Business Licence (Short-term Rental) Appeal for #2-1140 Arthur Currie Lane
Submission of the Licence Inspector

Introduction

This is an appeal from the decision of the Licence Inspector to refuse to issue a business
licence to Susan Strangway (the Appellant) for the operation of a short-term rental at #2-
1140 Arthur Currie Lane.

The business licence was denied pursuant to section 4(b) of the Short-term Rental
Regulation Bylaw, which states:
1. The Licence Inspector may refuse to issue a licence for a short-term rental if, in the
opinion of the Licence Inspector, ...

(a) the applicant failed to comply with section 3; or

(b) the short-term rental operation would contravene a city bylaw or another
enactment.

The appealis brought pursuant to section 60(5) of the Community Charter, which requires
that an applicant for a business licence has the right to have a staff decision to refuse such
licence reconsidered by Council.

On a reconsideration such as this, Council can apply its own judgement and may either
uphold the decision to refuse the licence or grant the licence.

Summary

The 2025 application for a short-term rental business licence at #2-1140 Arthur Currie Lane
was denied because the Appellant failed to provide evidence, satisfactory to the Licence
Inspector, that unit #2-1140 Arthur Currie Lane is their principal residence. The review of the
application revealed the appellant is operating short-term rentals in unit # 2 while residing in
unit# 1.

The City gathered evidence showing the Appellant has operated unlawful short-term rentals
in a dwelling unit that is not their principal residence. This information comes from multiple
sources including the Appellant’s declaration to the provincial short-term rental program, a
complaint from a nearby resident, advertising, guest reviews, and a site inspection indicating
few personalitems. Furthermore, the Appellant demonstrated a pattern of misrepresentation
and false declarations in an ongoing attempt to claim unit # 2 as their principal residence to
obtain a licence. In particular, the appellant was asked about the person in unit #1 and she
stated the person was a friend, however other sources of information show that the person
living in unit #1 is the appellant's husband. The totality of information shows that the
Appellant’s actual principal residence is unit #1 at 1140 Arthur Currie Lane.

Two common concerns about short-term rental operations are the effects on residential
neighbourhoods and housing availability. In this case, there was both a complaint about the



short-term operations in the neighbourhood from a resident and the discovery of a self-
contained dwelling unit that could be used as long-term rental unit. The building, owned by
the appellant, has 5 self-contained dwelling units with three units being occupied by long-
term tenants and one unit being occupied by the appellant. The remaining unit is known as
#2 and is where the short-term rental has been operating.

It can be noted that the appellant received a short-term rental business licence for 2022,
2023, and 2024 for the unit in question. These licences were granted after site inspections
and reviews of application information completed by the appellant. A complaintin mid-2024,
was noted and considered during the application process in 2025. Business licences are
issued on annual basis and must meet the regulatory requirements each year.

Facts

5.

6.

10.

The Appellant has owned the property at 1140 Arthur Currie Lane since May 31, 2022.

The property is zoned R1-B (Single Family Dwelling District). This zone does not permit
short-term rentals except as a ‘home occupation’ under Schedule ‘D’.

The building card shows that as per building permit BP082399 dating back to 1985, the
approved use and occupancy of the structure is “4 suites” (see Schedule A).

On November 12, 2022, the Appellant applied for a 2022 principal resident short-term
rental licence at #2-1140 Arthur Currie Lane, declaring that as their principal residence
(see Schedule B).

On November 25, 2022, two Bylaw Officers inspected the home. The purpose of the
inspection was to understand the layout of the home and business plan for a potential
short-term rental. The Bylaw Officers were led through the inspection by the Appellant. The
inspection of unit #2 only, revealed a two bedroom and one bathroom suite. The Appellant
informed the Bylaw Officer that her intention was to rent the spare bedroom short-term
while she was home. The Appellant stated she also wanted to rent the whole home
occasionally, while away on vacation. The Appellant informed the Bylaw Officers she had
an upcoming vacation planned for January and February 2023, which would span a total of
four weeks. The Appellant stated that her upcoming travel plans prompted the business
licence application. The inspection, staff observations, photos, diagrams and/or any
statements made by the Appellant are detailed in a statement (see Schedule C).

Between November 25 and 29, 2022, the application was reviewed in full including the
results of the inspection conducted on November 25, 2022. The inspecting Bylaw Officer
recommended the application be approved upon the Appellant providing their government
issued photo identification reflecting that the #2-1140 Arthur Currie Lane address was her
principal residence as declared and providing a designated responsible person. The
Appellant later provided City staff with their government issued ID with a sticker displaying
their updated address, and a designated responsible person. The Licence Inspector
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determined that the Appellant had provided all required documentations and presented a
business plan that aligned with the regulations, as a result granted the licence.

On November 29, 2022, the Appellant was notified that their 2024 Principal Resident Short-
Term Rental licence was approved.

On December 27, 2022, the Appellant applied for a 2023 Principal Resident Short-Term
Rental Licence. (see Schedule D).

On February 10, 2023, the application was reviewed in full. As the Appellant had been
approved for their 2022 short-term rental licence just one month earlier, the Licence
Inspector determined that under the circumstances, are-inspection was notrequired. The
Appellant had declared they would be offering the whole home for rent while traveling in
January and February 2023.

On February 10, 2023, the Appellant was notified that their 2024 Principal Resident Short-
Term Rental licence was approved.

On February 2, 2024, the Appellant applied for a 2024 Principal Resident Short-Term Rental
Licence (see Schedule E).

