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EXECUTIVE	  SUMMARY	  
	  

Overview	  
	  

Transit oriented development (TOD) has long been endorsed by proponents of New 

Urbanism and Smart Growth as a more walkable and livable alternative to suburban sprawl 

(CNU, 1998; Ewing, 1999).  Major benefits include an increase in quality of living, lower 

transportation costs for citizens, lower environmental impacts from development, and less traffic 

congestion at a regional scale (Newman and Kenworthy, 1996).  While there are many ways of 

evaluating TODs, many researchers argue that assessing the walkability of these neighbourhoods 

is the best way of assessing their functionality.   

TOD has been especially prevalent in Metro Vancouver as a key aspect of its vision for a 

compact, livable region with a transit-oriented urban form (Metro Vancouver, 2009).  The 

objective of this report is to evaluate the quality of the pedestrian environments in three suburban 

town centres that have been developed in advance of high capacity transit service in the northeast 

sector of Metro Vancouver. The neighbourhoods, which were chosen based on the locations of 

future rapid transit stations, are Moody Centre, Inlet Centre and Coquitlam Centre. 

Methods	  
	  

The research involved two primary methods for each study neighbourhood: A street 

network analysis using geographic information systems (GIS), and an urban design assessment 

of a neighbouring commercial street. From these analyses, a series of design interventions are 

suggested to improve the urban design and street network connectivity throughout the study area.   
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Key	  Findings	  and	  Recommendations	  
	  

The analysis showed varying levels of urban design and street network connectivity 

throughout the three study neighbourhoods.  Based on this observation, some recommendations 

reflect issues that were present in a single neighbourhood, while others reflect issues in all three 

locations: 

Recommendation #1:   
Improve street network connectivity by reducing block sizes in neighbourhoods around 
Skytrain stations 

Urban Design Principle:  Connectivity  
Neighbourhoods:  Moody Centre, Inlet Centre, Coquitlam Centre 
 
Recommendation #2:   
Enhance pedestrian accessibility at Moody Centre by providing an additional access route 
over the rail corridor 

Urban Design Principle:  Accessibility 
Neighbourhoods:  Moody Centre 
 
Recommendation #3:   
Fit building heights to road widths to avoid shadowing of key commercial streets 

Urban Design Principles:  Human Scale, Enclosure 
Neighbourhoods: Moody Centre, Inlet Centre, Coquitlam Centre 
 
Recommendation #4:   
Encourage more variety in building articulation, building materials, building colours and 
accent colours in new developments 

Neighbourhoods:  Inlet Centre, Coquitlam Centre 
Urban Design Principle:  Complexity, Imageability 
 
Recommendation #5:   
Maintain long sightlines in new developments, and place interesting landmarks where long 
sightlines are not possible 

Urban Design Principles:  Imageability, Enclosure 
Neighbourhoods:  Moody Centre, Inlet Centre, Coquitlam Centre 
 

 



	  
	  

5	  

Recommendation #6:  
Design and construct a tree-lined median along St. Johns Street 

Urban Design Principles:  Imageability, Enclosure, Human Scale 
Neighbourhoods:  Moody Centre 
 

Overall, transit-oriented developments in the Northeast Sector appear to be doing well in 

terms of their walkability.  Solid land use planning at the municipal and regional scale over the 

past decade has resulted in the creation of vibrant, walkable neighbourhoods that are well located 

to capture the benefits of TOD living around future stations of the Evergreen Line.  At this time, 

connectivity problems remain in all of the neighbourhoods, along with a few urban design flaws 

regarding building aesthetics and human scaling.  It is hoped though that these issues can be 

ameliorated through some of the design interventions suggested in this report.    
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CHAPTER	  ONE:	  

INTRODUCTION	  
 

“Transit’s regional success hinges on the pedestrian environment at the local and 

neighbourhood scale.”  - Frank et al., 2001: 209. 

1.1	  Overview	  
	  

This report evaluates the quality of the walking environments in three suburban town 

centres that have been developed in advance of high capacity transit service in the Northeast 

Sector of Metro Vancouver.  The neighbourhoods were evaluated using an urban design-focused 

pedestrian audit and a neighbourhood-scaled street network analysis using Geographic 

Information Systems (GIS).  A better understanding of the walkability of these neighbourhoods 

will help guide the design of future transit oriented developments in the area, and provide insight 

on design interventions to improve overall walkability for each site. 

1.2	  Objectives	  and	  Prospects	  of	  Transit	  Oriented	  Development	  
	  

 Transit oriented development (TOD) has long been promoted by advocates of New 

Urbanism and Smart Growth as a more walkable and livable alternative to suburban sprawl 

(CNU, 1998; Ewing, 1999).  Through their easy access to transit, residents of TOD 

neighbourhoods can experience lower transportation costs by the money saved from not having 

to own a car (Belzer and Autler, 2002).  TOD not only provides them with this mobility choice, 

but also, in theory a wider choice of retail and housing type that current auto-dominated suburbs 

do not provide.  By walking more, these residents can enjoy safer, more socially connected 

communities and they themselves can be healthier (Brown et al., 2007; Moudon et al., 2006; 

Schlossberg, 2006).  Research has also shown that TOD neighbourhoods report less traffic than 
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conventional suburban neighbourhoods (Cervero and Arrigton, 2008).  If it functions correctly, 

this type of development can provide many of these benefits to residents, employers, transit 

agencies and governments, leading to healthier and more sustainable urban areas. 

1.3	  Evaluating	  the	  Walkability	  of	  TODs	  
	  

Contemporary trends of suburban intensification combined with a renewed interest in 

transit usage across North America have spurred extensive implementation of transit-oriented 

development, but many new neighbourhoods have not experienced these expected benefits.  

Frequently, projects become traditional suburban developments that are simply “transit-

adajecent,” experiencing transportation mode-splits that are no different than conventional 

suburbs (Dittmar, 2002). What is clear is that many transit-oriented neighbourhoods are not 

functioning as they should.  

While there are many ways of evaluating TODs, Belzer and Autler (2002), Calthorpe 

(1993), Schlossberg (2006), and Schlossberg and Brown (2004) argue that assessing the 

walkability of these neighbourhoods is the best way of assessing their functionality.  It is widely 

assumed that a highly functional TOD translates into higher transit ridership, so a walkable TOD 

neighbourhood will be most effective in delivering its theoretical benefits. Though there are 

other determinants to a TODs functionality, such as land-use mix, the walkability of new transit-

oriented development is a critical factor for assuring their success, which is why it is a clear 

research priority for contemporary transportation planning scholars across North America. 

Despite widespread regional and cultural differences, is generally accepted that 

environments can directly influence physical activity behaviour (Leslie et al. 2007).  Such is the 

case with walkability, as studies have shown that people walk more when they perceive their 

neighbourhood to have a higher quality walking environment (Brown et al., 2007; Schlossberg 
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and Brown, 2004).  This idea allows researchers to make inferences regarding environmental 

correlates to walking in transit-oriented communities.  Indeed, it forms the basis of the 

methodology for this report.    

1.4	  TODs	  in	  Metro	  Vancouver	  
	  

Transit-oriented development has been especially prevalent in Metro Vancouver as a key 

aspect of its vision for a compact, livable region with a transit-oriented urban form (Metro 

Vancouver, 2011).  Successful TODs that show high rates of transit ridership help achieve this 

vision and allow all the benefits of TOD to be enjoyed by residents, employers, transit agencies, 

developers and municipalities.  Clear examples of TOD exist already in Metro Vancouver at 

Metrotown, Brentwood, Collingwood Village and Edmonds stations among others in the 

Skytrain system.  Other TODs that are currently under development include Oakridge, King 

George and Marine Drive station areas.  These TODs show a wide range of housing, from 30-

storey apartment towers to duplexes and single-family homes, depending on the context of the 

neighbourhood and market preferences.  Municipal policies have played a large role in shaping 

these communities through special area planning, and rezoning (CMHC, 2009).   

