






























































































APPENDIX  C

APPENDIX C – ONLINE SURVEY RESULTS 

Tailoring the vision for laneway suites to fit the fabric of Toronto’s infrastructure and society will ensure they 
have a positive and lasting impact on our city. 

Engagement of citizens, politicians, and staff to produce the defining terms that will craft a collective vision 
for laneway suites began with an online survey. Public feedback on critical issues related to laneway suites 
was collected, and the results established a foundation for built-form and functional design standards. 

The survey opened 10 November 2016 and closed 6 months later, on 25 May 2017. 

2,640 responses were received. 



LANEWAY SUITES

1. WHAT WARD DO YOU LIVE IN? 

I do not live in Toronto. 7% 

North York Wards 4% 

Etobicoke-York Wards 9% 

Scarborough Wards 3% 

Toronto & East York Wards 78% 

We are enthused to see high engagement from wards in the 
Toronto East-York region. Almost all of Toronto’s laneways exist 
in these areas, so they are the wards that will be impacted. Few 
laneways exist in Scarborough, North York, and Etobicoke-York 
wards. 

2. WHAT IS YOUR AGE RANGE? 

19 or younger 1% 

20-29 14% 

30-39 31% 

40-49 22% 

50-59 18% 

60 or older 15% 

Not surprisingly, we saw very high engagement from adults who 
are at an age where buying a home is a prominent topic. Laneway 
suites will have a large impact on this generation, so their input is 
very important. 

3. DOES YOUR PROPERTY ABUT A LANEWAY? 

Yes 56% 

No 44% 

When analyzed separately, responses from people who have 
property on a laneway were very close to city-wide responses -
always within 3%. 

4. WOULD YOU LIKE TO SEE LANEWAY SUITES IN YOUR 
‘HOOD? 

Yes 91% 

No 9% 

Although this survey was published in all major Toronto 
newspapers and designed to allow opponents to voice their 
opinions, the clear majority of respondents were eager to replicate 
the success other cities have had with laneway housing. 
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5. IN WHAT REGIONS OF THE CITY DO YOU THINK 
LANEWAY SUITES ARE MOST APPROPRIATE? 

North York 45% 

Etobicoke-York 45% 

Scarborough 43% 

Toronto & East York 91% 

None of the above. 5% 

This is appropriate, since wards in Etobicoke-York, North York, 
and Scarborough have very few laneways, and will be minimally 
affected by laneway suites. 

6. WHAT TYPE OF RESIDENTIAL LOTS DO YOU THINK 
SHOULD ACCOMMODATE A LANEWAY SUITE? 

Detached 91% 

Semi-Detached 81% 

Row House 65% 

None of the above. 5% 

I don’t know. 2% 

It is important that solutions for all housing typologies are created 
so there is equal access to this new housing solution. 

7. COULD DETACHED AUXILIARY SUITES BE SUITABLE IN 
REAR YARDS WITHOUT LANEWAYS? 

Yes 71% 

No 29% 

This question was designed to test Torontonian’s openness 
to detached secondary suites in general. For now, detached 
secondary suites should only exist on laneways. The laneway 
realm is public space the will benefit from new housing. 

8. IF THE MAIN HOUSE CONTAINS MULTIPLE UNITS, 
SHOULD A LANEWAY SUITE STILL BE PERMITTED? 

Yes 85% 

No 15% 

Other municipalities have had great success where laneway suites 
are permitted to exist on the same lot as a multi-unit house.  It 
ensures properties that already have a basement apartment can 
continue to contribute to a community’s rental stock. 



LANEWAY SUITES

9. WHAT SHOULD BE THE MAXIMUM HEIGHT? 

One Storey 9% 

Two Storey 58% 

Three Storey 27% 

No Limit 6% 

Most municipalities limit height to two storeys. This ensures the 
laneway suite is appropriately scaled, relative to the main house, 
and remains sensitive to neighbours. 

11. SHOULD THE MAJORITY OF WINDOWS FACE THE YARD OR 
LANEWAY? 

Yard 5% 

Laneway 20% 

Either is appropriate 76% 

10. SHOULD A LANEWAY SUITE CONTAIN PARKING? 

Yes 22% 

No 78% 

The large majority of neighbourhoods that have laneways are 
pedestrian-oriented with excellent access to public transit.  If a 
neighbourhood has laneways, typically automobile ownership is 
proportionally small. 

Ensuring laneway suites remain sensitive to privacy and overlook 
is critical to their success. It is encouraging to see respondents 
remaining open to windows on either side of the suite. 
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12. WHAT SHOULD BE THE MAXIMUM SIZE? 

Bachelor 4% 

1 bedroom 1% 

2 bedroom 10% 

3 bedroom 4% 

Depends on the lot 71% 

Sensitive massing is more important than the statistics of what is 
contained inside. The size of suite should be relative to the amount of 
space available. 

13. LIST OF KEY CONSIDERATIONS SURVEY PARTICIPANTS 
BELIEVED SHOULD BE CONSIDERED MOST PROMINENTLY IN 
LANEWAY SUITE DESIGN: 

Sensitive Scale and Density 18% 

Parking 15% 

Sensitive to Neighbour Privacy, Overlook, and 
Shadowing 

13% 

Affordability 13% 

Access to Services & Infrastructure 11% 

Aesthetics & Character 10% 

Emergency Services Access 9% 

Laneway Beauty 8% 

Sustainability & Preservation of Greenspace 8% 

Access for Occupants & Clear Addressing 7% 

Occupant Safety In & Around the Laneway Suite 7% 

Equitable Cost and Efficient Approvals Process 5% 

Barrier Free Design & Accessibility 4% 

Considerate Waste Management 3% 

Multi-Generational Living 3% 

Live/Work Opportunities 2% 

No response to this question. 42% 

In general, considerations were positive and suggested that solutions were possible.  There were two issues 
that were the most prominent. 

Parking was polarizing.  Some respondents were adamant about parking spaces being integrated because 
they are concerned about over-crowded street parking. Other respondents, however, foresaw a reduction in 
car ownership due to the prevalence of car-share programs and public transit, and would rather their suites 
contain more living space. 

