
Infill Housing and Provincial Housing Mandate - May 16, 2024 

 
 

 
PREPARED FOR:  Council 
FROM:  Andre Boel, Director of Community Building and Planning 
MEETING DATE: May 16, 2024 
SUBJECT: 
 

Infill Housing and Provincial Housing Mandate 
  

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the report titled “Infill Housing and Provincial Housing Mandate”, authored by 
Andre Boel, Director of Community Building and Planning Services, dated May 16, 
2024 be received. 
  
And that Council consider the following staff recommendation(s): 
  
1. That Council direct staff to draft the necessary bylaw amendments for the large lot 

zones (R-1, R-2, and RS-3) for site planning considerations as outlined in Part 2 
and Attachment 1 of the staff report titled “Infill Housing and Provincial Housing 
Mandate”, dated May 16, 2024 to ensure the Infill Housing Program viability for: 

a) Lot coverage 
b) Setbacks and Step-Backs 
c) Paved surfaces 
d) Height  
e) Floor area ratio; and 
f) Parking  

 
2. That Council direct staff to draft the necessary bylaw amendments for the small lot 

zones (RS-4, RS-5) for site planning considerations as outlined in Part 2 and 
Attachment 1 “Infill Housing and Provincial Housing Mandate”, dated May 16, 
2024 to ensure the Infill Housing Program viability for: 

a) Lot coverage 
b) Setbacks and Step-Backs 
c) Paved surfaces 
d) Height  
e) Floor area ratio; and 
f) Parking  

 
3. That Council provide direction to staff on larger lots unit allocation as outlined in 

Part 1 of the staff report titled “Infill Housing and Provincial Housing Mandate”, 
dated May 16, 2024. 

 
4. That Council provide direction to staff on other form and character and other 

policies and regulation including those outlined in Part 3 of the staff report titled 
“Infill Housing and Provincial Housing Mandate”, dated May 16, 2024. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF REPORT 
This report is supports a continuation of the discussion from the May 6, 2024 Special 
Committee of the Whole meeting regarding the Infill Housing Program and Provincial 
Housing Mandates. 
  
Additionally, this report provides; 

 background on the District's Housing Action Program and Infill Housing Program;  
 more details on the proposed zoning amendments for the RS zones (Attachment 

1);  
 the communications and engagement summary (Attachment 2); and  
 further information and options related to the following key topics raised by 

Council on May 6, 2024 and the by public through this process: 
1. Larger Lots Unit Allocation 
2. Parking 
3. Site Coverage - Paved and Open Space 
4. Setbacks and Step-Backs 
5. Height 
6. Floor Area Ratio 
7. Development Permit Areas 
8. Owner Occupancy Requirement 
9. Heritage 
10. Retaining Existing Housing Stock and Tree Canopy 

BACKGROUND/HISTORIC CONTEXT 
  
Housing Action Program 
In 2021, Council directed staff to develop an Infill Housing Program for Oak Bay; the 
Infill Housing Strategy was endorsed by Council in 2022. The Strategy was built through 
robust public and stakeholder engagement as well as technical analysis, and put 
forward Guiding Principles and Key Directions for an Oak Bay Infill Housing Program.  
  
The Infill Housing Strategy Guiding Principles include: 

1. Provide Diverse Housing Options 
o  by encouraging diverse housing sizes and forms 

2. Support Ease of Implementation 
o by updating the District’s Bylaws to support infill 

3. Cherish What the Community Loves 
o by preserving open space, supporting sustainability, and heritage   

  
With the adoption of the Infill Housing Strategy in 2022, Phase 2 of the Program, the 
Infill Housing regulatory framework, was scheduled for implementation in 2023.  Phase 
2 was paused when the Province announced hat sweeping legislative changes (mainly 
Bill 44) to increase housing supply were coming that could potentially conflict with the 
framework of the Infill program.  
  
As details of the Provincial program emerged, Staff presented a series of reports to 
Council through November and December 2023 identifying where Provincial Housing 
Directives and existing housing related Council Priority Projects (CPP) aligned or 
conflicted. This resulted in the prioritization of initiatives that supported compliance with 
new Provincial legislated requirements in the form of the Oak Bay Housing Action 
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Program (HAP) and a reduction in priority of other initiatives outside that mandate, such 
as the Village Area Plan.  
  
It is important to note that both the District's priority projects and the new Provincial 
mandate share the goal of increasing housing supply, creating more diverse housing 
choice over time, and contributing to more affordable housing. The HAP is made up of 
the following CPPs that are scheduled for delivery starting in 2024 and continuing 
through to 2028: 
  

 2024:  
o CPP #72 - Small Scale Multi-Unit Housing (SSMUH) Zoning Bylaw 

Updates 
o CPP #73 - Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw Updates 
o CPP #80 - Development Cost Charge Bylaw and Amenity Cost Charge 

Bylaw 
o CPP #74 -Housing Needs Report 

 2025:  
o CPP #75 - Full Scale Official Community Plan Review 
o CPP #76 - Full Scale Zoning Bylaw Review  

 2024-2028: 
o CPP #77 - Housing Supply Act and Response to Housing Target Order 
o CPP #78 - Optimize Development Processes  

  
As the Provincial mandate's timelines for SSMUH are considerably shorter than the 
District's previous timeline for broad community wide implementation of Infill Housing, 
the technical analysis and assessments for infrastructure are being undertaken in 
tandem with the roll out of the SSMUH to better understand infrastructure servicing 
capacity and community amenities needs and how those align with planned or projected 
growth and change in the community. 
 
Infill Housing Program (SSMUH) Bylaw Updates  
In January 2024 a request for proposals for Infill Housing Bylaw updates was issued 
and Modus Planning Design and Engagement was awarded the contract that included 
scope for CPP# 72 SSMUH Housing Zoning Bylaw Updates and CPP#73 OCP Bylaw 
Updates.  
  
The approach to date has included the following: 
  
Background Research and Analysis 
A review of existing bylaws, plans, reports, studies, legislation, and Provincial Policy 
Manual in the context of the District's land use.   

 GIS analysis  
 bylaw and policy assessment  
 visual diagrams and modelling 

  
This research and analyses was used to develop the options presented to the public at 
the three engagement events and the Special Committee of the Whole on May 6, 2024.  
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Communications and Engagement 
Details on the engagement and communications can be found in the IAP2 Framework 
Engagement section of this report. The communications and engagement summary is 
provided as Attachment 2. 
 
Council 
Council was presented with the options for the Infill Housing Program bylaw updates at 
the Special Committee Meeting of the Whole on May 6, 2024 at the Monterey 
Recreation Centre. At this meeting members of the public asked Council questions 
about the options and individual Councillors shared their initial thoughts with the public 
and staff. 
  
A follow up Special Committee Meeting of the Whole was scheduled for May 16, 2024 
to continue the discussion and provide direction to staff to inform the initial bylaw 
amendments for the Infill Housing Program.  

ANALYSIS 
Options presented through the engagement opportunities and to the May 6th meeting 
represent staff and consultant recommendations based on the key directions from the 
Oak Bay Infill Housing Strategy and the requirement to be in compliance with Provincial 
legislation by the June 30th deadline. Through public consultation and discussion at the 
Special Committee Meeting of the Whole staff identified specific components of the 
program that would benefit from further discussion. Those components are not 
independent of each other, rather they have varying degrees of interconnection that 
must be considered. 
  
Staff have completed a review of public input and Council comments and have outlined 
a number of options that could be used to inform the preferred direction. Staff are 
seeking Council's direction for the changes to the current proposed regulatory 
framework to inform the draft bylaw amendments. More details on the zoning 
parameters for RS-1 through RS-5 are included in Attachment 1. 
  
As Council moves through these discussions it is important to keep in mind that the Infill 
Housing Program is iterative and will include a series of phases. Given the legislated 
deadline of June 30, 2024 it is important to prioritize what is considered a required 
change, supportive change or other considerations. Staff have offered guidance on the 
timing and priorities in the below. 
  
  Mandated 

housing 
changes   
(by June 30, 
2024)  

Other Infill 
Housing      
regulations  
(summer / fall)  

Other housing   
OCP and Zoning 
Bylaw Review   
(By end of 2025)  

REQUIRED         
Density for SSMUH  
(units per lot)  

required      

SUPPORTIVE         
Site planning regulations 
ensuring viable Infill / SSMUH 
development options  

required to be 
considered 

potential further 
changes  

  

OTHER         
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Form and character control, 
and other policies and 
regulation  

  scheduled  potential further 
changes  

 Table 1: Types of changes and their timing for Infill Housing and Provincial Housing Directives  
  
Council may opt to formulate preferences or requests for scoping future phases and 
aspects of the Infill Housing Program. 
  
Where possible, insights were gleaned from the round 3 survey responses from the Infill 
Housing Strategy (2022) as this survey had a large sample size and specific questions 
related to these topics. Key takeaways are also included from the engagement 
feedback received through spring engagement on the Infill Housing Program Updates. 
  
The following topics are grouped to reflect changes that are required, supportive or 
other considerations needed to meet the legislative requirements and implement the 
Infill Housing Program in Oak Bay. 
  
PART 1 - REQUIRED CHANGES 
  
Density for Small Scale Multi-Unit Housing (Units per lot) 
  
1. Larger Lots - Unit Allocation 
Through Bill 44, the Local Government Act now sets out several conditions where 
certain parcels that would otherwise meet the restricted zone definition are exempt from 
the requirement to amend zoning to permit 3 to 4 units. As part of the exemptions 
provided for within s.481.4(1)(e) of the legislation, lots equal or greater than 4,050m2 
(43,593ft2) are exempt from the requirements to permit a minimum of 3 to 4 units. The 
Provincial Policy Manual and Site Standards provide that rationale for this exemption as 
a desire to retain their future potential for subdivision and higher density in urban and 
suburban contexts.  
  
Currently, the Official Community Plan does not support an increase in density in the 
Uplands neighbourhood. 
  
The recommended approach presented to Council and the public is to apply this 
exemption to all lots in the District that meet the restricted zone definition that are equal 
to or greater than 4,050m2. The table below indicates 55% of properties meeting this 
criteria are in the Uplands Neighbourhood, 45% are in other areas of the District.  
  