1.5	  Study	  Methods	  and	  Objectives	  
	  

This report evaluates the walkability of three neighbourhoods in Port Moody and 

Coquitlam that are under various stages of redevelopment in preparation for the new Skytrain 

Evergreen Line, which is expected to open in 2016.  For each neighbourhood, two methods were 

used to evaluate the quality of the walking environment at the streetscape and neighbourhood 

scale. First, an analysis using Geographic Information Systems was carried out at the 

neighbourhood scale to assess various attributes of the street network that pertain to walkability.  
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Such attributes can include the number of intersections, road widths, and overall street 

connectivity.  This technique was first used by Schlossberg (2003, 2006) and Schlossberg and 

Brown (2004), and has since been used by Funk (2012) in a previous Master’s Report for the 

School of Urban and Regional Planning.  Secondly, an urban design assessment of one transit 

adjacent street was conducted to assess the physical aspects of the streetscape from a pedestrian’s 

perspective. Walkability audits have been used extensively for the past few decades to evaluate 

street-level urban design qualities that make up the small-scale features of the environment, the 

pedestrian facility and road attributes (Funk, 2012).  This report uses a newly developed tool that 

focuses on various perceptual elements of urban design to evaluate walkability; this differs from 

traditional walkability audits that primarily study physical infrastructure related to pedestrian 

safety (Ewing and Clemente, 2013).   

Data from these assessments aims to generate a clear picture of walkability for each site. 

The report concludes with recommendations to improve street network connectivity and various 

urban design features for each of the three neighbourhoods by suggesting specific design 

interventions at key sites.  Such recommendations could also potentially guide the design of new 

developments as the area becomes more intensified over the next decade.  

Following this introductory section and literature review, the report will introduce the 

case study neighbourhooods and policy background in Chapter 3.  Next the methodology will be 

explained in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 will present the results and analysis of the walkability survey 

and GIS analysis for each neighbourhood, before entering into the closing discussion of the 

recommendations in Chapter 6. 
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CHAPTER	  TWO:	  

LITERATURE	  REVIEW	  

2.1	  Introduction	  
	  

Transit oriented development (TOD) has long been promoted by advocates of New 

Urbanism and Smart Growth as a more walkable and livable alternative to suburban sprawl.  The 

purported benefits are widespread, affecting residents, employers, transit agencies, developers 

and municipalities, and can improve livability on a regional scale. Contemporary trends of 

suburban intensification combined with a renewed interest in transit usage across North America 

have spurred widespread implementation of TOD, but many new neighbourhoods have not 

experienced these benefits.  It is widely believed that the key to the success of these 

developments is that they offer walkable, pedestrian-scaled environments (Calthorpe, 1993).  

The study of walkability for new TOD is therefore vital for assuring their success, which is why 

it is a clear research priority for contemporary transportation planning scholars across North 

America.     

This literature review will begin by summarizing current research on the goals, 

definitions, and difficulties surrounding recent implementations of TOD.  It will then discuss the 

qualities of TOD communities that affect their walkability.  Lastly, it will identify the primary 

methodologies used by scholars in assessing walkability in transit-oriented neighbourhoods in an 

attempt to find an appropriate methodology solution for this report.   

1.2	  Transit	  Oriented	  Development	  
	  

In Calthorpe’s (1993) The Next Great American Metropolis, TOD is defined as “a mixed-

use community that encourages people to live near transit services and to decrease their 

dependence on driving.”  While often debated in the literature, this type of development provides 
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many benefits to residents, employers, transit agencies and governments.  Many TODs for 

example contain a much wider range of housing types and retail formats that are not seen in 

traditional auto-dominated suburbs.  Convenient access to high quality public transit provides 

cost savings to residents from not having to own a car (Belzer and Autler, 2002).  Residents may 

also feel safer and more socially connected within their communities from walking more often, 

and they themselves will be healthier by doing so (Brown et al., 2007; Moudon et al., 2006; 

Schlossberg, 2006). 

TOD benefits employers as well, as employee commutes become easier and more 

predictable (Belzer and Autler, 2002).  Companies who locate in these neighbourhoods are also 

more attractive to young professionals, who tend to rate accessibility highly when looking for a 

place to live and work.  Transit agencies also benefit by improved fare box recovery.  For 

example, a US study of multiple TOD projects confirmed that a 10% increase in population 

density surrounding stations resulted in an average of 5% increase in boardings for the transit 

agency (1996, TCRP).  This change in mode share can also reduce congestion: that same study 

confirmed that the doubling of density around transit stations reduced vehicle travel time by 

20%.  Cervero and Arrington (2008) similarly showed that TOD neighbourhoods showed 44% 

fewer vehicle trips than traditional suburban neighbourhoods.  Since fewer vehicles on the road 

reduce the need for costly highway improvement projects, TOD also benefits the public sector’s 

bottom line.  Thus, if TOD is implemented effectively, contemporary North American cities can 

take advantage of all of these positive impacts to improve their general livability.   

Unfortunately, these benefits have not been realized by a large number of TOD projects 

in the past few decades (Belzer and Autler, 2002). Many projects become traditional suburban 

developments that are simply located near transit, experiencing transportation mode-splits that 
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are no different than conventional suburbs (Dittmar, 2002).  Researchers have speculated as to 

why this is.  Carlton (2009) argues this failure is due to the fragmented regulatory environment 

surrounding TOD implementation.  Belzer and Autler (2002) agree, stating that since the 

development and the transit service are built by different actors, their conflicting goals often 

result in a built form that is far from what planners envision.  On the one hand, developers tend 

to be focused on a direct return on investment, which is usually maximized at the highest density 

possible.  The problem is, high densities alone do not create walkable, mixed-use 

neighbourhoods.  Transit Agencies on the other hand may push for costly and unsightly park and 

ride facilities because they have the guarantee of bringing ridership; such places are incompatible 

with walkability and do little to promote active transportation in TODs. Scholars argue that there 

must be a balance between this idea of ‘highest and best use’ of the land and the need to create 

appropriately scaled, diverse land uses in these neighbourhoods (Belzer and Autler, 2002). 

Carlton (2009) and Tumlin and Millard-Ball (2003) argue that antiquated zoning 

requirements for parking around many TODs are a large reason for their failure.  Residents in 

neighbourhoods with high quality transit do report less driving, yet many residential, retail and 

office projects in TODs are being built using the same parking requirements as any other 

location (Carlton, 2009). Developers often hesitate to provide less parking than zoning allows for 

due to worries about real estate market expectations. This represents a missed opportunity to take 

advantage of the higher real estate affordability that is theoretically possible in transit-accessible 

neighbourhoods.  

Another issue with TODs has been that they often end up as isolated islands of density 

and transit accessibility.  If there are few transit-accessible destinations available to TOD 

residents, then the propensity to use that transit service will be low.  Even some transit-accessible 



	  
	  

16	  

destinations across the city may not be walkable.  A large number of scholars, including Peter 

Calthorpe himself, maintain that the full benefits of TOD are only incurred when it takes place 

over a regional scale (Calthorpe, 1993; Cervero and Arrington, 2008; Filion, 2001; Filion et al., 

2006; Schlossberg and Brown, 2004; Swenson and Dock, 2004).  If this is the case, then TOD 

residents are provided with a wider variety of highly walkable and transit-accessible destinations 

across a region, and will be more likely to use transit. 

2.3	  Scale	  of	  Analysis	  

	  	  
Transit-oriented development is typically studied at the scale of a 5 minute walk from the 

station (400m or ¼ mile) for bus service, or a 10 minute walk (800m or ½ mile) for rail transit 

(Calthorpe, 1993).  Some researchers like Canepa (2007) and the PSRC (2001) have challenged 

this distance, citing topography and street type as potential change factors.  Calthorpe’s 800m 

standard however has generally held strong since its inception, and such was the measure used 

for the present study.     