On February 11, 2024, a Bylaw Officer inspected the home. The purpose of the inspection
was to understand the layout of the home and business plan for a potential short-term
rental. The Bylaw Officer arrived at 1140 Arthur Currie Lane and accessed unit #2 via a set
of stairs at the rear side of the property. The Bylaw Officer was led through the inspection
by the Appellant, and again, only unit #2 was inspected. The Bylaw Officer documented the
immediate observations from entering the home, recording the unit was very pink. The
Bylaw Officer made his way through the unit, documenting the two bedrooms, bathroom,
living room and kitchen. The Bylaw Officer observed an additional doorway behind a
curtain, which was found to lead to a landing with stairs leading down to the main floor
entrance to the structure. The Bylaw Officer discussed the business plan with the
Appellant who stated she intended to rent the whole home while away for two months. The
Bylaw Officer asked when the Appellant planned to travel. The Appellant stated that her
travel plans were unconfirmed, but she wanted to travel to Athens. The Bylaw Officer asked
if the Appellantintended to operate one bedroom while home. The Appellant stated, not at
the moment, but perhaps down the road. The inspection, staff observations, photos,
diagrams and/or any statements made by the Appellant are detailed in a statement (see
Schedule F).

On February 14, 2024, the application was reviewed in full including the Appellant’s
current advertisement, open-source data, internalrecords and results of the inspection on
February 11, 2024. The Appellant’s advertisement listing was for the entire home and
reflected a moderate availability for the entire calendar year, with full availability between
February to May 2024. The Licence Inspector determined that the Appellant had submitted
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all required proof of resident documents and provided a business plan that alighed with
the regulations. Based on all available information, the Licence Inspector determined the
Appellant was eligible and that their business plan complied with the City regulations and
granted their licence.

On February 15, 2024, the Appellant was notified that their 2024 Principal Resident Short-
Term Rental licence was approved.

On July 7, 2024, Bylaw Services received an online complaint from an area resident
regarding the Appellant’s short-term rental activity at 1140 Arthur Currie Lane. The
complainant stated, “The house has long term tenants in the basement units, and there
are two, two-bedroom units on the first and second floors. The owner lives in one unit and
the second unit is available to rent on Airbnb. Both are fully contained dwelling suites that
were rented out long term before the owner bought the house. Based off recent reviews the
owner is also clearly on site in her unit during the short-term rental stays. | have seen her
greet guests that she is meeting for the first time” (see Schedule G).

On July 17, 2024, staff reviewed the complaint and examined the Appellant’s Airbnb listing
for the entire dwelling unit at #2-1140 Arthur Currie Lane. The recent guest reviews from
July 2024 stated, “Susan was a hospitable host and walked us through the space” and
“Susan was a great host, giving us a thorough tour of the place and carefully explaining how
everything works”. A guest review from May stated, “Susan was available to welcome us
and provided great recommendations on walkable attractions as well as things to do in the
downtown”. Staff documented the information as it appeared to match the public
complaintthatthe entire unit at #2-1140 Arthur Currie Lane was being rented while the host
was on site but not occupying the unit.

It was determined by City staff that they would continue to monitor the Appellant’s rental
activity and document any evidence or findings related to non-compliance with City of
Victoria regulations. The decision to not investigate further and/or enforce any potential
contravention of the Schedule “D” - Home Occupation and the Zoning Regulations or
pursue revoking the Appellant’s licence at the time was based on several factors, including
staff reductions, and that the Appellant’s 2024 short-term rental licence would expire on
January 15, 2025. The intention was to monitor and document activity for the remainder of
2024, and then upon receipt of a licence application for 2025, evaluate all the information
and evidence gathered, and if deemed necessary, conduct a more thorough investigation
to determine if the Appellant was operating in compliance with the regulations and eligible
to be issued a licence for 2025.

For the remainder of 2024, staff continuously monitored the Appellants short-term rental
activity online and documented multiple guest reviews indicating that the Appellant was
actively present on-site but not residing within unit #2. One review dated September 2024
stated, “Susan’s husband met us on pathway and took us to our place” (see Schedule H).
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Additionally, information collected on November 13, 2024, from the Province of BC’s Short-
Term Rental Data Portal showed that when the Appellant registered her business under the
Short-Term Rental Accommodation Act, she declared that unit #1 at 1140 Arthur Currie
Lane as her principal residence, not unit #2 as she had repeatedly declared to the City of
Victoria (see Schedule ).

On January 2, 2025, the Appellant applied for a 2025 short-term rental licence for #2-1140
Arthur Currie Lane, again declaring it as her principal residence (see Schedule J).

On January 20, 2025, a Bylaw Officer inspected #2-1140 Arthur Currie Lane. The purpose
of the inspection was to understand the layout of the home and business plan for a
potential short-term rental. The Bylaw Officer observed the property to have a large multi-
level structure bearing multiple exterior unit numbers. The Bylaw Officer observed the
lower-level displayed unit #3, the middle level displayed unit #1, and unit #2 was located
at the back of the property. However, the Bylaw Officer was unable to find the signage for
unit #4. The Appellant later informed the Bylaw Officer that unit #4 was located on the
bottom floor, on the opposite side of the structure adjacent to unit #3. The Bylaw Officer
later confirmed this information upon a secondary drive by the property. The Bylaw Officer
walked to the rear of the property and up the stairs to unit #2 at 1140 Arthur Currie Lane.
While in the rear of the property, the Bylaw Officer observed the detached carport, which
was observed to be partially enclosed, and appeared to have lights on inside and curtains
covering the windows. The Bylaw Officer noted that it was possible that the carport may
have been converted to a self-contained dwelling unit. As the Bylaw Officer reached the
entrance to #2-1140 Arthur Currie Lane they were met by the Appellant who let them into
the unit. The Bylaw Officer began the inspection and documented the space and
observations. The Bylaw Officer was informed that the second bedroom was designated
for short-term rental and, like the rest of the unit was decorated very thematically with few
to no personal items. The Bylaw Officer inspected the primary bedroom, which the
Appellant stated was her bedroom and noted that the room was indistinguishable from the
bedroom designated for short-term rental use. The Bylaw Officer observed the entire unit
to be clean and have little to no personalitems beyond decorative items. The Bylaw Officer
noted that while it was possible that the Appellant led a minimalist lifestyle, their
professional judgment was that the unit was not occupied by any one person on an on-
going basis. The Bylaw Officer noted a curtain hanging alongside a wall in the living room
and asked the Appellantwhat was behind it. The Appellant stated the door led to the “other
unit” and that it was kept locked. The Bylaw Officer noted this as a possible additional
dwelling unit as the internal records reflected the property had only 4 units, which the
Bylaw Officer already accounted for upon arriving at the inspection. The Bylaw Officer’s
understanding of the structure was unit #1 was located on the middle floor, units #3 and
#4 were located on the lower level and they were currently in unit #2 located on the top
floor. The Bylaw Officer discussed the business plan with the Appellant, who stated they
intended to rent their whole home (unit #2) while away and rent the second bedroom when
they were home. The Appellant informed the Bylaw Officer that she leaves for trips very
regularly, with her travels spanning from a few nights to several months. The inspection,
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staff observations, photos, diagrams and/or any statements made by the Appellant are
detailed in a statement (see Schedule K).