  Within Uplands Outside of Uplands 
Lots over 4,050m2 33 27 

Table 2: Lots equal or greater than 4,050m2 
  
Further options: 

1. do not exercise the exemption and increase the permitted density of up to 4 units 
across all lots, including those over 4,050m2  

2. increase permitted densities beyond 4 units for multi-residential (future phase) 
  
PART 2 - SUPPORTIVE CHANGES 
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Site Planning Considerations to Ensure Infill Program Viability 
  
1. Parking 
Of all the bylaw regulations, on-site parking requirements often have the greatest 
influence on the viability of SSMUH forms. Typical single family dwelling lots in urban 
and suburban setting are generally not large enough to accommodate multiple dwelling 
units with their required setbacks and parking stall requirements for each unit. The 
inclusion of on-site parking requirements have significant consequences or trade-offs for 
the use of space (open, permeable, paved), buildable area, as well as the configuration 
and siting of buildings on lots. Removing or reducing parking requirements can increase 
the viability and reduce costs for some SSMUH housing forms but in some cases 
parking maximums or requiring no parking may decrease the viability. 
  
Through the Infill Housing Strategy (2022) Phase 3 Survey responses showed varying 
levels of support for these types of concepts. Over 50% supported One Parking Space 
Per Unit, Tandem Parking Options and Alternatives to Parking (covered bike / scooter 
charging options). There were differing opinions on Two Parking Spaces Per Unit, 
Parking Dependent on # of Bedrooms, Parking Dependent on Proximity to Transit and 
Allowing More Paved Area with about four-in-ten opposed.  
  
The recommended changes presented to Council and the public in large lot zones was 
to reduce per unit parking minimums and remove the covered parking requirement, 
whereas in small lots zones was to reduce per unit parking minimum requirements, 
remove the covered parking requirement, and increase allowable amount of paved 
surface in front yards. 
  
The recommended changes for parking presented to the public and Council are: 
Provincial 
Guidance  Zone  Existing  Recommended 

1 space/unit  RS-1, RS-2, RS-3  2 space/unit  1 space/unit  

1 space/unit  RS-4, RS-5, RS-
5B, CD-2, RD-1  2 space/unit  0.75 / unit  

Table 3: Parking requirements summary 
  
We heard through engagement that overall, there was support for the recommended 
changes to parking (i.e., 1 parking space per infill unit on larger lots, and 0.75 spaces 
per unit on smaller lots). There were suggestions for further reductions to parking, and 
ideas to improve active and public transportation. At the same time, there were some 
concerns with parking reductions, particularly increased congestion on streets. 
  
Further options: 

1. lower parking requirements in small lot zones (RS-4, RS-5, RS5B, CD-2, RD-1) 
2. introduce a parking range with a maximum of 1 space and a minimum of 0.5 

space per unit in small lot zones (RS-4, RS-5, RS-5B, CD-2, RD-1) 
3. introduce a parking maximum for onsite parking in small lots zones  (RS-4, RS-5, 

RS-5B, CD-2, RD-1) 
4. link parking requirements to access to transit stops and availability of active 

transportation infrastructure (future phase) 
5. embed transportation demand measures as part of the Infill Housing Program 

(future phase) or Council Priority Project  
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2. Site Coverage - Paved and Open Space 
In addition to lot coverage regulations for buildings and structures the zoning bylaw also 
includes a paved surface regulation as a separate measure of site coverage. The 
definition within a zoning bylaw of what is required for site coverage regulations can be 
reflective of community values and influence the type of development and surfaces on 
the lot and across the community. Paved surface restrictions or open space 
requirements can help to ensure a consistent pattern of development, improve livability 
of new housing units and principal housing units retained on site, protect pervious 
surfaces that support groundwater recharge and effective stormwater management as 
well as tree canopy. 
  
Currently the zoning bylaw defines: 
  

"PAVED SURFACE" means an area of land surfaced by asphalt, macadam, 
concrete, interlocking bricks, paving stones, gravel or other similar material.  

  
Currently the zoning bylaw regulates through Section 4.15.1 Siting of Paved Surfaces 
  

"In all RS zones, the use of more than 25% of the front yard and 25% of the rear 
yard as a paved surface is prohibited." 

  
The paved surface regulations as part of the recommended changes are: 

 RS1, RS-2, and RS-3 remain at 25% paved surface 
 RS 4 increase to 40% paved surface 
 RS 5 increase to 50% paved surface  

  
These recommended changes presented to Council and the public for paved surface 
regulations are directly related to the recommended changes and modelling site 
considerations related to onsite parking. If Council wishes to explore any of the further 
options as noted below it would likely influence the paved surface regulations as 
currently recommended.  
  
Further options: 

1. reduce onsite surface parking 
2. introduce a definition for 'permeable surface' and introduce an associated metric 
3. revise the paved surface definition and general regulations for softscaping, open 

space and landscaping in the general regulations section of the zoning bylaw 
(future phase) 

  
3. Setbacks and Step-Backs 
Setbacks are often designed to create a consistent look and feel on a street and 
mitigate concerns about adjacent uses. Step-backs refer to the step-like recession in 
the profile of a building usually implemented for purposes such as preservation of 
sunlight or to create a plane or steps with the building massing.  
  
Within the Zoning Bylaw there is a provision for the RS-3, RS-4 and RS-5, and RD-1 
zones as follows: 
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"in respect of a principal building containing more than one storey, the interior side 
lot line setback of the second storey and all portions of the building above the 
second storey shall be a distance not less than 3.0 m (9.8 feet)." 

  
In the context of these zones (RS-3, RS-4, RS-5 and RD-1) there is interior side setback 
of 1.5m from the interior lot line, therefore if someone builds to the minimum setback at 
the first storey they would be required to step-back the second storey and above an 
additional 1.5m for a total of 3m as outlined in the model below. 
  

 
  
Figure 1. Principal building model demonstrating second storey and above setback requirement  
  
The second storey setback requires more design considerations and in certain 
instances a variance application. This regulation limits the livable floor area of the home, 
although through modelling shows that it would not be enough to significantly impact the 
available floor area of the units. The intention behind the second storey setback is 
understood to influence massing and there may be more suitable tools to control form 
and character that Council may wish to consider. 
  
The recommended changes to Council and the public did not include the removal of 
these sections from the zoning bylaw; however the feedback and discussions at the 
May 6, 2024 Special Committee of the Whole indicated there may be interest in further 
discussing this aspect of the zoning bylaw.  
  
Further options: 

1. removing the requirement for a second storey setback  
2. consider further design, form and character controls (future phase) 

 
4. Height 
To accommodate additional units on a lot, permitted building heights can be increased 
to maintain open or permeable space on a lot and accommodate infill units within the 
required distances from property lines and/or between buildings for compliance with the 
BC Building Code.  
  
The Infill Housing Strategy (2022) round 3 survey indicated 62% support for allowing 
taller buildings to help maintain open spaces while allowing new housing types to be 
accommodated on site.  
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The Zoning Bylaw currently defines and regulates height for residential buildings in 
three ways: 

 Occupiable height, which restricts ‘the vertical distance measured from grade to 
the highest occupiable floor' 

 Building Height, which generally refers to ‘the vertical distance between grade 
and the top of the highest exterior wall’; and 

 Roof Height,  which is ‘the vertical distance between grade and the highest part 
of the highest part of a building’ 

 

 
Figure 2: Height diagram from zoning bylaw 
 
These definitions have historically helped to shape storeys, building heights, roof 
shapes and architectural features such as gables and dormer walls, as well as 
impacting the ability to situate interior living spaces through occupiable height 
restrictions. The regulation of heights with three ways unnecessarily creates complexity 
in building design and application review.  
  
Current recommendations are to maintain both sets of definitions for Building Height 
and Roof Height while eliminating Occupiable Height in the interim as a way to continue 
shaping pitched roofs, encourage liveable space on the highest levels of infill housing, 
and to prevent large building masses with flat roofs. 
  
The recommended changes in the large lot zones are to round up the existing height 
maximum, whereas in the small lots zones increase maximum heights to enable more 
liveable space and encourage infill housing on more constrained lots, regardless of lot 
breadth. 
  
Provincial 
Guidance Zone Existing Recommended  

11m RS-1, RS-2, and 
RS-3 9.1m 9.2m 

11m RS-4, RS-5, RS-
5B, CD-2, RD-1 9.1m 10m 

Table 4: Height summary table  
  
Maximum Building Heights and Roof Heights based on lot breadth continue to be 
recommended at this time for all single detached forms as well as for infill housing 
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within the larger RS-1, RS-2 and RS-3 zones. Within the smaller lot RS-4 and 
consolidated RS-5, a maximum Roof Height of 10 m is recommended across all lot 
sizes in order to better support 3 storeys of liveable and marketable dwelling units on 
lots with smaller frontages. In conjunction with Roof Heights of 10 m, Building Heights of 
8.5 m are recommended which are comparable to the shapes created through the 
Bylaw’s existing regulations. More details on the proposed parameters for each of the 
RS zones including building and structures can be found in Attachment 1.  
  
The feedback and discussions at the May 6, 2024 Special Committee of the Whole 
indicated interest in better understanding the recommended approach. This section is 
intended to be provided for information. 
  
5. Floor Area Ratio  
Floor area ratio (FAR) is one way to control the massing of buildings relative to lot size. 
It is also used as a measure of density in the District's Zoning Bylaw. It is calculated by 
dividing the total floor area of a building by the area of the parcel of land on which the 
building is located. It is not just a measure of the footprint of the building on the land but 
rather the sum of all usable floor area of the building relative to land.  
  
The Provincial Policy Manual and Site Standards advises against the use of FAR and 
that when combined with a limit of number of units that the intensity of development can 
be regulated for the buildable area through setbacks, lot coverage and height 
regulations instead. This would provide greater flexibility and enable builders to create 
infill that is appropriate size, intensity for the lot, livable for occupants and marketable to 
owners and renters. 
  
The recommended changes in the large lot zones are to adjust the maximum permitted 
FAR to encourage infill housing and to remove FAR restrictions in the small lots zones 
because zoning regulations already limit the maximum building size in those zones.  
  
The recommended changes for FAR presented to the Council and public are: 
Provincial 
Guidance  Zone Existing Recommended 

None RS-1 0.4 0.2 for SD 
0.25 for infill 

None RS-2 0.4 0.3 for SD 
0.4 for infill 

None RS-3 0.4 0.4 for SD 
0.45 for infill 

None RS-4 0.4 0.4 for SD 
none for infill 

None RS-5 0.4 0.4 for SD 
none for infill 

None  RS-5B 0.75 0.4 for SD 
none for infill 

Table 5 FAR Summary Table 
  
Further details on existing and proposed parameters for RS zones can be found in 
Attachment 1.  This shows the calculations for maximum build out for FAR. 
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The feedback and discussions at the May 6, 2024 Special Committee of the Whole 
indicated interest in this topic particularly in relation to massing and density. 
  