2.4	  Connection	  to	  Walkability 
	  

Although it seems that the hype of TOD has at times exceeded its expected benefits, a 

better understanding of its nature may improve its chances at success.  First and foremost is 

Calthorpe’s long held view that walkability is the key factor in the success of transit-oriented 

developments. Belzer and Autler (2002) agree, suggesting that walkability should be an 

important measure when evaluating their functionality.  Schlossberg and Brown (2004) and 

Schlossberg (2006) agree as well, stating that high quality pedestrian access to the station and 

surrounding area is a ‘key component’ of TOD.  This notion is the basis for the majority of 

walkability research carried out in transit-oriented neighbourhoods.   
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Despite regional and cultural differences across North America, it is well understood in 

the research that environments can directly influence physical activity behaviour (Leslie et al. 

2007).  This is certainly the case with walkability, as studies have shown that people walk more 

when they perceive their neighbourhood to have a higher quality walking environment (Brown et 

al., 2007; Schlossberg and Brown, 2004).  This idea allows researchers to make inferences 

regarding environmental correlates to walking in transit-oriented communities.   

Scholars have identified a number of neighbourhood features that appear to be more 

conducive to high rates of walking in communities. Neighbourhoods associated with more 

walking often show a finer grain of development that includes smaller block sizes and a closer 

proximity of activities (Canepa, 2007; Moudon et al., 2006; Saelens, 2003; Tumlin and Millard-

Ball, 2003).  Ewing et al (2006) found that the human scale of surrounding buildings is another 

strong correlate of walkability.  In terms of land uses, other studies have shown that the best 

environments for walking show a diversity of uses set in at least moderate density (Li et al, 

2005).  Finally, Humpel et al. (2004) argue that the presence of clear destinations is what drives 

walkability compared to other factors.   

Some scholars have attempted to be comprehensive in their recommendations for transit-

oriented development.  In working with the Smart Growth Network and the Florida Department 

of Transportation, Ewing (1999) created a checklist of essential features necessary for pedestrian 

and transit-friendly design.  The list utilizes standards for the aforementioned features and 

provides a solid framework for this study at both the neighbourhood and the streetscape level.  

Many of the features in his list were updated for his 2013 book and research manual, Measuring 

Urban Design:  Metrics for Livable Spaces, that was utilized for this report.   
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Some aspects of neighbourhoods however can negatively impact perceptions of 

walkability.  Carver et al (2005) highlights safety concerns as a barrier to high rates of 

neighbourhood walking, from traffic safety concerns to micro-scale factors like unattended dogs 

and vacant lots.  Hess (1997) agrees, stating that safety fears can drastically change residents’ 

conceptions of walkability in their neighbourhoods.  It is critical to account for all of these 

features of the walking environment when studying walkability using any methodology.   

2.5	  Measuring	  Walkability	  
	  

A few prominent scholars have made attempts to categorize the wide variety of research 

methodologies in the field of walkability.  Randall (2000) for example subdivides the research 

into three categories:  descriptive studies, multivariate statistical analyses and hypothetical 

studies.  Descriptive studies, according to Randall (2000), use observed behaviour in analyzing 

walkability, often painting a very clear picture of walkability, revealing unique insights into 

travel patterns in unique situations.  One way of doing this is through a walkablity audit - an 

index that assesses small scale features of the environment, the pedestrian facility and road 

attributes to generate an overall subjective response to a walking experience (Funk, 2012).   

Brown et al. (2007) describes pedestrian audits as ‘rigorous tools’ that can pick up many 

things the neighbourhood scale analysis misses, such as fine-grained sidewalk details, street 

signs and buildings aesthetics.  They are also a good way of injecting an aspect of subjectivity 

into walkability studies, according to Schlossberg (2006) and can be further mapped for 

interpretation and display.  Ewing et al. (2006) however label such technical audit instruments 

‘crude measures’ for assessing active travel and instead point to other urban design analysis 

methods that can be assessed with more objectivity (223).  Unfortunately, data collected in this 

manner can only be reported as observations, and cannot be analyzed for causality. 
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A number of audit instruments have been developed over the past few years, many of 

which are now widely used by researchers, municipalities and community groups across North 

America.  The majority of these instruments measure physical features such as building height, 

block length and sidewalk quality to generate an objective picture of walkability for a given area.  

However, recent urban design literature points to ‘subtler qualities’ influencing active 

transportation choices referred to as perceptual urban design qualities (Ewing and Clemente, 

213: 1).  According to the research, these qualities play an intervening role between physical 

environment features and walking behaviour.  The audit used for this report, from Ewing and 

Clemente’s Measuring Urban Design (2013), uses these perceptual qualities as a framework for 

evaluating walkability; It is thought that by assessing urban design in this way, the researcher 

more effectively captures the experience of walking down a particular street (Ewing and 

Clemente, 2013).  This represents a departure from traditional ways of measuring walkability 

through pedestrian audits.          

Randall’s second category is the multivariate study, which most often involves some 

form of regression analysis, an can indeed infer causality.  The data from these studies is also 

more robust because it better simulates actual travel patterns by considering the many factors that 

come into play when determining what mode to take (Randall, 2000).  Despite this improvement, 

Brown et al. (2007) are still critical of the lack of objectivity in these methodologies, as they 

almost always use self-selected research participants carrying out walkability surveys. 

Randall’s (2000) third category is the hypothetical study, where the researcher constructs 

a situation, usually using computer modeling, and attempts to link different land use patterns and 

other urban design features to travel behaviour.  Although this method is usually used to track 

vehicle miles traveled (VMT), it can be extrapolated to evaluate walking as well. Often times 
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these methodologies generate useful quantifiable measures that can be used to compare between 

neighbourhoods.  

Through these hypothetical studies, many researchers use Geographic Information 

Systems (GIS) to analyze and quantify several attributes of a community that relate to 

walkability.  While this method is ideally used prior to stop determination on a transit line, it can 

also be very useful for policy makers and planners to identify connectivity issues in existing 

TOD communities (Schlossberg and Brown, 2004).   

A straightforward measure, but only a first step, according to Schlossberg and Brown 

(2004) is to look at the street network.  In Schlossberg’s 2003 and 2006 analyses of transit-

oriented neighbourhoods, he produced accessibility measures relating to traffic speed, 

intersection counts, as well as the pedestrian catchment area ratio.  The pedestrian catchment 

ratio, or ‘ped-shed,’ is a value that describes the level of connectivity of the street network.  It is 

derived from dividing the area covered in a given distance along the street network from a transit 

stop by the area covered by traveling that same Euclidean distance from that point (Rood, 2000).  

He also incorporated the notion of impedance to his studies, which rates streets from hostile 

(pedestrian unfriendly) to accessible (pedestrian friendly).  This addition generates an 

accessibility profile of sorts for all of the streets in a given neighbourhood, which produces a 

more realistic measure of community walkability.  

Other researchers such as Hess (1997), Frank (n.d.), Randall & Baetz (2001) and Leslie et 

al. (2007) have utilized similar connectivity measures in GIS to evaluate walkability in transit-

oriented neighbourhoods, and have discussed its limitations.  One critique is that these studies 

fail in their assumption that all roads have adequate and equal pedestrian facilities, essentially 

“ignoring pivotal characteristics of the built environment and of travelers” related to 
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psychological, social and cultural influences of travel behaviour (Randall, 2000:6). Leslie et al. 

(2007) disagree however, arguing that highly connected places are more likely to have high 

quality sidewalks as well.  

