforming housing would have a huge negative
consequence
Don’t believe in complaint basis. Highlands is issuing the permits, they are/should be asking why
you need a second kitchen.
Feels very wrong to be penalized by trying to build a legal suite, the only way I can do this in the
Highlands is to do it illegally

Comments from Table Posters – June 6, 2018 Sec. Suites & ADUs Open House
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Comments:
None on this poster
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Comments:
1
2
3

4
5
6
7
8
9

I think some kind of tax is logical. I have a secondary dwelling and think I should pay something
for the extra use of municipal facilities (road, fire, staff, parks).
(Regarding comment #1...) Does property value not cover this? More value with suite
The question of owner occupancy in one of the units is worth looking into (pros and cons). One
property in our neighbourhood has two rental houses on it, neither of them owner occupied,
and the young renters are sometimes out of control, so I would favour having the property
owner there.
Do we know what the breakdown is in Highlands between secondary suites and accessory
dwellings and also how it relates to lot size?
Lot size needs to be a consideration – residential zone vary significantly. Need minimal setbacks,
etc.
Need owner occupancy
I support owner occupancy
I appreciate the option for secondary dwelling that meet zoning requirements (safety, size)
Not really concerned about other municipality. I have raised my kids in the Highlands and want
to be able to put a second house on my acreage for them to continue to live in the area they
have grown up in. 100% yes to both secondary suite and second house!!

Comments from Table Posters – June 6, 2018 Sec. Suites & ADUs Open House
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Comments:
1

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10

 I believe that we need housing for people with not much money. Youthful energy and ideas
are a great balance for aging folks in the Highlands (including me!)
 Both accessory dwellings and secondary suites should be allowed, but there should be limits
on size – large dwellings would defeat that purpose. We should have really creative
regulation – not be boxed in to the wasteful water/electricity use we have grown used to.
Yes to secondary housing. Our kids need to be able to live in their own community.
On point 2: would there be a specific date set to require conformance by?
Yes we should allow either a suite or an accessory dwelling both NOT BOTH on any one property.
*No, size does matter. More leeway needed on larger properties, i.e. 10 acres and larger
Allow suites on a minimum lot size regardless of location. Say ¼ acre or larger? Allow smaller
suites on smaller lots?
Studies in other municipalities have shown very little uptake for legalization due to requirements
to upgrade existing dwellings and fear of tenants losing their home.
Perhaps consider the “aging in place” need. (Separate suite as long as possible) but then there
may well be need for accessory suite to assist in expenses.
I agree with a minimum lot size on order to have a secondary dwelling. I also believe a higher
threshold should be established to allow for 2 secondary dwellings in (if?) the combined square
footage is below a reasonable limit
I am pleased that this issue is brought to some conclusion. Hopefully it will go through and we
can all be on the same page legally and safely enjoying this beautiful location.
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Comments:
1

2

3
4
5

This is certainly the easiest solution, but does not deal with safety concerns or needed extra
revenue for the municipality. I own a secondary suite and would be very willing to pay an extra
tax to help cover the services required for extra wear on roads, extra work for municipal staff
and fire department.
A tougher question is what to do about existing properties that already have two or three
accessory dwellings of various kinds. There is no way to legalize this, and maybe there shouldn’t
be, but what do we do about it?
How about complain-driven and good public information on how to have safe healthy housing.
Agree with all the considerations
In my view if there are not complaints there is no reason to intervene. There should be square
footage limits established if owners choose to legalize. These should consider property size and
support more than one unit over a certain property size.
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Comments:
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

9

I don’t know why a secondary suite couldn’t be in a secondary building, i.e. barn, garage,
workshop
Agree (with comment #1). I’d like to see flexibility regarding where secondary suites could be
located that would then be an accessory dwelling unit
Don’t agree with limiting the area of the suite. 969 square feet is not enough living space for a
family
May want to consider 2 parking spaces.
Agreed (with comment #4) – Don’t want parking on narrow Highlands roads
Perhaps a limit on the number of occupants would be a good idea
Can we not have a stand-alone suite and accessory building up to a max __ square feet?
I’d like to see the possibility of having 2 small suites (total 969 square feet for the 2) instead of 1
larger suite. Smaller suites would be more affordable and we need housing for young people and
those with limited income.
1999 Secondary Housing study proposed secondary dwellings be only permitted on larger lots (5
acres) and suites be allowed anywhere. This reduces potential impact on water and neighbours.
Consideration could be given to more secondary dwellings on much larger lots based on lot size
similar to OCP Rural provision for tourist accommodation.
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Comments:
1