Further options:  

1. include an FAR for small lots for infill and include FAR exemptions to incentivize 
certain forms and articulation (future phase) 

2. consider increasing FAR in RS-3 up to 0.55 for infill to allow for more livable 
space and a more consistent tiered approach through the RS zones 

3. include regulations for second or third storeys through coverage percentage of 
the first storey  

  
PART 3: OTHER – FORM AND CHARACTER AND OTHER POLICIES AND 
REGULATIONS 
  
1. Development Permit Areas 
Development permit areas (DPAs) are in important tool available under the Local 
Government Act Section 488 that local government in BC can use to establish 
conditions under which land alternation and new development takes place. DPAs are 
designated through OCPS and the guidelines can be specified in either the OCP or 
Zoning Bylaw. 
  
The District's OCP in Section 8.3.1 currently includes an Infill Residential Development 
Permit Area and establishes objectives for form and character and to promote energy 
conservation, water conservation, and reduction of GHG emissions. This Infill 
Residential DPA applies to Oak Bay's established neighbourhoods including infill single 
detached, duplex, triplex, laneway house, and garden suite options. The Infill 
Residential DPA focuses on site planning and building, landscape, and access, 
circulation and parking area guidelines. The Infill Residential DPA includes an 
exemption whereby Development Permits are not required when the proposed 
development of land or renovation or alteration of a building does not require a rezoning 
to create additional residential units. Since the Bill 44 requirements for SSMUH require 
permitting increased densities in restricted zones as of right, the DPA as written with 
this exemption would not apply and development of up to 4 units could take place 
without requiring an application for a Development Permit.  
  
Local governments may continue to use DPAs, provided they do not unreasonably 
restrict the ability to use land at the use or density prescribed in Bill 44. The Provincial 
Policy Manual and Site Standards acknowledges local governments have the ability to 
define "intensive residential", however local governments are discouraged from using 
DPAs to control the form and character of SSMUH developments up to six units in all 
but exceptional circumstances. The Province also recommends guidelines do not create 
barriers for infill housing. The Province has also indicated they intend to produce 
standardized design templates. 
  
Recognizing the importance of "preserving what we cherish", the recommended 
approach is to revise the Infill DPA to apply to infill housing where no rezoning is 
required.  
  
Further options: 
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1. Amend the Infill DPA to apply to the largest projects (e.g. size threshold) 
2. Produce a new Infill DPA with detailed design guidelines including form and 

character and capture good practices in infill development 
3. Review and revise zoning bylaw regulations to regulate key aspects of form and 

character in lieu of DPA (future phase) 
 
2. Owner Occupancy Requirement 
In 2022, after several rounds of community consultation and studies, the District 
developed an adopted a secondary suite program. Secondary suites are permitted in all 
single family (RS) zones in Oak Bay.  
  
As part of the secondary suite program and the general regulations identified in the 
zoning bylaw include that the registered owner(s) of the property must occupy either the 
primary dwelling unit or the secondary suite as their principal residence. An owner's 
declaration of secondary suite form must be completed and signed. The feedback and 
discussions at the May 6, 2024 Special Committee of the Whole indicated interest in 
potentially removing this requirement. 
  
While this requirement is followed when a new secondary suite is constructed it is 
challenging to enforce at time of change of owners and it may create barriers to 
additional infill housing. The Provincial guidance also advises against this kind of 
requirement. 
  
Further option: 

1. removal of the requirement that a registered owner(s) must occupy one of the 
units as their principal residence and complete and sign an owner's declaration. 

  
3. Heritage 
The community cherishes the rich heritage of its homes and neighbourhoods. Some 
heritage homes in Oak Bay are protected through a heritage designation bylaw, 
recognizing their distinctive character and value.  
  
The Infill Housing Strategy (2022) Phase 3 survey described the following that "Oak 
Bay's heritage assets contribute to community identity and sense of pride. The District 
can allow for lot subdivision and/or parking reductions for homes that are currently in or 
are added to the heritage registry." Responses indicated 77% support for incentives for 
heritage retention of buildings with heritage value and or parking reductions for  homes 
that are in or are put in the heritage registry.  
  
As part of the exemptions provided for within s.481.4(1)(b) of the Local Government Act 
lands that are subject to heritage designation bylaw on or before November 30, 2023 
are exempt from the 3 to 4 unit requirement. The properties must permit only up to 2 
units - the principal unit and either a secondary suite or accessory dwelling unit. Local 
governments can continue to use heritage designation bylaws providing the designation 
allows for the density that is required to be permitted for infill as per the Local 
Government Act. 
  
The Provincial Policy Manual and Site Standards indicates local governments must not 
use certain authorities in such a way that unreasonably prohibits or restricts the use or 
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density of use required to be permitted. This includes s.614 designation of heritage 
conservation areas and s.586 power in relation to a heritage alteration permit. 
  
The recommended approach presented to Council and the public is to apply this 
exemption to heritage designated properties and provide for up to 2 units. The feedback 
and discussions on May 6, 2024 Special Committee of the Whole indicated the broader 
interest in how to maintain heritage values on properties that are designated by bylaw 
and not designated by bylaw. 
  
Further options: 

1. increase the density for up to 4 units on heritage bylaw designated properties 
2. limit the form of infill housing types on heritage properties (e.g. heritage 

conversions for plex housing or accessory dwelling units) 
3. create incentives based on the zoning parameters to retain houses with heritage 

value (e.g. relax parking requirements or provide for additional density through 
FAR or lot coverage, property tax exemptions or reductions for heritage 
revitalization agreements) (future phase) 

  
4. Retaining Existing Housing Stock and Tree Canopy 
As outlined by the Infill Housing Strategy, one of the guiding principles in Cherish what 
the community loves by preserving open space, supporting sustainability and heritage.  
  
The Infill Housing Strategy (2022) Phase 3 survey described the following that "the 
community would like to see infill housing that has a positive impact on the environment 
and climate. Generally, it is better for the environment (less material in the landfill, lower 
greenhouse gas emissions) if people retain and renovate existing homes, compared to 
demolishing and building new. The District can provide incentives for people to retain 
and renovate existing buildings, instead of demolishing and rebuilding." Responses 
indicated 78% support for the District providing incentives for people to retain and 
renovate existing homes.  
  
This was also reinforced by what we heard through the engagement at the open houses 
as a key takeaway and that comments illustrated that the community of Oak Bay highly 
values greenspaces, existing trees, and tree canopy cover. Feedback emphasized a 
strong desire to preserve and enhance greenspaces and protect trees alongside new 
development. Some comments supported the recommended increase in building 
heights to preserve natural areas, and others suggested increasing heights further. At 
the same time, there was some desire to increase lot coverage (the area of a lot 
covered by buildings), especially in smaller lot zones, to maintain existing homes and 
facilitate infill housing. 
  
The feedback and discussions on May 6, 2024 Special Committee of the Whole 
indicated the broader interest in how we could incentivize and retain these values 
through the Infill Housing Program. 
  
Further options: 

1. Consider reducing the rear setback for projects that retain the existing principal 
buildings (future phase) 

2. Financial waivers or reductions (future phase) 
3. Flexibility to create tradeoffs for reduction in setbacks or increased height as a 

means to incentivize preservation of significant trees (future phase) 
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Next Steps 
The deliverables that are currently underway for the Infill Housing Program include: 

 Drafting amending bylaws for the Zoning Bylaw and the Parking Facilities Bylaw 
 Additional modelling and refinements to inform further options for Council 

consideration 
  
June 3 Special Council Meeting 
Presentation of the draft amending bylaws for the Zoning Bylaw and the Parking 
Facilities Bylaw to meet provincial requirements for Council consideration with a 
recommendation for first and second reading. 
  
June 24 Regular Council Meeting  
Council consideration of the amending Zoning Bylaw and Parking Facilities Bylaw for 
third reading and adoption. 
  
Other Infill Housing Regulations (summer/fall) 
Development of form and character control and other potential further changes for site 
planning regulations ensuring viable infill. 
  

OPTIONS 
1.That staff draft the necessary bylaw amendments for Infill Housing to meet the 
Provincially Legislated requirements as presented in this report and in attachment 1. 
 
2. That staff draft the necessary bylaw amendments for Infill Housing to meet the 
Provincially Legislated requirements as presented in this report and in attachment 1 with 
changes. 
  
3. Alternative or additional direction. 

ADVISORY BODY RECOMMENDATIONS WITH MINUTES EXCERPT (IF 
APPLICABLE) 
n/a 

COUNCIL PRIORITY SUPPORTED 
 Housing 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 
n/a 
 
IAP2 FRAMEWORK ENGAGEMENT 
☒ INFORM ☒ CONSULT ☐ INVOLVE ☐ COLLABORATE 

As part of the Infill Housing Program Updates engagement was undertaken to inform 
and Consult.  

Communications 
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There were a variety of communications methods used to inform the community about 
engagement activities including websites, social media, print and email targeted at 
reaching a broad cross section of the community. These included: 

 connect.oakbay.ca/housing-action-program 
 Connect Oak Bay Newsletter 
 oakbay.ca 
 District's Facebook  
 District's Instagram  
 District's Twitter 
 Email to community contacts, commissions, and project subscribers 
 Posters at Monterey Recreation Centre, Oak Bay Recreation Centre and 

Municipal Hall 
 Oak Bay News advertisements on April 18, 25 and May 2 

Public Consultation 
The engagement included information to introduce the project and help inform and 
collect feedback from the public on the recommended changes to the District's 
regulatory framework. It described what was on the table for influence and what is 
Provincially mandated. The engagement events were designed to target a broad cross 
section of community members by providing both online and in person events, at 
different times, days and locations. The community events included: 

 Online Webinar April 25 from 6:00pm to 7:30pm on Zoom with 90 participants 
 Open House May 1 from 4:00pm to 7:00pm at the Windsor Pavilion with 220 

participants  
 Open House May 4 from 1:00pm to 4:00pm at the Monterey Recreation Centre 

with 120 participants 
 Special Committee of the Whole meeting on May 6, 2024 with 96 members of the 

public in attendance 

Key Takeaways 

The key takeaways from this engagement are as follows: 

Greenspace and Tree Protection 
Comments illustrated that the community of Oak Bay highly values greenspaces, 
existing trees, and tree canopy cover. Feedback emphasized a strong desire to 
preserve and enhance greenspaces and protect trees alongside new development. 
Some comments supported the recommended increase in building heights to preserve 
natural areas, and others suggested increasing heights further. At the same time, there 
was some desire to increase lot coverage (the area of a lot covered by buildings), 
especially in smaller lot zones, to maintain existing homes and facilitate infill housing. 

