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IINNFFIILLLL  22  FF..AA..QQ..  
 
 

The City of Ottawa is introducing new zoning regulations for residential infill in 
established neighbourhoods inside the Greenbelt. This FAQ explains those new 
regulations and addresses some questions related to them. 
 
 
1. Where do the new rules apply? 
 

Except for Rockliffe Park where a Heritage District Plan is presently underway, there are 
new zoning rules related to rear yard setbacks and building height that apply to all R1, R2, 
R3 and R4 residential zones inside the Greenbelt. Some of the new rules are tailored to 
the Mature Neighbourhoods (the most central ones); others are tailored to the Outer 
Urban neighbourhoods (post-World War II neighbourhoods). 

 
 
2. What are the changes that are common to all areas? 
 

Bigger back yards 
 
The rear yard setback is now related to the height of a building. There is still a minimum; 
however, for buildings that are taller than the minimum, the new rule says that one metre 
of back yard must be provided for each metre of building height. Except for large lots, 
deeper lots will have to provide a deeper rear yard to ensure an alignment equivalent to 
shallow lots.  In addition, buildings with 3-8 dwelling units will need to provide 15 m2 of at-
grade amenity space per dwelling unit where parking is not required. 
 
Lower building heights 
 
The permitted building height is being reduced in most residential zones.  

 
Zones Current limit New limit 

R1  11 m 8.5 m 

R1 9.5 m 8.5 m 

R2 11 m Duplex with a peaked roof 9.5 m, all other uses 8.5 m 

R2 9.5 m Duplex with a peaked roof 9.5 m, all other uses 8.5 m 

R3 – R4 11 m Low rise Apartment, Stacked dwellings, Three unit 
dwellings 11 m 
Other permitted uses with a peaked roof 11 m 
Other permitted uses with a roof type other than 
peaked roof 10 m 

R4 14.5 or 15 m 14.5 m 
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Roof types and height 
 
Should there be lower height restrictions for flat roofs to ensure compatibility of 
mass with existing sloped roofs? 
 
Many Community Associations have stated that they want the City to adopt tighter 
regulations with respect to roof types, and to differentiate height permissions between roof 
types. Some have suggested that the Streetscape Character Analysis approach should be 
used to regulate roof types. The Official Plan contains no policy direction with respect to 
architectural styles of this kind. By establishing different regulations or by requiring a type 
of roof through a Streetscape Character Analysis, the City would be imposing an 
architectural style to a property owner perhaps against their wish in the absence of a 
policy direction to do so. Given this absence of policy direction, the City has no legislative 
ability to do this. 
 
Throughout the extensive consultation and research process for the By-law, Staff has 
observed that there may be, on any given streetscape, a number of roof types. Peaked 
roofs themselves can show the peak or the flank to the street; gambrel and mansard roofs 
can also be present and are closer in mass to flat roofs. The variety that can exist both 
required an easy and fair way to measure building height, and at the same time, the ability 
for property owners to choose the style of their liking without being penalized in their 
development rights. 

 
Staff maintains that the current system of height regulation is fair and will work well with 
the new reduced height permissions. The present zoning by-law approach already 
measures the height for peaked roofs at mid-roof. Indirectly, this is a built-in incentive for 
peaked roofs. In R2 subzones where the building height is proposed to be reduced to 8.5 
metres, an additional height incentive of 1.5 m will be applied to duplexes with peaked 
roofs.  Height reductions are not proposed for all dwelling types, the reason being to allow 
the possibility for a full upper storey independent of the roof type (e.g.  A height reduction 
from 11m to 10 m would result in a triplex, stacked or low-rise not being able to 
accommodate a peaked roof and a full third storey, whereas a duplex could. 

 
Roof-top terraces 
 
There was much discussion about the pros and cons of rooftop patios. Many people 
disliked the privacy-intrusion effect that is sometimes produced by them. Others point out 
that urban rooftops are highly sought-after amenity spaces. The Planning and Growth 
Management Department is proposing to permit them, with new rules to mitigate the 
privacy-intrusion effect. The railings that surround rooftop patios will have to be set back 
1.5 m from the edge of the roof along any outside wall. The access to rooftop will have to 
be setback from the front and rear wall a distance equivalent to its height. 
 