OnJanuary 20, 2025, upon returning from the inspection of #2-1140 Arthur Currie Lane the
Bylaw Officer reviewed all internal records, including building permit records and building
plans for 1140 Arthur Currie Lane. In reviewing the approved building plans, the Bylaw
Officer identified that the door in the living room of unit #2 leading to the landing at the top
of the stairs on the second floor was shown, however, the plans showed that only 3 floors
were finished space, with the top floor/attic appearing to be an unfinished space. A
thorough review of the building permit records also revealed that there was an unresolved
history of work without permit dating back to a STOP WORK order being posted on the
property by a City of Victoria Building Inspector on April 5, 2016. The order was posted after
the Building Inspector attended and observed the unpermitted addition of a 5" suite, and
extensive framing, plumbing, and electrical alterations throughout the main structure. In
addition, staff reviewed the building plans for the accessory building/carport that was
constructed with a permit and confirmed that the structure was approved to be a parking
structure for 4 cars covered by a roof supported by beams, and that none of the space was
enclosed by walls. There was no record that a permit had been issued to convert the use
of the carport and/or enclose any of the space. Building permit records were also not clear
on the location of the unpermitted 5™ suite in the main structure and/or whether it was
occupied (see Schedule L).

Based upon the evidence suggesting the Appellant’s non-compliance with short-term
rental regulations gathered in the latter part of 2024 following a formal complaint from an
area resident, the newly discovered historic information concerning an unpermitted 5™
suite and extensive building, plumbing, and electrical alterations throughout the main
structure observed by a Building Inspector in 2016 which remained unresolved, and what
appeared to be unpermitted alteration of the detached carport, staff and the Licence
Inspector determined that further investigation, and an inspection of the entire property,
including all dwelling units within the main structure, and the enclosed space within the
accessory building was required.

Authority to conduct inspections and/or enter on or into property is authorized under
Section 16 of the Community Charter (see Schedule M).

On January 28, 2025, the Appellant was notified that their 2025 short-term rental licence
could not be approved without further investigation, and an inspection of the entire
structure would be required before moving forward with their licence application (see
Schedule N).

The February 10, 2025, licensing inspection was attended at 1140 Arthur Currie Lane by a
Bylaw Officer who had conducted a previous inspection, and the Supervisor responsible
for STR licensing and investigation. Both officers met the Appellant at the exterior door to
unit #2, the dwelling unit she had repeatedly declared as her principal residence.
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Immediately upon entry and after introductions, the Supervisor asked the Appellant to
confirm that she owned the entire structure which she did, and asked her to confirm what
unit she lived in. The Appellant stated, “this one”, following which she was were asked to
confirm that it was unit #2, and she stated “yes”. For further clarification, the Appellant
was then asked if she had sleptin unit #2 the previous night, to which the Appellant stated,
“yes” (see Schedule X). As found on previous inspections, unit #2 was observed to be
devoid of any personal effects and there was no sign of permanent occupancy. Instead,
the dwelling unit, which was decorated in very vibrant colours with a circus-type theme,
appeared to be staged to receive guests.

While inside unit #2 and before commencing the inspection of the rest of the structure, the
Supervisor advised the Appellant that a search of city building records had revealed that
there was a history of work without permit within the structure dating back to 2016, and
that a STOP WORK order had been posted on the property at that time by a City of Victoria
Building Inspector in relation to that work and the creation of an unpermitted 5" suite. The
Appellant was also advised that despite the Building Inspector’s order, there was no record
that the required permits had ever been obtained to address the full scope of the
unpermitted work, nor did it appear that a building permit had been obtained in order to
enclose part of the detached carport and/or change the use of that structure. The Appellant
stated that she had arranged for the work on the carport to be done and stated that the
contractor had stated that, “no permit was required”. The purpose of the re-inspection
therefore was to investigate and document the existence of the unpermitted work within
the main structure, and the detached carport, and to confirm the occupancy of all the
dwelling units on the property.

