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Abstract 

As many cities around the world struggle with the housing affordability crisis, while 

at the same time striving for achievement against stringent sustainability goals, the tiny 

house movement has pushed for the integration of a new housing typology. Under the 

current housing market and planning regime, homes are being built bigger than ever 

before while the average household size continues to fall across Canada. In pursuit of 

freedom, tiny house enthusiasts are struggling to find their place in BC’s housing stock.  

The main guiding research question behind this work is how could planning optimize tiny 

houses as a housing typology by integrating them into BC communities in a harmonious 

way that aligns with the values and principles behind the tiny house movement? Research 

methods include a literature review to investigate the emerging tiny house movement that 

is making its way across North America and Australia. Additionally, case studies from BC 

are used to uncover what planning contexts and regulatory frameworks are being used to 

support tiny house integration. The case studies are evaluated using criteria formed under 

the Brundtland report’s triple bottom line definition of sustainability. Key findings and best 

practices inform recommendations for planning authorities on how to proceed with 

implementation processes. The main indicator of success for these recommendations will 

be the replication of strategies and tactics utilized in BC in alignment with case studies 

analyzed in the literature review. Findings suggest that BC is on track in enabling 

successful tiny house integration into the housing stock with other tiny house friendly 

communities around the world. 

Keywords:  Tiny houses; tiny homes; affordable housing; sustainable housing; tiny 
house movement; community planning 
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Chapter 1. Introduction  

The housing affordability crisis is becoming an increasingly urgent issue in many 

countries around the world (Shearer & Burton, 2019). There are multiple, complex and 

interrelated reasons for the continued rise in house prices, hence it is often considered a 

“wicked problem” with no simple solution in community planning discourse (Shearer & 

Burton, 2019). Housing affordability is a product of a combination of factors related to 

supply and demand (Shearer & Burton, 2019). This crisis is disproportionately affecting 

the most marginalized groups, such as seniors, BIPOC, single parents, youth, and low-

income folks who are the most vulnerable to experiencing homelessness (Housing 

Vancouver Strategy, 2017). Increased demand for housing may be variable due to 

population growth, migration towards urban centers, spatially concentrated demand, low 

mortgage rates or easily accessible financing, tax incentives, as well as a strong cultural 

preference for detached single family houses (Brokenshire, 2019; Shearer & Burton, 

2019). Additionally, mass migration of people moving into urban areas and city centers is 

placing a strain on space and the built environment (Boeckermann et al., 2019). 

Unaffordability in large cities, such as Vancouver, BC, is also partially due to increased 

international demand, as well as local incomes not keeping pace, which has left local 

residents unable to compete in the housing market (Rees, 2018). Regarding the supply 

side, urban centers often have inflated land values, lack of infrastructure, inefficient 

planning processes, and tedious development approvals processes (Shearer & Burton, 

2019). Significantly increasing real estate prices have drastically affected the development 
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industry and politics for many years (Leindecker & Kugfarth, 2019). Regardless of many 

different policy intervention varieties, affordability remains a significant challenge.  

Additionally, a prominent related problem is that the residential industry is the third 

largest energy-consuming industry, and pressure to consider adopting alternative 

practices is increasing (Friedman, 2007, p. 2; Ford, et al., 2017). The average size of 

newly constructed detached single-family homes is increasing (Boeckermann et al., 2019). 

In majority of the world, particularly in Asia, Africa, and the European Union, humans have 

always lived in small dwellings (Shearer & Burton, 2019). However, ex-colonies of the 

United Kingdom are increasingly being characterized by urban sprawl, which occurs when 

large detached single-family homes on lots with private yard space are the predominant 

housing type (Shearer & Burton, 2019). In most of the world, large houses are a luxury 

only the wealthiest segments of the population can afford, but in the USA, Canada, and 

Australia, larger houses are common among the middle class (Shearer & Burton, 2019). 

In addition to increasing home size, increased urban sprawl has caused a 50% increase 

in the negative environmental impacts of a house since the 1950s (Boeckermann et al., 

2019). Additionally, while increase in house size has been observed, so has decrease in 

average household size (Boeckermann et al., 2019). In the USA and Australia, between 

1950 and 2011, the average household size fell from 3.6 people per household to just 2.5 

people per household (Shearer & Burton, 2019). In 2016, the most common type of living 

arrangement, in Canada, was single person households, and is BC the average number 

of people per household has dropped to just 2.4 (Statistics Canada, 2017). Additionally, 

according to The Globe and Mail, the average size (in square feet) of a house in Canada 

is still increasing, much like the USA and Australia (Banerjee, 2012). Many cities are taking 

on more responsibility in the fight against climate change and are committed to reducing 
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the environmental impact of the built environment by setting goals and implementing 

policies (Goulden, 2017). As individuals take on personal responsibility to reduce their 

environmental impact in alignment with community goals and policies, some are choosing 

to downsize from single family homes to tiny houses in order to achieve this outcome.  

Tiny houses are not a new phenomenon, but a distinct movement, where 

individuals are “going tiny;” they have been spreading across North America and Australia 

since the 1990s (Ford, et al., 2017; Shearer & Burton, 2019; Evans 2018b). Tiny houses 

are not just an architectural movement, but a social and even cultural movement as well 

(Shearer & Burton, 2019). The tiny house movement is built on the philosophy that going 

tiny is the pathway to sustainability, affordability, and ultimately freedom (Brokenshire, 

2019; Shearer & Burton, 2019). The deep desire to live with as little footprint on the 

environment as possible stemmed from the counterculture movement that emerged in the 

1960s, in which individuals sought to distance themselves from the conventional capitalist 

“live to work and work to live” mentality and be self-reliant (Wilson, 2021). This movement 

has been highly romanticized and glamorized by social media, but many scholars agree 

that the tiny house movement is more than a movement, in fact, tiny houses could be a 

critical emerging housing typology to be leveraged in modern community planning 

practices (Anson, 2014; Shearer & Burton, 2019; Evans, 2019).   

1.1. Problem Statement 

Large and unaffordable housing can have significant negative consequences for 

communities in terms of social cohesion, environmental impact, and economic growth. 

Countries such as Canada and Australia, where the tiny house movement is being 

observed to grow, have based their community planning regulatory frameworks on that of 
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the United Kingdom and the United States, but have more recently evolved to become 

more market based which has resulted in large pressure on the housing and development 

industries (Shearer & Burton, 2019). These practices have benefitted landowners and 

developers while contributing to the growth in house sizes and inflated prices (Shearer & 

Burton, 2019). Those seeking an alternative path from unattainable homeownership and 

excessive environmental wastefulness pioneered the tiny house movement (Ford, et al., 

2017). As a housing typology, tiny houses are often seen as a niche market with limited 

potential to be scaled up (Shearer & Burton, 2019). Although the tiny house lifestyle might 

not be for everyone, there remains many social and legal barriers to the inclusion of tiny 

houses in community planning regimes, despite their growing popularity among many 

population segments (Ford, et al., 2017; Evans, 2017).   

Further acceptance of tiny houses as a mainstream housing solution is growing in 

the USA, Australia, and New Zealand, but little research has been applied to Canadian 

contexts. Could tiny houses be a feasible and successful housing typology in Canada? 

What barriers are in place that prevent planning authorities from legitimizing tiny houses 

as a housing typology? What are the policy tools, planning frameworks, and best practices 

of planning for tiny houses in Canada? 

1.2. Research Goals 

This work aims to explore tiny houses as an emerging housing typology in the 

province of British Columbia (BC), Canada. In recent scholarly works, there has been an 

emphasis on tiny houses as a possible intervention or response (not yet a solution) to the 

growing concern over housing affordability and as a contributor to a more sustainable 

addition to the housing stock (Shearer & Burton, 2021). To date there have been few 
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academic discussions surrounding tiny houses and their feasibility as a long-term housing 

type (Anson, 2014). Despite the fact that tiny houses are very widely covered in blogs, 

television shows, and social media, examination of the movement and housing typology 

from the academic perspective is limited (Ford, et al., 2017). Therefore, the main goal of 

this work is to better understand the factors that contribute to planning for tiny houses in 

Canada, with a specific focus on BC by examining existing BC emergence of tiny houses 

as a housing typology and uncover the frameworks under which they operate. 

1.3. Research Questions 

Much scholarly work on tiny houses has focused on them as a dwelling type rather 

than as an important element of an emerging social movement (Shearer & Burton, 2021). 

However, the two are interrelated. In examining the existing planning regime and 

frameworks under which tiny houses have emerged across BC, how could planning 

optimize tiny houses as a housing typology by integrating them into communities in a 

harmonious way that aligns with the values behind tiny houses as a social movement? 

How can we pave a way forward for local governments, planning authorities, industry, 

future homeowners, and the public to better understand this form and feasibility? Under 

what circumstances do tiny house communities meet the idealized benefits that the media 

portrays? 

1.4. Significance 

As an emerging housing typology, tiny houses come in multiple variations and can 

be situated in many segments of the housing continuum (Elver, 2019). The housing 

continuum is “a model of housing in a linear progression from homelessness or housing 
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need to homeownership used to visually depict different segments of housing” (Elver, 

2019). Tiny houses offer an uncommon opportunity in which homeownership can be 

separated from land ownership, therefore allowing different forms of affordable housing 

(BC Housing, 2021). Tiny houses as a housing form are generally less expensive to build 

than full sized homes and therefore offer an effective tool for housing providers to build 

cost effective housing projects as emergency shelters, transitional housing, social 

housing, and other more permanent forms. Additionally, tiny houses are also highly 

customizable, as construction cost can be determined by design, materials used, location, 

unit size, labour, and time required to build (BC Housing, 2021). This means that tiny 

houses can also make up the “market homeownership” end of the continuum as well. Tiny 

homes are often portrayed in the media as smaller luxury housing. While it is high quality 

in construction, it does not carry the same price tag as full-sized homes and therefore is 

much more widely accessible. Different forms of tiny houses are discussed in greater 

detail in Chapter 2.  

 

Figure 1 Housing Continuum  

Image Source: CMHC 2019 

Alternatively, from the Housing Continuum Model, which follows a single, linear 

transition from homelessness to homeownership, the Wheelhouse is “a circular model, 

reflecting the reality that people’s housing needs are changing as they go through their 

lives” (Elver, 2019). This alternative model de-emphasizes homeownership in favour of a 



 

7 

more diverse and evolving approach. Instead of placing homeownership as the desired 

outcome, the Wheelhouse reflects the fact that “a healthy housing stock needs to include 

a variety of housing forms and tenures, in order to meet the diverse needs of residents 

from different socio-economic backgrounds and at every stage of their lives” (Elver, 2019). 

Since tiny houses are an adaptive and flexible housing typology, communities that use the 

Wheelhouse Model will be able to effectively situate what forms of tiny houses may be the 

most appropriate in their housing stock. 

 

Figure 2 The Wheelhouse Model  

Image Source: CMHC 2019 

Tiny houses are an affordable, accessible, and sustainable innovation (Anson, 

2014). They have gained popularity in the 1990s and early 2000s (Evans, 2017). Tiny 

houses do not make up a significant part of the existing housing supply in BC, even though 

their characteristics make them seem to be a perfect fit (BC Housing, 2021). If 

implemented, tiny houses could be a key housing market intervention to relieve pressure 

on the market and provide home buyers with a typology that encompasses all the benefits 

of a single-family home but without the cost and carbon footprint of a conventional full-

sized home. The large number of custom-built tiny houses, variation of foundations and 
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forms really demonstrates the adaptability and innovation of the building and construction 

industry, and it is hopeful that this new typology of tiny houses will be positively accepted 

and legitimized in the housing market and planning regime.  
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 

Individuals around the world are jumping on board the tiny house movement in 

different ways for a number of different reasons. But this concept of tiny living is not a new 

phenomenon (Evans, 2017). Planning systems have long been concerned with housing 

quality, size and form (Ford, et al., 2017). To better situate the case studies, a review of 

existing academic literature was conducted. 