Housing need and affordability 
Open house participants expressed support for increasing the housing supply in Oak 
Bay. Particularly, there were comments about the need for diverse and affordable 
housing options for families, seniors, future generations, and renters. There were 
suggestions and questions about ensuring housing affordability, increasing co-op and 
social housing supply, and establishing policies to promote affordable housing. 

Parking and transportation 
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Overall, there was support for the recommended changes to parking (i.e., 1 parking 
space per infill unit on larger lots, and 0.75 spaces per unit on smaller lots). There were 
suggestions for further reductions to parking, and ideas to improve active and public 
transportation. At the same time, there were some concerns with parking reductions, 
particularly increased congestion on streets.  

Form & character 
Open house participants expressed a desire for new housing to fit well with the existing 
neighbourhood. Feedback shared appreciation for human-scale design, a balance of 
nature and built form, verandahs, and careful window placements that allow for sunlight 
and privacy.  

An engagement summary report has now been produced and can be found in 
Attachment 2 of this report. 

TIMELINE/PROCESS/NEXT STEPS 
This report provides the background of the Housing Action Program and the Infill 
Housing Program to date, more details on the proposed zoning parameters for the RS 
zones, the communications and engagement summary, and further options for topics 
raised by Council and the public. 
  
On June 3 at the Special Council Meeting Council will be presented with the draft 
amending bylaws for the Zoning Bylaw and the Parking Facilities Bylaw to meet 
provincial requirements for Council consideration with a recommendation for first and 
second reading. 
 
On June 24 at the Regular Council Meeting Council will consider the amendment bylaw 
to the Zoning Bylaw and amendment bylaw to Parking Facilities Bylaw for third reading 
and adoption. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Andre Boel, Director of Community Building and Planning 
 
 
 
I have read and consider staff's recommendation to be supportable for Council's 
consideration. 
 
 Selina Williams  
__________________________________________ 
Selina Williams, Chief Administrative Officer 
 
ATTACHMENTS(S): 
Attachment 1_Oak Bay-Proposed-Zoning-Amendments-Infill-HousingProgam - v1 
Attachment 2_ Oak Bay Infill Housing Program - Engagement Summary_FINAL 
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Large Lot Zones | RS-1, RS-2, RS-3

Infill Scenario - Perspective

Infill Scenario - Plan

Infill Scenario - Elevation

The models below illustrate potential infill scenarios under the recommended zoning provisions for larger lot zones. The homes in white represent existing 
single family homes under existing RS-3 zoning, and the colourful homes show potential infill housing (up to 4 units) in various configurations. 

Attachment 1
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RS - 1 | One Family Residential Use /Small-Scale Multi-Unit Residential Use 

Zoning Parameter Provincial Site 
Standards

Existing Parameters Proposed Parameters

Front line Setback • Min 5 -6 m • Principal Building: 10.66 m 
• Accessory Building or Structure: 10.66 m
• Contextual front yard setback applies

• Principal Building: 10.7 m 
• Accessory Building or Structure: 10.7 m

Rear Lot Line 
Setback

• Min. 6 m for 
principal building

• Minimum 1.5 m for 
ADUs

• Principal Building: 7.62 m 
• Accessory Building or Structure: 1.52 m

• Principal Building: 7.6 m 
• Accessory Dwelling Unit, Accessory Building or 

Structure: 1.5 m 

Side Lot Line 
Setback

• Min. 1.2 m • Interior, Principal Building: 3.0 m
• Interior, Accessory Building or Structure: 1.52 m
• Exterior: 7.62 m (all)

Uplands 
•  Interior, Principal Building: 3.0 - 4.57 m (function 

of lot breadth)
• Total of all setbacks: 6.0 - 12.19 m (function of lot 

breadth)

•  Interior, Principal Building: 3.0 m
•  Interior, Accessory Building or Structure: 1.5 m
• Exterior: 7.6 m (all)

Uplands 
• Principal Building: 3.0 - 4.57 m, total 6.0 - 12.19 

m (function of lot breadth)
• Accessory Building or Structure: 1.52 m

Maximum Height • Max. 11 m to mid-
point of pitched roof 
or highest point of 
flat roof

• at least 8 m for ADU

• Principabl Building, Building Height: 4.10 m - 7.32 
m

• Principal Building, Occupiable Height: 2.56 m - 
4.57 m

• Principal Building, Roof Height: 5.12 m - 9.14 m

• Accessory Building, Building Height: 3 m
• Occupiable Height: 0.25 m
• Roof Height: 4.6 m

• Accessory Structure, Building Height: 4.6 m

• Principal Building, Roof Height: 5.12 m - 9.14 m 
based on lot breadth

• Principal Building, Building Height: 4.10 m - 7.32 
m based on lot breadth

• Accessory Dwelling Unit, Roof Height: 6.0 m
• Accessory Dwelling Unit, Building Height: 4.4 m

• Accessory Building, Roof Height: 4.6 m
• Accessory Building, Building Height: 3 m

• Accessory Structure, Building Height: 4.6 m

Maximum Number 
of Storeys

• 3 storeys for 
principal dwellings

• 2 storeys for ADU

• N/A • 3 storeys for principal dwellings
• 2 storeys for ADU

Maximum Lot 
Coverage

• 25-40% • Principal Building: 25%
• Accessory Building: 5%
• Accessory Structure: 5%

One-unit Residential
• Principal Building: 25%
• Accessory Building: 5%
• Accessory structure: 5% 

SSMUH
• Principal, Accessory and ADUs combined: 30%
• Accessory Structure: 5%

Off-Street Parking 
Requirements

• 1 space/unit • 2 spaces/unit • One-unit Residential: 2 spaces/unit
• SSMUH: 1 space/unit

Maximum Paved 
Coverage

•  none • maximum 25% paved coverage in front yard and 
25% in the rear yard

•  maximum 25% paved coverage in front yard and 
25% in the rear yard

FAR • none • 0.4 + 0.05 for Accessory Buildings One-unit Residential
•  0.2 for One-unit Residential including a 

maximum 0.05 for Accessory Buildings 

SSMUH
• 0.25 Principal Buildings and Accessory Buildings 

combined

Minimum Floor Area • none • 150 m2 • none

Maximum Build-out 
(on minimum lot 
size)

• none • 1,619 m2 (17,425 ft2)

Per unit
• 405 m2 (4,356 ft2)

• 809 m2 (8,712 ft2)

Per unit
• 253 m2 (2,396 ft2)
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Zoning Parameter Provincial Site 
Standards

Existing Parameters Proposed Parameters

Front line Setback • Min 5 -6 m • Principal Building: 10.66 m 
• Accessory Building or Structure: 10.66 m
• Contextual front yard setback applies

• Principal Building: 10.7 m 
• Accessory Building or Structure: 10.7 m

Rear Lot Line 
Setback

• Min. 6 m for 
principal building

• Minimum 1.5 m for 
ADUs

• Principal Building: 7.62 m 
• Accessory Building or Structure: 1.52 m

• Principal Building: 7.6 m 
• Accessory Dwelling Unit, Accessory Building or 

Structure: 1.5 m

Side Lot Line 
Setback

• Min. 1.2 m • Interior, Principal Building: 3.0 m
• Interior, Accessory Building or Structure: 1.52 m
• Exterior: 7.62 m (all)

Uplands
• Interior, Principal Building: 3.0 - 4.57 m (function 

of lot breadth)
• Total of all setbacks: 6.0 - 12.19 m (function of lot 

breadth)

• Interior, Principal Building: 3.0 m
• Interior, Accessory Building or Structure: 1.5 m
• Exterior: 7.6 m (all)
• Total all lot lines: 4.6 m

Uplands
• Principal Building: 3.0 - 4.57 m, total 6.0 - 12.19 

m (function of lot breadth)
• Total of all setbacks: 6.0 - 12.19 m (function of 

lot breadth)

Maximum Height • Max. 11 m to mid-
point of pitched 
roof or highest 
point of flat roof

• at least 8 m for ADU

• Principal Building, Building Height: 4.10 m - 7.32 m
• Principal Building, Occupiable Height: 2.56 m - 

4.57 m
• Principal Building, Roof Height: 5.12 m - 9.14 m

• Accessory Building, Building Height: 3 m
• Accessory Building, Occupiable Height: 0.25 m
• Accessory Building, Roof Height: 4.6 m

• Accessory Structure, Building Height: 4.6 m

• Principal Building, Roof Height: 5.12 m - 9.14 m 
based on lot breadth

• Principal Building, Building Height: 4.10 m - 7.32 
m based on lot breadth

• Accessory Dwelling Unit, Roof Height: 6.0 m
• Accessory Dwelling Unit, Building Height: 4.4 m

• Accessory Building, Roof Height: 4.6 m
• Accessory Building, Building Height: 3 m
• Accessory Structure, Building Height: 4.6 m

Maximum Number 
of Storeys

• 3 storeys for 
principal dwellings

• 2 storeys for ADU

• N/A • 3 storeys for principal dwellings
• 2 storeys for ADU

Maximum Lot 
Coverage

• 25-40% • Principal Building: 25%
• Accessory Building: 5%
• Accessory Structure: 5%

One-unit Residential
• Principal Building: 25%
• Accessory Building: 5%
• Accessory Structure: 5%

SSMUH
• Principal, Accessory and ADUs combined: 30%
• Accessory Structure: 5%

Off-Street Parking 
Requirements

• 1 space/unit • 2 spaces/unit • One-unit Residential: 2 spaces/unit
• SSMUH: 1 space/unit

Maximum Paved 
Coverage 

• none • maximum 25% paved coverage in front yard and 
25% in the rear yard

• maximum 25% paved coverage in front yard and 
25% in the rear yard

FAR • none • 0.4 + 0.05 for Accessory Buildings One-unit Residential
• 0.3 for One-unit Residential including a 

maximum 0.05 for Accessory Buildings 

SSMUH
• 0.4 Principal Buildings and Accessory Buildings 

combined

Minimum Floor Area • none • 150 m2 • none

Maximum Build-out 
(on minimum lot 
size)