The inspection of the main structure revealed there to be 5 self-contained dwelling units, 1
more than the approved “four suites” on record. This finding was consistent with what the
Building Inspector had found in 2016 which led to the posting of a STOP WORK order. The
structure was found to be configured as follows; 2 units in the basement, 1 unit on the main
floor, 1 unit on the 2™ floor, and 1 unit on the upper floor/attic. When advised about the
2016 findings of the Building Inspector minutes earlier, the Appellant had stated that she
could show the Bylaw Officers, “the area that is likely in question” and had led them
through a locked door hidden behind a curtain in unit #2 into what appeared to be a landing
at the top of a curved staircase leading to the main floor below. On this landing was located
a door without a handle. Through this door was located a steep staircase leading up to a
dwelling unit with a bathroom and kitchen in the attic that appeared to be occupied by a
long-term tenant. The Appellant stated that when she bought the property in 2022, the
Realtor told her this area was not a suite because it did not contain a stove. The Appellant
was advised that city now has a definition of kitchen, and what was observed did in fact
constitute a kitchen in that there was a sink, fridge, and cooking appliances. The Appellant
then stated that the tenant in the attic was related to the tenant in unit #1, seemingly
suggesting that the attic suite was part of unit #1 located 2 floors below. Unit #1 on the
main floor was inspected next, and the tenant was present throughout.
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The inspection of unit #1 located on the main floor revealed a dwelling unit that had been
decorated in the same eclectic way as unit #2, but to a much greater degree with vibrant
colours and with a vast array of figurines and other collectibles, the result being what can
be described as a circus-type theme. In addition, the male occupant of unit #1, who was
later identified as Weave CLEVELAND, was observed to be dressed in very similar fashion
to that of the Appellant. The similarity in clothing and the decoration of units #1 and #2
suggested strongly that CLEVELAND and the Appellants shared exactly the same taste in
clothing, home decor, and lifestyle, and unlike unit #2 which was observed to be devoid of
any personal effects, unit #1 was clearly occupied long-term as a principal residence, as it
contained personal effects and clothing, including what appeared to be ladies jewellery
and a ladies bathrobe hanging on a hook, as well as 3 small dogs and an assortment of dog
accessories. In conversation CLEVELAND revealed to staff that he had moved into the unit
approximately 2 years previously, consistent with when the Appellant purchased the
property. In a separate conversation occurring at the same time, staff briefly questioned
the Appellant about the apparent relationship between the two, the obvious similarities
and casualinteraction being impossible to ignore. In response to this inquiry, the Appellant
stated that CLEVELAND was a “friend”. The inspection, staff observations, photos,
diagrams and/or any statements made by the Appellant are detailed in 2 separate
statements (see Schedule O and P).

Immediately following the February 10, 2025, inspection, the staff who conducted the
inspection discussed their independent observations, specifically the similarity between
the decor/theme in unit #2, the Appellant’s declared principal residence, and unit #1, the
unit reported to be occupied by CLEVELAND. In addition, they discussed the obvious
similarities in clothing and lifestyle and combined with the casual interactions observed
between the Appellant and CLEVELAND and concluded that it was more likely than not that
the two were a couple and that they lived together in unit #1. Staff agreed that at the very
least, there was reasonable and probable grounds to conduct further investigation.

A subsequent online investigation revealed evidence in the form of media articles revealing
that CLEVELAND is the Appellant’s husband, and that the couple had previously occupied
a home owned by the Appellant in Whiterock BC, which they had both decorated in a
similar eclectic fashion, and had, according to the articles, received some notoriety in the
home design and arts world on the lower mainland. An article about their Whiterock home
in BC Living Magazine on August 10, 2011, states, in part, “..being labelled ‘extreme’ simply
means being unafraid to show your personality to the world. Husband and wife Weave
Cleveland and Susan Strangway certainly suite that definition...” The article also states,
“Every floorin Strangway and Cleveland’s home is covered in these black and white tiles...”,
and “...Strangway’s personal bathroom boasts bright splashes of yellow, red, and pink.
Cleveland’s devoted bathroom plays off the absence of colour, with mostly matte black
finishes”. An artist's profile page from January 29, 2016, states, “Canadian artist Susan
Strangway’s art is hard not to notice”, and “The home of Susan Strangway and Weave
Cleveland is filled with her fabric art, altered items and unique vision to a beautiful,
whimsical effect”. This home was sold in 2022, which coincides with when the Appellant
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purchased the subject property in Victoria and matches the approximate timeframe within
which CLEVELAND had stated he moved into unit #1 (see Schedule Q).

In addition, the online investigation revealed that both the Appellant and CLEVELAND use
social media to promote their separate business activities and interest's, including
Instagram accounts. The Appellant’s Instagram account (tuesdayslaurent) contains
several dozen videos that appear to be posted weekly showcasing her fashion and appear
to have been filmed within unit #1. CLEVELAND'’s Instagram account (darnell_tenderflap)
contains several pictures of himself, images that staff agree depict the occupant of unit #1
present during the February 10, 2025 inspection, as well as images of the Appellant, one of
which depicting her and a small dog with text stating, “Susan and Natasha on the day she
entered our lives” (see Schedule R).

Between February 10 and February 18, 2025, the application was reviewed in full including
the results of the inspections on January 20, 2025, and February 10, 2025, open-source
data and internal records, as well as the results of the online investigation. The Licence
Inspector determined the evidence clearly demonstrated that the Appellant’s principal
residence was in fact unit # 1, not unit #2, and that unit #2 was used solely for the purpose
of short-term rentals. The BC Short-Term Rental Data Portal reflected the Appellant
declared unit #1 -1140 Arthur Currie Lane as their principal residence. This matched the
observations made by the Bylaw Officers during the February 10, 2025, inspection where
unit # 2 was free of any personal items, and unit #1 contained what appeared to be the
Appellant’s personal items, including her collectibles, and art, as well as her marital
partner and their 3 dogs. As a principal resident short-term rental licence requires the
premise to be the operator’s principal residence, and the onus falls solely to the applicant
to prove eligibility, the licence was denied.

On February 18, 2025, the Licence Inspector advised the Appellant that the application for
a 2025 principal resident short-term rental licence at 2-1140 Arthur Currie Lane had been
rejected as it failed to meet the requirements set out in the Short-Term Rental Regulation
Bylaw and Schedule D - Home Occupations (see Schedule S).

On March 3, 2025, City staff observed the Appellant’s listing advertising unlicensed short-
term rentals at #2-1140 Arthur Currie Lane. The listing offered the entire home, two
bedrooms with an occupancy of 4 guests.

The Appellantwas sent a letter, dated March 4, 2025, which detailed what was found during
the February 10, 2025, inspection of the entire main structure and the accessory building,
specifically that the use/occupancy of both structures differed from what was approved,
that the layout and configuration differed from what was shown on the approved building
plans, and that it appeared that work had been completed without permit to create a 5"
dwelling unit on the upper floor/attic. In addition, the letter detailed the 2016 findings of the
Building Inspector which led to the posting of a STOP WORK order, and subsequent
building, and plumbing records related to that work, none of which addressed the full



scope of the work and/or the change of occupancy from 4 to 5 suites/dwelling units. The
letter concluded by advising the Appellant was required to make application for the
required building, plumbing, and/or electrical permits and take whatever steps are
required to bring the property into compliance. The historic work without permit issues in
the main structure, the creation of an unpermitted 5" suite, and the more recent
unpermitted alteration of the accessory building are completely unrelated to the denial of
the short-term rental licence (see Schedule T).