2.1. History 

While humans certainly lived in small dwelling units from the beginnings of the 

creation of shelter as a construct, the earliest reference often cited for this movement is 

the 150 square foot cabin in Walden, Massachusetts where Henry D. Thoreau published 

his “ode to life” in 1854 (Roy, 2019). Moving forward through time, in 1999 Jay Shafer, an 

early proponent and tiny home builder, is often credited with sparking the tiny house 

movement (Wilkinson, 2011). His article about the benefits of living in a space of limited 

square feet helped to popularize the movement (Roy, 2019). In that year, Shafer founded 

the Tumbleweed Tiny House Company in Sonoma, California, which became the first 

company in North America to sell mobile tiny houses (Roy, 2019). The movement further 

emerged as a response to the growing size, costs, and environmental burden of the 

average conventional full-sized home in the USA and Canada (Conley, et al., 2015). 

Popularity grew with the financial crisis of 2008, when the USA experienced an increase 

in the number of tent cities and RV campers across the country (Roy, 2019). This crisis 

directly led to growth in the tiny house movement (Roy, 2019). It was predicted that the 

tiny house market will grow by 7% between 2018 and 2022 (Martin, 2018; Roy, 2019). 
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This growth could also be partially attributed to increasing popularity in media around tiny 

homes, specifically on the HGTV network, which already has four different shows all 

featuring tiny houses; “Tiny House Hunters,” “Tiny House Builders,” “Tiny House, Big 

Living” and “Tiny Luxury” (Ford et al., 2017). These shows as well as other media and 

news outlets magnified claims that tiny houses and tiny house communities would save 

the planet, allow financial freedom and be the answer to homelessness (Conley, et al., 

2015). As of 2015 there were 41 identified tiny house communities in the USA, 

approximately 22 of which are functional communities (Conley, et al., 2015). In the 

aftermath of the COVID-19 pandemic, which dramatically altered housing and migration 

patterns in Canada and the United States, there could likely be many more tiny house 

dwellers across North America (August, 2021). There are approximately 16 existing tiny 

house developments identified in BC, listed in Appendix A. Despite some more recent 

technological advancements that have allowed the residential sector to improve their 

environmental performance, housing continues to become increasingly unaffordable 

(Evans, 2017; Shearer & Burton, 2019). This will likely continue to be the driving force 

behind the growth of the tiny house movement. 

2.2. What is a Tiny House? 

In order to best assess the claims of the tiny house movement and better 

understand the planning regimes of this emerging housing typology, it is helpful to clearly 

define what constitutes as a tiny house (Shearer & Burton, 2021). While it might sound 

self explanatory, being tiny doesn’t necessarily mean that the dwelling counts as a tiny 

house. There are also wider socio-cultural aspects underpinning the claims and values 

driving the tiny house movement which are relevant for planning and definitional purposes 
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(Shearer & Burton, 2021). Having a working definition will also help guide future research. 

The term tiny house covers a fairly broad spectrum, so having a clear description will also 

assist in guiding analysis of the phenomenon (Shearer & Burton, 2019).  

The BC Tiny House Collective (BCTHC) defines a tiny house as a “single housing 

unit that includes the basic amenities of a permanent home such as a kitchen, washroom 

and sleeping area, that is less than 500 square feet and is detached or semi-attached, 

mobile or on a temporary or permanent foundation, customizable, tailored to individual 

taste and budget, and is designed and built on the principles of affordability, environmental 

sustainability and social inclusion/community” (BCTHC, 2017). Drawing from this 

definition, in 2021 the BC Housing Research Center published their report “Tiny Houses 

– An Alternative to Conventional Housing,” in which they defined a tiny house as “a 

permanent ground-oriented dwelling that is detached, moveable and non-motorized, 

under 500 square feet and tailored to compact design. It is neither a mobile home nor a 

recreational vehicle (RV). It is a home intended for full-time living” (BC Housing, 2021). 

These definitions both include aspects that are consistent with the findings of many 

other tiny house scholars. With reference to the tiny house movement, tiny dwellings of 

any type vary widely in size, mobility, permanency, tenure, construction type, legal status, 

materials, and form (Shearer & Burton, 2019). Authors Shearer and Burton established a 

list of defining characteristics of tiny houses as they relate to the tiny house movement, 

with the goal of being able to clarify which dwelling typologies would be included or 

eliminated (Shearer & Burton, 2019).  

• Size: tiny houses are small dwellings and are compact with design features 

intended to save space. According to the International Code Council, no 
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“habitable” room can be smaller than 70 square feet (Roy, 2019). Findings 

suggest the maximum size of a tiny house is usually around 500 square feet 

although few will state an exact number. As mentioned, many small dwellings are 

already prominent in the world, yet few would be classified as tiny houses under 

the tiny house movement (Shearer & Burton, 2019).  

• Dwelling: The tiny house must have all standard features of a full-sized house as 

they are built to be permanently occupied. “The British Columbia Building Code 

(BCBC) defines a dwelling unit as a “suite operated as a housekeeping unit, used 

or intended to be used by one or more persons and usually containing cooking, 

eating, living, sleeping and sanitary facilities.” Permanence, as it relates to a 

dwelling, means it can be used for full-time living” (BC Housing, 2021).  

• Mobility: Although tiny houses are built and designed to move, how often they are 

designed to move differs from motorized dwellings like RVs. Although mobile, 

they are too heavy and large to be suited for regular travelling on roads. Tiny 

houses tend to fall into one of three mobility categories, fully mobile (on a trailer 

base/wheels), partly mobile (on a temporary foundation) or permanent (fixed to 

the ground on a foundation) (Shearer & Burton, 2019). 

• Design ethos: The quality of the construction differentiates tiny houses from other 

mobile dwellings such as mobile homes, as they are built using high quality 

materials and often customized to the intended owner or occupier of the dwelling. 

There is a strong emphasis placed on uniqueness, creativity, and beauty. Due to 

the size, there is also heavy emphasis on compact design (BC Housing, 2021).  

• Community: Many tiny house villages or developments aim to promote a sense 

of community between the residents. This is done by including shared spaces 

such as storage, laundry, gardens, and parking spaces. Many designs also 
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feature gathering spaces where communal enjoyment of space can occur. 

Aspects of micro scale sharing economies are also often observed in tiny house 

communities as some larger or more costly belongings can be shared among 

residents.  

• Sustainability: The idea of minimizing one’s environmental footprint by reducing 

their physical footprint is one of the foundational aspects to the tiny house 

movement (Evans, 2017; Evans 2018b). Tiny houses have lower energy and 

water requirements, are often built out of recycled or natural materials and use 

proportionately less resources than full sized houses. Drawing from the 

Brundtland report, analysis uses the triple bottom line approach to sustainability, 

which in addition to environmental parameters, includes social and economic 

longevity as critical aspects in the tiny house movement (Ford, et al., 2017)  

• Freedom: Tiny houses are intended to allow their occupiers or owners access to 

financial freedom and therefore freedom form conventional constraints of the 

large, costly full-size homes (Wilson, 2021). Additionally, this characteristic refers 

to freedom from the associated obligations of participation in the conventional 

workforce which would be needed to pay for a full-sized house. Freedom from 

debt and the associated obligations of permanent, full-time employment are 

characteristics of a countercultural movement that rejects the conventions of 

mainstream society (Anson, 2014; Boeckermann et al., 2019; Evans, 2019; 

Mutter, 2013).  

Many aspects to tiny houses remain undefined depending on where in the world 

they are being integrated. Australia and New Zealand appear to be ahead of North 

America in terms of legality and legitimacy in terms of planning regimes (Brokenshire, 
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2019). However, the USA seems to be leading as the main source of tiny house dwellers 

whether legally or not (Evans, 2017). In Canada, fully permanent tiny houses are 

completely legal as long as it meets the National and BC Building Code objectives of 

safety, health, accessibility, fire and structural protection, energy and water efficiency (BC 

Housing, 2021). “Municipalities throughout BC are mandated by the Building Act to 

conform with the BCBC, however when a provincial building regulation does not regulate 

a matter, local governments may regulate them if they have legislative authority to do so” 

(BC Housing, 2021). Additionally, local governments and planning authorities permit 

different types, sizes and situated buildings so further regulations may be applicable. For 

example, minimum dwelling unit requirements in a zoning bylaw can prohibit the 

development of tiny homes. Additionally, permanent tiny houses require access to land 

which in many cities in BC are the main barrier into the tiny house market. In Vancouver 

and few other cities, laneway houses (also referred to as Additional Dwelling Units or 

ADUs) are a common form of tiny houses but are only used as secondary dwellings. ADUs 

provide urban infill and help to densify single family neighbourhoods but by definition 

ADUs are not the primary residence. They can be rented out and provide the homeowner 

with an additional source of income.  

Other forms of less permanent tiny houses, however, are usually either 

unregulated or illegal (Brokenshire, 2019). In Canada, the Canadian Standards 

Association (CSA) Group develops and regulates standards of products related to 

construction, infrastructure, electrical, public safety, transportation and the environment. 

CSA has three standards (and two subsections) that apply to tiny homes —CSA A277 

(prefabricated buildings and modules), Z240 (manufactured homes or “mobile homes”) 

and Z241 (recreational vehicles and 8-foot wide, road allowable “park models”) (BC 
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Housing, 2021). Since these products are moveable, they are regulated nationally, leaving 

provinces and local governments with little regulatory powers.  

Authors Shearer and Burton (2019) have categorized variations of tiny houses 

under the common factors into several specific typologies. Mobile forms of tiny houses are 

categorized as “Type 1.” Under this category, 1a is tiny houses on wheels, 1b are 

relocatable tiny houses, and 1c are permanently mobile tiny houses designed to move. 

Type 2 is the permanent category. 2a are permanent purpose-built tiny houses, 2b are 

converted other structures, and 2c are tiny house communities or villages. This project 

focuses mostly on the type 2c typology as they appear in BC.  

 

Figure 3 Tiny House Form 2a "Purpose Built"  

Image Source: Shearer & Burton (2019) 
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Figure 4 Tiny House Form 2c "Tiny Village" 

Image Source: Shearer & Burton (2019) 

Tiny house “villages” or tiny house “communities” can be attached or detached. 

They often have shared facilities such as laundry or storage and can either be owned or 

rented under various types of tenure (Shearer & Burton, 2019). Some common forms in 

BC include bare land strata, “mobile home park” ownership models, cooperative 

ownership, leasehold ownership, co-ownership, fractional interests, undivided interests, 

land and/or unit rental models, rent to own models, or fee simple ownership. They can 

exist in rural or urban areas and almost always have an overarching purpose or mission 

behind their development (Evans, 2017). Some examples include tiny eco villages, social 

cohesion, or emergency housing for the homeless. Tiny house communities are becoming 

an increasingly popular intervention to address homelessness in the North America (Wong 

et al., 2020; Evans, 2019). In a study that interviewed the residents of “Tiny Village” in 

Seattle, the findings indicated that many people experiencing homelessness find living in 

a tiny house to be “self-empowering” and “safer than alternatives” (Wong et al., 2020). 

One likely reason for the success of the tiny house community intervention is that they are 



 

17 

flexible, cost effective compared to conventional shelter interventions, and can adapt to a 

variety of environmental policies and laws of different locations (Wong et al., 2020).  

2.3. The Tiny House Movement 

As noted previously, the North American tiny house movement began in the 1850s 

with roots in counter-cultural responses to consumerism and desire to get back to nature 

(Roy, 2019). This metamorphosed into a search for freedom and individualism, as well as 

the desire to live more simply (Brokenshire, 2019; Anson, 2014). Jay Schafer’s creation in 

the late 1990s sparked the rise of dedicated tiny house builders with new demand for tiny 

houses. The reasons for shifting to tiny homes are many, including reducing material 

possessions, enabling homeowners to reduce their environmental impact, and reduce 

expenses on housing (Ford et al., 2017). For others, tiny homes allowed greater freedom 

from regulations (Shearer & Burton, 2021). Additionally, perceptions and aesthetics are 

cited as rationale for making the shift to a tiny home: According to Anson, the tiny house 

movement is arguably a response of privileged, mostly white, middle-class people to 

housing affordability, economic insecurity and an unwillingness to live in “unattractive 

trailer parks” because of perceived social stigma (Anson 2014). Tiny houses are seen as 

more aesthetically desirable and thus popular on social media like Facebook and 

Instagram (Shearer & Burton, 2019).  