Density was also a popular topic. Some respondents were opposed to additional housing being added to 
the city in any form because they felt Toronto was overcrowded.  Most respondents who commented on 
density, however, supported laneway suites as a responsible way of sensitively adding housing to low-rise 
neighbourhoods. 
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APPENDIX D – PUBLIC CONSULTATION REPORT  





This report was prepared by Crazy Dames
'
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Overview
'
Evergreen, Lanescape, Councillor Mary-Margaret McMahon (Ward 32, Beaches-East 
York) and Councillor Ana Bailão (Ward 18, Davenport) set out to engage the public 
in conversations about the potential for laneway suites in Toronto. Crazy Dames was 
retained to co-facilitate a series of laneway suite workshops and prepare a summary 
report of the conversations. The purpose of the consultation was twofold: 

1. Educate the public on the potential for laneway suites within the City of 
Toronto, the provincial and municipal policy context, and the outcomes in 
other jurisdictions; and 

2. Collect community input regarding the existing conditions and uses of 

laneways and design considerations for future laneway suites in Toronto. 


As part of the consultation process, two ward-specific consultations and one 
citywide consultation were held. An online survey was also distributed and is 
available at lanescape.ca/survey. 

Consultation Locations Date 
Ward 32, S.H. Armstrong Community November 22nd, 2016 
Centre, 56 Woodfield Rd (ward-
specific) 
Ward 18, St. Mary’s Catholic Sec- November 28th, 2016 
ondary School, 66 Dufferin Park Ave. 
(ward-specific) 
Evergreen Brick Works (citywide) December 5th, 2016 

The ward-specific consultations included the 
following: 

	 An interactive walking tour led by Crazy 
Dames to collectively explore the design 
features of the laneways and potential suites; 

	 Introduction from Jo Flatt, Senior Manager at 
Evergreen; 

 A presentation by Craig Race, architect 
and co-founder of Lanescape to provide 
additional context and details about 
laneway suites, which included the updated 
provincial policies and precedents within 
Toronto and across Canada (Presentation 
can be found in Appendix A and at https:// 
www.evergreen.ca/our-impact/cityworks/ 
housing/laneway-suites/); and 

	 Welcoming remarks from the Ward Councillors  A clay-based collaborative design modelling 
(Mary-Margaret McMahon for Ward 32 and session to help participants explore the 
Ana Bailão for Ward 18); existing conditions of the laneways and 

design considerations for laneway suites. 
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At the citywide event on December 5th, there 
was a panel of short presentations: 

1. Unlocking Toronto’s Laneways, Michelle 
Senayah, The Laneway Project 

2. Make Way for the Laneway, Mike Collins-
Williams, Ontario Home Builders’ Association 

3. Designing Laneway Houses, Brigitte Shim, Shim-
Sutcliffe Architects 

The presentations are available in Appendix B. 
A small art installation featuring the clay models 
from the previous workshops were also put on 
display. 

City Planners Michelle Knieriem and George 
Pantazis explained their role as representatives 
of the City of Toronto Planning Department 
within the laneway suites consultation, acting as 
a resource, answering questions and providing 
expertise. They laid out the context of laneway 
suites within current Official Plan policy, which 
allows for a full range of housing forms so long 
as it respects the existing physical character 
of the neighbourhood in which the laneway 
suite is proposed. The City Planners invited 
discussion on the complex issues associated 
with the implementation of laneway suites and 
welcomed possible solutions. 

Over 400 people attended and gave feedback 
at the consultations (with approximately 70 
attendees at the first consultation, 120 at 
the second consultation and over 200 at the 
citywide consultation). The participant group 
was diverse, including homeowners who backed 
onto laneways, residents living in laneway houses, 
members of the development community, and 
interested citizens. 

The purpose of this report is to summarize the key 
messages received from participants at the three 
events. This information will be shared with the 
project team and will help inform the Laneway 

Suites Recommendations Report to be submitted 
to the City. 

What is a Laneway Suite?
'

A laneway suite is a small dwelling at the rear of 
a residential lot that is detached from the pri-
mary home and fronts onto a laneway. All of its 
services (water, sewer, electricity, gas, garbage, 
mail, etc.) come from the front street, not the 
laneway. The laneway suite can be used by the 
property owner for personal uses (i.e. housing 
family or caregivers) or as an income producing 
rental suite, however it is not severable from the 
front house. 
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Key Messages from 
the Consultations 

At all three consultations, the majority 
of participants expressed a positive 
interest in the idea of laneway suites, 
although concerns and opposition 
were also raised. Many participants at 
the consultations were in favour of building 
laneway suites and were eager to provide 
input on potential design guidelines as 
well as the planning process. There were 
also some participants who voiced strong 
opposition to laneway suites, noting that 
the additional density would contribute to 
parking shortages, traffic and noise issues, 
and negatively impact neighbours’ privacy. 
These topics are discussed in more detail 
below. 

Relaxed regulations and financial 
incentives were requested by many. 
Many participants were concerned that 
the existing development process for 
building laneway suites is too onerous, 
expensive and rigid. Revised zoning by-laws, 
financial incentives (such as the elimination 
of development charges for laneway 
suites) and flexible design guidelines were 
recommended. Pilot projects were also 
requested. 

Sustainability was a major theme 
discussed at all consultations. 
Participants highlighted the importance 
of maintaining adequate green space 
and sustainable design as part of 
laneway suite construction and in the 
neighbouring laneway. Ideas such as 
green roofs, solar panels, composting 
toilets, and laneway parkettes were 
central to the conversation. 

Most participants felt that parking 
requirements should not be 
necessary for building laneway 
suites. While many diverse perspectives 
were shared regarding the various 
design considerations, parking provisions 
were almost unanimously seen as 
unnecessary. Some participants did 
express that increasing the number of 
residents could exacerbate parking 
shortages in neighbourhoods, but for 
the most part, there was agreement 
that parking provisions should not be 
required when building laneway suites. 
Easy access to transit, declining rates 
of urban car ownership, continuing 
growth of auto-share programs and the 
development of driverless cars were 
mentioned as reasons.   
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Summary of Discussion
'

Activity 1 - Existing Conditions 

Perception that laneways are unsafe. Many 
participants expressed the laneways as ‘dim, 
sketchy, quiet and dirty with the opportunity for 
drugs and other questionable activities’. Lack of 
proper lighting and lack of ‘eyes on the street’ 
were mentioned as concerns. A few participants 
mentioned that laneways are sometimes used 
for illegal activities. 