41. On April 15, 2025, City staff observed the Appellant’s listing advertising unlicensed short-
term rentals at #2-1140 Arthur Currie Lane. The listing offered the entire home, two
bedrooms with an occupancy of 4 guests.

Relevant Regulation

42. The City regulates short-term rentals through the Short-term Rental Regulation Bylaw and
through provisions of the zoning bylaws. In relation to the property, the relevant zoning
bylaw is the Zoning Regulation Bylaw, which states, in part:

17...

(4) Without limiting the generality of subsection (1), short-term rentals, whether as a
principal or accessory use, are prohibited in all zones except

(a) where they are expressly permitted subject to regulation applicable in those
zones;
(b) rental of no more than two bedrooms in a self-contained dwelling unit, as

home occupation, provided that:

(i) the self-contained dwelling unit is occupied by the operator of the
short-term rental; and

(i) short-term rental complies with all regulations in Schedule D as if it
were a transient accommodation.

43. The city regulates home based businesses, including principal resident short-term
rentals, through Schedule ‘D’— Home Occupations, which states, in part:

(12) Subject to the following requirements, a short-term rental is permitted as a home
occupationin a principal residence.

(1) subject to subsection (2), no more than two bedrooms may be used for
short-term rental and the short-term rental cannot occupy an entire self-
contained dwelling unit.

44, The City of Victoria regulates the principal resident requirement for a short-term rental
through the Short-Term Rental Regulation Bylaw, which states in part:



V.

(1) A person must not carry on business as a short-term rental operator unless the
person holds a valid licence issued under the provisions of this Bylaw and the
Business Licence Bylaw.

(2) A person applying for the issuance or renewal of a licence to operate a short-term
rental must, in addition to meeting the requirements of the Business Licence
Bylaw:

(e) provide evidence, satisfactory to the Licence Inspector, that the
premises where the short-term rental will be operated are the operator’s
principal residence.

Argument
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One of the objectives of the City’s regulations of short-term rentals was to address the
problem of homes being diverted from the long-term market to a vacation rental market.

The City of Victoria’s Short-Term Rental Regulation Bylaw defines short-term rentals as the
renting of a dwelling unit, or any part of it, for a period of less than 30 nights. Therefore, the
City considers any rental of 30 consecutive nights or more to be a long-term rental (see
Schedule U).

In order to be issued a short-term rental licence, applicants must provide proof
satisfactory to the licence inspector that the premise where the short-term rental will
occur is occupied by the operator as their principal residence. If the applicant satisfies the
principal residence requirement, their business operation must comply with conditions of
Schedule D - Home Occupation to be approved (see Schedule V).

It can be challenging to determine if a property is a person’s principal residence. The City
does require proof of residence documents to process a principal resident short-term
rental application. While the documents assist in establishing an applicant’s eligibility,
they are not solely relied upon to verify a person's principal residence because address
changes can be done online without secondary checks. Many utility bills offer e-billing
options, making mailing addresses redundant. Additionally, as of 2025, applications are
now required to include home or rental insurance policies, which can assist in verifying
property use but are still based on self-declaration. Many insurance companies allow
homes occupied by a principal resident to operate varying levels of nightly rental activity
while maintaining the designation of being occupied by a resident. However, if the operator
changes the policy afterward or misrepresents the use of the property, the City will have no
way of confirming this information. As a result, it cannot be considered complete proof of
eligibility. These documents are used primarily to help staff identify potentially ineligible
applications rather than to independently verify eligibility.

The Appellant first applied for a short-term rental licence in 2022, shortly after purchasing
the property. During the 2022, 2023, and 2024 licensing application process the Appellant
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had consistently provided statements and documentation to City staff, including
reasonable business plans, that appeared to indicate they were eligible for a short-term
rental licence at unit #2-1140 Arthur Currie Lane, and would operate in compliance with
the regulations. The Licence Inspector acknowledges that in general, verifying a dwelling
unit’s actual use as a principal residence is very challenging, particularly in instances like
this, where the Appellant’s unit features very unique decor and, at the time of the previous
licensing issuances, there was no evidence available to refute their eligibility claims. In the
absence of evidence to the contrary, the Licence Inspector can only rely upon what
information is available and will typically extend the applicant the benefit of the doubt
when determining principal residence even when there is some degree of doubt.

In this case, however, the receipt of a formal complaint from a neighbouring resident on
July 7, 2024, prompted a more thorough and time-consuming investigation that resulted in
an abundance of evidence clearly showing that despite repeatedly representing on
business licence applications in 2022, 2023, 2024, and again in 2025, and supported by
the accompanying documentation, that the Appellant occupies #2-1140 Arthur Currie
Lane as her principal residence, she does not. The Appellant’s claim that she resides in
unit #2, which she verbally stated in person to staff when asked very direct and specific
questions about where she lives, as recently as during the inspection on February 10,
2025, is in fact false. The Appellant’s principal residence is not unit #2, but is instead, unit
#1 where she lives with a person, who has been identified as her husband by numerous
sources of information.

Despite the Appellant’s continued insistence that unit #2 at 1140 Arthur Currie Lane is their
principal residence, the evidence proves otherwise. The Appellant has repeatedly stated
their intention to rent the whole home while traveling or rent the spare bedroom while they
are home, however, the Appellant maintains just one Airbnb listing for the entire dwelling
unit, and the guest reviews reflect that the Appellant is onsite during guest stays. The
reviews describe the Appellant providing tours, picking guests up from the ferry, and the
Appellant’s husband escorting guests to the rental unit. Additionally, a neighbouring
resident submitted a complaint stating the appellant resides in a separate dwelling unit
while operating full-time rentals in another unit on the property. This is corroborated by the
BC Short-Term Rental Data Portal, where the Appellant declared they reside in unit #1 at
1140 Arthur Currie Lane. The totality of the evidence demonstrates that the Appellant is
operating a short-term rental in a dwelling unit that is not their principal residence.