Projections 
 
There have been concerns about rooftop projections that are built or enlarged big enough 
to effectively become an extra storey. New rules will limit all projections above maximum 
height (except chimneys and roof top accesses) to be no more than 1.1 m tall. No roof top 
garden or terrace will be permitted to project above the maximum building height in 
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residential first density zone as direct access to amenity area is provided at grade.  Roof 
top accesses will be limited to project 3 m above the maximum height and be no larger 
than 7.m² for straight-run stairs or 10.2 m² for switch-back stairs. The access will also have 
to be setback a minimum distance equivalent to its height from exterior front and rear walls 
and 1.5 m from exterior side walls. 
 
Balconies and decks 
 
To enhance the privacy of neighbouring back yards, a new rule is recommended for 
shallow lots that will prevent balconies from projecting into the minimum required rear 
yards. A rear yard deck can be built up to a maximum height of 60 cm from the ground. 

 
 
3. What changes are proposed for the Mature Neighbourhoods as a result of Infill 2? 
 

Side yard setbacks 
 
No change to the requirement for a total minimum of 1.8 m for both sides, except that one 
side must now be at least 1.2 m. 

 
 
4. What changes are proposed for the Outer Urban Neighbourhoods as a result of Infill 

2? 
 

New zoning permissions for discreet intensification and compatible infill are being 
proposed for post-World War II neighbourhoods with larger lots and smaller house 
footprints which may be experiencing intensification pressures. 
 
Corner lots 

 
Where would the proposed permission to divide corner lots into two apply? 

 
In R1 subzones where the required minimum lot size is 665 m2 or greater, more 
specifically R1 A, AA, B, BB, C, CC, E, G, GG, where full municipal water and sewer 
services are present. As is the case today, a severance application is required, and must 
be granted by the Committee of Adjustment on the basis of zoning conformity. 

What would be the effect of such severances? 
 
The proposed new zoning would allow the required minimum lot size to be halved, 
provided the required minimum lot width and side yard setbacks are respected. The 
interior yard (side setback) would replace the required rear setback for the new corner lot. 
The new corner lot would have to provide an at-grade amenity area equivalent to at least 
5% of the minimum lot area required in the subzone, in addition to all required setbacks. 
The required rear yard setback would apply to the new interior lot to ensure that the new 
house is not immediately adjacent to the existing neighbouring back yard while allowing 
retention of some of the existing vegetation. The smallest buildable area that would result 
from dividing in half the smallest permitted lot size (665 m²), once all setbacks are applied, 
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would be 89 m². This footprint would grow with increased minimum lot areas depending on 
the subzones. 
 
Why is the City suggesting this? 
 
Through the consultation process on Infill 2, staff heard that the challenge in the Outer 
Urban neighbourhoods (those built between ~1950 and ~1970) is that typically there are 
houses with relatively small footprints on large lots, and the zoning permissions that are 
presently in force allow for very large building footprints and houses of a mass and height 
well in excess of the existing neighbourhood fabric. In addition to houses that are in 
significant contrast with the streetscape, staff also heard that after a few years, those new 
big houses have an effect on the property assessment of the surrounding vicinity.  
 
The Infill 2 Study has had, as part of its mandate, the task of determining whether there 
are opportunities for discreet intensification that is compatible with the character of outer 
urban neighbourhoods, as a way to provide clearer direction to infill activity in the context 
of neighbourhoods that are characterized by larger lots and houses of smaller footprint, 
typically five to seven decades in age. 
 
This led to a design charrette where six scenarios were tested under the direction of an 
architect, among members of a Technical Working Group that included representatives 
from outer urban neighbourhoods’ community associations and members of the infill 
industry. 
 
Staff was asked to take a step back and spend more time studying the issue of corner lots. 
Below is an outline of the approaches that could be taken and annotations on each of 
them. On the question of “how can the City make provisions for small-scale intensification 
in the outer urban neighbourhoods inside the Greenbelt”, possible answers are: 
 

Rezone R1 areas to R2. 
- Probably too much in one fell swoop, as it opens the door to a theoretical doubling 

of density on a very large area of the city. 
- If some are rezoned and others aren’t, what would be the criteria? 