Lack of proper design and attention to laneways. 
Participants discussed that the City does not 
maintain laneways the same way as City streets 
(more potholes). Many suggested that the 
laneways often feel decrepit and neglected 
and require additional greenery, vegetation and 
better lighting.  

The first activity was a discussion about the 
existing conditions and opportunities for Toronto 
laneways in order to understand the context and 
uses that would influence the design of laneway 
suites. The questions posed and responses from 
the public are included below: 

Current use of laneways, garages and 
coach houses 
How do you currently use the laneways in your 

neighbourhood or the coach house/garage? 

A diversity of uses were discussed. For the 
most part, participants perceived laneways and 
garages as underutilized areas, used mostly for 
access, parking, garbage and storage. However, 
there were also many participants who use 
laneways in other ways, including; 

 Walking paths and cycling paths (shortcuts); 
 Quiet areas for dog walkers; 
 Play areas for children; 
 Artist studios / shops / live-work spaces; and 
 Neighbourhood parties. 

Likes and Dislikes of Laneways 
What do you like about your laneway? What 

don’t you like? 

Participants enjoyed both the private and social 
aspect of the laneways.   
While some participants mentioned the quiet, 
peacefulness and privacy of laneways as 
something they enjoy (“sometimes they act as 
sanctuaries”), others discussed how laneways 
can be active and lively, used as social and 
gathering spaces for neighbours and friends. 
Laneway parties, kids’ play areas and friendly 
informal conversations with neighbours were all 
mentioned as positive aspects of the laneways. 
For some, the laneway was perceived as being 
an extension of their backyard.   
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Opportunities for Improvement in the 
laneways 
What are some improvements you would like to see 

in your laneway? How might laneway 

suites assist with these improvements? 

Participants discussed many opportunities for 
improvement, including: 

Diverse housing types including accessible 
housing for those less abled/older population. 
Community spaces for block parties, 
gathering spaces, parkettes and other forms 
of community animation. There was a specific 
suggestion to develop a co-op model with 
multiple laneway suites in order to invest in a 
shared parkette/public space near or within the 
laneway. 
Space for businesses in the garages/laneways, 
including shops, markets, micro-businesses and 
start-ups. 

	 Sustainability initiatives including green roofs, 
rainwater harvesting, permeable surfaces/ 
paving, solar panels and tree plantings in 
laneways. 
Servicing such as garbage pick-up, better  
access for fire trucks and snow removal.

 • 	Enhanced connections by incorporating 

dedicated cycling and pedestrian routes.


 • 	Express the unique character of the area 
through public art, artistic signage and the 
retaining of heritage features.  

• 	Improved safety through better lighting.  
• 	Enhanced accessibility to better accommodate 

people with disabilities.  
Some participants felt that the introduction of 
laneway suites would legitimize the underutilized 
laneway space and lead to a sense of pride in the 
neighbourhood. 
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Concerns 
What are some concerns you may have with 

laneway suites? 

Concerns with laneway suites varied. While 
some participants expressed concerns about 
the impact that potential laneway suites would 
have in the neighbourhood, other participants 
were concerned with the potential barriers in 
developing laneway suites. Both sets of concerns 
are outlined below. 

Concerns with laneway suites: 
Some participants raised concerns with the 
development of laneway suites and a small 
number advocated that laneway suites should 
not be permitted in the City of Toronto. The 
primary concerns are outlined below: 

Elimination of trees and loss of greenspace 
– Many participants expressed concern that 
added density in backyards/laneways will 
result in a loss of greenery. 
Servicing in the laneways, including snow 

removal and fire trucks – Some participants 
questioned how laneway suites could be 
developed if many laneways do not receive 
snow removal services and if fire trucks do 
not fit in laneways. 
Shadowing – Concerns over shadow impacts 
on backyards and houses were discussed. 
Privacy – Many argued that developing new 
units in narrow spaces will negatively affect 
the privacy of neighbours. 
Parking and traffic – There were concerns 
over a lack of parking and increased traffic 
with new residents. 
Social Services – Participants noted that 
many community services, such as parks 
and schools, are already over capacity. 
Noise caused by increased density was 

raised as a concern.
#

The above concerns and related design 
considerations to address them are discussed in 
more detail throughout the report. 
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Barriers to laneway suite development: 

Parking standards: Many participants felt 
that parking requirements in downtown 
neighbourhoods are antiquated. They felt that 
laneway suites should not require parking and 
were concerned that parking requirements would 
pose barriers to development.  
• Financial barriers: The costs associated with 

the development/permit process are often 
too high. Many participants expressed the 
need for financial incentives and/or waiving 
development charges.  

• Lack of clear information on the planning/ 
development process.  

• Potential rigidity with the upcoming design 
guidelines. 

• NIMBYism from neighbours. 

Many participants suggested that laneway 
suites should not only be used for residential 
purposes, but for commercial uses as well (offices 
/ studios / retail uses such as cafés, etc.). They 
further recommended that if these uses are to 
be permitted, regulations would be required to 
mitigate noise (i.e. from customers on patios, 
waiting in lines, etc.).  
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Activity 2 - Design Considerations 
for Laneway Suites 

The second activity was focused on discussing 
what laneway suites might look like in the Toronto 
context. Participants were asked how they 
would design laneway suites in Toronto and 
provided with clay and aerial maps to explain 
and demonstrate their preferences. Participants 
were asked to consider the following design 
considerations: 

Location; 
Height; 
Entrances; 
Privacy; 
Surrounding Spaces; 
Parking; 
Other Uses. 

Key messages are outlined below: 

Location 
Location was primarily seen to be context 
dependent. For the most part, there was 
consensus that there is no one size fits all solution 
to determining the location of the laneway 
suites, instead suggesting it be dependent on the 
lot size, shape and surrounding context. Some 
participants felt that the laneway suites could be 
built to the property line in order to utilize space 
in the backyard. Others said setbacks should be 
required to encourage privacy. 

Additional design requirements were also sug-
gested when considering a location including: 

Require a minimum amount of green space; 
Ensure buy-in from neighbours; 
Design for adequate access to emergency 
services. 