The Appellant’s appeal appears to rely on a clerical error in the denial letter, where the
word ‘evidence’ was unknowingly omitted in referencing section 3(2)(e) of the Short-Term
Rental Regulation Bylaw. This is a clear attempt to distract from the reasons for the denial
and to discredit City staff. The clerical error does not affect the meaning or validity of the
licence decision. The letter provided the Appellant with the reasoning, cited the relevant
sections of the regulations and included direct access to the applicable bylaws so they
could review the information themselves. The minor clerical oversite, that has no impact
onthe meaning orreasoning used in the licensing decision, does not provide any legitimate
basis for the granting of their licence.



53.

54.

55.

Appellant's appeal presents concerns regarding the two inspections conducted in 2025,
and the authority under which those inspections were carried out. The City has authority
to conduct inspections under Section 16(5) of the Community Charter, which states in
part: The authority may only be used to enter into a place that is occupied as a private
dwelling if any of the following applies (a) the occupier consents; (b) the municipality has
given the occupier at least 24 hours' written notice of the entry and the reasons for it. The
City had full authority to conduct both inspections, as the Appellant granted consent and
was present to allow access to staff on the scheduled date and time. At no time did the
Appellant question the Bylaw Officer’s authority. The Appellant herself guided the officers
through the property and granted access to each dwelling unit on the property. While the
Appellant claims they were not informed of the reason or concerns that warranted the
inspections, City staff consistently informed the Appellant the inspections were related to
a potential unpermitted fifth (5) dwelling unit, and to assess the occupancy and use of each
dwelling unit at the property to determine whether unit #2 was the Appellant’s principal
dwelling unit.

The Appellant attempts to seek justification for their licence approval by relying solely on a
few documents that reflect unit #2 as their principal residence and alleges that the City
failed to provide sufficient evidence and reasoning for the decision to deny the licence. This
assertion is not only incorrect but also contrary to the regulation framework, which places
the onus solely on the applicant to satisfy the Licence Inspector that the premise is the
operator’s principal residence. The City does have a requirement to inform applicants of
the reasoning and regulations used in licensing decisions, and the Appellant was provided
a denial letter outlining this information. However, it is not uncommon to exclude specific
details of the evidence in the denial notification as in general it is not required, but further
also prevents individuals from using that information to make temporary changes to
circumventthe regulations. As an example, some applicants have made comments to staff
during recent licensing inspection to the effect that they ‘made sure the unit looked lived
in’ suggesting that they may have intentionally staged the unit to appear more like a
principal residence. It has also been confirmed by some applicants that operators
communicate with each other and often strategize ways to thwart regulations. The City
provides an appeal process that allows the Appellant to receive a fully detailed report of
the evidence and reasoning used in the licence decision. Therefore, all requirements and
responsibilities under the Community Charter and other relevant bylaws have been met.
The Appellant’s suggestion that the City failed in the licensing requirements, and are
therefore entitled to a licence, is not substantiated by facts or regulation. The evidence
contained herein supports the Licence Inspector’s decision and suggests that the
Appellant is continually and knowingly attempting to contravene the regulations.

The Appellant’s appeal has failed to provide any substantive evidence that the Licence
Inspector was incorrect in the licensing decision, that unit #2 at 1140 Arthur Currie Lane is
not their principal residence. The Appellant has constructed a narrative that they have
wrongfully been denied a licence to operate a short-term rental. However, the City has
gathered evidence showing the Appellant has operated unlawful short-term rentals in a
dwelling unit that is not their principal residence. This information comes from multiple



sources including the Appellant’s declaration to the province, a complaint from a nearby
resident, advertising, guest review, multiple site inspections, and the information gathered
from media articles and social media. These sources of information show that the
Appellant’s actual principal residence is unit #1 at 1140 Arthur Currie Lane.

56. Furthermore, the Appellant has demonstrated a pattern of misrepresentation and false
declarations in an ongoing attempt to claim unit # 2 as their principal residence in order to
obtain a licence. The Appellant’s actions appear to be a deliberate effort to circumvent
regulations desighed to protect dwelling units suitable for long-term rentals. Due to the
inherent challenges in regulating licences tied to a principal residence requirement, the
bylaw is designed to provide fair and equal opportunity to all eligible residence, it relies
heavily on the applicant being truthful. This places a significant burden on City resources
to verify compliance. As a result, the Appellant was able to obtain licenses and operate
unlawful short-term rentals in unit # 2 at 1140 Arthur Currie Lane for three years, effectively
removing a unit from long-term housing in the city. Unlawful operation of a short-term
rental also impacts the nature of residential communities.

57. The Licence Inspector is solely responsible for determining if the applicant has met the
requirements of the Short-Term Rental Regulation Bylaw. The Appellant did not provide, in
form satisfactory to the Licence Inspector, evidence that #2-1140 Arthur Currie Lane is
occupied by the Appellant as their principal residence.

58. For all these reasons, the Licence Inspector submits that the Appellant’s application for a
short-term rental business licence had to be refused as it contravened the Short-Term
Rental Bylaw, Schedule ‘D’ - Home Occupation and Zoning Regulation Bylaw.

59. Therefore, the Licence Inspector submits that this appeal should be dismissed and the
decision to refuse a short-term rental business licence for 2-1140 Arthur Currie Lane be
upheld.