Schlossberg (2006) argues that since the GIS techniques are just models of walkable 

environments, they do not measure actual walking behaviour. Their true objectivity is also 

criticized due to the fact that many people living in walkable neighbourhoods have chosen to live 

there for that purpose.  Cervero (2007) concurs, finding that this ‘self selection’ by residents of 

TOD can account for up to 40% of the difference in mode-share towards transit seen in these 

neighbourhoods.  Finally, Randall and Baetz (2001) assert that GIS studies result in data that is 

difficult to generalize, and that they do not account for the impact of building aesthetics or 

pedestrian safety.  Clearly, many researchers find that walkability surveys and GIS analyses are 

quite limited in their own respects.     

 

2.6	  The	  Combined	  Approach	  
	  

A number of walkability scholars have suggested an approach to studying walkability 

that combines or enhances some of the different methodologies discussed above. Schlossberg 

and Brown (2003) for example recommend updating the GIS analysis with information about 

intersection quality and sidewalk designs; while this might be unrealistic for large study areas, an 

alternative would be do carry out a pedestrian audit that includes these features.  Similarly, 

Randall and Baetz (2001) suggest linking GIS analyses to actual pedestrian activity observations 

(the ‘descriptive study’) to combat the objectivity of computer modeling.  This was the rationale 

for the combined approach of using a GIS analysis and a pedestrian audit that was used for this 

report.   
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2.7	  	  Summary	  
	  

If implemented properly, transit-oriented development provides benefits to communities 

and regions not seen with conventional suburban development.  Evaluating walkability as a 

measure of the proper functionality of these transit-oriented neighbourhoods is consequently a 

priority of scholars in the field today.  Multi-method approaches to evaluate pedestrian 

environments such as walkability audits and GIS analyses are needed to generate rigorous 

evaluations of TOD walkability.  Equipped with such rigorously collected data, planners and 

policy makers can design TODs to fulfill their theoretical advantages, leading to more 

sustainable and liveable communities and regions across North America.  	  
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CHAPTER	  THREE:	  

STUDY	  AREA	  CONTEXT	  AND	  POLICY	  BACKGROUND	  
	  

3.1	  Regional	  Context	  and	  the	  Evergreen	  Line	  
 

This study takes place in the Northeast Sector of Metro Vancouver, British Columbia 

(Figure 3.1). Located about 22 km east of Vancouver’s downtown core, the Northeast Sector, 

represents the Cities of Port Moody, Coquitlam and Port Coquitlam, as well as two villages: 

Anmore and Belcarra.  This sub-region has grown by 14.8% over the past decade, and is 

expected to grow substantially over the coming years (Statistics Canada, 2011). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	  
Figure	  3.0:	  	  Context	  Map	  for	  the	  Northeast	  Sector	  of	  Metro	  Vancouver.	  	  Source:	  Wikipedia	  
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3.1.1	  Metro	  Vancouver	  and	  the	  Regional	  Growth	  Strategy	  
	  

All municipalities in British Columbia, including those in the Northeast Sector, are 

subject to growth and development guidelines as directed by a Regional Growth Strategy.  This 

planning document is meant to create efficient social, economical and environmental settlement 

patterns in the constituent municipalities of regional districts and maximize the use of public 

facilities, services, land and resources across the province (Ministry of Community Services, 

2006).  The Regional District of Metro Vancouver completed its most recent Regional Growth 

Strategy in November 2011, titled Metro Vancouver 2040.   

Under Metro Vancouver 2040, growth in the region is to be concentrated in compact, 

transit-oriented communities with access to a range of housing and employment choices, 

amenities, and services.  The plan also sees improved transportation choices for all residents that 

will encourage active lifestyles by expanding opportunities for walking and biking, with the 

addition of an improved public transit system (Metro Vancouver, 2011).  The Northeast Sector is 

a critical part of this regional strategy because it has been the location of significant 

intensification and redevelopment in preparation for Metro Vancouver’s newest rapid transit line, 

the Evergreen Line (Figure 3.2). 

Figure	  3.2:	  	  The	  Evergreen	  Line	  alignment	  and	  future	  station	  locations.	  	  
Source:	  	  Ministry	  of	  Transportation	  and	  Infrastructure,	  2014	  
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3.1.2	  The	  Evergreen	  Line	  and	  Redevelopment	  Potential	  
	  

The Evergreen Line, which is expected to open in 2016, will connect the existing 

SkyTrain Millennium Line in Burnaby with the Northeast Sector, reaching the municipalities of 

Port Moody and Coquitlam (Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure, 2014).  Station 

locations along the route reflect historic town centres and/or locations of significant 

redevelopment potential. The Evergreen Line was the number one priority for transit investment 

under Metro Vancouver 2040, and it is expected to drastically improve regional transit 

connectivity and transit ridership for residents living in the Northeast Sector (Metro Vancouver, 

2011).   

The development of previous Skytrain lines has spurred massive redevelopment projects 

across Metro Vancouver.  Clear examples can be seen in several locations such as Metrotown, 

Brentwood, Joyce-Collingwood and Edmonds stations among others in the Skytrain system.  

Municipal policies have played a large role in shaping these communities through special 

neighbourhood planning and rezoning (CMHC, 2009). These neighbourhoods show much higher 

densities than the communities that surround them, and their residents are much more likely to 

take transit (Gordon and Janzen, 2013).  Past regional plans, as well as current municipal growth 

plans for the Northeast Sector (See Section 3.2) have promoted similar intensification for this 

sub-region over the past decade (Table 3.1).   

3.1.3	  Growth	  Expectations	  for	  Port	  Moody	  and	  Coquitlam	  	  
	  

Although the Northeast Sector includes Port Coquitlam as well as two villages, the 

Evergreen Line will not travel through these areas; it is Port Moody and Coquitlam therefore that 

will be most affected by the new transit line and associated transit-oriented intensification.  As 

seen in Table 3.1, growth projections for these two municipalities are substantially higher than 
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for the Metro Vancouver region overall.  This supports the Regional Growth Strategy’s transit-

oriented development policy that targets the most growth in centres with high transit 

accessibility.  In fact, it is expected that 65% of the new residents and 75% of new jobs in this 

sub-region will be located in transit-supportive centres and corridors (Translink, 2013).  

Maximizing the effectiveness of these transit-oriented neighbourhoods will make the most of the 

Evergreen Line as a public investment, and help achieve the regional vision under Metro 

Vancouver 2040.  

Table 3.1:  Growth Projections for 2041 for Port Moody and Coquitlam 

	  

   

3.14	  Current	  Transit	  Infrastructure	  
 

Current transit infrastructure in the Northeast Sector includes the 97 B-Line Express Bus, 

which connects the majority of destinations in the region with Lougheed Town Centre Skytrain 

Station in Burnaby, as well as a number of local bus routes (Figure 3.3 - following page).  The 

Evergreen Line will replace this service when it opens in 2016.  The area is also served by three 

West Coast Express (commuter rail) stations, located in Port Moody, Coquitlam and Port 

Coquitlam, which serve downtown Vancouver during peak hours. 

City 2006 Population 2041 Population Percent Increase 

Port Moody 28,700 50,000 74% 

Coquitlam 119,600 224,000 87% 

Metro Vancouver 2,195,000 3,400,000 55% 
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3.2	  Neighbourhood	  Context	  
	  

This report evaluated the walkability of three neighbourhoods surrounding future 

Evergreen Line stations in the Northeast Sector (Figure 3.4):  Moody Centre, located in Port 

Moody; Inlet Centre, also located in Port Moody; and Coquitlam Centre, located in Coquitlam.  