Although one might be led to believe that tiny houses are a “millennial fad,” 

according to BC Housing’s findings, single women in their 50s are the main demographic 

joining the tiny house movement in BC and the USA (BC Housing, 2021). This user group 

is mostly well educated with disposable income and is going tiny as a means of achieving 

financial freedom or becoming a homeowner in an otherwise unattainable market (BC 
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Housing, 2021). In a user satisfaction survey cited in the same report, all respondents 

agreed that living in a tiny house improved their overall quality of life and that they provided 

a safe living space and sense of autonomy (BC Housing, 2021).  

As mentioned, many North American planning practices have become heavily 

influenced by the real estate market and the “dream” of single unit home ownership. This 

ends up constraining urban land for development, which then results in speculative prices 

and larger house sizes (Ford, et al., 2017). The tiny house movement aims to push back 

at this (Shearer & Burton, 2019). Unfortunately, in many places, tiny houses are still not 

recognized as a legitimate housing typology (Ford, et al., 2017). This is partially due to the 

complexity in defining exactly what a tiny house is, and because of this, it is very difficult 

for tiny houses to adhere to building codes and zoning regulations (Anson, 2014; Murphy, 

2014; Perry, 2015; Priesnitz, 2014). Because the movement has deep roots in 

counterculture and desire for freedom from mainstream society, there is an emerging 

dichotomy in the tiny house movement between those welcoming legitimization and 

therefore legalization and those who want to remain independent and unregulated 

(Shearer & Burton, 2021). Interestingly, those in the tiny house movement with the desire 

to remain free from government constraints also often place heavy reliance on public 

infrastructure such as road networks, public parks, libraries, and community centers 

(Brokenshire, 2019; Shearer & Burton, 2021).  

2.4. Barriers and Criticisms  

Findings from a multi-stakeholder workshop held by the BC Tiny House Collective 

in 2016 identified three main barriers to tiny house integration in BC: political, financial, 

and cultural (BC Housing, 2021). In attendance at this event were city councillors, 
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planners, designers, architects, non-profits, developers, builders, students, and other 

stakeholders from across the Metro Vancouver Area (BC Housing, 2021). As discussed 

at the event, politically, local governments are grappling with how to incorporate tiny 

houses into their development and community plans, especially those in high-cost land 

markets (BC Housing, 2021). Financially, financing and insuring tiny houses is extremely 

difficult as there still remains several unknows (BC Housing, 2021). For example, when 

the tiny house is not constructed on a permanent foundation, this disqualifies the unit from 

being able to qualify for a mortgage. Additionally, since most mobile tiny houses are not 

perceived as having a high resale value, they are not counted as collateral which is 

necessary to secure a bank loan (BC Housing, 2021). Lastly, there is a cultural push back 

against tiny houses from existing homeowners who perceive tiny house communities as 

“glorified trailer parks” and therefore there is a strong stigma associated with tiny house 

dwellers (BC Housing, 2021) One may argue however, that because the tiny house 

movement was born out of counter culture, by definition, there will be friction between 

conventional regulatory authorities and full sized housing communities whose interests 

are rooted in protecting property values.  

As mentioned, tiny houses are often not clearly defined by planning authorities and 

therefore do not fit neatly into any existing legal categories. Even ADUs are not permitted 

in many cities despite the fact that ADUs are beneficial to the housing stock because they 

are a gentle approach to increasing density and typically face less public opposition as 

opposed to new multi-family developments (Davis, 2018). The tiny house movement is 

heavily linked to traditions of self-build housing which often carries friction with regulatory 

systems (Butt & Stephenson, 2018). Additionally, certain features intended to be more 

sustainable such as graywater systems or compositing toilets are usually not permissible 
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(Ford, et al., 2017). Tiny houses on wheels may be able to exploit some legal loopholes 

but must be highly mobile and find secure places to park (Murphy, 2014). Making tiny 

houses on wheels also restricts the size of the dwelling because they must be road legal 

in order to be towed (Murphy, 2014). With strong NIMBY attitudes present, dwellers in tiny 

houses on wheels can be accused of squatting, not to mention they are usually not legal 

to live in full time (Murphy, 2014). However, as tiny houses grow in popularity, some places 

have begun to take measures that recognize tiny houses as their own legitimate form of 

housing, which is a crucial first step towards planning and regulation (Ford, et al., 2017). 

For example, in January 2016, Fresno California became the first city in the USA to 

authorize tiny homes as part of its development code (Ford, et al., 2017). This policy 

allowed the tiny houses on wheels to be legally parked on private residential properties as 

permanent dwellings. Exclusive zoning bylaws and building codes have certainly limited 

the growth of the tiny house movement (Martin, 2018). Many tiny house residents do not 

want to live in RV parks because they primarily serve short term vacationers and might 

not have all of the amenities available for long term residents (Martin, 2018). Mobile home 

parks might be an option; however, they carry with them a stigma of being “trashy” that 

many higher end tiny house residents do not want to associate with (Martin, 2018). 

Another challenge with tiny houses is that they are not suitable for many household 

arrangements. Lack of privacy becomes a significant concern for those who do not live 

alone (Murphy, 2014). There is increasing demand for tiny homes from market segments 

such as empty-nesters, retirees, low-income people, and millennials, but they are likely 

less suitable for families as stand-alone dwellings not on the same property as other 

dwellings (Martin, 2018). Otherwise, ADUs as secondary dwellings can be very useful for 

multi-generational living.  
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Next, the tiny house movement itself as well as the philosophical foundation in 

which it was built is subject to criticism as well. One of the main values behind the 

movement is the “departure from the values of conventional society such as excessive 

consumerism and materialism,” hence by living in a small space you must keep only what 

is necessary (Ford, et al., 2017). However, with the popularization of tiny houses in popular 

culture and mainstream media, consumerism trends of those participating have deviated 

from this foundational value (Anson, 2014). The theory and practice of the movement 

seems to have a large discrepancy, as explained by Anson (2014), “popular media is 

undeniably bound to the commoditization of environmental sustainability in a market that 

continues to shelter economic and class privilege” (page 292). When builders and media 

outlets advertise tiny houses as “high end” or “luxury,” they become inherently opposed to 

the anti-consumerist narrative behind the movement. Additionally, some tiny house 

adopters do not intend to live in the tiny house full time, but rather they are purchased for 

part time living or short-term vacation rentals (Anson, 2014; Evans, 2017). None of which 

involve adopting a long term sustainable or simplified lifestyle, but rather serve as another 

form of accumulation (Anson, 2014). Additionally, implementing tiny houses as short-term 

rentals further positions them as a symbol of class and privilege and deviates even further 

from the original intention of improving affordability and freedom (Anson, 2014). While 

some adopters of the tiny house movement have unintentionally contradicted what the 

movement was intended to do, in theory the development of tiny houses even as short-

term vacation rentals could still benefit the housing supply as it could free up full sized 

dwellings or units for long term rentals. Lastly, although a persistent and critical theme in 

the tiny house movement is freedom, tiny house dwellers are still confined to many 

regulatory frameworks (Ford, et al., 2017). Especially tiny houses on wheels which must 
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be parked somewhere, be accessible to waste disposal services, face lack of privacy, and 

be somewhat close to a source of water and fuel (Vail, 2016; Mutter, 2013). 

2.5. Best Practices 

Incorporating tiny houses into planning frameworks is no easy task. Authors Shear 

and Bares (2019) investigated ways to incorporate tiny houses into planning frameworks. 

They considered 3 main applications; “granny flats,” (ADUs in North America), tiny 

backyard leases (tiny houses on wheels parked on leased land), and tiny villages. The 

authors also considered tiny lots as a method of tiny village configuration. While some 

cities have restrictions on minimum lot size, some are considering revising these 

requirements particularly near transit corridors for better densification in urban areas 

(Shearer, Bares, 2019). Although tiny house communities would be an interesting 

application in urban environments, planning frameworks usually do not support their 

implementation as market forces require development to be the highest and best use 

(Shearer, Bares, 2019). For applications such as ADUs in which tiny houses support urban 

infill densification, planning should support their use (Shearer, Bares, 2019). To support 

this, a best practice for tiny house integration in cities is to promote more innovative and 

inclusive zoning bylaws to include smaller lot sizes, more siting options for larger lots 

potentially interested in tiny villages, and more flexible definitions of land uses like mobile 

home parks (Evans, 2019). Tiny houses might offer an innovative solution to adaptive land 

reuse for existing mobile home parks, since many unused pads could be used interim with 

tiny houses as the land awaits redevelopment or revitalization. This could easily be 

implemented by land owners if allowed by their planning authority, as many tiny house 

residents own their tiny house and not land, much like the mobile home park tenure model.  
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Additionally, Parolek adds that planning must support the development of high-

quality small dwellings of various forms, as many segments of the market including young 

professionals, single households, and retirees are choosing to trade off size for amenities 

such as walkable neighbourhoods (Parolek, 2010). Providing a wider variety of small unit 

dwelling types is important in planning to fill part of the missing middle (Parolek, 2010). 

Throughout the USA and Australia, tiny houses are seen as a potential solution to a 

number of housing crisis related issues (Ford, et al., 2017).  

While it is important to acknowledge that changing legislation can be time 

consuming, the inclusion of tiny houses within the planning framework helps provide 

certainty to financial institutions that enable participation in the market (Shearer, Bares, 

2019). Therefore, leadership from local governments and planning authorities would 

provide the tiny house sector with certainty and confidence. Recognizing this movement 

as legitimate is the first step to gaining confidence of leadership, institutional, and industry 

stakeholders. Following support, new policies could be drafted and building codes be 

developed to further install tiny houses as a legal and realized housing typology (Ford, et 

al., 2017). Waste and water provisions, siting requirements, infrastructure and title policies 

would then have to be created where appropriate (Ford, et al., 2017). The absence of tiny 

house regulations not only leaves uncertainty in the tiny house sector, but it also prevents 

possible benefits from being realized (Evans, 2017). Lack of housing regulations can 

cause catastrophic damage to communities, like the un-zoned, sprawling city of Houston, 

this does not result in healthy and happy communities (Evans, 2017). Instead, 

implementing more flexible form-based codes into the zoning bylaw might help create a 

better diversity of housing types and uses in communities (Evans, 2017). Another potential 

solution in land use planning for tiny houses could be the use of overlay or floating districts 
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(Evans, 2017). Overlay districts essentially create special zones with distinct regulations 

that “supersede the ordinances of the underlying and previously zoned region” (Evans, 

2017). Overlay districts can help enforce the introduction of ADUs or other tiny house 

forms with specific design guidelines to better preserve neighbourhood character and 

allow the division of larger lots (Evans, 2017; Evans, 2018b). While it is clear that planning 

and building regulatory frameworks work best for mainstream housing models, they could 

very well be shaped and adaptable with changing attitudes and preferences for housing 

typologies (Butt & Stephenson, 2018). In taking meaningful steps towards tiny house 

integration into community planning regimes, this will help ensure better housing equity 

by providing a new segment of affordable housing that is adaptable to different needs to 

the community.  
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Chapter 3. Methodology 

The first phase of research for this project hopes to uncover existing barriers to 

entry in the market using literature and document reviews. This second component is an 

analysis of case studies, which aims to uncover what forms, land types, and structures of 

tiny houses will make them not only feasible, but successful, in BC’s competitive housing 

market and planning regime. If proven to be successful, could tiny houses be the key 

sustainable and affordable housing market intervention? The objective is to incorporate 

tiny house communities into the existing housing stock and see where it fits best using 

case studies with different forms, land management frameworks, regulatory jurisdictions, 

structures, sizes and costs. 

3.1. Literature Review Methodology 

Literature for the review was collected using search engines and snowballing 

techniques. Google Scholar and the Vancouver Island University library databases were 

searched using the following keywords in various combinations: 

Table 1 Search Terms from Literature Review 

Search Term 1 Search Term 2 Search Term 3 

• Tiny houses 

• Tiny homes 

• Tiny house 
movement  

• Micro units 

• Nano home  

• Nest houses  

• Accessory Dwelling 
Units 

• Tiny communities 

• British Columbia  

• BC 

• Canada 

• Canadian  

• North American  

• Evaluation 

• Analysis  

• Best Practices  

• Implementation 

• Development  

• Strategy  
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• Tiny villages  

• Laneway house  

• Small houses 

To collect documents that were not peer-reviewed, such as the BC Housing report 

on Tiny Homes – An Alternative to Conventional Housing (2020) and the CMHC webpage 

on Micro-housing as an Urban Housing Option (n.d.), similar key terms were used to 

search Google. In addition, official government sources like BC Housing and CMHC, as 

well as official local government and First Nations websites were thoroughly searched for 

reports related to housing strategies, in order to identify planning authority housing 

priorities. 