2
3
4
5
6

7
8
9
10
11

12
13
14
15
16

Perhaps square footage could be split up? Two suites of 450 sq. ft. instead of one of 900? Make it
possible to house more folk in small spaces rather than a few in a large space. We need to make it
possible for a-typical people to afford a place to live
I agree with this (comment #1)
I agree (comment #1)
May want to consider 2 parking spaces
Needs to be clear that the allowable floor space of 40% is based on the principle dwelling even if
the secondary suite/dwelling is in the garage or barn
 Comment re: point # 3 above: “one additional dwelling, suite or accessory PER LOT...” There is
a hell of a difference between a one acre lot a 12 acre lot. Same permissible use? Regardless of
size of lot? What about larger parcels??
 Re: Point #9 : Sure, how do you regulate water and sewage after the main house is built?
Limit accessory dwellings to larger lots (greater than 5 acres) to minimize impacts on neighbours,
water supply, viewscapes, traffic
Agree (with comment #7)
Should consider lot size and setbacks from neighbours
RE: Points #3 and #4: Don’t agree with limiting the size. Don’t agree...I have 2 kids and I want
them both to have individual houses on my 10 acres.
RE: Point #5: Not in a front yard – don’t agree. If the current dwelling is at the back of the property
then in front of it might make the most sense. This would need to be decided on a case by case
basis, due to different lot sizes and configurations in Highlands
Agree (with comment #11), needs form and character review
I agree with this (comment #11) our house is surrounded by front yard
 RE: Point #7: One additional off-street parking space not sufficient
 One bedroom = two occupants = two vehicles in addition to owner’s vehicles
Does 3 x 300 square feet accessory dwellings be OK (possible separate septic, well
access...accessory B&B buildings)
ADUs may be located in a front yard if they comply with point #8, i.e. as long as they are screened
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Comments:
1
2

3

4
5

6

7

These are all lovely; I favour smaller, rather than larger.
 Beautiful
 Add over garage or workshop
 Form and character important
I’d like to see movable homes allowed. This allows for home ownership at a low cost for those
who can’t afford the land cost. Gives people some security of owning a home, even though not the
land, i.e. tiny homes on wheels
Agree (with comment #3)
Small, affordable, energy efficient sustainable green technology has considerable appeal for
people especially young people wishing to live in the Highlands. Good examples above. We need
to bring the cost of housing down so that people are not choosing between rent and food. Tiny
houses need to be an option. If using rainwater harvesting, the impact on aquifer would be
reduced.
Should there be a category, temporary accommodation? For example, someone wants to live in a
trailer while building their house. Someone needs to have a live-in caregiver as a temporary
requirement.
 Favour smaller houses as well and tiny houses on flatbeds (caravans)
 Alternative options for septic and water
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June 6, 2018 Open House
Secondary Suites and Accessory Dwelling Units

Other Public Comments
...received until July 4, 2018
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N.B. Some of these comments have been modified to remove identifying
information.
1

