June 6, 2018 Open House
Secondary Suites and Accessory Dwelling Units
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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
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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

Page 4 of 9

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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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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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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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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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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