3.2. Case Studies 

For the remainder of this project, case studies were utilized to further analyse 

successful tiny house project implementations and strategies. This analysis informed a 

discussion of key findings, which may then help to further inform decision making in 

communities interested in injecting tiny home typologies into the lands under their 

jurisdiction.  

Drawing from Duminy (2015), case study as a methodology is useful for providing 

practitioners with valuable insights and data that may help them understand in greater 

detail the dynamics and needs of community initiatives. Additionally, the process of 

undertaking case study research can provide analysis of complex processes and translate 

theoretical knowledge into practical “know-how.” Lastly, Duminy (2015) suggests that the 

process of undertaking case study research can “foster the development of skills and 

competencies that are closely aligned to those required for effective and inclusive planning 
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practice.” Influential researchers of tiny houses such as Evans, Shearer, Bares, Burton, 

Boeckermann, and Ford have chosen to utilize case study as their primary methodologies. 

Many of these authors draw from the USA, Japan, New Zealand, and Australia, although 

Canadian examples remain scarce.  

Additionally, Lisa Chessari, founder of the Tiny House Festival Foundation (now 

the Tiny Town Association) in Metro Vancouver, pitched to several municipalities located 

in the lower mainland updates to bylaws that would allow a wider spectrum of tiny houses 

into their communities (Owen & Spriggs, 2018). She heard the same response multiple 

times, “we need a case study,” where tiny houses are permitted under certain 

circumstances (Owen & Spriggs, 2018). Evans (2017) further indicates that case study is 

“highly regarded among social sciences as a way of providing an in-depth examination of 

a phenomenon within a specific context” (Evans, 2017). Therefore, case studies are seen 

as the most appropriate method of study for examining tiny house integration efforts in 

planning within a specific region, or in this case a province (Evans, 2017).  

With the goal of this project to extract best practices in the implementation of tiny 

house projects in order to form recommendations to communities interested in the 

development of tiny house projects, interviews and surveys were not utilized as research 

methods due to abundance of information available online and from academic sources. 

Additionally, several local and regional news sources that reported on the tiny house 

development case studies conducted interviews themselves. Secondary findings were 

sufficient to support this work.  

A number of selection criteria were used for choosing the case studies to be used 

in this project. Firstly, the cases must come from a variety of regulatory contexts and 
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community sizes. Additionally, the criteria included that the cases be of purpose-built tiny 

house communities, rather than dispersed secondary dwellings in the form of additional 

dwelling units (ADUs). This is because this analysis aims to inform planning practices that 

support tiny house community developments. Next, the cases had to be located in British 

Columbia, for legislative and regulatory comparison purposes, as well as environmental 

and political context. Next, the case studies are intended to highlight the discrepancy 

between urban and rural applications of tiny houses. Due to the lack of urban market 

based tiny house development examples in BC, one outlier was selected as a nonmarket 

based case study to highlight some features related to urban market based tiny house 

developments.  

Finally, the case studies must meet the definition of a tiny house as defined by the 

BC Housing Report, “Tiny Homes, an Alternative to Conventional Housing” (2021). While 

there seems to be a continuum of how permanent a structure is or how frequently they are 

designed to move, there are several foundations on which tiny houses can be found. They 

can be built on a permanent concrete slab foundation (highest value), a flexible foundation 

on concrete piers, a temporary foundation on helical screw piles, or on wheels (not a 

foundation) (BC Housing, 2020). The foundation type may be used to inform what segment 

of the housing market the tiny house in intended for. For this project, since the focus has 

more to do with creating environments for the tiny houses, all designs might be applicable 

in the case studies, depending on where they are located, but all developments must 

include infrastructure for a permanent foundation based tiny house. This is because this 

project aims to highlight best practices of permanent housing stock tiny house 

developments. No matter the foundation type, tiny houses are built to a high quality and 

are intended for year-round living, making them a distinct form of housing. Therefore, 
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these case studies target areas where the tiny houses are built and designed to be lived 

in year-round. 

The case studies used in this research are further described below: 

 

Figure 5 Map of Case Study Locations 

Image Source: Google (Retrieved 2022) 

3.2.1. First Nation 

The first case study is the Nuxalk First Nation in Bella Coola, BC. Governed under 

the Indian Act, the Nuxalk Nation is not subject to the same zoning bylaws, building codes 

and restrictive laws that other jurisdictions are subject to. However, this does not mean 
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that they are free from building restrictions. Limited budgets, overcrowding, and a lack of 

skilled labour make building appropriate housing substantially challenging in BC First 

Nations communities. The 2016 Canadian Census reports that 810 residents live in the 

Nuxalk Territory’s Reserve (Government of Canada First Nations Profile, 2017). With 245 

private occupied dwelling in the community, and a median age of just 29.4, the Nuxalk 

Nation has a population density of 52.9 people per square kilometer (Statistics Canada, 

2017). For comparison, the population density of the City of Vancouver in 2016 was 854.6 

people per square kilometer. At this density, the community could be comparable to the 

Rural Local Government Case Study, however given the jurisdictional complexity and 

acknowledgement of Nuxalk inherent right to self-government, the tiny house development 

in this community is distinct and unique from other rural examples in BC. 

3.2.2. Local Government Rural 

The second case study in this work is a rural community known as the Sunshine 

Valley, located in the Fraser Valley Regional District (FVRD), BC. It is situated on the 

Crowsnest Highway between Hope and the entrance to Manning Park in the Cascade 

Mountains of British Columbia. Governed under the Local Government Act (LGA), FVRD 

Electoral Area B has not yet put in place a zoning bylaw or Official Community Plan (OCP) 

to the rural unincorporated area, so there is limited oversight to regulate the use of land, 

making the location attractive to tiny house dwellers (FVRD, 2021). Rural areas situate 

tiny houses in a unique environment because although they can and are often used as 

permanent full-time dwellings, planning frameworks might also consider tourists and part 

time residents in their housing efforts as recreational use is prominent (Vannini, 2011). 

Additionally, community water and sewer infrastructure may not be available, leaving 

onsite servicing (well and septic) as the only means of meeting BC building code 
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requirements. The population reported in the 2016 Census was 177 residents, with a 

median age of 53.5. The total private occupied dwellings reported was 90 dwellings and 

a population density of only 29.4 people per square kilometer (Statistics Canada, 2017). 

In recent years, Sunshine Valley has become, primarily, a vacation destination, as 

stakeholders from the Regional District’s Housing Needs Report (2021) reported that as 

of 2016, there were 344 dwellings in Sunshine Valley and only 88 dwellings were occupied 

by usual residents. This means that approximately 256 dwellings were likely vacant, or 

temporarily vacant and primarily used as vacation homes, at the time of Census 

enumeration (FVRD, 2021). 

3.2.3. Local Government: Medium 

The third “medium sized” case study is Bluegrass Meadows Micro Village, located 

15 minutes north of Terrace, BC. The Micro Village is situated on a private 31-acre parcel 

on the Kalum River. Terrace has a reported population of 13,663, a median age of 38.6, 

population density of 701.6 people per square kilometer, and 5495 occupied private 

dwellings (Statistics Canada, 2017). In 2015, Terrace was facing a rental crisis with zero 

occupancy (Bluegrass Meadows, n.d.). Residents of Terrace were looking for more home 

rental options as well as attainable home ownership (Bluegrass Meadows, n.d.). During 

their engagement for the Greater Terrace Housing Needs Report, stakeholders indicated 

that there is a severe need for diverse typologies and smaller housing units. “Single 

individuals, unhoused or underhoused community members, and older adults all reiterated 

the acute need for smaller housing units that are affordable and appropriate for smaller 

households” (City of Terrace, et al., 2020). The report found that further zoning and 

regulatory tools may need to be explored to permit “micro-housing” or tiny houses in 

certain zones.  
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3.2.4. Local Government: Large  

The final case study is located in the provincial Capital, the City of Victoria. As a 

fast-growing urban center, Victoria is facing a multitude of housing challenges. The 

reported population in 2016 was 85,792, the median age was 42.7, and the population 

density is 4,405.8 people per square kilometer. There were 45,765 private occupied 

dwellings reported. By 2025, the population is projected to reach 94,164 (CRD, 2020). 

According to the Capital Regional District (CRD) Housing Needs Assessment from 2020, 

the main challenges faced currently are housing affordability, homelessness, and options 

for renters. It also indicated that the demand for housing has increased while housing 

unaffordability has worsened (CRD, 2020). In an attempt to combat this, Aryze 

Developments Inc has implemented the Tiny Homes Village. This non-market supportive 

housing tiny house development is intended to provide temporary relief while permanent 

supportive housing is developed in high density buildings (Aryze Developments Inc, n.d.).  

3.2.5. Evaluation Criteria  

Each case study will be analyzed using the following criteria dimensions, utilizing the triple 

bottom line definition of sustainability: 

1. Economic  

2. Environmental performance  

3. Social good 

4. Ability to be replicated 



 

33 

Economic evaluation will compare the total costs incurred to develop the tiny house 

units in relation to the cost of developing other housing typologies. Costs will likely differ 

based on proximity to market hubs and trade routes as well as access to resources and 

building materials. Labour and regulatory frameworks will also affect cost. If it becomes 

apparent that the cost to build a tiny home is only marginally more cost effective than 

building a full sized home, or is there is not a significant market gap to be filled by the 

estimated market price of a tiny home in the given case study, the economic effectiveness 

criteria will fail. Comparative residential market values used to complete this analysis were 

collected from the BC Assessment public website.  

Next, environmental performance of the tiny homes will be evaluated based on 

their energy source and building materials used. A short life cycle analysis was studied of 

common building materials in order to form a cohesive and consistent evaluation criterion. 

Water and heating sources and disposal system were also considered, however the 

numerical calculation for these indicators is outside the scope of this research given their 

technical and specialized nature.  

The social good evaluation criteria are a more mixed qualitative and quantitative 

analysis than previous criteria. Social good was quantitatively measured in approximate 

number of jobs created, tenants housed who could not otherwise find housing, or were 

positively impacted in some other way by the tiny house development. The cases were 

then qualitatively analyzed along dimensions of cultural appropriateness, equity building 

and inclusivity of the project and other identifiable indicators of accessibility. Education, 

health, recreation, and other social infrastructure measures were considered.  
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Administrative and political feasibility, as well as replicability to other communities 

will also be analyzed in terms of what steps were taken to make the project possible. 

Funding sources, engagement processes, regulatory practices (or lack thereof) as well as 

private-public-partnerships will also be considered.  

Finally, based on the comparative analysis of the evaluated case studies, the best 

practices and learning opportunities will be identified and used to form recommendations. 

The recommendations will then provide insight as to how other communities may continue 

to plan for inclusive, sustainable, healthy communities.  
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Chapter 4. Results and Findings 

The review of the four case studies, below, explains in greater detail the contexts 

and four evaluation criteria as they apply to tiny house developments.  

4.1. Case Study 1: Nuxalk First Nation  

The Nuxalk Nation is the governing body of the Nuxalk people located in Bella 

Coola, BC. The Nation provides community services and is funded primarily from Indian 

and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) (BC Assembly of First Nations, n.d.). Housing in the 

Nuxalk Nation has been problematic due to mould, contaminants, and economic hardships 

(APTN, n.d.). As a coastal Nation, Nuxalk experiences high annual rates of wind and 

precipitation, in addition to poor building standards in older homes on the reserve. Given 

the harsh coastal climate, the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) 

minimum building standards, which apply to communities governed under the Indian Act, 

were not sufficient to produce safe and appropriate housing (Campbell, 2017). In recent 

years the Nation has made progress in their housing and economic development sectors 

thanks to the initiation of the Nuxalk Housing Strategy and Program.  