• none • 890 m2 (9,584 ft2)

Per unit
• 223 m2 (2,396 ft2)

• 668 m2 (7,188 ft2)

Per unit
• 223 m2 (2,396 ft2)

RS - 2 | One Family Residential Use /Small-Scale Multi-Unit Residential Use 
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Zoning Parameter Provincial Site 
Standards

Existing Parameters Proposed Parameters

Front line Setback • Min 2 m • Principal Building: 7.62 m 
• Accessory Building or Structure: 7.62 m
• Contextual front yard setback applies

• Principal Building: 7.6 m
• Accessory Dwelling Unit: 7.6 m
• Accessory Building or Structure: 7.6 m
• No contextual front line setback

Rear Lot Line 
Setback

• Min.1.5 m • Principal Building: 7.62 m 
• Accessory Building: 0.61 m
• Accessory Structure: 1.52 m

• Principal Building: 7.62 m 
• Accessory Building: 0.6 m
• Accessory Dwelling Unit or Structure: 1.5 m

Side Lot Line 
Setback

• Min. 1.2 m • Interior, Principal Building: 1.52 m
• Interior, Accessory Building: 0.61 m
• Interior, Accessory Structure: 1.52 m
• Exterior (all): 3.65 m
• Total all lot lines: 4.57 m

• Interior, Principal Building: 1.5 m
• Interior, Accessory Dwelling Unit: 1.5 m
• Interior, Accessory Building: 0.6 m
• Interior, Accessory Structure: 1.5 m
• Exterior: 3.7 m (all)
• Total all lot lines: 4.6 m

Maximum Height • Max. 11 m to mid-
point of pitched 
roof or highest 
point of flat roof

• Principal Building, Building Height: 4.10 m - 7.32 m
• Principal Building, Occupiable Height: 2.56 m - 

4.57 m
• Principal Building, Roof Height: 5.12 m - 9.14 m

• Accessory Building, Building Height: 3 m
• Accessory Building, Occupiable Height: 0.25 m
• Accessory Building, Roof Height: 4.6 m

• Accessory Structure, Building Height: 4.6 m

• Principal Building, Roof Height: 2.65 m - 4.57 m, 
based on lot breadth 

• Principal Building, Building Height: 4.10 m - 7.32 
m, based on lot breadth

• Accessory Dwelling Unit, Roof Height: 6.0 m
• Accessory Dwelling Unit, Building Height: 4.4 m

• Accessory Building, Roof Height: 4.6 m
• Accessory Building, Building Height: 3 m

• Accessory Structure, Building Height: 4.6 m

Maximum Number 
of Storeys

• 3 storeys for 
principal dwellings

• N/A • 3 storeys for principal dwellings
• 2 storeys for ADU

Maximum Lot 
Coverage

• 50% • Principal Building: 25%
• Accessory Building: 5%
• Accessory Structure: 5%

One-unit Residential
• Principal Building: 25%
• Accessory Building: 5%
• Accessory Structure: 5%

SSMUH
• Principal, Accessory and ADUs combined: 30%
• Accessory Structure: 5%

Off-Street Parking 
Requirements

• 1 space/unit • 2 spaces/unit • One-unit residential: 2 spaces/unit
• SSMUH: 1 space/unit

Maximum Paved 
Coverage

• none • maximum 25% paved coverage in front yard and 
25% in the rear yard

• maximum 25% paved coverage in front yard and 
25% in the rear yard

FAR • none • 0.4 One-unit Residential
• 0.4 for one-unit residential including a maximum 

0.05 for Accessory Buildings 

SSMUH
• 0.55 Principal Buildings and Accessory Buildings 

combined

Minimum Floor Area • none • 110 m2 • none

Maximum Build-out 
(on minimum lot 
size)

• none • 446 m2 (4,801 ft2)

Per unit
• 112 m2 (1,200 ft2)

• 446  m2 (4,900 ft2)

Per unit
• 153 m2 (1,650 ft2)

RS - 3 | One Family Residential Use /Small-Scale Multi-Unit Residential Use
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Infill Scenario - Perspective

Infill Scenario - Plan

Infill Scenario - Elevation

The models below illustrate potential infill scenarios under the recommended zoning provisions for smaller lot zones. The homes in white represent existing 
single family homes under existing RS-5 zoning, and the colourful homes show potential infill housing (up to 4 units) in various configurations. 

Small Lot Zones | RS-4, RS-5, RS-5B, CD-2, RD-1
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Zoning Parameter Provincial Site 
Standards

Existing Parameters Proposed Parameters

Front line Setback • Min 2 m • Principal Building: 7.62 m 
• Accessory Building or Structure: 7.62 m
• Contextual front yard setback applies

• Principal Building: 6 m
• Accessory Dwelling Unit: 6 m
• Accessory Building or Structure: 7.6 m
• No contextual front line setback

Rear Lot Line 
Setback

• Min. 1.5 m • Principal Building: 7.62 m or 25% lot depth
• Accessory Building: 0.61 m
• Accessory Structure: 1.52 m

• Principal Building: 7.62 m 
• Accessory Building: 0.6 m
• Accessory Dwelling Unit or Structure: 1.5 m

Side Lot Line 
Setback

• Min. 1.2 m • Interior, Principal Building: 1.52 m
• Interior second storey, Principal Building: 3.0 m
• Interior, Accessory Building: 0.61 m
• Interior, Accessory Structure: 1.52 m
• Exterior (all): 3.65 m
• Total all lot lines: 4.57 m

• Interior, Principal Building: 1.5 m
• Interior, Accessory Dwelling Unit: 1.5 m
• Interior, Accessory Building: 0.6 m
• Interior, Accessory Structure: 1.5 m
• Exterior: 3.7 m (all)
• Total all lot lines: 4.6 m

Maximum Height • Max. 11 m to mid-
point of pitched 
roof or highest 
point of flat roof

• Principal Building, Building Height: 4.10 m - 7.32 m
• Principal Building, Occupiable Height: 2.56 m - 

4.57 m
• Principal Building, Roof Height: 5.12 m - 9.14 m 

based on frontage

• Accessory Building, Building Height: 3 m
• Accessory Building, Occupiable Height: 0.25 m
• Accessory Building, Roof Height: 4.6 m

• Accessory Structure, Building Height: 4.6 m

One-unit Residential 
• Principal Building, Roof Height: 5.12 m - 9.14 m, 

based on lot breadth
• Principal Building, Building Height: 4.10 m - 

       7.32 m, based on lot breadth
SSMUH 

• Principal Building, Roof Height: 10 m
• Principal Building, Building Height: 8.5 m

• Accessory Dwelling Unit, Roof Height: 6.0 m
• Accessory Dwelling Unit, Building Height: 4.18 m

• Accessory Building, Roof Height: 4.6 m
• Accessory Building, Building Height: 3 m 

• Accessory Structure, Building Height: 4.6 m

Maximum Number 
of Storeys

• 3 storeys for 
principal dwellings

• N/A • 3 storeys for principal dwellings
• 2 storeys for ADU

Maximum Lot 
Coverage

• 50% Two-storey Buildings
•  30% for all buildings and structures where 7% 

may be for accessory buildings

One-storey Buildings
• 35% for all buildings and structures where 7% may 

be for accessory buildings

One-unit Residential
• Principal Building, accessory buildings and 

structures: 30% where up to 7% may be for 
accessory buildings; or 

One-storey Buildings
• 35% for all buildings and structures where 7% 

may be for accessory buildings

SSMUH
• Principal, accessory and ADUs combined: 30% 

and up to 7% may be for accessory structures

Off-Street Parking 
Requirements

•  0.5 where within 
800 m of FTN bus 
stop

•  1 space/unit

• 2 spaces/unit • One-unit residential: 2 spaces/unit
• SSMUH: 0.75 space/unit

Maximum Paved 
Coverage

• none • maximum 25% paved coverage in front yard and 
25% in the rear yard

• maximum 40% paving in front and 25% in the 
rear yard

FAR • none • 0.4 One-unit Residential
• 0.4 for one-unit residential including a maximum 

0.05 for Accessory Buildings 

SSMUH
•  none

Minimum Floor Area • none • 110 m2 • none

Maximum Build-out 
(on minimum lot 
size)

• none • 397 m2 (4,082 ft2)
Per unit

• 95 m2 (1,020 ft2)

• 379  m2 (4,082 ft2)
Per unit

• 213 m2 (2,296 ft2)

RS - 4 | One Family Residential Use/Small-Scale Multi-Unit Residential Use
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Zoning Parameter Provincial Site 
Standards

Existing Parameters Proposed Parameters

Front line Setback • Min 2 m • Principal Building: 7.62 m 
• Accessory Building or Structure: 7.62 m
• Contextual front yard setback applies

• Principal Building: 6 m
• Accessory Dwelling Unit: 6 m
• Accessory Building or Structure: 7.6 m
• No contextual front line setback

Rear Lot Line 
Setback

• Min. 1.5 m • Principal Building: 7.62 m or 25% lot depth
• Accessory Building: 0.61 m
• Accessory Structure: 1.52 m

• Principal Building: 7.6 m 
• Accessory Dwelling Unit or Structure: 1.5 m 
• Accessory Buildings: 0.6 m

Side Lot Line 
Setback

• Min. 1.2 m • Interior, Principal: 1.52 m
• Interior second storey, Principal Building: 3.0 m
• Interior, Accessory Building: 0.61 m
• Interior, Accessory Structure: 1.52 m
• Exterior (all): 3.65 m
• Total all lot lines: 4.57 m

• Interior, Principal Building: 1.5 m
• Interior, Accessory Dwelling Unit: 1.5 m
• Interior, Accessory Building: 0.6 m
• Interior, Accessory Structure: 1.5 m
• Exterior: 3.7 m (all)
• Total all lot lines: 4.6 m

Maximum Height • Max. 11 m to mid-
point of pitched 
roof or highest 
point of flat roof

• Principal Building, Building Height: 4.10 m - 7.32 
m

• Principal Building, Occupiable Height: 2.56 m - 
4.57 m

• Principal Building, Roof Height: 5.12 m - 9.14 m

• Accessory Building, Building Height: 3 m
• Accessory Building Occupiable Height: 0.25 m
• Accessory Building Roof Height: 4.6 m

• Accessory Structure, Building Height: 4.6 m

One-unit Residential 
• Principal Building, Roof Height: 5.12 m - 9.14 m
• Principal Building, Building Height: 4.10 m - 7.32m