Height 
Overwhelmingly, participants preferred a low-
rise built form that matches the neighbourhood 
context (maximum 3 storeys).  However, there 
was a diversity of views on whether the height 
should be limited to 1, 2 or 3 storeys. For the 
most part, participants felt the laneway suites 

should not be taller than the main building (a 
maximum of 2-3 storeys). Some participants 
felt strongly that the height should be kept to 1 
to 2 storeys (shorter than the main house and/ 
or one storey less than the maximum height in 
the zoning regulations). Others expressed the 
need to follow the maximum height regulations 
for Neighbourhoods in the Official Plan policy (4 
storeys). Finally, there were many participants 
that felt the height should be context dependent 
and based on the size of the lot (the larger 
the lot, the higher the laneway suite could 
be). Density and site coverage should also be 
considered. 

Additional design considerations for height 
included the following: 

Mitigate against shadow impacts by includ-
ing shadow studies in applications; 
Consider setbacks to allow for sunlight and 
privacy; 
Permit additional height for rooftop gardens 
and/or solar panels. 
Consider sloped roofs to create wider sense 
of space and allow for sunlight and privacy. 

Entrances 
Participants preferred locating the main entrance 
to the laneway suite on the laneway (not the 
main street via the backyard of the main house). 
While the placement of entrances was typically 
seen as dependent on the surrounding context, 
a majority of participants preferred entrances 
from the laneways as opposed to the front 
of the house. The participants felt that the 
laneways offer privacy from the main house and 
provide ‘eyes on the laneways’, therefore better 
activating them and responding to concerns 
about lack of safety. It was also suggested that 
laneway entrances can provide autonomy for 
residents of the suites. 

Some participants recommended two sets of 
entrances, from both the laneway and from the 
main street via the back yard of the main house 
to ensure safety (ie. have multiple entrances/exits 
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in case of fire). It was also discussed that if there 
are no laneways, access to a coach house/gar-
den suite should be from the main street. 

Participants also had questions about entrances 
on laneways: 

If entrances open onto a laneway, will they 
block the lane? 
Should the entrance be pushed into the yard 
to carve out a safe entryway? 
Should the whole laneway suite/building 
be pushed away from the lane to create 
a “front” yard for these suites, essentially 
creating a mirror image of the main streets? 

Privacy 
Varied perspectives on privacy were expressed. 
There were many participants who felt privacy 
was not a main concern and that there should 
be realistic expectations of privacy within a 
dense city. 

Much of the discussion on privacy centered 
around the placement of windows. For the most 
part, participants agreed that the windows 
could face the backyard or laneway, but not 
the side yard and/or adjacent properties. Some 
residents felt that it should be the homeowners’ 
decision where windows are placed, but others 
argued that since it affects the neighbours’ 
privacy, there should be design regulations. 

Additional design considerations for window 
placement included: 

Use of skylights and/or clerestory windows 
(or placing windows as high as possible); 
Plan window locations based on optimal 
access to natural light; 
Use living walls (ie. plants), curtains, frosted/ 
glazed windows and/or screens in certain 
areas for privacy. 

Participants also discussed the use of setbacks 
to enhance privacy. 
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Surrounding Space 
A large proportion of participants want more 
greenery in their laneways. When asked what 
participants want to see in the surrounding 
spaces, the number one response was 
greenery (rooftops, balconies and at-grade). 
Participants also discussed the need for 
improved pedestrian and cycling connections 
as well as improved lighting. While some 
participants suggested the need to provide 
open space for laneway tenants, others 
felt that there were parks nearby and that 
gathering space or green spaces should not be 
mandatory. 

Other suggestions included: 
Community gardens; 
Communal parking areas; 
Sports/recreational spaces; 
Green pavers; 
Enhanced public art. 

Parking 
Parking requirements were mostly viewed 
as a low priority. While some participants 
viewed parking as necessary, the vast majority 
of participants felt that parking should not 
be required. The main reasons mentioned 
included: 

Laneways that are located close to public 
transit should not require parking; 
Condominiums often do not require one 
parking space per resident, which should 
act as a precedent for laneway suites; and 
The rise of driverless cars means parking will 
soon be antiquated. 

Many suggested that shared parking 
spaces or different regulations for different 
lots/neighbourhoods may be a solution 
to accommodate limited parking. Other 
recommendations included below grade 
parking and diagonal street parking, which 
received mixed reviews. 
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There were some innovative community space 
ideas. One participant suggested that residents 
who did not wish to build a laneway suite could 
rent part of their yard to the community as a 
parkette, which could host markets and/or 
laneway festivals. However, concerns regarding 
noise levels and servicing were also expressed and 
some participants felt that other uses may not be 
suitable for all laneways. 

live-work, restaurants, grocery stores, shops, 
Airbnb) and community facilities (daycares, gyms, 
parkettes, community spaces such as a bread 
oven, public art). 

small-scale commercial uses (office, studios, 
A range of other uses were discussed including 

For the most part, uses other than residential uses 
were accepted and/or encouraged. 

Other Uses 

Additional Feedback 
Throughout the consultations, additional ideas 
and design considerations were discussed. Key 
considerations are outlined below: 

Sustainable design was a priority to many 
participants. The possibility of ‘off the grid 
houses’, green roofs, composting toilets, solar 
panels and other sustainable infrastructure were 
discussed. Some participants recommended 
that homeowners who undergo sustainability 
designs, such as green roofs, should receive 
rebates. 

Regulations and ‘bureaucratic red tape’ 
were seen as prohibitive. Many participants 
felt that too many regulations will make the 
process too expensive and people will begin 
to develop laneway suites illegally. There were 
further requests to ‘make sure the process is not 
onerous at City Hall.’ 

A desire for financial incentives was also 
discussed. The costs of building laneway suites 
were also seen as prohibitive. Many participants 
requested greening grants, financial incentives 
and waiving development charges to build the 
suites. 

Participants want a resource guide for laneway 

suites. It was expressed that the development 
process is difficult, confusing and that the 
appropriate information is extremely hard to 
access. A resource guide that outlines the 
process was requested. 

Some participants felt density should be 
concentrated near public transit. 