Over the past decade or so, the neighbourhoods have undergone significant redevelopment, to 

Figure	  3.3:	  	  Translink	  Service	  Map	  for	  the	  Northeast	  Sector.	  	  
Orange	  lines	  represent	  Express	  Bus	  Service.	  	  White	  lines	  represent	  
local	  bus	  service.	  	  Dotted	  line	  represents	  Evergreen	  Line	  route.	  	  
Source:	  	  Translink,	  2014	  

Figure	  3.4:	  	  Northeast	  Sector	  study	  neighbourhoods.	  	  Source:	  	  Angus	  Beaty	  
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varying degrees, in preparation for the Evergreen Line Skytrain expansion.  Recent projects have 

ranged from three storey town home developments to 40-storey apartment buildings with new 

street-level retail, and have contributed substantially to the population increase of the area.  This 

section will briefly describe each neighbourhood and summarize current planning policies that 

relate to urban design and neighbourhood intensification at the municipal and regional level.   

3.2.1	  Moody	  Centre	  (Moody	  Centre	  Station)	  
	  

Referred to in the City’s Official Community 

Plan as ‘Port Moody’s most diverse neighbourhood,’ 

Moody Centre (Figure 3.5) is the cultural heart of the 

community and historical core (City of Port Moody, 

2013). Streetscape improvements and heritage 

revitalization efforts over the past few decades have 

enhanced the pedestrian atmosphere of Moody Centre’s 

two primary commercial streets, St. John’s Street and Clarke Street. These streets have the 

difficulty of handling very high through-traffic numbers - up to 50,000 vehicles per day 

according to Translink’s traffic data (2013).  It is hoped that several key transportation 

improvements, including the Evergreen Line and another project, the Murray-Clarke Connector, 

will aid in reducing through traffic volumes in the future.  This would enhance the pedestrian 

atmosphere of these streets and the Moody Centre neighbourhood as a whole.   

Moody Centre has very few parcels of undeveloped land, but many properties are slated 

for redevelopment due to pressure from the Evergreen Line (City of Port Moody, 2013).  One 

such property takes up the four blocks immediately to the south of the future Moody Centre 

Skytrain Station.  These blocks are under a special designation in Port Moody’s Official 

Figure	  3.5:	  	  Moody	  Centre	  
neighbourhood.	  	  Source:	  	  Angus	  Beaty	  

Moody Centre 
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Community Plan as the ‘Moody Centre Station Transit Oriented Development Area’  (City of 

Port Moody, 2013). The City envisions a complete redevelopment of this area, including the 

highest densities anywhere in Moody Centre, as some parcels will reach up to 20 storeys (City of 

Port Moody, 2013).  The finer details of this plan are still underway, but it will undoubtedly 

change the character of the Moody Centre neighbourhood.   

The City’s Official Plan also proposes intensification within the existing commercial 

centre along St. John’s Street and Clarke Street, but this will be carried out more slowly and at a 

smaller scale than the areas immediately adjacent to Moody Centre Station.  Details on the 

specific urban design policies for these neighbourhoods can be found in Appendix C.  

As seen in Figure 3.6, Translink plans to construct a large pedestrian plaza and several 

connecting pedestrian walkways as part of the Moody Centre Station construction.  Also 

included is a new signalized pedestrian crossing St. Johns Street to the south.  These 

improvements will only become more useful as the area develops according to the 

aforementioned municipal plans.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure	  3.6:	  	  Moody	  Centre	  Station	  area	  diagram.	  	  Source:	  	  Translink,	  2013	  
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Inlet Centre 

3.2.2	  Inlet	  Centre	  (Inlet	  Centre	  Station)	  
	  

 Inlet Centre (Figure 3.7) is located to the immediate 

west of Moody Centre at the eastern edge of Burrard Inlet.  

Characterized by dense, mixed-use ‘urban village’ projects, 

this neighbourhood has been the location of the majority of 

the high-rise redevelopment for the City of Port Moody in 

the past decade (Onni, 2014).  It is also the location of many 

of the city’s civic buildings and large waterfront community 

parklands.  Under the Regional Growth Strategy, Inlet 

Centre is the focus of Port Moody’s intensification efforts 

under its Municipal Town Centre designation (Metro 

Vancouver, 2011).   Now that the Evergreen Line is under construction, the City aims to 

continue pursuing high-density mixed-use developments in the future (City of Port Moody, 

2013).         

The blocks immediately adjacent to the Inlet Centre station have a special designation 

under the City’s Official Community Plan.  Labeled the ‘Inlet Centre Station Transit Oriented 

Development Area’, this plan sees the continuing development of high-rise towers and mixed-

use buildings with a high degree of walkability and easy pedestrian access to the new station 

(City of Port Moody, 2013).  More detail on this plan, as well as the key urban design guidelines 

for Inlet Centre, can be found in Appendix C.  

As seen in Figure 3.8, Inlet Centre Station itself will have two entrances – one on either 

side of Barnet Highway – that will make it easier for pedestrians to access the station.  Adjacent 

sidewalks and other pedestrian access points will remain largely unchanged, but since the station 

Figure	  3.7:	  	  Inlet	  Centre	  
neighbourhood.	  	  Source:	  	  Angus	  
Beaty	  



	  
	  

31	  

is located at a natural intersection of several arterial roads, pedestrian access should be fairly 

straightforward.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.33	  Coquitlam	  Centre	  (Lincoln	  Station)	  
	  

Coquitlam Centre (Figure 3.9) is located at the geographic centre of the Northeast Sector, 

and is the largest town centre in the sub-region.  Although the streets in the southern part of this 

neighbourhood are characterized by suburban strip mall development and a large enclosed 

Figure	  3.8:	  	  Inlet	  Centre	  Station	  diagram.	  	  Source:	  	  Translink,	  2013.	  
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shopping centre, the northern end has been transformed by massive infill redevelopment over the 

past decade into a high density, mixed-use neighbourhood with new civic facilities and grid-

pattern streets.  The neighbourhoood will be served by three Evergreen Line stations in total, 

with Lincoln Station at the centre, being closest to the majority of the new redevelopment.   

Coquitlam Centre is labelled a Regional City 

Centre under Metro Vancouver’s Regional Growth 

Strategy (Metro Vancouver, 2011). The City of 

Coquitlam has responded to this designation in its 

Coquitlam Centre Area Plan, which envisions the 

neighbourhood as becoming the commercial and 

cultural focal point of the entire Northeast Sector.  

Policies in the plan emphasize a high quality urban 

environment characterized by great public spaces, 

walkable streets, employment opportunities and a wider mix of housing choices (City of 

Coquitlam, 2008).  The blocks immediately surrounding Lincoln Station have been partially 

redeveloped in this fashion, and future plans see the expansion of this type of development to its 

immediate west.  For more information on those plans, as well as specific urban design 

guidelines for Coquitlam Centre, see Appendix C.    

As seen in Figure 3.10, the entrance and station plaza for Lincoln Station will be at the 

southwest corner of Northern Avenue and Pinetree Way.  While exact plans have not yet been 

determined, it is expected that the City of Coquitlam will construct a mixed-use path underneath 

the Skytrain guideway throughout its length along Pinetree Way.  Such a project would 

undoubtedly improve pedestrian access to the station from the surrounding neighbourhood.     

Figure	  3.9:	  	  Coquitlam	  Centre	  
neighbourhood.	  	  Source:	  	  Angus	  Beaty	  

Coquitlam Centre 

Coquitlam Centre 
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3.4	  Transit	  Market	  Analysis	  
 

Since this report studies the propensity for TOD residents to use transit, it is important to 

understand transit use trends in the study area, as well as how the Evergreen Line is expected to 

affect these trends in the coming years. Translink’s Travel Market Analysis helps explain these 

trends, and reinforces the idea that improving walkability is especially important for increasing 

transit mode-share in the Northeast Sector.   