SSMUH 
• Principal Building, Roof Height: 10 m
• Principal Building, Building Height: 8.5 m

• Accessory Dwelling Unit, Roof Height: 6.0 m
• Accessory Dwelling Unit, Building Height: 4.4 m

• Accessory Building, Roof Height: 4.6 m
• Accessory Building, Building Height: 3 m

• Accessory Structure, Building Height: 4.6 m

Maximum Number 
of Storeys

• 3 storeys for 
principal dwellings

• N/A • 3 storeys for principal dwellings
• 2 storeys for ADU

Maximum Lot 
Coverage

• 50% • 30% for all buildings and structures where a 
maximum 7% may be for accessory buildings (two-
storey building)

One-unit Residential
• Principal Building, accessory buildings and 

structures: 30% where up to 7% may be for 
accessory buildings; or 

One-storey Buildings
• 35% for all buildings and structures where 7% 

may be for accessory buildings

SSMUH
• Principal, Accessory and ADUs combined: 30% and 

up to 7% may be for accessory structures

Off-Street Parking 
Requirements

•  0.5 where within 
800 m of FTN bus 
stop

•  1 space/unit

• 2 spaces/unit • One-unit residential: 2 spaces/unit
• SSMUH: 0.75 space/unit

Maximum Paved 
Coverage

• none • maximum 25% paved coverage of in front yard 
and 25% in the rear yard

• maximum 50% paving in front and 25% in the rear 
yard

FAR • none • 0.4 One-unit Residential
• 0.4 for one-unit residential including a maximum 

0.05 for Accessory Buildings 

SSMUH
• none

Minimum Floor Area • none • 110 m2 • none

Maximum Build-out 
(on minimum lot 
size)

• none • 223 m2 (2,403 ft2)

Per unit
• 56 m2 (601 ft2)

• 223 m2 (2,403 ft2)

Per unit
• 126 m2 (1,351 ft2)

RS - 5 | One Family Residential Use /Small-Scale Multi-Unit Residential Use
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  WHAT WE HEARD | 2 
 

1. INTRODUCTION  

1.1 Project Purpose 

In late 2023, the Province of British Columbia introduced sweeping changes to the Local Government Act 
to increase housing supply and create more diverse housing options in BC. Bill 44 - Housing Statutes 
(Residential Development) Amendment Act requires municipalities to allow small-scale multi-unit 
housing in land-use zones that are otherwise restricted to single-family dwellings or duplexes. 
 
To meet the new legislative requirements, the District of Oak Bay must align its Zoning Bylaw with the 
applicable regulations for Small-Scale Multi-Unit Housing and consider other implementation factors 
outlined by the Province. This update is an opportunity to build on previous work undertaken through 
the District’s recent Infill Housing Strategy (2022) and work towards the Council’s Strategic goals for 
housing.  
 
While the new legislation offers a new framework and tools to assist local governments in addressing 
the housing crisis, the substantial and time-sensitive legislative requirements place great demand to 
respond and implement changes by the end of June 2024. The District of Oak Bay hired MODUS 
Planning, Design & Engagement Inc. to support a review and analysis of the land use framework, and to 
undertake public engagement on the Bylaw Updates. Together, the District of Oak Bay and MODUS are 
referred to as the ‘project team’.  
 
Through April and May 2024, the project team hosted online and in-person events to inform and engage 
on the Infill Housing Program and staff’s recommended changes to zoning provisions to meet the 
Provincial mandate. This report summaries the key engagement activities and themes that emerged 
through community conversations. The results will be considered when updating the Zoning Bylaw and 
related amendments to the land use framework.  

1.2 Engagement Purpose  

Primarily, the purpose of engagement was to support and inform the Provincially required updates to 
the Zoning Bylaw. Inputs will also support related updates to the Official Community Plan, Parking 
Facilities Bylaw, Development Permit Guidelines, and other District Bylaws, as needed.  
 
Through the engagement process, the project team aimed to: 

• Build positive relationships with residents and members of community groups;  
• Increase public understanding of the Provincial housing-related legislative changes;  
• Communicate how the District of Oak Bay is proposing to respond to the legislation;  
• Gather community feedback on changes to the District’s land use framework;  
• Ensure community feedback is reflected in the report to District Council; and 
• Meet the Province of BC’s June 30, 2024 deadline for bylaw amendments.  
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2. WHAT WE DID & WHO WE HEARD FROM  

This section summarizes what we did and who we engaged with throughout Spring 2024.  

2.1 Communications & Promotions  

The project team promoted the engagement opportunities through a variety of tactics, from April 15 to 
May 4th, 2024. Key communication activities included: 

• Four newsletters to all active subscribers for Connect Oak Bay and Housing Action Program 
mailing list; 

• Six Facebook and Twitter posts and four Instagram posts;  
• Three advertisements in the Oak Bay news; 
• Posters were distributed at the Monterey Recreation Centre, Oak Bay Recreation Centre and 

Municipal Hall; and 
• Direct emails were circulated to Community Associations and Advisory Bodies.  

2.2 Public Webinar  

The project team hosted a 90-minute webinar via Zoom on Thursday, April 25th, 2024, from 6:00 to 7:30 
pm. The webinar aimed to inform the community about the Infill Housing Program and provide an 
opportunity for the public to ask questions to staff. 
 
The webinar began with introductory remarks, including a welcome, land acknowledgement, and 
background presentation by District and MODUS staff. This was followed by a moderated Q&A session.  
 
In total, 108 attendees participated in the Zoom Webinar, with the majority (71) engaging in an 
introductory poll. Among the poll participants, 82% indicated they live in Oak Bay. The session was 
recorded and made available on the project website for later viewing and for those unable to attend 
live. An FAQ will also be posted on Connect Oak Bay to address common questions that were asked 
(refer to Appendix A for a copy of the questions received).    

2.3 Public Open House Events  

The project team organized two public open-house events held at different locations, times, and days of 
the week: 

• Wednesday, May 1st, from 4:00 to 7:00 pm at the Windsor Park Pavilion 
• Saturday, May 4th, from 1:00 to 4:00 pm at the Monterey Recreation Centre 

 
These events provided an opportunity for the public to review project information and to engage in one-
on-one conversations with project staff and gain a deeper understanding of the project. Information was 
presented through a series of display boards (refer to Appendix B) and a document resource table. 
Attendees were encouraged to share their feedback by writing comments directly on the boards and in 
conversation with staff.  
 
In total, 340 community members attended the two open house events. 62 attendees completed an exit 
form with demographic information, of which 94% indicated they lived in Oak Bay (refer to Appendix C 
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for full evaluation results). The display boards from the open house events are available on the project 
website as a resource for those who were unable to attend, or for later viewing.  

2.4 Special Committee Meeting of the Whole 

On May 6th from 6:00 pm until 9:30 pm, the project team attended a Special Committee of the  Whole 
meeting. The meeting opened with a 40-minute background presentation from the project team to 
Council and members of the public on the Provincial legislation and the recommended changes to 
updating the District’s land use framework.  
 
Following the presentation, Council directed questions to the project team. Members of the public were 
also invited to ask questions and direct comments to Council in a town hall format. Approximately 96 
members of the public attended, and 17 people addressed questions or comments to Council.  
 
The session was recorded and is available on the District website for later viewing and for those unable 
to attend live. The meeting agenda and minutes can be found on the Oak Bay website. 
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3. WHAT WE HEARD 

The following pages include a description of what we heard through engagement. The most common 
themes are described first. Where there are mixed opinions, the number of comments is included in 
brackets.1  

3.1 Key Takeaways  

Greenspace and Tree Protection l Comments illustrated that the community of Oak Bay highly values 
greenspaces, existing trees, and tree canopy cover. Feedback emphasized a strong desire to preserve 
and enhance greenspaces and protect trees alongside new development. Some comments supported 
the recommended increase in building heights to preserve natural areas, and others suggested 
increasing heights further. At the same time, there was some desire to increase lot coverage (the area of 
a lot covered by buildings), especially in smaller lot zones, to maintain existing homes and facilitate infill 
housing. 
 
Housing need and affordability l Open house participants expressed support for increasing the 
housing supply in Oak Bay. Particularly, there were comments about the need for diverse and affordable 
housing options for families, seniors, future generations, and renters. Some participants questioned the 
contribution to affordability of the proposed changes. There were suggestions and questions about 
ensuring housing affordability, increasing co-op and social housing supply, and establishing policies to 
promote affordable housing. 
 
Parking and transportation l Overall, there was support for the recommended changes to parking (i.e., 
1 parking space per infill unit on larger lots, and 0.75 spaces per unit on smaller lots). There were 
suggestions for further reductions to parking, and ideas to improve active and public transportation. At 
the same time, there were some concerns with parking reductions, particularly increased congestion on 
streets.  
 
Form & character l Open house participants expressed a desire for new housing to fit well with the 
existing neighbourhood. Feedback shared appreciation for human-scale design, a balance of nature and 
built form, verandahs, and careful window placements that allow for sunlight and privacy.  

3.2 Larger Lot Zones (RS-1, RS-2, RS-3) 

This question asked: From your perspective, do you feel the recommended changes to zoning 
provisions honour the District's Guiding Principles for infill housing while meeting the Provincial 
mandate? 

Open house participants shared 71 comments on the recommended changes to zoning provisions for 
the larger lot zones. Of these, almost half (49%) expressed positive sentiments (agree or somewhat 
agree). 41% of comments expressed negative sentiments (disagree or somewhat disagree) and 10% 
were neutral or unsure. The graph below illustrates the breakdown of the level of agreement. 

 
1 Note: This report summarizes comments related to the Infill Housing Program. Participants also shared 
opposition to Carnarvon Park housing options that are currently being explored under a separate project. There 
were also questions about the status of the Oak Bay Lodge site. 
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Comments under agree or somewhat agree, most often related to housing needs and affordability, 
expressed general support, or offered suggestions for form and character, housing types, and parking 
and transportation.  
 
Comments under disagree or somewhat disagree, most often expressed general concern, concerns that 
infill housing will not address affordability, concerns about loss of greenspace and trees, and about 
potential changes to the Uplands neighbourhood character.  
 
The following section describes the key themes participants expressed when asked to provide more 
information on their responses.  