ALL OF WHICH IS RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED

Dated: June 3, 2025

Mark Fay, Manager of Bylaw and
Licensing Services



SCHEDULE A

=

_ 189INONILE A9T0
- % Wi A A I - 13upqumtd

I s3utqeeH T TRew - ‘ t8XT9I8 ‘ :Jood

s quemosed g LoumyyD N sgxogyed 2 8I00Td
Teweed —¥8380d TN P tuctTyvpunod
(3aTTTeD) i (pE) (puz) —(patD) se3eTor
(T5%q) {3uoay) ~(opTe) f8R0wq305 ] L
. ) _ -
w&ﬂﬂ% %g ﬂdﬂ»wm.._._ﬁw._u
——— TSWo0y JO °*ON

TISTETT WX | R s




SCHEDULE B

From;
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

susan dundee <

November 12, 2022 11:57 AM
str@victoria.ca

application for short term rental

Follow up
Flagged

hello - Iwould like to submit my application for short term rental in the unit in my home where i live -

thanks!

Susan Strangway
2-1140 Arthur Currie Lane
Victoria, BC VYA 7HS



| SHORT-TERM RENTAL ADDRESS:

SHORT-TERM RENTAL
BUSINESS LICENCE APPLICATION

CITY OF

, {egislative & Regulatory Services Department
i KCTGR IA Bylaw & Licensing Ssrvices Division
#1 Centennial Sguare
Victoria, BC VBW 1PS

Application must be completed in full. You can submit your completed agphication and supporting documeniation via emsil
o stripvictoria.ca, mail i o the above address, or fax #t fo 250 361.0205. Al refated documentalion and information is
avallable at www.viciora calslr For informabion o assistance completing this farm, please contact Bylaw Services at
250.361.0215 or email strfivicloriaca

| RESIDENCE TYPE (please check ail boxes that apply):

[] Singla Family Dweiling [ Duplex
| [ single Family Dwalling with Suite ¥ Triplex e »
[ CondominiunvApsrtment [ Other (please spacity): & ™1, ivé none of them

[_] Update my information (if you need to maks any changes to your existing application}

For Definitiong please see Section 2 of the Shori-Term Rental Requiation Bylaw No. 18-036,

Unit Number: 2 - Ao 1140 Arthur Currie Lane
| Postal code: Y9473

f your property is already advertised onlins, please list all listing IDs.

i.8. Airbnb.ca/rooms. LISTING_ID or vibo.comAISTING_ID

[ ts this your Principal Rasidanca {the usual place where an individual makes their home)?

|l Yes
No
| if “Yes', please attach two items verifying principal residence ts confim this declaration (Proof of principal residence

must inciude a copy of government issued identification, as well as one cther Bem such as a recent utitity bill or ma® from
Medical Services Plan or Canada Revenue Agency)

Do you own this residance?

] Own

I Rent

i there is more than one owner on title, or if you rent the abave address, you ars requirsd to complete the Cwner
Consent Forrn within this application




15 this residence partofs Strata?
EiYes
¥l No
If part of 5 Strata, complete the Strate Consent Form within this application

OPERATOR {can be the owner, tenant, or management company; Check all that apply):
YPE:

Sole Proprietors name: {if yeu plan 1o operate the business on Your own, Sither URder yOUTr Own ANNE of & Business name).
Susan Strangway

[] Partnarship Name{s): {if you pian to operats the business with ane or more pariners);

[ Limited { Incorporated Compary Name: {if you plan o operate the business 35 8 separste legal enfily, separate from
yourself and your personal assets) !

pgs; 21140 Arthur Curmie Lane ‘
BAILING ADDRESS: ‘

EHONE NUMBER: EMAIL:

INCORPORATION INFORMATION: (if applicable}
[ incorporation Number.

H applylng @5 a Limitedincorporated Company, have you Included documents of incorporation and
Notice of Articles?

Oves

Dlauﬂxon‘zetheﬁityufvmﬂataobtahMdmmmtnmammﬁotnmdmmma&me@emata
$30 fee plus spplicable taxes wif be charged by the Clly of Victoria for this  service |
{Admirdsirative Fees Bylaw No. 04-40].

| MANAGEMENT INFORMATION: (if applicable)
{1 Management Company: Coniact Name:
| Phone aumber = Email:

] Address: =5 et Business Licence No.




3

DESIGNATED RESPONSIBLE PERSON (if managed by an sgeéncy, the designated responsible person can be |
| representative from this agency}):

| When the Operator is not available, this person sésves a5 the primary contact for the short-tanm rantal (a parson who, at all |
| fimes that the short-term rental i operated, has accass 1o the premises and has the authonty to make decisions in relation
{ to the premises and the rental agreement).

Brodie Forrest

| Mame: Email
| Company Name {if applicable):
| Address: ) Phone Number,

{#] The sbove Responsible Person has consented fo the use of histher contact information




CITY OF

Owner Consent Form
Short-Term Rental

: Legisiative & Regulatory Services Department
VECTQR l A ’ 3!;*?3:&&19 Sarviuganmslm
City of Victerla
#1 Centennial Sguare
Victorda, BC VAW 1P§
| Thig is to certify that] Suan Strangway , as the legal owner of
‘ {Owner)
FHOAR RS Ly hava read the Short-Term Rental Business Licence
(address)

| application form submitted by Susan SREwey

and consent 1o the above

{Operaton)

| premises being used &s a Short-Tenn Rental in compliance with City of Victoria bylaws.

1, the undarsigned, confirm as the businoss ownsr{s¥oparators{s) that the above noted information is

| rue and will comply with ALL relevant provisions of the Short-Term Rental Regulation Bylaw |

| No, 18-036 and alf other applicable City Bylaws.

| OWNER'S NAME: pHEss Sy

|
|

OWNER'S SIGNATURE:

OWNER'S NAME:

o ATE:NW 12, 2022

OWNER'S SIGNATURE:

OWNER'S NAME:

OWNER'S SIGNATURE:

1 DATE:

*if more than one (1) registored owner, all ownars are required to sign the Owner Gonsent Form,



Somgletion of this application doas not guarantee approval of application. Approved fcenses will be issued only upon
receipt of paymant of the Short-Term Rental Business Licence fee. Operaling a Short-Term Rentat without 3 valid licence
1 an offence for which pansities are prescribad, A perzon found quilty of an offance uner this Bylaw is subject fo a fine of
not less han $250.00 and not mors than $500.00 for every instance hat an offence coocurs or each day that i conltinues
{Short- Term Rental Regulation Bylaw Neo. 18-038; Sec. B).