The strategy consists of 5 key goals (Campbell, 2017). The first is to make use of 

existing assets and resources within the Nation. This will assist in breaking dependence 

on external providers and help progress the Nation towards self sufficiency. The Nation 

had a number of existing resources including lumber, gravel, a mill, and construction 

machinery. As a result of planning in alignment with this goal, the Nation has created plans 

for a concrete plant, a trades school, cabinetry manufacturer and door builder. The second 

goal in the Nuxalk Housing Strategy is building capacity. This goal will help reinvest in the 
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community, for example, educating band members early on and bringing trades instructors 

to into the community. Ideally, the Nation will be able to move away from current practice,  

which requires sending members away for training. Additionality, investment in their own 

community will stretch resources further and allow the community to set their own 

priorities. The third goal is to build in alignment with Nuxalk economic, social and cultural 

needs. Like many Nations, Nuxalk is provided with very limited funding, meaning that 

reinvestment in their own infrastructure is crucial. Nuxalk also places strong emphasis on 

gathering and meeting spaces, which has been incorporated into building designs, as well 

as natural materials due to the aesthetic preference of community members. The fourth 

goal is to ensure that the built environment created is climate conscious. This goal ensures 

that the structures built are appropriate for the coastal climate. As a result, Nuxalk has 

now established their own building standards. Lastly, the fifth goal is to educate and 

empower community members as homeowners, tenants and skills professionals to create 

pride and accountability. The action items from this objective included a developing a 

home care guide for first time homeowners to help understand the importance of 

maintenance, repair, and over all wellbeing in the home to improve standard of living.  

The first housing project completed after implementation of the innovative Nuxalk 

Housing Strategy were six single family homes, named “the Big Houses” (Campbell, 

2017). In addition to the Big Houses, the Nation has now also developed a restaurant, a 

triplex, and a 5-plex (BC Housing, 2019). While there were some challenges to overcome 

at first, the initiative has been very successful for the Nuxalk Nation. Operating the Indian 

Act and reserve land management system can be slow and frustrating, but with support 

from Nuxalk Band council, and strong partnerships in place, this Housing Strategy is 

continuing to improve housing in the community in terms of cost, comfort, durability, 
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health, accessibility, culture, and sustainability (Campbell, 2017). To date the Nuxalk 

Nation operates 15 houses and 35 rental units (Government of Canada, 2018). 

Following the success of this Nuxalk Housing Strategy, the next, and largest to 

date, project began in 2016 when a community member pitched the idea of supportive 

rental housing for homeless and at-risk men to an enthusiastic council (Government of 

Canada, 2018). While transition houses often prioritize housing for women and families 

with children, this initiative is intended for the men in the community left without many 

housing options (Smart, 2018). Just two years later in 2018, the project was implemented, 

consisting of four 338 square foot tiny homes each with their own small kitchen, bedroom, 

living area, and enclosed bathroom with a shower (Smart, 2018). Each tiny home is 

equipped with solar panels on an angled roof orientated to collect the maximum amount 

of sunlight (CMHC, 2018). There is also a shared storage and laundry facility that will be 

available to the residents of the tiny homes (Government of Canada, 2018).  
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Figure 6 Nuxalk Tiny Homes  

Image Source: Jalissa Moody, BC Housing, 2018 

The tiny homes were built by apprentices of the Nuxalk Carpentry Program, in 

partnership with Camosun College, which has attracted approximately 30 to 40 local 

apprentices who are working under the supervision of a Red Seal carpenter (Thompson, 

2017). The total cost was around $50,000 per tiny home (Coast Funds, 2018). Each tiny 

home took approximately 6 months to complete (Thompson, 2017). The program teaches 

building techniques that are suited to the climate challenges of the Northern coastal 

environment (BC Housing, 2019). With 20 to 25 men in the community who are homeless 

or at risk of homelessness, the project may be scaled up once complete (Smart, 2018). 

The tenants will pay affordable rents and are selected though the Nuxalk Wellness 

Department (Smart, 2018). The hope is that by renting their own tiny home, the tenants 

will feel a sense of pride over their space (Smart, 2018). To be considered for tenancy, 

applicants for the tiny homes must have been experiencing homelessness for six to 12 
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months, be a single male 19 years or older, and a member of the Nuxalk Nation 

(Thompson, 2019). While sobriety was not required, tenants had to demonstrate readiness 

and commitment to healing (Thompson, 2019). From initial conception, the foundational 

principle of healing has been the main element of the mission statement for the tiny homes 

project which is “solidly standing as we make our path good” (Thompson, 2019). The 

supportive wellness program, which is delivered to tenants, is offered through the Nuxalk 

College and is designed with flexibility in mind (Thompson, 2019). The supportive program 

is designed to help reconnect the tenants to their community through education, art, 

traditional medicine, life coaching, and meals (Thompson, 2019). Each tenant will have a 

program customized to their individual needs. All of the tiny homes in the initial phase of 

the project have been rented out to tenants (Thompson, 2019). 

The tiny homes were built to the same standard as all other Nuxalk homes; 

however, they are more sustainable in terms of their energy efficiency (Thompson, 2019). 

Additionally, the tiny homes are technically off-grid, as they generate their own power from 

the roof top solar panels. Although they are not powered by the grid most of the year, they 

are still connected to it in case of extended dark periods (Thompson, 2019). The 

intentional design for the tiny homes ensured that each self-contained unit had high 

ceilings and open concept living areas in order to create the feeling of a larger space. The 

homes are located across from the Nuxalk College (Thompson, 2019).  

The Nuxalk tiny homes demonstrate a perfect example of Indigenous innovation 

in housing. The project had essential support from leadership, a strong self-governing 

housing strategy behind it, and each aspect of the project was completed by and for the 

Nation. The principles of a tiny house as sustainable, cost effective, socially inclusive, and 

culturally appropriate housing perfectly aligns with the principles of Indigenous Planning 
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(Walker, 2013). This ingenuity and ambition are surely inspirational and is sure to change 

the conversation around what reserve housing looks like (Thompson, 2017).  

The concept of quality is also built into the definition and idea of what a tiny house 

is, which is what differentiates them from other small housing forms such as mobile homes 

and Recreational Vehicles (Evans, 2021). High quality, lasting infrastructure is also central 

to the Indigenous worldview, in which actions are taken with the 7 generations principle 

(Walker, 2013). The quality and care taken to ensure the success of the Nuxalk tiny homes 

will immensely improve housing indicators of wellness for the Nuxalk Nation. Success of 

housing and infrastructure projects can be measured in a number of ways, some of the 

main indicators are listed below.  

• Number of houses with types of repairs needed (major, minor or regular 

maintenance)  

• Percent of homes served by centralized water treatment plants and 

community sewage disposal systems  

• Frequency of household overcrowding (>1 persons per room)  

• Percent of rent collected  

• Number of homes owned (Geddes, 2015).  

Each of these, as well as many non-measurable impacts of wellness such as 

community pride, level of comfort, and happiness, are produced with the implementation 

of a successful tiny house project. Rural tiny house projects have the added benefit of 
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easily incorporating mountain, water, and forest views into the siting of the project. This 

could have a significant impact on the mental, spiritual, emotional, and cultural wellness 

of the occupant (Thompson, 2017).  

Housing projects all must be unique and tailored to the needs and context of the 

community. First Nations across BC are iunique in culture, context, and housing needs. 

There will never be one single tiny house design that works for everyone. Design will vary 

widely, and community members must have control over functional and aesthetic 

outcomes.  

However, with more self-governing power comes more ability to engage and plan 

with the community on a tiny house implementation agenda that will work within its own 

unique environment. Tiny houses being more simplistic than full size homes, are more 

adaptable and flexible which makes them an ideal housing type for First Nations in BC to 

consider when trying to increase housing supply on their lands.  

Tiny houses are also a great starting point for First Nations in BC to build a financial 

portfolio if the homes are being built as an economic goal. There is often cross over and 

shared interest in housing between BC First Nations and local governments, and if Nations 

can provide fast affordable and sustainable rental housing, this could be an investment 

opportunity to create rental or leasehold housing for off-reserve members or non-

Indigenous peoples in need of housing, assuming community needs are already met. 

Additionally, tiny houses by definition are built to a high quality, with the added benefit that 

they are economical to build, which could greatly reduce some of the stigma associated 

with on reserve housing or small/ cheaper variations of tiny homes. 
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4.2. Case Study 2: Sunshine Valley Tiny Homes 

Sunshine Valley is a small, unincorporated community consisting of recreational 

cabins, tiny homes, and RV parks on the Crowsnest Highway between the town of Hope 

and the entrance to Manning Park in the Cascade Mountains. In 1967, Sunshine Valley 

became a part of Electoral Area “B” of the Fraser Valley Regional District as an un-

incorporated community (FVRD, 2008). In 1983, Sunshine Valley’s private landowner 

applied for an exemption from regional building bylaws and zoning (Owen & Spriggs, 

2018). Then, in 1984 zoning, OCP, and building inspection services were removed from 

the area, although individual neighbourhoods have private services, land use agreements, 

and building inspections agreements in place (FVRD, 2008). Sunshine Valley receives a 

variety of Regional District services and local representation to the Regional Board 

through an elected area director (FVRD, 2008). As a result, there was nothing prohibiting 

the construction of tiny homes on the lots (Owen & Spriggs, 2018). This paved the way for 

the legal development of the eight small (4200 square foot or 390 square meters) lots that 

are now for sale to tiny house owners. The lots are fully serviced with water, septic, Hydro, 

cellular and Wi-Fi infrastructure, and intended for very small homes on any type of 

foundation (Sunshine Valley Developments LTD, n.d.).  

Historically, the Stó:lō nation, "People of the River," lived in this area. Longhouses 

and fishing camps stood along the Fraser and Similkameen Rivers and the land was used 

to hunt and cultivate plants (Sunshine Valley Developments LTD, n.d.). Later during the 

Gold Rush era in the 1800s, the area became heavily populated, specifically around Hope 

and up the Fraser Valley (Sunshine Valley Developments LTD, n.d.). The property was 

used as a cattle and dairy farm during settlement of miners during the Klondike Gold Rush 

(Sunshine Valley Developments LTD, n.d.). Then during the Second World War, following 
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Pearl Harbour, the Sunshine Valley was used as an Internment Camp for Japanese 

Canadians (Sunshine Valley Developments LTD, n.d.). The Japanese Canadians who 

were kept in the internment camp built the Hope-Princeton Highway, which opened in 

1949. Their story is on display at the Tashme Museum located in the Sunshine Valley 

(Sunshine Valley Developments LTD, n.d.). Then in 1955, the property was sold to the 

Boys Town Association, an organization intended to support “delinquent” youth (Sunshine 

Valley Developments LTD, n.d.). Later in 1962, it was sold to an American firm with the 

intention of developing a resort. However, in 1965, two large earthquakes destroyed 3 

kilometers of the Hope-Princeton Highway and caused massive mudslides into the Fraser 

Valley (Sunshine Valley Developments LTD, n.d.). The “Hope Slide” changed the 

landscape in such a way that it provided a viewpoint at the west end of the valley 

(Rawlinson, n.d.). In 1970, Donald and Ray Low purchased Trites Creek Dairy Farm with 

plans to transform it into a recreational community and renamed it to Sunshine Valley. In 

1992, the first residents built their recreational cabin in the Sunshine Valley (Sunshine 

Valley Developments LTD, n.d.) (Rawlinson, n.d.). The name was due to the unique 

climate of the area. At 2200 feet above sea level, not only is the area approximately four 

degrees colder than Vancouver, but it is also 50% drier as the surrounding mountains 

block moisture and winds creating less precipitation. Environment Canada operates a 

weather station in the Sunshine Valley (Sunshine Valley Developments LTD, n.d.). Today, 

Sunshine Valley Developments LTD still plans to further develop the area into a vacation 

destination and long-term residential community for tiny house dwellers. Development in 

Sunshine Valley consists of a series of six distinct recreational/residential 

neighbourhoods; Alpine, Cedar, Meadow, Sumallo, Parkhill, and Huckleberry (FVRD, 

2008).  
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The Sunshine Valley is located within a two-hour drive from the Lower Mainland 

and everyday over 3000 vehicles pass the community on the Hope-Princeton Highway as 

it is a crucial connection between the interior and BC coast (FVRD, 2008). With this close 

proximity and easy access, there are high pressures for development (FVRD, 2008). At 

the time that the Sunshine Valley’s community vision was formed in 2008, there was no 

overall plan for development and no strategy in place for protecting community interests, 

leaving the community pressured to respond to development proposals with little 

information and time. During the formation of the community vision, the Sunshine Valley 

Committee (established in 2007) generally supported planned growth that “protects 

environmental values, recreational assets, and rural nature” of the community (FVRD, 

2008).  