Tell Us Why  

Housing Needs and Affordability  

Comments shared support for increasing the housing supply in Oak Bay. Particularly, there were 
comments about the need for diverse and affordable housing options for families, seniors, future 
generations, and renters. There were suggestions and questions about ensuring affordability, increasing 
co-op and social housing supply, and developing affordable housing policies. There was some concern 
the recommended changes are too conservative and will not address affordability. 

The Uplands Neighbourhood 

There were mixed opinions on accommodating infill housing in Uplands. Some comments (5) suggested 
the neighbourhood could accommodate an increase in housing, given the sensitive approach and large 
lot sizes. Other comments (4) expressed concerns that infill housing will change the neighbourhood’s 
character.  

Greenspace and Tree Protection 

Comments expressed the importance of greenspace and tree protection. There was a suggestion to 
consider additional tree protection measures, and some suggestions (2) to increase heights to preserve 
greenspace and natural areas. Conversely, there were suggestions (2) to increase lot coverage to 40%.  
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Form and Character 

Comments noted the importance of the form and character of new infill housing. There were 
suggestions to establish design guidelines to maintain human-scale design and avoid West Coast-style 
modern architecture (1). There was also a concern that infill housing would change the community 
character.   

General Support and Concerns  

Some feedback (8) expressed general support for infill housing in Oak Bay and the recommended 
changes to the zoning provisions.  
 
Other feedback (7) expressed general concern about infill housing in Oak Bay, including opposition to 
the densities required by the Province and concerns that lots are too small to accommodate four units.  

Infrastructure and Amenities  

Open house participants commented on the need for infrastructure upgrades and access to amenities 
like park space and schools to support infill housing. There was support for developing a Development 
Cost Charge and Amenity Contribution Charge Bylaw.  

Parking and Transportation  

Comments related to parking and transportation included support for the recommended parking 
requirements, a suggestion to reduce parking further, and a suggestion to increase density along major 
routes and transportation corridors. 

Housing Types  

There were comments about specific housing types, including support for carriage homes, garden suites, 
townhomes, and condos. There were also suggestions to explore panhandle lots and small apartment 
buildings. One comment noted opposition to tri- and four-plexes.   

Other Comments 

We received single comments about: 
• Not allowing subdivision  
• Being more flexible about subdivision (i.e.  meet either minimum area or lot minimum lot width)  
• The importance of community engagement  
• Adding social equity to the Infill Housing Guiding Principles 
• Concern the process is too slow  
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3.3 Smaller Lot Zones (RS-4, RS-5, RS-5B, CD-2, RD-1) 

This question asked: From your perspective, do you feel the recommended changes to zoning 
provisions honour the District's Guiding Principles for infill housing while meeting the Provincial 
mandate? 

Open house participants shared 84 comments on the recommended changes to zoning provisions for 
the smaller lot zones. Comments were mixed in sentiment, with 35% under agree or somewhat agree, 
19% neutral or unsure, and 43% under disagree or somewhat disagree. The graph below illustrates the 
breakdown of the level of agreement. 
 

Comments under agree or somewhat agree most often related to parking and transportation, as well as 
expressing general support. Comments under disagree or somewhat disagree, most often related to loss 
of greenspace and tree protection, as well as parking and transportation. The following section 
describes the key themes participants expressed when asked to provide more information on their 
responses.  

Tell Us Why 

Parking and Transportation  

Most comments (9) expressed support for the recommended reduced parking requirements (0.75 
parking spaces per unit) and provided suggestions to improve active or public transportation. There 
were suggestions to eliminate parking requirements altogether and to develop an on-street parking 
program. There was some concern (5) about the reduction in parking, particularly creating congestion 
on the street.  

Greenspace and Tree Protection  

Open house participants commented on the importance of protecting the tree canopy and open, 
permeable spaces (9). There were also some concerns about the recommended lot coverage and 
suggestions to increase it to 40 or 50% to accommodate infill housing and retain existing homes (8).  
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General Support and Concerns  

Some feedback (10) expressed general support for the recommended changes to the zoning provisions, 
and the implementation of infill housing in Oak Bay.  
 
Other feedback (5) expressed general concerns about implementing infill housing in Oak Bay, including a 
preference for higher density along corridors and maintaining existing neighbourhood character.     

Housing Needs and Affordability  

Comments noted the need for more housing in Oak Bay, particularly more affordable options, and multi-
generational living. There was a suggestion to develop affordable housing policies. 

Form and Character 

Open house participants commented on the importance of window placement for sunlight and privacy, 
for infill to respect the existing neighbourhood, and limiting the bulk of buildings to preserve the 
streetscape.  

Building Heights 

There were suggestions to simplify Oak Bay’s height calculations (2), and suggestions (2) to increase 
allowable heights as well as concern (1) that an increase in height will impact the neighbourhoods’ look 
and feel.  

Infrastructure and Amenities  

There were comments about the need for stormwater infrastructure upgrades and suggestions to 
consider green infrastructure to support infill housing. We also heard about the importance of park 
space for community growth.  

Other Comments 

We received single comments about: 
• Reducing minimum lot size to allow for subdivision 
• Preserving heritage homes 
• Simplifying the permitting/approvals process 
• Increasing flexibility in setbacks to allow for flexibility in building placement 
• Increasing density in the Oak Bay and Estevan Villages  
• A question if new homes will be strata-managed      
• Improving notification of engagement events  

 

3.4 Other Zones with Restricted Residential Uses (C-1, C4, C5, RM-1LD, RM-1MD, 
RM-1HD, RM-2, RM-3, RM-3HD, RM-4, RM-8, RM-MC1, RM-MC4) 

This question asked: From your perspective, do you feel the recommended changes to zoning 
provisions honour the District's Guiding Principles for infill housing while meeting the Provincial 
mandate? 

Open house participants shared 25 comments on the recommended changes to zoning provisions for 
the other zones with restricted residential uses. Of these, 40% expressed positive sentiments (agree or 
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somewhat agree), whereas 32% expressed negative sentiments (disagree or somewhat disagree) and 
28% were neutral or unsure. The graph below illustrates the breakdown of the level of agreement. 
 

Tell Us Why  

Greenspace and Tree Protection  

Open-house participants shared about the importance of preserving greenspace, parks, and natural areas. 
We also heard the need for careful consideration of tree protection while implementing infill housing.   

Housing Needs and Affordability  

There were comments about the need for increasing the housing stock in Oak Bay, and suggestions to 
explore opportunities for supportive housing.  

Form and Character  

Feedback emphasized the importance of design guidelines to minimize impacts on adjacent properties. 
Comments referenced important features like verandahs and a balance of the built form and the natural 
environment. 

General Support  

Comments were generally supportive of the recommended changes and infill housing in Oak Bay. 

Parking and Transportation  

There was a comment in support of the recommendation for 0.75 parking stalls per unit for infill housing.  

Other Comments 

We received single comments about: 
• Suggestions to increase residential density on Foul Bay and Oak Bay Ave  
• Suggestions to improve public communication of the recommended changes 
• Questions about the Oak Bay Lodge Site and dog park at the University of Victoria 
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3.5 Additional Feedback  

This question asked: Is there anything else you’d like to share? 

Parking and Transportation  

Comments emphasized the need to carefully consider parking for infill housing. Some (2) expressed 
support for the removal of the requirement for covered parking in the current zoning bylaw and 
suggested removing minimum parking requirements altogether. Others (3) commented on the need for 
more parking to reduce congestion on the street. There was also a suggestion to mitigate parking 
concerns of larger development by introducing incentives for developers to provide transit passes and/or 
e-bikes.  

Greenspace and Tree Protection  

Open house participants reinforced the importance of planning for greenspace along with infill housing. 
There were suggestions to ensure tree protection, establish minimum greenspace requirements, and 
increase allowable heights to maintain 30% lot coverage. At the same time, there was a suggestion to 
increase lot coverage to 40% to accommodate infill housing.  

General Support and Concerns 

There were some concerns (7) about Bill 43 and 44 and opposition to the densities required by the 
Province.  
 
Other comments (2) were supportive of the sensitive approach to meeting the requirements of the 
Provincial legislation.  

Process  

Comments related to the process included concerns that changes would be rushed, that the Infill Housing 
Guiding Principles are too weak, a suggestion to incorporate social equity and reconciliation into the 
process, and to include more street names on maps.  

Housing Needs and Affordability  

Comments expressed concerns that infill housing will not be affordable. There was a suggestion to 
increase social housing options in Oak Bay and for the District to take a lead role in developing housing. 

Housing Types  

Open house participants suggested Oak Bay consider panhandle lots, flexibility in subdivision 
requirements, small apartments, and incentives to encourage laneway housing.  

Form and Character 

There was some concern about a change in neighbourhood character and a possible reduction in privacy. 
Some feedback suggested that maintaining heights below five stories is important for neighbourhood 
character.  

Infrastructure and Amenities  

There was concern about the impact of infill housing on Oak Bay’s infrastructure, and a suggestion to 
consider rain garden policies.  
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Setbacks  

There were suggestions to reduce setbacks and to separate the ADU setbacks from the principal buildings. 

Other Comments 

We received single comments about: 
• Increasing residential density along major transportation corridors 
• Removing owner occupancy requirements for secondary suites/infill housing 
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4. NEXT STEPS  

Based on the feedback received, technical review, and Council Direction, the District of Oak Bay will 
update the Zoning Bylaw to align with the Province’s Bill 44 by June 30, 2024. Following this update, the 
District will consider revising the OCP to ensure the Residential Infill Development Permit Area 
guidelines apply to infill housing where no rezoning is required. Over the next four years, the District will 
continue to implement Council Priority Projects related to housing under the Housing Action Program.  
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5. APPENDIX  

Appendix A: Webinar Questions  

Questions about the Infill Housing Program and development process: 
• How is the HAP related to the Carnarvon Park "refresh"? 
• How have you determined how many infill housing units OB needs? 
• What are the development financing tools that the new legislation has established for 

municipalities to use.  What is Oak Bay looking at? 
• Has the government consulted with the District on the government's (via BC Housing and UVic) 

plans for densification on the former Oak Bay Lodge site and on the undeveloped land on the 
north side of Cedar Hill? 

• Has the government consulted with the District on the government's (via BC Housing and UVic) 
plans for densification on the former Oak Bay Lodge site and on the undeveloped land on the 
north side of Cedar Hill? 