Number of units was discussed. Some 
participants suggested a maximum of 1-2 units 
per property while others showed support for 
allowing multiple units in the main house as well 
as laneway suites. 

Construction considerations. Alternative and 
cheaper construction options were discussed 
including prefabrication and the use of shipping 
containers. However, there was also concern 
about a ‘cookie cutter approach’ and lack 
of creativity. Some participants also favoured 
building basements in laneway suites, but were 
unsure about the viability of such an option. 

Concerns regarding ownership of laneway 
suites were expressed by many. There were 
many questions and conversations around 
ownership, including discussions around 
co-operative laneway ownership. Many 
participants recommended that the City 
should be open to severing lots in the future, 
suggesting that servicing could still come 
from the main house through an easement 
agreement. 

Affordability was also a concern. Laneway 
suites are promoted as a potential solution 
to the affordable housing issues in the city. 
There were many questions about how these 
suites will be affordable for renters and new 
homeowners. Some participants recommended 
that Airbnb should be limited in certain areas. 
Others questioned whether laneway suites 
could be used as micro-housing for low-income 
people through tax incentives. 

Many participants requested a pilot project. 
There were suggestions that one lot, laneway or 
ward should be chosen as a pilot project to test 
the process and then scale up. 
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Frequently Asked Questions 
Many questions were raised during the consultations. Below outline some
of the most commonly asked questions. 

1. The issue of laneways with multiple uses was raised, particularly
laneways that are garages on one side, and the backs of businesses
(restaurants) on the other. How will this existing relationship change
with the introduction of laneway suites (and residents)? 

2. Will laneway suites increase traffic in laneways? 

3. How would (or should) laneway suites affect property taxes? 

4. Can the owners of attached semis agree on constructing a laneway
suite in their backyard? Is this logistically possible? 

5. Will this be a pilot in certain wards or will this be city-wide? 

6. Could homes without laneway access, but which have garages or
empty spaces on their lots, be included as potential sites for secondary
suites? Would houses that don’t back onto laneways be able to build
coach houses? 

7. Could basements be permitted? 

8. How would snow removal happen? 

9. Should there be different policies for built-to-rent vs. built-to-own/sell? 

Next Steps 
The purpose of the consultation was to share information about the potential 
for laneway suites and receive informed input from the public. The consultation 
and survey findings, combined with policy analysis and professional expertise will 
all be considered in the development of Laneway Suites design guidelines and 

recommendations.
#

Building on the public consultations, we will be engaging related City of Toronto 
departments, Councillors from other Wards, and other key stakeholders to review 
and inform the development of a recommendations report on laneway suites to be 
submitted to the City in spring 2017. 
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APPENDIX E – CITY OF TORONTO TECHNICAL STAFF FEEDBACK



LANEWAY SUITES

The following summarizes the feedback received from key City of Toronto technical departments and our 
response as to how each issue can be addressed. 

DEPARTMENTAL 
FEEDBACK

HOW LANEWAYS SUITES POLICY CAN 
ADDRESS THE ISSUE

Toronto Fire Emergency Vehicle  Access must 
be maintained

The required 45 m minimum distance to both a fire 
hydrant and the curb access must be included in the 
proposed Performance Standards.

Toronto Building “House behind a house”
Current zoning bylaw 
[10.10.40.1(2)] states that “A 
maximum of one residential 
building is permitted on a lot in 
the R zone.”

The definition of laneway suites should recognize 
them not as a “house,” but rather a detached 
secondary suite, like any basement or attic 
apartment.  Bylaws should be amended as 
necessary to recognize this distinction.

Development 
Engineering

How will the city ensure against 
future severance?

Vancouver assures this by entering a legal 
agreement with the laneway suite owners that the 
property will never be severed.  This agreement 
carries with the title of the principal residence and 
a local bylaw prohibiting the severance of laneway 
houses reinforces this.

Solid Waste Existing garbage, recycling 
and organics pick-up points for 
the principle residence must 
be used by the laneway suite 
and no additional communal 
collection points may be used

The proposed performance standards reflect the 
requirement of a .9m emergency access to the main 
street, this route can be used to place waste and 
recycling along with that of the principle residence 
just as secondary suites would.

Toronto Building Current parking bylaws 
[200.5.10.1(1)] require “one 
[space] for each dwelling unit 
in a detached house,” though 
secondary suites are exempt 
from this.

The definition of laneway suites should recognize 
them as exempt them from parking requirements as 
does the Secondary Suite bylaw [150.10.80].

Toronto Building Under current by-laws, a laneway 
suite would be subject to a 
$40,067 Development Charge as 
well as a $1,493 Toronto Catholic 
District School Board Educational 
Development Charge and a park 
levee proportionate to the scale 
of the suite

If laneway suites were considered the same way as 
secondary suites, except for their detached nature, 
they would be exempt from development charges, 
the most prohibitive of the fees.

Development 
Engineering

The current water and sewer use 
bylaw prohibits multiple service 
points, but also prohibits sharing 
of services between multiple 
buildings.

These bylaws will need to be amended to 
accommodate laneway suites.  Advice from how 
other jurisdictions like Ottawa are currently being 
sought as to how they surmounted this concern.
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DEPARTMENTAL 
FEEDBACK

HOW LANEWAYS SUITES POLICY CAN 
ADDRESS THE ISSUE

Toronto Building There are very specific setbacks 
related to standard residences, 
for example, [10.10.40.70(2)] 
requiring a 7.5 meter rear yard 
setback

Existing bylaws would have to be amended to 
exempt laneway houses as they are intentionally 
located at the rear lot line.

Toronto Building By-law [10.10.40.40(1)] regulates 
maximum built coverage of a 
lot.  Comments from Building 
suggest that most properties are 
already at or near the maximum 
lot coverage, so a laneway suite 
could not be accommodated.

If the intention of this by-law is to maintain 
greenspace or accommodate stormwater 
management, these issues can be addressed by 
percentage of impermeable surfaces rather than 
simply built area with greenroofs permitting the 
exemption.  Footprint of laneway suites would also 
be regulated to maintain their smaller scale within 
the site.

Toronto Building Addressing:
As municipal response points 
may be confusing, a very clear 
and common addressing system 
should be used.  