When the FVRD completed their Housing Needs Report in 2021, stakeholders 

indicated there are limited affordable rental options in Sunshine Valley as the majority of 

the available rental housing is used for short-term rentals (FVRD, 2021). Since the current 

housing is being run by one developer who owns the majority of land, land prices as well 

as short term rental rates have been increasing (FVRD, 2021).  Available lots that were 

priced at $90,000 two years prior are currently listed for $200,000, likely due to increased 

demand for recreational properties (FVRD, 2021). As a rural community, there are only 

two dwelling types, single detached homes and moveable dwellings. Additionally, with 

only 392 housing units in Electoral Area B, there is limited diversity in the housing stock 

(FVRD, 2021). Building permit data suggests slow development, with only 13 new builds 

being permitted between 2010 and 2020, however this figure is likely underrepresenting 

housing stock since FVRD does not provide building permits for dwellings in Sunshine 

Valley, and as mentioned there is no zoning bylaw or OCP in place (FVRD, 2021). 
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According to Housing Needs Report stakeholders, only one quarter of Sunshine Valley 

residential unit occupants are full time residents (FVRD, 2021).  

This unique regulatory framework and ownership structure has made the Sunshine 

Valley one of the few places in the province where it is legal to occupy a tiny house as a 

permanent full-time residence. The Sunshine Valley development property of 1060 acres 

currently has 3 phases underway of around 20 lots each (Bernard, 2020). During phase 

1, some of the full serviced 50 by 85 foot leasehold lots were sold for $79,900 each under 

a 999-year prepaid registered improvement to land lease (Right Sizing Media, 2018). The 

lots are sold as “ready to build” with recommended home builders listed on the developer’s 

website (Sunshine Valley Developments LTD). Given the very long lease period, this price 

of the parcel may be comparable with fee simple parcels, however leasehold title has other 

implications as well. Tiny homes, log homes and conventional homes of up to 1,300 sq. 

ft. on two storeys are currently permitted (Bernard, 2020). As of November 1st, 2021, over 

half of the phase 2 development lots have been sold and there are 21 remaining 

(Rawlinson, n.d.). According to David Bull, an investor in the Sunshine Valley property and 

president and CEO of JBI Ltd., a Vancouver-based real estate firm, buyers have the option 

to join the Sunshine Valley Community Cooperative Club for $30 per month. This club 

operates an outdoor swimming pool, hot tub, and indoor recreation center with a gym and 

events room (Bernard, 2020). Currently, during phase 2 of the development, 4600 square 

foot lots (fully serviced) are being listed at $109,990 CAD for a 999-year prepaid lease 

(Bernard, 2020). According to Bull, the first 8 residential tiny house lots were “not nearly 

enough” to meet demand for legal tiny home living in BC” (Owen & Spriggs, 2018). Ben 

Garratt, of Tiny Healthy Homes in Chilliwack, has been advertised as a “preferred builder” 

on the developer’s website (Bernard, 2020). Garratt designs tiny houses on wheels with a 
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standard size of around 240 square feet, however over half of the orders are customized 

(Bernard, 2020).  

Some tiny house enthusiasts hope that Sunshine Valley will act as a successful 

model of combined tiny house residential and commercial areas to bring homes and 

businesses together (Owen & Spriggs, 2018). As it is happening only two hours away from 

Vancouver, there is hope that it could act as a proof of concept for other cities thinking 

about implementing self-contained tiny house villages (Owen & Spriggs, 2018).  

4.3. Case Study 3: Bluegrass Meadows Micro Village 

Bluegrass Meadows Micro Village considers itself as a progressive community of 

people, animals, tiny homes and cabins located 15 minutes north of Terrace, BC 

(Bluegrass Meadows, n.d.). It is sited within the ancestral territory of the Tsimshian Nation, 

which is rich with hiking trails, abundant fishing, and several natural lakes. The private 

property is 31 acres and is situated along the Kalum River. Bluegrass Meadows is owned 

and operated by its parent company, Hummingbird Micro Homes, which produces hand 

made, customized tiny houses on wheels out of Fernie, BC (Bluegrass Meadows, n.d.).  

At Bluegrass Meadows, tenants can either rent a tiny home or rent a site for their 

tiny home which they own. The property has 45 rented tiny houses, 6 tiny house sites and 

several more tiny houses under construction (Bluegrass Meadows, n.d.). The tiny houses 

are rented out at the following rates as of December 2021: 

• Small tiny house with loft - $1050/month including utilities 

• Medium One bedroom with loft - $1300/month including utilities 
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• Large One bedroom with loft - $1400/month including utilities (Bluegrass 

Meadows, n.d.).  

Tiny homes can also be purchased from Hummingbird Micro Homes with prices 

ranging from $20,000 to $350,000 CAD and placed on site (Hummingbird Micro Homes, 

n.d.). These tiny houses on wheels have a full bathroom, kitchen and sleeping area for 

one to four people (Schmunk, 2015). They have models of between 200 and 600 sq. ft. 

that can be powered with standard electricity or with solar panels (Schmunk, 2015). The 

tiny houses are anchored onto a trailer and are street-legal to tow without any extra permits 

to regular street-legal trailers (Schmunk, 2015). Additionally, since the Village is privately 

owned, residents can move tiny homes that they have bought from Hummingbird or 

elsewhere on to the property and therefore are not concerned with building permits or 

paying property taxes (Schmunk, 2015). Site rentals are $550 CAD per month, which 

includes services (power, water and sewage) (Gill, 2021). The property also has a shared 

laundry facility, community garden, and is pet friendly, in addition to the usual municipal 

services including mail, water, sewer, garbage and recycling pick up (Bluegrass Meadows, 

n.d.). There’s also parking for personal vehicles on site (Gill, 2021).  
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Figure 7 Bluegrass Village Micro Home 

Image Source: Bluegrass Meadows Micro Village, n.d. 

Bluegrass Meadows Micro Village was opened in 2015 with 17 tiny houses after 

Ted Allsopp, owner of Hummingbird Micro Homes, recognized the need for long term 

parking and living sites for tiny house residents (Owen & Spriggs, 2018). It was named 

after the annual Bluegrass Festival, which used to take place on the site (Bluegrass 

Meadows, n.d.). The Regional District of Kitimat-Stikine (RDKS), where Terrace and the 

Bluegrass Micro Village is situated, allows for tiny houses as long as they comply with 

certified Canadian Standards Association (CSA) standards and the BC building code 

where applicable (Owens, 2018). As of 2021, the demographics of the tiny house dwellers 

was mostly single women aged 20 and up, single men aged 20 and up, and couples aged 

30 to 50 (BC Housing, 2021).  

Housing in the region of Terrace has not kept up with population growth (Schmunk, 

2015). Workers are reportedly “swarming” to Kitimat and the surrounding areas due to its 

abundance of jobs in energy and infrastructure projects (Schmunk, 2015). Demand for 

housing has skyrocketed in the region, (Schmunk, 2015). In 2015, when Bluegrass 
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Meadows first opened, Terrace (and surrounding region) was facing a rental crisis with 

zero vacancy in the city (Bluegrass Meadows, n.d.). Residents were looking for more 

home rental options as well as attainable home ownership (Bluegrass Meadows, n.d.). 

With housing affordability in the region becoming significantly more urgent, finding 

alternative ways of living to lower costs became and increasingly popular idea (Schmunk, 

2015). Not only are the tiny homes significantly more affordable to purchase, some being 

less than a down payment on a conventional full-sized house, residents will be able to live 

mortgage free and have lower utility costs due to the fact that a smaller area takes less 

energy to heat (Schmunk, 2015). Findings from the Greater Terrace Housing Needs 

Report (2020) reiterate the need for more affordable and more options of housing. 

“Explore Permitting Micro-Housing or Cluster Housing in Certain Zones” as well as 

“Investigate Implementation of Smaller Lot Sizes” are stated as regulatory tool objectives 

within the Greater Terrace Housing Needs Report (page A-6) (City of Terrace, et al., 

2020). Additionally, “Smaller communities may choose to grant variances in height or unit 

density to permit more, smaller units” was stated within the regulatory objective of 

“Increase Density in Areas Appropriate for Affordable Housing” (page A-4) (City of 

Terrace, et al., 2020). Since Bluegrass Meadows is located outside the City if Terrace 

jurisdictional boundary, the community is subject to planning authority from the RDKS. 

Their engagement results stated the following, “Micro-housing or tiny homes often come 

up in conversations with rural residents. Dependent on servicing requirements, local 

governments may consider expanding permissions for this type of use, provided homes 

comply with building codes. These homes can also be permitted as infill or accessory 

dwelling options” (City of Terrace, et al., 2020). Hummingbird Micro Homes is now 

searching for a second Micro Village location (Owen & Spriggs, 2018).  
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Bluegrass Meadows was financed by private means and the total cost to finance 

the micro-village totalled CAD $1,700,000 for land purchase and preparation costs. This 

includes the cost of fees, permits, legal costs, site clearing etc. (BC Housing, 2021). An 

additional CAD $600,000 water tank and filtration system was installed, plus a $140,000 

septic tank (BC Housing, 2021). Further private costs were insured by the developer for 

power, internet services, common areas, and cabin construction (BC Housing, 2021). 

In an interview with the Huffington Post News (Schmunk, 2015), residents of the 

Micro Village stated that the community has a diverse mix of residents, but all seem to be 

draw to a low impact lifestyle. In an attempt to live more sustainably, the community has 

an active Facebook page where goods, resources, and knowledge of Do-It-Yourself 

practices are actively shared. Plastic free and zero waste tips as well as handmade 

materials are traded and shared amongst the Facebook page users, therefore reducing 

consumption, and contributing to the overall sustainability of the community. Bluegrass 

Meadows residents appear to have a great sense of pride in their lifestyle and surrounding 

natural environment where they call home.  

4.4. Case Study 4: The City of Victoria, Aryze Tiny Homes 
Village 

With many cities in BC facing a housing affordability crisis, the province’s capital 

city, Victoria, is no exception. This challenge was only further magnified by the COVID-19 

pandemic and its affect on the affordability crisis and mental health epidemic (Aryze 

Developments Inc., n.d.). With shelters closing their doors due to nation wide lockdowns, 

more tents popped up across the city’s parks. In December 2020 Aryze Developments 

Inc. started a crowdfunding campaign in collaboration with the Greater Victoria Coalition 
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to End Homelessness in hopes to raise $500,000 to construct a tiny house community of 

30 160 square foot units to provide transitional housing built out of upcycled shipping 

containers (Harmer, 2021; Aryze Developments Inc., n.d.). This equates to a cost of less 

than $17,000 CAD per unit. With overwhelming support from the community, they 

managed to surpass their fundraising goal in less than 3 months from 580 donors (Aryze 

Developments Inc., n.d.). The project was constructed in 6 months and is located in the 

North Park neighbourhood at 940 Caledonia Avenue. The site, which was previously used 

as a parking lot, is next to Royal Athletic Park. The first residents have moved in (Harmer, 

2021).  

Victoria based firms, D’Ambrosio Architecture and RJC Engineers donated their 

services in planning, urban design and structural engineering (Aryze Developments Inc., 

n.d.). Exterior walls of the Tiny Homes Village display a mural done by local artists, Kay 

Gallivan, Lydia Beauregard and Caitlin McDonagh, it illustrates how different beings find 

and think about their homes. Each unit consists of a bed, side table, closet, small fridge 

and is stocked with towels (Harmer, 2021; Aryze Developments Inc., n.d.). Shared 

amenities include washrooms and showers, an office, common space, storage, communal 

garden and bike parking.  
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Figure 8 Aryze Tiny Homes 

Image Source: CTV News, 2021 

The site is managed by Our Place Society and is funded by BC Housing (Aryze 

Developments Inc., n.d.). The site is staffed 24/7 with at least two security guards (Harmer, 

2021). For the health and safety of residents, no guests will be allowed in the Tiny Homes 

Village and there will be a zero-tolerance policy for violence and criminal activity (Greater 

Victoria Coalition to End Homelessness, 2020). Supports available on site include daily 

meals, access to life straining skills, employment assistance, counselling, physical and 

mental health resources, as well as referral to addition recovery services (Greater Victoria 

Coalition to End Homelessness, 2020). Many of these services are provided through 

Island Health Authority. Each resident is also provided with a customized recovery plan to 

assist them in reaching their health, income and housing goals (Greater Victoria Coalition 

to End Homelessness, 2020).  