• How will this affect demolitions in OB? 
• How will existing development permit areas work with SSMUH? 
• When will a draft bylaw be presented to Council? 
• Will there be a form and character development permit area? 
• Will there be a path to convert existing accessory structures, such as garages or workshops, to 

be convert to ADU’s if they are converted to meet all BC Building Code requirements? 
• What turnaround times are municipalities required to meet to process applications? 
• What development organizations is Oak Bay partnering with in their planning vision? 
• Within the SSMUH Policy manual Part 4 - the tables refers to recommended benchmark 

regulations.  Does Oak bay intend to meet these requirements or just consider them at a Council 
meeting.  An example being within RS5 currently limits structures to 2 storeys where as the 
Policy recommends 3 storeys 

• What will future community engagement on all of this look like? Given how these changes will 
play out, are you considering  doing something on a neighbourhood or area scale and out in the 
community? Or some mechanisms that will encourage conversation rather than just a Q & A 
format? 

• Will the rezoning process/permit applications be simplified? Reduced times under application? 
• Will the process to redevelop a property be shortened or will property owners still go through a 

Development permit requiring an arborist, landscape plan, form and character package, etc.?  In 
comparison, what is the current turnaround time from DVP application through to building 
permit approval and what would it look like for those higher density targetted lots? 

• Is there anything being put in place to ‘fast track’ building permits and rezonings? Or is the 
expectation that historical timelines will continue? 

• Will neighbours have any opportunity to influence what is being built next or near them. 
• Will single family development permit applications be treated with the same priority as infill 

housing permit applications by the District? 
• Will consultation on new developments still be allowed? The Province has said consultation 

won’t be permitted. 
• Are you producing a short clear summary of bylaw changes for residents to consider.  When? 
• This new direction and change to the OCP and building permit process, along with density goals 

have been set with the current NDP Provincial legislation put in place.  If there is a change in 
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provincial government in the next election, that counter, adapt, remove this legislation, will OB 
Council revert back to its previous process and targets for OCP and building? 

• Why are we not pushing for greater development in Uplands? It is the wealthiest neighborhood 
• How are you ensuring that the younger demographics are going to be included in during the 

engagement for you OCP updates? 
• The new provincial guidelines specifically mention that municipalities should reduce setbacks to 

allow for more diverse housing options actually being possible on existing lots. Why is Oak Bay 
choosing to not follow this and instead try to retain its existing setbacks? 

 
Questions about the District’s housing target, housing need and affordability: 

• How many annual units will this initiative yield, and how does that compare to housing targets? 
• How are the housing targets measured, is it by housing starts (BP issuance) or occupancy? 
• If I understand correctly, OB Target is for 664 new units in next 5 years.  What is the average 

annual number of new houses in OB ?  How many in the last 5 years?    So we get a sense of 
what the stretch is…. 

• What will happen if OB does not build the required number of new units by 2028? 
• What does Oak Bay plan to do if it fails to meet net new build targets in Year 1? 
• Thanks for your answer re Carnarvon Park refresh.  A follow up please:  Is it Oak Bay’s intention 

that the 24 units built in Carnarvon Park as part of the refresh count towards the 664 units 
required in the next 5 years? 

• Will infill housing applications be prioritized over to achieve the provincial target of 664 units? 
• Housing costs are high because of land prices, construction costs, and municipal oversight.  How 

can you reduce these to get to the lower cost housing objective? 
• At what stage will you address the role that the District can play in creating more affordable 

housing in Oak Bay? The District isn't a builder (or hasn't been), but there must be some tools it 
can draw on? E.g. publicly owned Firefighters Park parking lot & public safety building 

• Is Oak Bay exploring the expansion of non-profit co-op housing in the district? 
• Provincial housing quotas for OB (and all of their BC mandates) are based on occupancy.  No one 

can argue that OB real estate is one of the highest on Vancouver Island, which with new building 
costs will equate some of the highest (and most unaffordable) first time homes for purchase and 
rentals. Realistically 2-5 years conservatively when completed, will not achieve what this heavy 
handed BC mandate was set to accomplish. 

• We all know that suites (existing and new), have historically been the most economical rental 
housing for 1-3 occupants (students, single parents, seniors, and low income renters). When 
37% of home owners with suites or able to easily suite refuse to do so based on the stringent 
tenant biased BC RTB laws.  Without change to these provincial regulations, especially if written 
for homeowner occupied homes with suites, you essentially give up your home owner rights if 
you choose to rent out a suite in the current times when criminality, increased in bad renters, 
the 2017 removal to Term Rentals.  Until this changes, where homeowners exposed themselves 
to unretrievable damage costs, quick expulsion of bad behaving tenants, and all the stress 
comes with it.  Much less how CRA treats your property once suited.  This is BC's Government's 
lowest hanging fruit to potentially bring to market 'overnight" affordable rental housing.  The 
current path in OB for greater density is simply a task with the least return. 

 
Questions about sustainability, greenspace, and tree protection: 

• As we increase housing, how can we protect biodiversity, ecological corridors, the tree canopy 
(which we're trying to increase), etc.? Is this done through the OCP? 
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• Will existing parkland be used, or will more be set aside to offset increased population 
• Oak Bay is located in BC's most critically endangered ecozone with some of the last remnants of 

Garry Oak and Arbutus ecosystems. What is Oak Bay doing to design sufficient Setbacks, 
Amenity Cost Charges or Development Cost Charges that require 35-40% of each development 
lot to include green infrastructure, which aligns with Oak Bay's urban tree canopy targets? 

• Considering the pre-covid Council declaration of a climate emergency, how are our endangered 
and overused natural areas planned for both protection and, where possible, expansion. These 
spaces will be increasing essential for quality of health and wellbeing for the heat domes, 
extreme rain events, etc., that are already anticipated. 

• To protect and preserve as much open, permeable and green/natural area on existing lots, will 
height restrictions be modified (as one obvious means of increasing density)? 

• Will Oak Bay support the  development of rain gardens on private and  public property adjacent 
to roadways and parking lots to filter run-off water from impermeable surfaces? 

• With planned OB density taking away more of the green canopy and the "Green" of OB, will 
there be any incentives for those maintaining their gardens, green canopy etc, such as 
Free/subsidized water barrels, as water meter rates are very high (and wasteful) for property 
use?  So similar subsidies/free that some municipality offered for compost garden bins. 

 
Questions about infrastructure and amenities: 

• Does the Uplands storm and sewer separation project accommodate additional use resulting 
from infill development in this area? 

• It is well known that Ok Bay infrastructure is stretched and in need of repair. How will 
infrastructure keep up with the increased housing units? 

• As impervious surface increases from roofs and driveways how will Oak Bay avoid decreasing 
rainwater infiltration into the ground? Will green stormwater infrastructure be required to 
prevent increased stormwater into the storm sewer system? 

• Will Oak Bay encourage infill in certain neighborhoods or on certain streets or blocks where 
amenities are appropriate to greater density (eg, close to schools, transit etc)? 

• We need to increase population density without increasing flow into the storm drains, hence 
our waterways (creek and shoreline). How will the District’s plan do that? 

 
Questions about parking: 

• Will Oak Bay look to reform parking requirements as Saanich is doing? 
• When you say “reduce required parking,” what will be required? 
• What is planned for the covered parking requirement in the parking facilities bylaw? 
• Why not abolish parking requirements completely as places like Calgary, Portland, and San 

Francisco have done? Arguably the best and simplest way to facilitate new housing creation. 
• What is Oak Bay’s plan to deal with increased street parking? 
• You have referred to one parking stall mentioned several times. Does this mean covered parking 

or just off-street parking? 
 

Questions about housing types: 
• What specific housing forms will be legalized? (houseplexes, townhouses, etc.) 
• Will duplexes  be recognised in the Municipality? 
• When you talk about infill and permitted configurations, do you see subdivisions, bare land 

stratas, strata units, and/or ?   
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• Are there any current projects in oak Bay that will support the affordable housing initiatives 
from the federal government? some that can support directly the students of Camosun College? 

• Will panhandle lots be considered for small-scale multi-unit housing options? 
 
Questions about lot size and density requirements: 

• Will minimum lot sizes be changed as part of the changes that are coming at the end of June? 
• What is the minimum lot size required? 
• In some cases a lot is much lower than the minimum lot size in the RS zone in which it is located.  

Will you look at actual existing lot sizes or current RS zoning in determining what will be allowed 
on that property? 

• Is there a minimum amount of units that must be built on a lot? 
• How many units would be permitted to be built in RS4 on a 929 Square meter lot? 

 
Questions about heritage: 

• Will this housing initiative be permitted in heritage homes / heritage conservation areas? 
• Will infill development be permitted in the Heritage Conservation Areas in Oak Bay? 
• Uplands is a National Historic Site now.  Is it protected from infill housing? 

 
Other questions and comments: 

• What is Oak Bay planning to do with the houses they own on Monterey, Hampshire at Theatre 
Lane. 

• Which parks do you plan to  build new housing on?  You’ve identified Carnarvon already.  What 
other parks are on your list? 

• How does the proposal for 24 units of rental housing at Carnarvon park retain the look and feel 
of the existing neighbour and keep the impact to residents to a minimum…? 

• Why skip my question. Many who are not here want to knows what you’re planning To do with 
the city owned houses. 

• Per the “OB resident” question at 6:42PM, perhaps you’ll provide a live answer to a slightly 
different question:  how does the proposal for a 5-storey apartment building in a community 
park retain the look and feel of the existing neigbourhood and keep the impact to residents to a 
minimum….? 

• I regret I must leave the webinar now for another meeting.  Thank you for an excellent 
presentation!  I have subscribed to updates, and will follow with interest. 

• Thanks for your answer re Carnarvon Park refresh.  A follow up please:  Is it Oak Bay’s intention 
that the 24 units built in Carnarvon Park as part of the refresh count towards the 664 units 
required in the next 5 years? 

• Thanks, folks for this session tonight. It's a great start to engaging with the community on the 
this important issue. Thanks for the shout out to the Community Association, Brian. Looking 
forward to those community engagement processes you mentioned for the future 

• Great webinar! Thanks so much! 
• Thank-you.  Very informative and good format.  
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Appendix B: Open House Display Boards  
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Appendix C: Event Evaluations  

A short feedback form was available at the public events to evaluate engagement success and reflect on 
areas for future improvement. The charts below show that we reached primarily Oak Bay residents and 
received positive feedback from participants, overall.   

Open House Events 

Do you live in Oak Bay? (62 responses) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Event Evaluation (64 responses) 
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Webinar  

 
Where do you live? (71 responses) 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Webinar Exit Poll (23 responses) 
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