Since laneway suites must maintain an emergency 
access of .9m from the main street, this main house 
address can be used suffixed with and “R” for rear.

Toronto Building Ontario Building Code (OBC) 
standards that do not currently 
address laneway suite 
construction 

Laneway suites should be treated as secondary 
suites as they pertain to the OBC.  Upcoming 
changes to the OBC as recommended by Ontario’s 
updated Long-Term Affordable Housing Strategy, 
2015 include measures to reduce the cost of 
construction of a new dwelling with a second unit, 
while maintaining occupant health and safety.



APPENDIX F 

APPENDIX F - MUNICIPAL DETACHED SECONDARY SUITES 
GUIDELINE COMPARISON 



Policy 
    Context	

             
Vancouver Victoria Edmonton Calgary Regina Saskatoon Ottawa Moncton Austin Portland

Guiding 
Document

Laneway 
Housing 
How-to Guide

The Garden 
Suite Policy

Edmonton 
Zoning Bylaw 
12800 Garage 
and Garden 
Suites

Secondary 
Suites and 
Backyards 
Suites

Laneway and 
Garden Suites 
Guidelines for 
Pilot Projects

Design 
Guidelines for 
Garden and 
Garage Suites - 
Neighbourhood 
Infill 
Development 
Strategy

How to Plan 
Your Coach 
House in 
Ottawa

Garden 
Suites By-law 

Secondary 
apartment 
infill option

Accessory 
Structure 
Zoning Code 
Update

Year 
established

2009 
(amended 

2013)
2011

2007 
(amended 

2009)
2007 2016 2014 2016 1998 2001

1991 
(amended 

2016)

Policy Context

Addressing 
a crisis in 
affordable 
housing ---

Introduced 
along with 
Secondary 
Suites to 
increase 
affordable 
housing stock. 

Introduced 
along with 
Secondary 
Suites to 
increase 
affordable 
housing 
stock.

Increase 
supply of rental 
and affordable 
housing and 
direct 30% of 
future growth 
through infill

Introduced 
as part of 
residential infill 
development 
strategy

Addressing 
affordable 
housing in 
suit with 
Provincial 
Policy 

Originally 
permitted 
temporary, 
portable 
structures.  
Revised, 
2014 for 
affordable 
housing

Introduced to 
combat rising 
housing 
costs, and  
ensure more 
sustainable 
patterns of 
growth

To ensure 
accessory 
structures do 
not become the 
predominant 
element on site

Permitting

As-of-right for 
simple one 
story.  Taller 
DSS or outside 
of guidelines is 
discretionary

Discretionary 
– requires 
re-zoning

Discretionary Permitted in 
four central 
Wards
 
Discretionary 
elsewhere

In Phase 2 of 
pilot project

Administratively 
discretionary

As-of-right 
for one 
simple story.  
Two stories 
involves 
committee of 
adjustment 
approval

Discretionary 
“change in 
use”

As-of-right 
where 
Secondary 
Apartment 
Infill Tool 
has been 
adopted

As-of-right city-
wide

Public 
Consultation 
and evaluation

On- going 
consultation 
and evaluation 
between 2009 
and 2013 
informed 
program 
revisions

---

Initial 
stakeholder 
consultation, 
“What we 
heard report,” 
A Garage and 
Garden Suite 
Buildability 
Engagement 
Session to 
address 
issues raised 
in previous 
consultations 

In 
conjunction 
with 
secondary 
suites 
consultation.  
5 focus 
groups, 
telephone 
public 
opinion 
survey

Online Survey,  
Community 
advisory 
committee, 
online 
feedback. 
Consultation 1   
- considering 
infill options, 
Consultation 2     
-  reviewing 
guiding 
principles and 
guidelines

2 public 
meetings, 125 
attendance, 
council bus tour 
of exiting DSS, 
external working 
group

354 
Comments 
received 
over 1 month 
comment 
period on 
Guiding 
Principles 
and Draft 
Recom-
mendations.  
Comments 
informed 
final bylaw 
and guide. 

Resident 
feedback 
was against 
city-wide 
regulations.  
DADUs 
allowed in 
one of the 
two single-
unit zones, 
the two-unit 
dwelling 
zone, and 
the urban 
dwelling 
zone. 

Informed 
through 
many non-
profit housing 
advocacy 
partnerships 

Focus group, 
draft public 
review, 
commission 
review, public 
hearing.  
Updated zoning 
based on public 
feedback.

Appendix C- Municipal Detached Secondary Suite Guidelines Comparison 
Policy 
Context

---  =  Data not found   Adapted from ‘Backyards: Way Forward. Assessing the potential for detached secondary suites in Toronto.’ Kelsey Carriere, 2017.



    Policy 
    Context	
             

Vancouver Victoria Edmonton Calgary Regina Saskatoon Ottawa Moncton Austin Portland

DADUs 
allowed in 
backyards?

Laneways only

Only in 
backyards 
(laneways 
are not 
prominent)

Laneways and 
backyards

Laneways and 
backyards

Laneways and 
backyards

Laneways and 
backyards

Laneways 
and 
backyards

Laneways 
and 
backyards

Laneways 
and 
backyards

Laneways 
and 
backyards

Regulated by 
neighbour-
hood, or city-
wide? 

Permitted in two 
main residential 
zones with lanes

Permitted in 
all single and 
two-family 
dwelling 
zones

Permitted in all 4 
main residential 
zones.  Infill 
Design Guidelines 
apply to “Mature 
Neighbourhoods” 
in block-specific 
locations1

Permitted in 4 
central Wards, 
Discretionary 
elsewhere

On pilot 
project sites, 
expansion city-
wide pending 
evaluation.  3 
distinct property 
types 

All properties 
with detached 
single family 
homes

Permitted 
in all single 
and two-
family zones.  
Row houses 
permitted if a 
corner lot or 
serviced by a 
lane 

Permitted 
within some 
single-unit, 
and all 
two-unit, 
and urban 
dwelling 
zones

As-of-right 
where 
Secondary 
Apartment 
Infill Tool 
has been 
adopted

As-of-right 
where single 
detached 
homes are 
permitted

Servicing --- --- --- --- From principle 
residence ---

From 
principle 
residence2

--- --- ---

Severances Severances not 
permitted --- --- Severances 

not permitted
Severances not 
permitted

Severances not 
permitted

Severances 
not permitted ---

Severances 
not 
permitted

Severances 
not permitted

Addressing ---

Garden suite 
will have 
a unique 
address

--- ---

Same as main 
house, L for 
‘lane’ or R for 
‘rear’

---

Garden suite 
will have 
a unique 
address

--- --- ---

Permitted 
Uses

Long or short 
term rental

Long or short 
term rental

Long or short 
term rental

Long or short 
term rental

Long or short 
term rental

Long or short 
term rental

Long or short 
term rental

Long or short 
term rental

Short term 
rental NOT 
permitted

Long or 
short term 
rental, home 
business, no 
parking.