The most typical type of travel data utilized in transit planning and research is external 

commute data.  These transit trips represent residents traveling out of the Northeast Sector for 

work or school reasons on a daily basis.  As seen in Table 3.2, the Northeast Sector has a very 

good mode-share for external commuters already, at 25%.  The Evergreen Line is expected to 

increase this value as connectivity to neighbouring suburban cities increases with the new 

service.  As the mode share is already quite high however, Translink does not see growth 

Figure	  3.10:	  	  Lincoln	  Station	  area	  diagram.	  	  Source:	  	  Translink,	  2013.	  
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potential as being very high compared to other markets (Translink, 2013).  Moderately higher 

growth is expected for the external non-commute market, which represents persons traveling out 

of the region for reasons other than work.  Increasing the mode share in the future for this market 

will also be difficult according to Translink, as it is already near the Metro Vancouver average at 

10% (Translink, 2013).   

The internal commute market (i.e., persons traveling within the sub-region for work) in 

comparison holds a substantially lower market share (6.5%). This market is also expected to 

benefit from increased connectivity via the Evergreen line, because many of the main 

employment locations in the sub-region are close to future station locations.  Since it represents 

substantially fewer people (45,000 daily trips) than the external markets however, Translink 

views growth potential for this market as only moderate (Translink, 2013).  Improving 

walkability around Evergreen Line stations in the Northeast Sector will aid in growing these 

markets due to the ease of the end-of-trip connections.      

The largest of the four markets is the internal non-commute market at 167,000 daily trips, 

but it currently holds the lowest transit mode share at 2.4%.  Due to the short distances involved 

in everyday errands and shopping, internal non-commute trips are typically where residents find 

the automobile to be the most convenient mode choice.  This is due to the fact that trips using 

transit for these purposes often involve a large proportion of travel time spent getting to and from 

the transit service itself.  Translink views this market as having the highest growth potential with 

the implementation of the Evergreen Line, and cites the ease of connections at the ends of these 

trips as the key to increasing its market share (Translink, 2013).    

With the addition of the Evergreen line, much of the growth in this market will be 

coming from residents traveling to or from new Skytrain stations in Port Moody and Coquitlam.  
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Improving the pedestrian realm of transit-adjacent neighbourhoods in the Northeast Sector 

therefore will help drive transit usage, particularly in this lucrative internal non-commute market, 

growing public transit’s mode-share and maximizing the functionality of transit-oriented 

development in the sub-region.    

 

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

Travel Market Type Market Size  Transit Mode Share Growth Potential 

External Commute 160,000 25% Low 

External Non-Commute 125,000 10% Low-Moderate 

Internal Commute 45,000 6.5% Low-Moderate 

Internal Non-Commute 167,000 2.4% High 

Table	  3.2:	  	  Travel	  market	  size,	  transit	  mode	  share	  and	  growth	  potential	  for	  four	  travel	  market	  
categories.	  	  Source:	  	  Translink	  (2013)	  
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CHAPTER	  FOUR:	  
METHODOLOGY	  

4.1	  Overview	  
	  

The methodology for this report began with a literature review covering the functionality 

of transit oriented development and methods of measuring walkability in urban spaces.  After a 

solid research background was established, an urban design assessment was conducted on a 

single street located within each of the three study neighbourhoods.  Lastly, a network-based 

analysis using Geographic Information Systems was conducted evaluating two primary measures 

of the street network to better understand neighbourhood connectivity for each case.  This 

chapter will describe the methodological precedents for this research, establish the scale of 

analysis and describe the two major evaluative techniques, including the streets chosen for the 

walkability audit.  Finally, it will cover a short section on the limitations of this methodology.   

4.2	  Methodological	  Precedents	  
	  

The methodology for this study draws largely from a previous Master’s Report on a 

similar topic by Carl Funk (2012). In his report, Funk evaluated the walkability of four regional 

city centres in the Metro Vancouver region.  Using the 400m/800m TOD ‘neighbourhood range,’ 

he measured walkability at both the neighbourhood scale and the street-level scale (CMHC, 

2009).  At the neighbourhood scale, he used several GIS metrics to assess street network 

connectivity, including intersection density and the pedestrian catchment ratio, which were 

utilized in the present study.  At the street level scale of analysis, Funk used the Pedestrian 

Environmental Data Scan (PEDS) tool to assess the physical attributes of the walking experience 

in each neighbourhood.  He concluded with recommendations for each of the neighbourhoods to 

improve their walkability.   
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Funk (2012) acquired these GIS techniques from Schlossberg (2003, 2006) and 

Schlossberg and Brown (2004), where they were developed and expanded.  In Schlossberg’s 

2003 and 2006 analyses of transit-oriented neighbourhoods, he produced accessibility measures 

relating to traffic speeds, intersection counts, as well as the pedestrian catchment area ratio to 

assess walkability at a neighbourhood scale. Schlossberg emphasized the importance of using a 

variety of these measures in any given analysis, as no single metric alone can give an accurate 

overall view of walkability (2006).  He also highlighted a limitation of these GIS techniques, 

stating that because they don’t actually measure pedestrian behaviour, it may be useful to 

combine this technique with on-the-ground pedestrian observations.   

In working with the Smart Growth Network and the Florida Department of 

Transportation, Ewing (1999) created a checklist of essential features necessary for pedestrian 

and transit-friendly design.  The list utilizes standards for the aforementioned features and 

provides a solid framework for this study at both the neighbourhood and the streetscape level.  

Many of these criteria have remained in his new book, Measuring Urban Design:  Metrics for 

Livable Places, which was utilized for the pedestrian audit in this analysis.  

4.3	  Scale	  of	  Analysis	  
 

Analysis for this report was confined 

to the 800m-radius concentric ring around 

each station, as defined in the research as the 

theoretical limit to transit-oriented 

development (Calthorpe, 1993).  Evaluative 

measures using Geographic Information 

Figure	  4.1:	  	  Limit	  for	  transit-‐oriented	  development	  
around	  a	  transit	  stop.	  	  Source:	  	  Schlossberg	  (2004)	  
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Systems utilized both the 400m and 800m radius, which represent a 5 minute and 10 minute 

walk, respectively.  The urban design assessment covered a key mixed commercial-residential 

street for each neighbourhood within the 400m radius where possible.   

4.4	  Urban	  Design	  Assessment	  
	  

The first methodology to be used in this report was an urban design assessment. Brown et 

al. (2007) describes them as ‘rigorous tools’ that can pick up many things that more coarse-scale 

analyses miss, such as fine-grained sidewalk details, street signs and building aesthetics.  They 

are also a good way of injecting an aspect of subjectivity into GIS studies, according to 

Schlossberg (2006), and can be further mapped for interpretation and display.  Typically, 

walkability audits evaluate street-level urban design qualities that make up the small-scale 

features of the environment, the pedestrian facility and road attributes to generate an overall 

subjective response to a walking experience (Funk, 2012).  As previously noted, the assessment 

used in this report, from Measuring Urban Design:  Metrics for Livable Places, by Reid Ewing 

and Robert Clemente (2013), is a departure from more traditional tools focusing on physical 

environment features.  Instead, the book identifies five ‘perceptual qualities’ of urban design 

quality that make up the concept of walkability.  The following section provides Ewing and 

Clemente’s definition of each of these design elements, along with short descriptions of how 

they are manifested on the streetscape.   

4.4.1	  Ewing	  and	  Clemente’s	  Five	  Elements	  of	  Urban	  Design	  Quality	  
	  

1.	  Imageability	  
	  
Definition:  ‘The quality of a place that makes it distinct, recognizable and memorable.’   
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Imageability results from a combination of street elements that together create a lasting 

impression or invoke an emotional response to the pedestrian.  This measure is influenced by 

clear patterns in architecture, the placement of buildings along a street, or presence of landmarks 

within or outside the scope of vision.  Well-recognized places said to have ‘character’ may score 

higher on imageability.   

2.	  	  Enclosure	  	  	  
 
Definition:  ‘The degree to which streets and other public spaces are defined by buildings, walls, 

trees and other vertical elements.’   