2

3

4

Just wanted to voice our opinions as to the fact that (we) are both in favour of permitting
accessory dwelling units as well as secondary suites. With X acres in paradise it would be lovely to
share our space.
I am writing with some comments on the proposed legalization of secondary suites in the district
of Highlands.
 While I agree it would be nice to create more affordable housing in the Highlands, aspects of
the infrastructure in the District present problems which should be considered.
 First, almost all the homes in the Highlands rely on well water. With increased population
comes increased water consumption. How much increase in population can our fractured
bedrock water supply without running dry?
 Second, the original houses have septic systems sized to the size of the original dwelling. Can
we be sure our septic systems can handle the increased load provided by the increase in
population?
 There has been a lot of talk and bylaws of limiting the density in our community and legalizing
secondary suites could quite possibly double our population.
 The rural nature of the Highlands, and the lack of infrastructure, make our community very
different from communities that have piped water and sewer.
As there are already a number of existing suites throughout the Highlands it only seems fair to
legitimize the existing ones and allow the small percentage of owners who wish to accommodate
a growing need. Any new suite, should of course be inspected for the safety of the tenant and
surrounding area. Owners should be respectful to surrounding properties, i.e. noise and
disturbances.
 After reading the reports provided to Council on December 4, 2017 and April 16, 2018, I see
the exact same issues without any change at all (over the past 25 years). If the original council
of the day or even 2 councils after that had taken a clear stand complete with the steps
necessary to implement a plan we would not have 30% to 50% of the properties in the
Highlands with illegal suites. 95% of these suites would be to code and legal.
 I did not see anywhere in the reports or information provided by staff referencing the
properties which have 2, 3, and some up to 5 suites ... I feel that in reviewing this topic no
more than one unit per property should be allowed.
 I think that during these times, where people are trying to survive emotionally, financially and
physically that the Highlands has a great opportunity to participate to use existing resources to
match the needs of various people to obtain a win-win situation.
o As we all age, the amount of work associated with living in large houses built many years
ago, or on an acreage can be overwhelming or unrealistic.
o Or...the existing properties and acreages are too large for (land owners) to even want to
have to maintain on their own but with help would work out great.
o Not in all situations but in many, people living in a rural setting like the Highlands, a tenant
can provide:
 Additional security
 Financial help for both parties
 Sometimes even transportation savings
 Help with maintenance
 Companionship
 In many of the sustainability discussions I remember a triple net gain, social, economic and
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environmental. To me it seems like secondary suites and accessory dwelling units in a rural
environment fits this test.
 An enforcement strategy was mentioned in both reports provided to council. My main concern
is the District of Highlands Bylaw Enforcement Procedure Policy 11-141 adopted January 25,
2016.
o The policy states: “The District of Highlands has no duty to take enforcement action with
respect to every contravention of a bylaw that may occur within its jurisdiction. The District
will use discretion on a case-by-case basis to evaluate contraventions, and take reasonable
steps to investigate contraventions in accordance with the policy and operations guidelines
of the District.”
o Further, “Section 2 – Process” within this policy states, “...the District like most
municipalities, relies primarily on public complaints to identify potential non-compliance...”
 I find this policy does not provide a solution it creates additional problems unlike a well written
bylaw and equal enforcement for all. I think equal enforcement to all is a more realistic
approach to compliance. I would truly like to eliminate the “no fly zone” property designation
which is sometimes achieved by contributing to a community project, being in the right place
at the right time.
 Now, I urge Mayor and Council to have the courage and strength to put a plan in place to deal
with this long unresolved issue and for Mayor and Council help restore the Highlands to a
location which we can all alive together, enjoy and help our neighbours and community. I
remember when we checked in on each other as neighbours, helped when projects were being
done. I feel it’s time to restore the sense of community not just in one or two pockets within
the Highlands but the entire area. It’s time to end the policy of rewarding complainers and
truly acknowledge and reward the residents which contribute and do things right.
A few thoughts on the secondary dwellings subject.
 First I would like to thank the Highlands for moving ahead on this subject, it has been a long
time coming and there are many including myself who have been patiently waiting for this to
become a reality. I feel it is needed in our community. It is my hope that by going through
everything that has to be done to make this happen, we think hard on making this outcome
something that actually works for the people without the need to come to the district for
changes and exemptions.
 I would like to address the secondary dwellings subject only as I don’t have any real opinion
regarding secondary suites in existing dwellings but I am happy that we are moving to
accommodate what is already happening in our community.
Secondary dwellings.
 My thoughts are that the permitted size of the secondary dwelling should be partially
determined by the size of lot. Reason for this is simple in my mind, the larger the lot the less
impact a larger residence would be.
 When we talk about a detached, secondary dwelling I feel that this would likely occur on a
larger lot (say perhaps 5 acres or more ).
 My thought would be if you had 5 or more acres you could build a dwelling of up to 1200’
 If you had 10 acres or more you could have a secondary dwelling of up to 2000-2400’.
 If you had 30 acres or more the secondary dwelling could be even larger.
 This graduated size would assist those who are deeply invested in the community to help make
it affordable and in some cases for family requirements.
 The notion of the 968 square feet size is too small regardless of acreage size in my opinion for
a detached secondary dwelling. If you take a house with a bedroom, ensuite, closet, common
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bathroom, kitchen, dining , living, laundry rooms and space for some storage you will be hard
pressed to make that happen under 1200’. A dwelling should as well have accommodations for
a second bedroom for company. This then would be virtually impossible at 1200’ let alone
968’.
 There was mention of a 40% size comparison to the main residence. The problem with this
idea is that the main residence needs to be quite large so that a reasonable sized secondary
dwelling can be achieved. My feeling personally and I feel that it is a desire of the Highlands is
to not promote large monster houses. So one way to allow for two reasonable sized houses on
a property is to simply remove the 40% part of the equation.
 As well, there is a possibility that a new “secondary “ dwelling that would be built on a
property would actually end up being the primary dwelling and the existing dwelling would
end up being the secondary dwelling. Bottom line is that if there is a size limit on the primary
dwelling and a size limit on the secondary dwelling the land owner can determine that upon
completion, which residence the primary and which is the secondary. ( Example would be that
the existing house would be small enough to meet the requirements for the secondary
dwelling)