In a CTV News interview with site manager, Becky Carlow, the priorities of Our 

Place that were stated are to “ensure the tiny homes feel safe, to make sure residents 
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know where everything is, and to understand the guidelines for the community while 

collectively building up the community” (Harmer, 2021). To ensure that the Village and 

neighbouring residents have a good relationship, residents will be required to commit to 

the terms for a “healthy community that respects the neighbourhood” (Greater Victoria 

Coalition to End Homelessness, 2020). Residents must be at least 19 years old and 

priority will be given to people who are unhoused that require minimal supports and are 

ready for permanent housing (Greater Victoria Coalition to End Homelessness, 2020). Our 

Place and the Greater Victoria Coalition to End Homelessness will form a joint Community 

Advisory Committee with neighbourhood representatives to support the integration of the 

Village into the surrounding community and will meet regularly to discuss operations and 

opportunities for enhancing the success of the project (Greater Victoria Coalition to End 

Homelessness, 2020).  

The Tiny Homes Village is planned to close in the fall of 2022 as the site was 

expected to be used for a total of 18 months (Harmer, 2021). Aryze Developments Inc. 

has received interest from First Nations and other municipalities about purchasing the tiny 

house units (Harmer, 2021). The Tiny Homes Village is intended to provide transitional, 

temporary housing while the province constructs other more permanent housing and 

prepares to secure long-term accommodation for residents (Harmer, 2021; Greater 

Victoria Coalition to End Homelessness, 2020).  As a temporary development, the Tiny 

Homes Village is not a true tiny house community as defined by scholars of the tiny house 

movement (Evans, 2017; Shearer & Burton, 2019). They were built quickly to meet an 

immediate and urgent need. The construction of this project, although advertised as being 

built to high standards of livability accustomed to the west coast climate, won’t add 

permanent housing stock to the market. The value of the land, as assessed by BC 
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Assessment on July 1st, 2020, was CAD $9,233,000 (BC Assessment, 2020). 

Additionally, as stated in the City of Victoria’s OCP (2012, updated 2021), emphasis was 

placed on densification of residential neighbourhoods in order to meet the growing 

demand (City of Victoria, 2021). It is very likely that under the market based tiny house 

planning framework, urban centers in BC simply have a cost of land that is too high and 

therefore the highest and best use of the land will not allow for tiny house community 

development but rather will favour higher density residential developments such as 

townhouses or apartments.  

4.5. Common Themes 

Evans (2018) identified restrictive land use policy as one of the biggest challenges 

faced by those who want to live in a mobile tiny house, and this is certainly the case in 

BC. With the additional barriers of cost of land and building materials increasing rapidly, it 

is no surprise that the tiny house movement has been relatively slow to take off in BC as 

compared to the USA. In BC the increasingly profitable short term rental market is taking 

over many tiny houses and tiny house communities. While cost was a significant 

consideration in each of the four cases, each one used a variety of financing tactics 

depending on the purpose, mission, form, and tenure model of the tiny house community.  

It is noteworthy that all four cases were successful in their development of the tiny 

house communities on large privately owned single parcels of land. Examples of tiny 

house communities forming out of the amalgamation of small residential lots has yet to be 

observed (BC Housing, 2021). Additionally, partnerships between the builder or developer 

of the tiny houses and the landowners were key aspects of each case. From the Nuxalk 

case study, the Nation formed a partnership with an educational institution in order to 
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support the construction and development process of the tiny houses on Nuxalk territory. 

From Bluegrass Meadows, although the tiny house builder and landowner were owned by 

the same group, their shared interests between the organizations created the perfect 

partnership environment and because there was little resistance and shared motivations. 

In the Sunshine Valley, the developer is also the landowner much like Bluegrass Meadows 

however in the case of Sunshine Valley there is only one organization. In the City of 

Victoria case, because the project was temporary, land did not need to be purchased, and 

with the landowner being the City of Victoria this meant that the process of building the 

project depended mostly on funding for the development as opposed to land purchase 

that would otherwise be required. Partnerships and donations were essential for the Tiny 

Homes Village in Victoria especially because the residents would otherwise be 

experiencing homelessness as compared to previous case studies where the alternative 

would likely be conventional full-sized housing.  

Sustainability, as defined using the triple bottom line approach, did in fact appear 

to be a primary consideration behind all four case studies. Environmental considerations 

as well as the social cohesion of siting the tiny houses appeared to be a critical factor in 

decision making behind all four cases studies as well. The Victoria example is perhaps 

the strongest to align with the social criteria as the primary focus was a socially motivated, 

mission driven, development, however economic considerations were also achieved as 

residents worked toward their employment and housing goals. The economic 

considerations behind the Sunshine Valley developments were certainly one of the 

primary driving forces behind the project however community development also appeared 

to be a significant factor. Although sustainability is a key principle in the tiny house 

movement, it is not the only aspect needed to align the housing typology with the 
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movement. Because of the profitability as the main motivational factor of the Sunshine 

Valley development and the lack of long-term housing output from the Victoria Tiny Homes 

Village, these cases do not appear to fully align with the tiny house movement as it is 

discussed in academic literature, although they still provide necessary housing stock to 

their respective communities in terms of the Wheelhouse housing model.    
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Chapter 5. Discussion and Recommendations  

5.1. Comparative Analysis 

Based on the triple bottom line approach to sustainability mentioned earlier, these 

areas of case study evaluation were applied as discussed below.  

5.1.1. Economic Efficiency  

Supply constrained markets combined with high housing price to income ratios 

result in highly volatile markets (Riggs, 2014). This is certainly the case in many BC 

communities, where the cost of land has been accelerating since the beginning of the 

COVID-19 pandemic. In order for tiny houses to be freed from this high cost of land, 

various tenure models need to be made available to tiny house owners in order for the 

tiny house movement to grow in BC (BC Housing, 2021). Some tiny house enthusiasts 

have even started websites with the intentions of sharing resources such as access to 

land (Minkow, 2019). One tiny house builder’s website 

(https://www.rewildhomes.com/land) even features a list of private landowners who are 

willing to host tiny houses on wheels on their properties (Minkow, 2019).  Since many tiny 

house dwellers do not have significant collateral, taking out a loan or line of credit to 

acquire land is very difficult considering it is not a fixed asset (BC Housing, 2021). Many 

tiny house builders advise their clients to secure land before starting their tiny house build 

for this reason (Minkow, 2019).  

Case Study 1: With the Nuxalk Nation’s tiny house project, there was clear 

economic considerations made when the Nation decided to bring instructors up to their 

community rather than sending the builders away to learn. Additionally, their project 
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developed several secondary economic benefits in addition to the creation of new housing, 

such as stimulating their local resource economy through the ongoing purchase of locally 

sourced and processed materials, in addition to local job creation both in terms of 

construction related trades and manufacturers.  

Case Study 2: The rural Sunshine Valley historically was motivated by affordable 

land as many tiny house dwellers appear to have settled before the market for recreational 

properties began to grow rapidly. To date, however, the Sunshine Valley Developments 

corporation appears to be marketing the community as a somewhat luxurious getaway 

from the city, primarily targeted at vacationers. While the listings and sold properties 

appear relatively less expensive than comparable property sizes of recreational properties 

elsewhere in the province, the fact that these prices are reflective of the “luxury 

recreational market” implies that the intention was not to provide affordable housing to full 

time community members. However, for tiny house owners looking to own their own land, 

this is one of the only places where purchasing a lot specifically for a tiny house is an 

option.  

Case Study 3: Bluegrass Meadows Micro-village was an example of how tiny 

houses can secure affordable rents for tiny house owners and tiny house renters. With 

site rentals significantly cheaper than the rental rates in nearby conventional units, the tiny 

house community provided its residents with additional affordable housing stock.  

Case Study 4: The City of Victoria case study was not produced out of a market 

need, but rather to provide non-market housing, this tiny house community confirms that 

producing tiny house developments in urban high land cost areas is very difficult. Even as 

non-market units, these tiny houses did not provide permanent housing stock.  
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5.1.2. Environmental performance  

Environmental performance relates to not only the reduced environmental footprint 

of the tiny house versus a conventional house, but also relates to environmentally 

motivated lifestyles of the residents. Minimizing possessions and consumerism were 

persistent themes behind the environmental impacts of the tiny house movement (Shearer 

& Burton, 2019). Building out of recycled or locally sourced renewable materials were also 

considerations. Saxton (2019) confirmed that the act of downsizing to a tiny house does 

in fact improve one’s ecological footprint, as the act of downsizing influences over 100 

environmentally related behaviours (Saxton, 2019). However, it is accurate to state that 

increasingly large homes consume more raw materials and consume significantly more 

energy, making them less environmentally sustainable (Mutter, 2013). Common 

behaviours of tiny house dwellers include the desire to live off-grid and use only renewable 

energy sources, and because the source of water might be impacted depending on what 

form of tiny house the dweller chooses, water consumption may be reduced as well 

(Mutter, 2013; Shearer & Burton, 2019). Several other academic findings support the claim 

that the environmental benefit claims of downsizing to a tiny house do in fact hold true 

(Conley, et al., 2015).   

Case Study 1: The Nuxalk Nation supported the environmental principle of the 

tiny house movement not only by using solar panels as the primary energy source, but 

also in their use of sustainable harvested local timber which was grown in their own 

community. This minimized the distance in which materials had to be transported.  

Case Study 2: The Sunshine Valley tiny houses will vary in environmental 

performance as many of the dwellings have not yet been placed on site. In general, 
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because they will most likely be on wheels given the advertised tiny house builders on 

their website specialize in this form, the square footage of each tiny house will be quite 

limited as they must be road legal to be towed. This means that the energy efficiency of 

the tiny houses will be significantly higher than conventional sized homes. However, 

because they are advertised as recreational and the Sunshine Valley Cooperative Club 

amenities are designed for vacationers, the energy consumption could potentially be 

higher than someone who lives full time in their tiny house because of additional “luxury 

features” like hot tubs and larger buildings.  

Case Study 3: Bluegrass Meadows shows very high environmental performance 

as the tiny houses are not only themselves built environmentally conscious, but the 

sustainable habits of the residents demonstrate strong commitment as well. Residents 

share and repurpose many materials among themselves on their Facebook group, this 

minimizes consumption and therefore waste within the community.  

Case Study 4: The Victoria Tiny Homes Village also appears highly committed 

to environmental performance as their primary material used during construction was 

repurposed shipping containers. Additionally, because areas like washrooms and laundry 

facilities were shared areas, there is evidence to suggest that average water use could be 

less than if each unit had its own individual plumbing. This aspect by design ensures fewer 

plumbing materials were used during construction therefore reducing the overall impact of 

the project. However due to the temporary nature of this community, although the units 

themselves will be sold and likely reused, it is unclear if the servicing infrastructure will be 

repurposed in a future development or not. Lastly, due to the very small unit size at only 
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160 square feet each, as long as proper insulation is assumed to be used, the energy 

efficiency in heating and cooling the units would be very high.  

5.1.3. Social Good  

Social benefits of tiny houses extend beyond the impacts of freedom of time and 

increased leisure as downstream affects of improved affordability. Holistic social wellness 

includes more abstract aspects that are less measurable such as cultural connection, 

psychological wellbeing, educational benefits, decreasing criminal activity, improved 

overall health and improved social connection (Wilson, 2021; Shearer & Burton, 2019; 

Evans 2018b). Findings suggest that the claims amidst the tiny house movement of 

benefits such as improved happiness and reduced overall stress are realized (Conley, et 

al., 2015).   

Case Study 1: The Nuxalk Nation supported the social wellbeing of their tiny 

house residents in many ways. Not only were vulnerable community members provided 

with secure housing, but they were also further supported with other life skills training and 

employment training. Additionally, by being developed within the community and providing 

cultural support to residents, the tiny houses not only improved the residents’ levels of 

emotional wellbeing, but most likely spiritual wellbeing as well. Sharing common spaces 

and gaining the opportunity to live among other folks who share values of sustainability 

and culture are also significant social benefits.  