When a significant part of a pedestrian’s view cone is taken up by bordering buildings, it 

creates the comforting sensation of being in an outdoor room.  This can be deliberately designed 

into the streetscape by conforming to the correct height to width ratio, which is 1:3 in pedestrian-

scaled areas (Ewing, 1996).  For this ratio 

to work, buildings on either side of the 

street must be taller if the street itself is 

fairly wide.  Enclosure can be improved 

with clear and interesting visual 

termination points, which may include 

landmarks and prominent natural 

landscape features. A pedestrian’s sense of enclosure is easily eroded by breaks in street walls or 

tree rows that create dead spaces, detracting from walkability.    

 

  

Figure	  4.2:	  	  Enclosure.	  	  Source:	  	  Boneau,	  2014	  
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3.	  Human	  Scale	  
	  
Definition:  ‘A size, texture and articulation of physical elements that match the size and 

proportions of humans, and correspond to the speed at which humans walk.’   

A sense of human scale is formed by building details, street features and other physical 

elements along the streetscape.  Ideally, buildings should be moderately scaled in both height and 

width, streets should be narrow, and there should be a number of small, intimate spaces along the 

street.  Larger buildings that are out of proportion to the pedestrian can be compensated for by 

including detailed street level design elements like windows, textures and other small 

architectural features.   

4.	  	  Transparency	  	  	  
	  
Definition:  ‘The degree to which people can see or perceive what lies beyond the edge of a 

street, and more specifically, the degree to which people perceive human activity beyond the 

edge of a street or public space.’   

Transparency is about the fluidity of space beyond the pedestrian’s personal sphere. It is 

influenced by walls, windows, doors, fences, and landscaping and midblock openings at street 

level, where the majority of indoor/outdoor 

interaction occurs.  A street with clear 

sightlines into street front windows and 

visual termination beyond the street itself will 

have a high transparency rating.  It is helped 

when internal activities such as dining and 

merchandise are ‘externalized,’ such as in 

outdoor tables and clothing racks.  

Figure	  4.3:	  	  Transparency	  at	  street	  level.	  	  Source:	  	  
West	  Vancouver,	  2013	  
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5.	  Complexity	  
	  
Definition:  ‘The visual richness of a place.’ 

A key aspect of complexity is variety 

in the physical environment, specifically 

pertaining to the number of buildings, 

building architecture, landscape and street 

elements as well as human activity.  A street 

environment of low complexity may have 

too few or too similar elements, be too 

predictable, or be too unordered for 

comprehension.  Instead, a changing landscape of building details, signs, surfaces, people, light 

and movement can be complex and engaging to the pedestrian walking down the street.  The 

presence of people is also very important to this feature, and therefore highly populated places 

are ideal.  Complexity can be affected by changes in physical building materials or changes in 

light and reflection from tree canopies.   

4.4.2	  Field	  Survey	  Instrument	  	  
	  

Ewing and Clemente provide a field survey instrument and training manual in their book 

for use by researchers studying walkability.  The instrument is framed around the preceding five 

urban design measures to generate an overall sense of walkability at the level of the streetscape.  

Questions in the survey utilize both sides of the street, and evaluate the potential impacts of 

features on residents both within and beyond the study area.  The instrument is designed for the 

evaluation of a single block length of a given street of up to 100 metres in length with at least 

Figure	  4.4:	  	  Complexity	  at	  Whistler	  Village.	  	  Source:	  	  
Crystal	  Lodge	  
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some commercial uses.  Results from this field survey instrument can be found in Chapter 5, and 

the full template for the field survey can be found in Appendix A.   

Based on these criteria, one commercial street for each case study was chosen.  Due to 

the varying sizes of the three study neighbourhoods, examining a second or third street for each 

of them would not have been appropriate for comparison purposes.  Conclusions from the 

pedestrian audit will however attempt to address issues in other streets in each neighbourhood 

and make neighbourhood-scale recommendations if possible.  Each street is located within a 

400m radius of the station, with the exception of the street at Moody Centre, which is slightly 

farther away due to the lack of viable commercial streets that currently exist closer to the future 

station.  The streets chosen for Inlet Centre and Lincoln Avenue stations have been completely 

redeveloped in the last decade, while the street for Moody Centre station is more of a traditional 

village centre street containing portions of recent redevelopment.  This development, along with 

the long term plans for each neighbourhood, was taken into account when interpreting the 

walkability results for each case.   

4.2.3	  Street	  Locations 

1.	  Moody	  Centre	  	  

St. John’s Street between Moody Street and Mary Street 

St. John’s Street is an arterial road that functions as the primary northern commuter route 

between Port Moody and Burnaby. As a commercial street, it functions as the eastern end of the 

old Moody Centre historical district, and contains a variety of shops, services and institutional 

buildings along its route.  Buildings on the street are of a variety of ages, and some are heritage 

buildings.  St. Johns Street to the east of this block is under redevelopment, and eventually the 

blocks closer to the future Skytrain station will be completely redeveloped.  This section of the 

street is located just over 500m southwest from the future Moody Centre Station. 
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2.	  Inlet	  Centre	  	  

Morrissey Road between Capilano Road and Murray Street 

Morrissey Road is the central street of the community of ‘Suter Brook,’ which was 

designed by a single developer and has been under construction for the past decade.  As the 

community borders a large arterial street, Morrissey Road itself serves only local traffic and has 

ample pedestrian infrastructure.  Although parts of the neighbourhood are still under 

construction, Morrissey Road was completed in the initial phases and the residential and 

commercial buildings bordering it have been occupied for quite some time.  The street is located 

about 300m north of the future Inlet Centre Station. 

 

	  

	  

	  

	  

Figure	  4.5:	  	  Location	  of	  St.	  Johns	  Street	  with	  Future	  Moody	  
Centre	  Station	  
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3.	  Coquitlam	  Centre	  

The High Street between Northern Avenue and Glen Drive 

The High Street is the primary street in Coquitlam’s new high-density town centre, 

located to the northeast of a large enclosed shopping mall.   Buildings along the north end of the 

street have very recently completed construction, and one half of the southern section is awaiting 

construction of another tower.  Although various developers have been involved in the street’s 

commercial and residential redevelopment, the style of architecture and building form is quite 

consistent. At its southern end, The High Street is less than a 150m walk to the future Lincoln 

Station to the east. 

 

	  

	  

Figure	  4.6:	  	  Location	  of	  Morrissey	  Road	  with	  
Future	  Inlet	  Centre	  Station	  
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4.5	  GIS	  Street	  Network	  Analysis	  
	  

The second methodology for this report was a street network evaluation using 

Geographic Information Systems (GIS).  Pedestrian audits are often criticized as being too 

subjective, so scholars recommend pairing them with a more objective tool like GIS to deliver a 

more well-rounded analysis (Schlossberg and Brown, 2004).  Using GIS analysis, studies have 

shown that the best environments for walking show high connectivity of streets and sidewalks 

(Li et al, 2005).  While it is not possible to model sidewalk quality given existing GIS data, street 

connectivity can be measured using a variety of indices.  Two such indices were utilized for this 

study - the pedestrian catchment ratio and intersection density.  Both were derived using the 

Network Analyst extension on ArcGIS 10.3.   