6

In short.
 Larger the lot the larger the secondary dwelling.
 No 40% rule
 Make the sizes large enough to meet the needs and desires for the common landowner.
Houses need to be just that, houses. With all amenities of a normal house.
 Not cabins.
 Regarding page 16 of the Nov. 29, 2017 staff report and #6 on that page which states: “In
many cases property assessments reflect the presence of a suite whether they are authorized
or not.” That information was checked with BC Assessment Authority staff and it appears that
is not the case. Such information was further checked online using a specific code for
secondary suites and also found not to be the case.
 How would the District deal with the properties that already have more than one secondary
suite / accessory dwelling units?
 How would the District fund the potential required staffing resources that staff reports have
indicated would be needed if secondary suite/accessory dwelling units were to be legalized?
 Some financial information would be good to have and the potential options of where to cover
those costs might come from.
 How can the District ensure a user pay system?
 Is it possible each residential property tax could be increased to cover the increase in staff
workload if secondary suites / accessory dwellings were legalized?
 The majority of municipalities that have legalized secondary suites are likely receiving CRD
Water which of course is a much different situation than in the Highlands with a vast majority
of homes on individual domestic well water resources. The risks and threats are therefore
greater. There are already homes in the Highlands with greatly reduced water supply for
domestic purposes in the spring, summer and early fall months for the past several years.
Some homes even have the very reduced levels of water in the spring having to significantly
alter their activities and lifestyle. This is a real concern in the Highlands which may be due to
existing secondary suites water use and climate change.
 Will the District be responsible for lack of domestic well water due to going beyond the
carrying capacity by development and water use in the municipality if secondary suites /
accessory dwelling units are legalized?
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 RE: Draft Zoning Bylaw Amendments for Secondary Suites:
o On #6, “Island Health requirements for sewage disposal and potable water must be met by
all new secondary suites.” Question: Why wouldn’t all existing secondary suites also have
to meet the Island Health requirements for sewage disposal and portable water? (See
staff’s April 11, 2018 report: 2. Potable Water and 3. Sewage and Grey Water Systems) and
staff November 29, 2017, page 5, #4. The above question is also applicable to #9 under
Draft Zoning Bylaw Amendments for Accessory Dwelling Units.
 RE: Draft Zoning Bylaw Amendments for Accessory Dwelling Units:
o In #8, “Require buffering or screening where privacy...” I recommend inserting the word
“vegetative” before the word buffering
o I further suggest that both secondary suites / accessory dwelling units must comply within
the provisions of any existing covenants, be incorporated
 Will the District seriously consider the observations and reporting in the Golder Report Phase 3
regarding domestic well water supply in the Highlands that speaks to homes at higher
elevations being at additional risk in the dry season?
 In light of Appendix C, Phase 3 of the Golder Report and, the 1999 Highlands Housing Task
Force Report, the District should reconsider the report’s objectives and its recommendations
and, in particular revisit the Task Force’s comments and rationale on the matter of “lot size”.
 I am not positive of what the present health and safety concerns are for the District on
secondary suites and accessory dwelling units? Or, what the statistics or proof are towards
those concerns and how potential legalization of secondary housing might actually “really”
change any of that? Since there are no assurances that owners will obtain permits or contact
Island Health regarding their jurisdiction of authority, etc.
 To be seriously considered and fair to all property tax payers a full cost recovery system would
need to be in place first where the owner of secondary housing would pay for all associated
costs and therefore, not cost the taxpayers that do not have secondary housing any monies at
all.
 The 1999 Housing Task Force report on page 6 states their survey (at that time) indicated that
43% of owners would construct secondary housing if it were permitted. One could assume
now that that percentage of owners would be higher, and could lead towards a slippery slope
in respect to loss of privacy, noise, increased water demands and sewage disposal capacity and
increased local traffic in addition to the impacts of mitigating for climate changes and the
impacts of that towards water resources, especially during June, July, August and September.
 There should be serious consideration of aquifer recharge areas. If secondary housing were to
be considered it should only be for one unit and only on a lot of 5 acres or more.
 Before deliberate consideration of proceeding in this process, the District must be positive in
the knowledge that Highlands’ future long term water supply from surface water and ground
water is sustainable and ensured, that is paramount. If the District cannot ensure that, then to
proceed with a blanket zoning to permit secondary housing would be very unwise.
 Perhaps a housing strategy with phases and small steps taken over time rather than a giant
leap into the unknown with a potential blanket zoning change would be safer and a cautionary
approach.
 Additional public engagement and consultation with sufficient information being provided
should occur to be truly meaningful.
 Due diligence is required.

Other Public Comments – June 6, 2018 Sec. Suites & ADUs Open House

Page 5 of 5
Page 27