 
Allow for secondary dwellings in single-detached houses. 
- The Zoning By-law already permits this (s. 133) 
- We could amend the requirement that a new secondary dwelling must not change 

the streetscape character, to allow more flexibility. This would amount to a quasi-R2 
zoning across all areas that are presently R1. It could also be seen as too much in 
one fell swoop. 

 
Reduce minimum lot width 
- Such a measure across all R1 zones would likely be seen as drastic changes in 

one fell swoop to some of the defining attributes of character of entire 
neighbourhoods. It would also lead to the random or irregular occurrence of infills 
under the new rules that then become much more visible on a streetscape where 
no other house has changed. 
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Reduce minimum lot size 
- Similar to the previous approach, although in areas with deeper lots, this approach 

could be more successful at incorporating discreet infill with the use of flag lots, 
where a house in a deep back yard is allowed behind an existing house. However, 
applying such an approach across the board would also lead to helter-skelter 
development that would create visual intrusions into the neighbouring back yards, 
and thus represents perhaps too blunt a change as an initial step. 

 
Reduce minimum lot size on corner lots only 
- Allows the minimum lot width to be maintained, which is a key factor on the 

streetscape; doesn’t create back yard intrusions due to their corner location; affects 
a small percentage of the lots in a community; results in smaller building footprints 
than currently allowed; one house per street frontage means the infill is easier to 
camouflage from a streetscape perspective. 

 
The reason for this suggestion is to permit the creation of infill houses that are of a similar 
size to the ones that already exist in the neighbourhood. The issue of height is already 
addressed by the current 8 m maximum building height requirement that is to be 
maintained; on the flip side, opportunities are being proposed for infill houses of a size and 
mass that better reflects what exists – the premise being that “it may be better to have two 
small houses that are comparable to their neighbours, than one very big one which looks 
out of place. It would still be possible for people to take full advantage of the zoning 
permissions on a large lot – severances are not mandatory. However, the possibility of two 
small houses (which does not exist today) might lead to such a scenario in more 
instances. Two small, brand-new houses would create opportunities for new households 
wanting to move into these established neighbourhoods. With new households comes 
potential new support for local schools, services and businesses who would benefit from 
additional population nearby. 

Semi-detached dwellings 
 
In R2 zones, the required interior side yard setback for semi-detached is the same as for a 
detached. 
 
Long semi-detached dwellings 
 
Now permitted in the Mature Neighbourhoods through Infill 1 (pending OMB enactment), 
the “long semi-detached” (one unit in front of the other rather than side-by-side) is 
proposed to be permitted in the Outer Urban neighbourhoods as well, with a minimum lot 
frontage for the “flag pole” portion of a flag lot of 3 m (in the Mature Neighbourhoods it is 
1.5 m). 
 
Very large homes 
 
There was extensive discussion on the scale of some new infill houses compared with the 
older established residences on the same street. The City won’t recommend limits to 
square footage (which would be difficult to determine arbitrarily, since scale and context 
determine the fit of a house on its street, and there is no one-size-fits-all). However, new 
zoning regulations for wide lots (greater than 36 m in width) include greater side yard 



 

6 

setbacks (40% of the lot width), limiting the façade to only 60% of the width where a 
building is allowed, and requiring a setback from the front of at least 2 m for any further 
part of the house; in addition, no garage or carport would be allowed closer to the front lot 
line than the front wall of the house. The aim of these new rules is to allow larger homes 
but to shape them so that, from the street, their scale appears closer to the established 
residences and the extra massing is recessed away from the street and therefore has less 
impact on the streetscape. 

 
5. When do these changes come into effect? 
 

Planning Staff intends to present these changes at Planning Committee on May 12th 2015. 
The changes become effective the day Council adopts them, unless they are appealed to 
the Ontario Municipal Board. If the changes are appealed, the OMB will either enact the 
changes after a hearing, enact modified provisions, or strike them down altogether. 

 