Case Study 2: Sunshine Valley, while fully embraced by long term residents as 

an all-natural hidden gem, does provide the benefits of connection to nature and an 

abundance of recreational opportunities. With developer plans for a ski lift and other 



 

62 

recreational infrastructure, this will likely improve resident’s physical health as well as 

mental health. Unfortunately, as the area grows as a vacation destination, and the highway 

traffic may continue to grow, the benefits that these amenities provide to the long-term 

residents might be outweighed by the stress of high seasonality in the community (Vannini, 

2011). Additionally, with a large influx of part time residents or short-term vacationers, 

there may also be increased likeliness of crime during high seasons (Vannini, 2011).  

Case Study 3: Bluegrass Meadows in addition to the psychological benefits that 

come with improved financial freedom, also provided residents with the social 

infrastructure to set up their own micro sharing economy (Evans, 2017). Evidence from 

the community Facebook page suggests high social cohesion and connections among 

residents. Additionally, by being located close to Terrace, residents still enjoy the benefits 

of health and educational infrastructure services such as schools, libraries, recreation, and 

a hospital.  

Case Study 4: Because the Tiny Homes Village was entirely driven by a social 

purpose, to improve the lives of those unhoused in the city while providing supports such 

as mental and physical health as well as life improvement services, this case study ranks 

the highest in terms of social good production as a result of the community. Not only does 

the implementation of this community reduce the overall count of people experiencing 

homelessness, it also likely reduces crime and drug use in the city since those facing 

addiction are directly supported.  
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5.1.4. Replicability  

As described above in the case studies, replicability has to do with the ability of 

other communities to apply the steps taken by the cases given.  

Case Study 1: Findings would suggest that the steps taken by the Nuxalk Nation, 

since they were clearly outlined from initial conception to the formation of a housing 

strategy, and a supportive community, would indicate very high replicability. Other nations 

in BC will find analysis of this process to be very helpful in the formation of a customized 

tiny house development. Already other First Nations in BC, such as Yale First Nation, are 

attempting to implement their own versions of a tiny house community.  

Case Study 2: Sunshine Valley was able to develop much easier than others 

might find given the lack of regulation in the rural area. This makes for less replicability 

and also makes the findings less applicable to the goal of getting more people into tiny 

homes for the purpose of sustainability and greater affordability. Sunshine Valley sold off 

the lots to owners, whereas Bluegrass Meadows retained ownership to provide rental 

units. Rural communities are more flexible to alter or experiment with restrictive bylaws, 

enabling innovation in the housing developments market (Owen & Spriggs, 2018). This 

holds true in BC as small communities such as the Village of Valemont and the City of 

Grandforks have already taken steps in beginning to legalize permanently living in 

dwellings previously classed only for temporary use (City of Grandforks, 2018; Village of 

Valemont, 2021). Additionally, the qathet Regional District, which consists of almost 

entirely rural areas, uses a broad definition of mobile home which actually includes tiny 

houses (BC Housing, 2021).  
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Case Study 3: Bluegrass Meadows is replicable as well so long as one private 

landowner has the capital and the desire to support the tiny house movement in BC. 

However, given that the developer is already looking for a location to host their second 

tiny house community, it is clear that it is understood how to best implement a tiny house 

community.  

Case Study 4: The City of Victoria is not the only urban area in BC to move 

towards nonmarket tiny houses for the purpose of providing emergency or transitional 

housing to the unhoused. There have been preliminary movements by the City of 

Vancouver to being preparation and planning for a temporary emergency tiny house 

community for the unhoused, however so far it seems that lack of support from leadership 

and existing neighbourhood residents have prohibited plans form moving forward (Denis, 

2020). However, given the steps and strategic partnerships formed in the implementation 

of the Tiny Homes Village, some practices may be useful in the replication of similar future 

projects.  

5.1.5. Creating a Tiny House Friendly Policy 

Considering the different needs of residential neighbourhoods, some things that 

the planning authorities must consider are:  

• Is the tiny house truly habitable?  

• Where to place them and in which land use zones?  

• What tenure models will be used?  
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• How will they affect traditionally single-family neighbourhoods?  

• How will they be serviced?  

• What types of greywater filtration systems will they use? (Evans, 2018) 

Once these aspects have been defined, the planning authority must then decide 

on a course of action, which will vary depending on which forms of tiny houses they intend 

to regulate (Evans, 2018). Some considerations include:  

• Removing minimum size requirements for permanent dwellings  

• Amending zoning and bylaws to permit laneway homes (ADUs) on the 

same single-family residential lot  

• Creating a specific definition of a tiny house  

• Considering adaptive reuse of mobile home parks where applicable  

• Permitting prefabricated, container and moveable tiny homes as part of a 

pilot project, in specific zones or across areas zoned for residential 

purposes (Evans, 2018).  

In doing so, these actions may also inspire decision-makers to plant seeds for a 

vibrant green economy and industrial growth around tiny houses, including green building 

construction, deconstruction, material reuse, waste management systems and off-grid 

technologies. This may lead to a thriving but regulated tiny house industry and market. 

Equally, it may create more career and financial opportunities for designers, builders, 



 

66 

financiers, buyers, and associations, among others. These steps will ultimately support 

BC communities in their quest for their own versions of affordable and sustainable tiny 

house communities. This proposed approach is intended to leverage planning strategies, 

engagement, and education that will require collaboration and multiple stakeholders to 

commit and contribute to a common goal. Additionally, research suggests that for tiny 

house communities to truly thrive, planning them in areas with both residential and 

commercial mixed-use zoning will generally offer improved service and employment 

opportunities (Owen & Spriggs, 2018). Although this is no easy task, planners in BC are 

well equipped to tackle this challenge. Through this collaboration, we can open the doors 

to an appropriately regulated and safe tiny house market and begin to explore how tiny 

houses can fit in our neighbourhoods and communities. 
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Chapter 6. Conclusion  

6.1. Key Findings  

Land use regulations, OCPs, and Housing Needs Reports, all implemented 

through planning authorities, are especially important for the sustainable development and 

safe, affordable implementation of tiny house communities (Shearer, Bares, 2019). 

Although the tiny house movement was born out of resistance to the conventional 

capitalist system which values hyper consumption, it has fully emerged as a legitimate 

housing typology (Evans, 2017). Tiny houses can help alleviate high pressure on efficient 

production of housing supply hyper inflated by the housing crisis (Shearer & Burton, 2021). 

As such, communities in BC should work towards implementing tiny house integration 

plans, and follow helpful insights presented for free from the BC Housing report in Tiny 

Houses (2021). Since the case studies presented demonstrate that tiny house integration 

is happening and being researched in BC, it is timely for planning authorities to begin 

realizing the full potential of tiny houses as an efficient, sustainable and affordable housing 

typology.  

6.2. Limitations and Future Research  

Due to the lack of details available online due to challenges of confidentially, 

results of these findings could not attempt to generalize the experiences of all tiny house 

community residents, developers or planning authorities, but rather it was attempted to 

highlight some of the general commonalities between implementation tactics in different 

regions around the province of BC. Additionally, this work attempts to draw from both 

academic literature findings, primarily from the USA and Australia, in combination with 
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case studies located in BC in such as way that focuses on the general high-level planning 

frameworks that exist in commonwealth countries.  

Another topic of further research related to tiny house building practices in Canada, 

is to conduct a climate appropriate life cycle analysis to uncover the more precise 

sustainability affects of alternative housing types. While this research project has analyzed 

community level practices, individual outcomes should still be measured and tested. 

Rainwater harvesting, greywater reuse, off grid vs on grid energy sources, and alternative 

building materials will alter the overall environmental sustainability of the housing units 

and these differences are measurable. Additionally, what are the environmental impacts 

of prefabricated construction techniques compared on onsite construction? In relation to 

environmental sustainability, what are the secondary affects of this housing type such as 

transportation options and social cohesion of communities? These are all critical topics in 

need of further investigation as it relates to community sustainability, planning, and overall 

quality of life.  

Lastly, future research initiatives, such as a feasibility study, must aim to uncover 

ADU integration tactics at the local government level in Canadian suburbs. Permanent 

foundation tiny house forms such as laneway housing and carriage homes are already 

being used in cities such as Vancouver. These additional units are effective at increasing 

neighbourhood density and rental housing stock without altering the form and character 

of the neighbourhood. How could ADUs be better integrated into Canadian suburbs 

without relying on the presence of laneways, and how can planners ensure alignment of 

sustainability practices in their development?   



 

69 

While other alternative research methods were considered, such as semi-

structured interviews with tiny house residents and enthusiasts, information gathering on 

this topic would best be done over a longer period of time as opposed to results reflecting 

a single snapshot in time. Additionally, case studies with various news sources available 

were more appropriate ethically, than directly interviewing residents on their housing 

experiences. Given the drastically different experiences and classes of tiny houses that 

exist in BC, further research in the areas of valuation tactics, adaptive land reuse, and 

taxation strategies might be helpful for planning authorities, particularly local governments 

as beneficiaries of such undertakings. Lastly, given the implicit jurisdictional complexity 

that comes with tiny houses on wheels, more research may be needed in the emerging 

movements of highly mobile “tiny houses” such as converted vans or buses. Such 

dwellings are related to the emergence of the tiny house movement but are also taking 

the mobility and freedom principles to new levels. This new sector of housing is sure to 

pose challenges to planning authorities and efforts to better understand their impacts are 

crucial. Looking forward, further examination of tiny house integration tactics in Australia, 

New Zealand, and Japan, such as interviewing relevant planning authorities and doing a 

financial analysis of housing affordability in these communities, may provide the proof of 

concept needed to further integrate tiny houses in BC.    

6.3. Contribution to field of planning  

As previously mentioned, tiny houses are an effective tool for fighting the many 

wicked problems that communities struggle with everyday. Climate change, 

homelessness, housing affordability, and accessibility will continue to be prominent in 

community planning efforts despite tiny house integration (Shearer & Burton, 2021). It is 
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hoped that this work will make a meaningful contribution to the emergence of this new 

housing typology in BC as many BC residents continue to embrace the tiny house 

movement. Perhaps the true value and significance of the tiny house movement is not in 

fact the emergence of a new housing typology, but rather the reframing of learnings from 

grassroots social movements as they create and magnify new ways of living that are 

unconventional, better designed, and better constructed (Shearer & Burton, 2021). Their 

value as a disruption to business as usual in the residential sector will surely help to 

progress the planning authorities left to grapple with evolving communities that continue 

to demand better, healthier, safer, and friendlier communities (Brokenshire, 2019).  

In conclusion, the housing sector as we know and understand it is changing quickly 

and drastically. Housing is no longer tied to place as much as once thought to be. Planning 

regimes can optimize tiny houses as an emerging typology by integrating them into 

communities, providing gentle density and many other social and economic benefits, in a 

harmonious way. Planning regulatory and policy tools must be equally quick to explore 

and adapt these new ideas of housing as it relates to communities. Local governments, 

planning authorities and the tiny house community in BC must all work together to optimize 

this innovative housing form. After all, home is what you make it.   
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Appendix A.  
 
List of Tiny House Communities in British Columbia 

Disclaimer: this may not be an exhaustive list. This list is the result of an educated 
attempt to gather as many online resources as possible to identify existing or proposed 
tiny house projects. This list is up to date as of February 2022.  

• Bluegrass Meadows Micro Village 

• Nak’azdli Whut’en First Nation: Tiny House Pilot Project 

• Nuxalk Nation Tiny Houses  

• Sunshine Valley Tiny House Lots 

• Abbotsford Tiny Homes Community 

• Gibsons Housing Crisis Project Proposal  

• Sechelt Sustainable Community 

• Parksville Salvation Army Tiny House Community  

• Vernon Tiny Home Project: North Okanagan Friendship Center Society (not 
completed) 

• Bridesville Off Grid Tiny Home Community  

• Kootney Lake Tiny House Spaces  

• Maple Ridge Affordable Community Environment (ACE) Society “The Shire” 
Project 

• Saanich Tiny House Advocates of Vancouver Island 

• Secwepemc Territory: Tiny House Warriors  

• City of Grand Forks Temporary Use Permits   

• Yale First Nation Tiny House Development (in progress)  

• Heiltsuk Nation Tiny Homes Project 
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• City of Vancouver: False Creek Flats Tiny House Shelter (in progress)  