Incentives or 
Fees

$1,150 simple 
one story,
$1760 all other 
cases

$1,200 base 
fee
$400 notice 
fee $1,400 
public 
hearing = 
$3,000

Cornerstones 
Grant, up to 
$20,000 or 50%

City has 
waived permit 
application 
fees

Fee exemption 
for secondary 
suites and 
laneway /
garden suite 
pilot

$1,950        
application fee, 
100% rebate 
on building and 
plumbing permit 
fees

Exempt from 
development 
fees except 
public transit 
charges

“change in 
use” as well 
as a building 
permit 
fees, no 
registration 
fees

Sliding 
scale of 
permit fee 
rebate 
based on 
percentage 
of 
affordable 
units

Waiver of 
System 
Development 
Charges = 
$8,000 to 
$13,000 USD 
savings per 
unit

Units to date

As of July 
2016, 2,329 
permits issued 
to construct 
laneway homes

From 
2011-2014, 
3 built, 12 
applications 
pending 

2 garden suites, 
64 garage suites

458 secondary 
suites from 
2012 - 2015 

Backyard 
suites not 
distinguished.  

since 2014, 
15 approved, 
8 under 
construction

First project 
currently 
breaking 
ground ---

5 as of 
September 
2016

From 2000-
2016 2,200 
permits 
issued

Policy 
Context

1.	 Garage and Garden Suites in Edmonton are permitted in the following locations:  on corner lots throughout the neighbourhood, on lots fronting onto a service road, on lots backing onto a lane adjacent 
to an arterial road that is separated from the lane by a landscaped boulevard, on lots abutting or separated by a laneway from sites zoned for Row Housing, Apartments, Community Services or Public 
Parks.

2.	 In Ottawa, coach houses are also permitted on rural or village lots over .8 hectares in size and must share either water or wastewater services with the main house, subject to Site Control Plan

31 purpose-built 
suites in new 
developments.

Applications in for 
8 in established 
neighbour-hoods.



    Policy 
    Context	
             

Vancouver Victoria Edmonton Calgary Regina Saskatoon Ottawa Moncton Austin Portland

DADUs 
allowed in 
backyards?

Laneways only

Only in 
backyards 
(laneways 
are not 
prominent)

Laneways and 
backyards

Laneways and 
backyards

Laneways and 
backyards

Laneways and 
backyards

Laneways 
and 
backyards

Laneways 
and 
backyards

Laneways 
and 
backyards

Laneways 
and 
backyards

Regulated by 
neighbour-
hood, or city-
wide? 

Permitted in two 
main residential 
zones with lanes

Permitted in 
all single and 
two-family 
dwelling 
zones

Permitted in all 4 
main residential 
zones.  Infill 
Design Guidelines 
apply to “Mature 
Neighbourhoods” 
in block-specific 
locations1

Permitted in 4 
central Wards, 
Discretionary 
elsewhere

On pilot 
project sites, 
expansion city-
wide pending 
evaluation.  3 
distinct property 
types 

All properties 
with detached 
single family 
homes

Permitted 
in all single 
and two-
family zones.  
Row houses 
permitted if a 
corner lot or 
serviced by a 
lane 

Permitted 
within some 
single-unit, 
and all 
two-unit, 
and urban 
dwelling 
zones

As-of-right 
where 
Secondary 
Apartment 
Infill Tool 
has been 
adopted

As-of-right 
where single 
detached 
homes are 
permitted

Servicing --- --- --- --- From principle 
residence ---

From 
principle 
residence2

--- --- ---

Severances Severances not 
permitted --- --- Severances 

not permitted
Severances not 
permitted

Severances not 
permitted

Severances 
not permitted ---

Severances 
not 
permitted

Severances 
not permitted

Addressing ---

Garden suite 
will have 
a unique 
address

--- ---

Same as main 
house, L for 
‘lane’ or R for 
‘rear’

---

Garden suite 
will have 
a unique 
address

--- --- ---

Permitted 
Uses

Long or short 
term rental

Long or short 
term rental

Long or short 
term rental

Long or short 
term rental

Long or short 
term rental

Long or short 
term rental

Long or short 
term rental

Long or short 
term rental

Short term 
rental NOT 
permitted

Long or 
short term 
rental, home 
business, no 
parking.

Incentives or 
Fees

$1,150 simple 
one story,
$1760 all other 
cases

$1,200 base 
fee
$400 notice 
fee $1,400 
public 
hearing = 
$3,000

Cornerstones 
Grant, up to 
$20,000 or 50%

City has 
waived permit 
application 
fees

Fee exemption 
for secondary 
suites and 
laneway /
garden suite 
pilot

$1,950        
application fee, 
100% rebate 
on building and 
plumbing permit 
fees

Exempt from 
development 
fees except 
public transit 
charges

“change in 
use” as well 
as a building 
permit 
fees, no 
registration 
fees

Sliding 
scale of 
permit fee 
rebate 
based on 
percentage 
of 
affordable 
units

Waiver of 
System 
Development 
Charges = 
$8,000 to 
$13,000 USD 
savings per 
unit

Units to date

As of July 
2016, 2,329 
permits issued 
to construct 
laneway homes

From 
2011-2014, 
3 built, 12 
applications 
pending 

2 garden suites, 
64 garage suites

458 secondary 
suites from 
2012 - 2015 

Backyard 
suites not 
distinguished.  

since 2014, 
15 approved, 
8 under 
construction

First project 
currently 
breaking 
ground ---

5 as of 
September 
2016

From 2000-
2016 2,200 
permits 
issued 1.	 Applications for minor variances with respect to coach houses shall have regard for all of the following considerations:  the coach house is in no circumstance taller than the 

primary dwelling, the proponent can demonstrate that the privacy of the adjoining properties is maintained, the siting and scale of the coach house does not negatively impact the abutting 
properties, significant trees and plantings are preserved on the subject property; and any streetscape character impacts are addressed through the coach house design and siting.