Licanses are effective from January 16 to January 15 of tha following vear, are non-rensfierable, and the licence fae(s) pald
are non-efundable. Short-Term Rental Businass Licenses must be re-applied for 2t the start of ezch calendar year, and
ozt include up-to-date supporting documentation,

No.18-036

% Shart-Term Rantal Ragulation Byla:

% Schedule D - Home Occupations; Zoning Roguiation Byfaw No. 80-158

Privacy Nofification: This information i being coliected for the purposs of determining the Operafor's eligibility for a Short-
Term Rental Business Licence in the Cily of Victoria pursuant o its Bylaw(s). In providing this information, you have
consented o #s use for the above-described purpose and declare that all the information provided herein is comect. This
information may be shared with applicable City of Victoria depariments and related agencies for the purposs of required
inspections and approval of this licence application. The legisiated authorily o collect your personal information is Section
26 (c) of the Freedom of Information and Prolection of Privacy Act and Section 3 (2) of the Shor-Term Rental Requlation
Bylaw. If you wish to obtain Arther information regarding the collection of your personal information, pleaze contact the
laformation Access ardd anacy Anatyst Archives and Records Management, 1 Centennisd Square, Victoria, BC VBW 1PB
250.351.0347 or email fo@victoriaca

Declaration:

i, tha undarsignad, confirm as the business owner{sifoperators{s) that the above noled information iz frue and wilt comply
with ALL retevant provisions of the Shorf-Term Renfal Regulation Baw No. 18-038 and all other applicable Cily Bylaws.
Further, fallure o meet thase obligations may result in the business licencs baing suspended or reported to City Council for
possible revocation. | understend | cannot commence business untll such tine as a Short-Term Rental Business
Licance has been approved, paid in full, and issued.

Operator's Name (Individual compieting form); oo SUagway

nov 12 a2

Operator's Signaturs: _ Data Signed: L 20

Licence # (office useoniﬁ Date Stamp {office use anly)




SCHEDULE C

BYLAW OFFICER STATEMENT

Officer Rank/Number/Rank | BO Jamie ACHESON VBLS 1004
Date Friﬂay, November 25, 2022
Time 12:55pm_

Subject Susan STRANGWAY 1
Location | 2-1140 Arthur Currie Lane

File 217109

Bylaw Officer Jamie ACHESON and Bylaw Officer Barry MCLEAN attended 2-1140 Arthur Currie Lane on
Friday, November 25, 2022, at 12:55pm to conduct an inspection of a residence seeking a principal
residence short-term rental licence. ACHESON and MCLEAN accessed unit 2 by a staircase at the rear of
the main dwelling. ACHESON and MCLEAN were greeted by Susan STRANGWAY who is the registered
owner of 1140 Arthur Currie Lane and potential operator of the proposed short-term rental in unit 2.
ACHESON introduced themselves and MCLEAN and identified themselves as Bylaw Officers for the City
of Victoria. ACHESON and MCLEAN were in full uniform.

STRANGWAY ushered ACHESON and MCLEAN inside and insisted that they not wear boot covers or
masks. ACHESON told STRANGWAY they would be walking around the space that was going to be
accessible to a potential short-term tenant and taking photographs. ACHESON asked STRANGWAY if
there was anything she did not want photographed, and she said no. ACHESON asked STRANGWAY what
her business plan was to operate as a short-term rental. STRANGWAY explained that she would be
occupying the master bedroom and rent her second bedroom while she was home. STRANGWAY said
she also wanted to rent the entire unit occasionally when she went on vacation. She said she had a
vacation coming up in lanuary/February of 2023 where she would be away for a total of 4 weeks, which
is why she reached out to get her business licence.

STRANGWAY showed ACHESON and MCLEAN around the unit. MCLEAN spoke to STRANGWAY in the
living area while ACHESON took photos of the unit. The unit consisted of 2 bedrooms, a bathroom, living
area and kitchen. The front entry had a hallway immediately to the left and the kitchen and living area
consisted of an open floorplan directly ahead. The kitchen had a sink, stove, and refrigerator. The living
area had a fireplace and window seat/bench area. On the east wall of the living area was a door covered
by red/white stripped curtains. STRANGWAY said the door was always locked and opened to a stairwell
that went to the front foyer. Down the entry hallway, there was a closet and the master bedroom on the
right side of the hallway and a bathroom and the second bedroom on the left side of the hallway. The
bathroom consisted of a washer and dryer in a closet, a sink, toilet, and shower/bathtub combination.
ACHESON did not observe any major safety hazards throughout the inspection.

ACHESON advised STRANGWAY that they would take photographs of the exterior of the dwelling before
they left the property. ACHESON also advised STRANGWAY that they would be writing a report and
making a recommendation to approve or reject the application, and that she should know the outcome
of the application within approximately two weeks time. ACHESON provided STRANGWAY with three
printed documents including: Operating a Short-Term Rental in Victoria Infographic Handout, The Short-
Term Rental Regulation Bylaw, and Schedule D -~ Home Occupations for her to review. ACHESON also
provided STRANGWAY with their business card and told her if she had any questions to feel free to
contact them or the STR Team. ACHESON exited the suite with MCLEAN, took photos of the exterior of
the dwelling, and left the property.



November 25, 2022, Inspection: Unit # 2-1140 Arthur Currie Lane, 31 images.

Images 1-8: External photos of 1140 Arthur Currie
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November 25, 2022, Inspection Unit # 2 - 1140 Arthur Currie Lane
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November 25, 2022, Inspection Unit # 2 - 1140 Arthur Currie Lane



November 25, 2022, Inspection Unit # 2 - 1140 Arthur Currie Lane



Images 9: Entrance to unit #2 at 1140 Arthur Currie.
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Images 10-11: Kitchen
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November 25, 2022, Inspection Unit # 2 - 1140 Arthur Currie Lane
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Images 12-16: Living room area.
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