    Policy 
    
Context	
             

Vancouver Victoria Edmonton Calgary Regina Saskatoon Ottawa Moncton Austin Portland

Typical city 
lot size (for 
comparison)

33 x 122 ft
4,026 ft 2

50 x 100 ft     
5,000 ft 2 4,300 ft 2

25 ft wide
---

---
4,795 ft2

25 x 125 ft
3,125 ft 2

38 ft wide
--- ---

50’ x 140’
7,000 ft2

50 x 100 ft
5,000 ft 2

Minimum lot 
area N/A N/A 4,300 ft 2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 5,750 ft 2 3,000 ft 2

Minimum lot 
width 33’ N/A N/A 30’ N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Min. 36’ stan-
dard devel-

opment
Maximum 
total built 
coverage

Laneway house 
width must not 
exceed 50% of 
lot width

25% of 
backyard or 
40% of total 
lot

25% including 
garage and 
accessory 
buildings

45% including 
garage and 
accessory 
buildings

50% 
including 
garage and 
accessory 
buildings

50% of back 
yard

40% 
including 
garage and 
accessory 
buildings

---

40% including 
garage and 
accessory 
buildings

Accessory 
building may 
cover no more 
than 15% of lot 
area

Minimum 
square 
footage

205 ft2 N/A 323 ft2
40-60% 

depending on 
zone

N/A N/A

Standard, 
regulated 

by Building 
Code

N/A 500 ft2 N/A

Maximum 
allowable 
square 
footage

900 ft2 400 ft2 538 ft2

 (at grade)

646 ft2

(above 
garage)

750 ft2
861 ft2 (or 80% 
GFA of principal 

residence)
829 ft2

861 ft2 (or 40% 
of GFA principal 

residence)
800 ft2 1,100 ft2

Number 
of stories 
permitted

1 ½  (2nd floor 
must be setback 
from lane and 
maximum 60% 
of main floor 
area)

1 (with 
exemptions 
for existing 
garage 
conversions 
and “plus 
sites”)

No taller than 
main house 1 1 ½ for core

2 in core (with 
2nd floor 

setback), 1 in 
suburbs

1 (2 if above 
garage)1 --- 2 (max 550 ft2 

on 2nd floor 2

Max building 
height 20’ 12’ 21’ (sloped roof) 

18’ (flat roof) 15’ 19’ 20’ (in core) 12’ 
(in suburbs) 12’ 20’ 30’ 20’, or 15’ if 

within setback
Maximum 
size 
compared 
to principal 
residence

N/A N/A N/A N/A

must be 
smaller than 

principal 
residence

DSS (incl. 
garage) must 

be smaller 
than principal 

residence

must be 
smaller than 

principal 
residence

N/A ---
Maximum 75% 

of principal 
residence

Lot
Guidelines

Size
Guidelines



Vancouver Victoria Edmonton Calgary Regina Saskatoon Ottawa Moncton Austin Portland
Number of 
allowable DSS 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Allowed if existing 
secondary unit 
is principal 
residence

yes yes no no no no no no no no

Location 

Within the rear 
26’ of principal 
yard (32’ if 1 

story)

Rear of 
yard. 1 Rear of yard Rear of yard Rear of 

yard Rear of yard Rear of 
yard

Rear of yard 
or on top of 

garage
Rear of yard

Set back 
40’ from lot 

frontage

Orientation Facing Lane Facing lane 
or backyard

Facing lane or 
backyard

Facing lane 
or backyard

Facing lane 
or backyard

Facing lane or 
backyard

Facing lane 
or backyard

Facing lane 
or backyard

Facing lane 
or backyard

Facing lane 
or backyard

Minimum
rear set back 5’ 2’ --- 2’ --- 7’ --- 8’ 10’ ---

Minimum side 
setback

Minimum 10% 
of the lot width 2’ 4’ 2’ ---

3’ in core, 10’ in 
suburbs.  One 
side must have 

at least 4’.

3’ if no 
windows. 
13’ with 

windows. 
One side 

must have 
at least 4’.

4’ --- ---

Distance between 
DSS and principal 
dwelling

16’ 8’ 13’ 3’ --- 13’ --- --- 10’ N/A

Basements
Permitted.  

Counts towards 
total floor area.

--- --- ---

Not 
permitted 
to prevent 

risk of flood 
damage

Not permitted Permitted --- --- ---

Parking spots 
required?

1 non-enclosed 
parking

No 
additional 
parking 
required

Sufficient as per 
the bylaw 1 1

No 
additional 
parking 
required

1
1 (or 2 if 

main house 
has none)

No additional 
parking 
required

Exemptions --- --- --- ----

Exempt 
within 400m 

of transit 
stop or near 
downtown

--- --- --- --- ---

Orientation
    and Setbacks

 Number
of DSS permitted

Parking

1. In Victoria it is encouraged that on corner lots the Garden Suite is sited as close to the side street as possible to create a consistent streetscape pattern. 

1 (2 in 
some 

neighbour-
hoods)



Vancouver Victoria Edmonton Calgary Regina Saskatoon Ottawa Moncton Austin Portland

Accessibility 
guidelines

Must have one 
accessible 

washroom on 
the first/ground 

floor

--- --- ---

All publicly 
accessible 
areas 
should be 
barrier-free

Entrance 
paths should 

accommodate 
barrier-free 

access

--- --- --- ---

Affordability 
regulations --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

SMART 
program. 
Short-term 
rental not 
permitted to 
help ensure 
supply of 
affordable 
housing

---

Sustainability

Surface parking 
spaces should 
have permeable 
pavers or 
impermeable 
wheel paths 
with ground 
cover in centre 
and sides

--- --- --- ---

Passive solar 
design, energy 

efficiency 
encouraged

--- --- --- ---

Accessibility
Affordability
Sustainability
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