 

 

Figure	  4.7:	  	  Location	  of	  The	  High	  Street	  with	  Future	  
Lincoln	  Station	  
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4.5.1	  Pedestrian	  Catchment	  Ratio,	  or	  ‘Ped-Shed’	  
	  

The pedestrian catchment ratio, or ‘ped-shed,’ is a value that describes the actual walking 

distance along the street network from a given location; this is a measure of pedestrian 

accessibility.  It is derived from dividing the area covered in a given distance along the street 

network from a certain point by the area covered by traveling that same straight line (Euclidean) 

distance from that point (Rood, 2000).  This is 

interpreted spatially by evaluating the proportion of 

the area of a concentric circle that is covered within 

a given street network.  A ped-shed value that is 

closer to 1 means that there is good street network 

connectivity in that area; this would be represented 

by a wider coverage on the GIS map.  For this 

research, ped-shed ratios at 400m and 800m were 

calculated for each case neighbourhood.  Although 

research on this subject is limited, the Congress for New Urbanism argues that a good target for a 

walkable catchment is to have a ped-shed ratio of 0.60, or around 60% of the area covered 

(CNU, 1998).      

4.5.2	  Intersection	  Density	  
	  

Intersection density measures the number of three-way or four-way intersections per unit 

area, capturing the grain and interconnectedness of the street network; this is a measure of street 

network connectivity.  This is an important measure because it represents the number of choices 

available to a pedestrian as they travel from the transit station to their destination (Schlossberg, 

2006).  More direct routing and more path combinations strongly affects the perception of 

Figure	  4.8:	  	  Graphics	  showing	  intersection	  
density	  and	  pedestrian	  catchment	  ratio	  
from	  Schlossberg	  (2004)	  
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walkability.  A higher number of crossings can also disperse traffic more evenly and slow traffic 

speeds on average, therefore a higher ‘intersection density’ value is said to be better for 

walkability.  Scholars rate a neighbourhood with a density of 90 intersections per square 

kilometre as ‘highly walkable’ (Schlossberg, 2006).   

4.6	  Limitations	  
	  

One primary limitation of this study relates to the relative objectivity of the two 

evaluation techniques.  Walkability audits on the one hand are inherently subjective, since they 

are carried out by only one person and cannot reflect the diversity of reactions different people 

may have to features of the walkable environment.  GIS analyses on the other hand hold more 

objectivity, but have different limitations; for example, the street network model assumes that all 

roads have adequate and equal pedestrian facilities.  In doing so, they fail to account for the 

impact of building aesthetics or pedestrian safety (Randall and Baetz, 2001).  It is hoped that 

combining the two techniques has achieved a more balanced estimate of walkability. 

Another limitation is that the pedestrian audit used in this study primarily evaluates 

perceptual qualities of urban design as a proxy for walkability.  In doing this, it may ignore other 

physical factors that affect people’s choices to walk such as intersection design and sidewalk 

quality.  While the analysis makes some attempt to comment on these other factors, it must be 

accepted that pedestrian audits vary in what they include in their assessment of the built 

environment.   

 Thirdly, studies that involve on-the-ground walkability surveys can be biased due to the 

particular season and weather during the time of data collection. In the winter, pedestrians may 

tend to limit their time outdoors, spending less time in outdoor plazas and other public spaces 

and moving faster through the built environment than at other times of the year. This bias was 
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very likely present during data collection for this report given that the walkability audit took 

place in early January, despite the fact that it was still sunny and just above freezing.  Compared 

to most other Canadian cities however, Metro Vancouver’s climate is relatively mild, so this bias 

plays less of a role in the context of this report.  Though the field survey instrument used in this 

study does not include specific assessment tools for winter weather protection, the effect of 

Canada’s climate on the walkability of its streets is an important consideration for other rese	  

	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  



	  
	  

49	  

CHAPTER	  FIVE:	  
RESULTS	  AND	  ANALYSIS	  

	  

5.1	  Overview	  
 

This chapter presents and evaluates the results of the pedestrian audit and the GIS 

analysis.  Results are analyzed in the context of each study neighbourhood.  A summary of the 

key findings and recommendations from this analysis follows in Chapter Six.  	  

5.2	  Pedestrian	  Audit	  Field	  Survey	  Instrument	  Results	  and	  Analysis	  
 
5.2.1	  Introduction	  and	  Setting	  
	  

 On Friday, January 3rd 2014, the pedestrian audit was completed for the three study 

neighbourhoods.1  All of the audits took place in the early to mid-afternoon in sequence from 

west to east, starting with Moody Centre and ending with Coquitlam Centre.  Details of the 

streets and setting are included in Table 1 below.     

Table	  5.1:	  	  Street	  Descriptions	  and	  Settings	  

 Moody Centre Inlet Centre Coquitlam Centre 

Street Name St. John’s Street Morrissey Road The High Street 

 From Mary St Brew Street Glen Drive 

To Grant St Capilano Rd  Northern Ave 

Length 160m 170m 190m 

Date/Time  03/01/14, 12:10pm 3/01/14, 1:30pm 03/01/14, 2:45pm 

Weather/Temperature: Sunny, 6 Degrees C Sunny, 6 Degrees C Sunny, 6 Degrees C 
	  

	  

	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Due to a technical error, the photographs from the data collection day were lost.  Images included in this report 
were taken on a different day in March, when weather conditions were overcast.  	  
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5.2.2	  Observational	  Summary	  of	  the	  Field	  Survey	  Instrument	  	  
 

Ewing and Clemente’s field survey tool is a qualitative evaluation of the streetscape and 

its surroundings, but its output is entirely quantitative.  Questions in the survey ask for ‘counts’ 

of landscape features, buildings and pedestrians, ‘proportions’ of building types and ‘presence’ 

of street features.  While the results of such a quantitative evaluation allow for easy comparison 

between cases, they can be better explained in a textual summary.  The following sections, and 

Tables 5.2-5.6 contain observations and analysis based on the results of the urban design 

assessment for each of Ewing and Clemente’s five perceptual qualities of urban design quality.  

The raw data tables from the field survey tool can be found in the Appendix A.   As some 

categories have overlapping evaluation criteria, attempts have been made to discuss those points 

in the context of only one design principle to avoid duplication.   

5.2.3	  Imageability	  
	  

Imageability reflects the quality of identity of a place.  In this respect, each neigbourhood 

fared quite differently.  St. Johns Street (Moody Centre), with its ‘built-through-time’ character, 

had the most variety in shop-front and architectural styles, which was pleasing from the 

sidewalk.  Although this did not create a unified pattern of architecture, consistent landscape 

design and street furniture helped bring the space together.  Due to the width of the roadway and 

the relatively low profile of buildings on the street, distant mountains on three sides were visible 

and memorable as key landmarks.   

 Morrissey Road (Inlet Centre) also scored well on imageability, but for different reasons.  

Since every building in this neighbourhood was designed by the same developer and built in 

sequence over about 5 years, the architectural and landscape design character of the buildings 

and the streetscape were very consistent.  Red brick and light brown colours were present in 
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buildings, streets and sidewalks in this neighbourhood, creating a unified identity for the space.  

Missing however was a ‘standout’ architectural piece which might help make the neighbourhood 

more memorable, unique and therefore ‘imageable.’ 

 Coquitlam Centre has been the 

focus of the City of Coquitlam’s 

intensification efforts over the past 

decade.  ‘The High Street,’ given its 

name, is the obvious focal point of this 

neighbourhood, so clear efforts have 

been made in terms of architecture and 

landscaping to make the street 

memorable and distinct.  For example, 

there is a large courtyard and pathway across Glen Drive to the north that cuts diagonally 

through the block past it – this is an unusual feature for a new downtown development and 

created an interesting terminal vista from The High Street.  Sidewalks were very wide and 

consisted of an interesting pattern of concrete pavers and black granite strips, adding to the 

uniqueness of the street itself.  However, this alone did not translate into a comfortable walking 

environment; there was an overuse of concrete in buildings and streetscape features that created a 

cold, uninviting feel to the space.  

Noise	  Level	  
 

One characteristic of imageability that can significantly impact walkability is the noise 

level of the pedestrian environment.  Most often this directly relates to the road width, traffic 

level and design speed of the street itself.  In the case of St. Johns Street at Moody Centre, noise 

Figure	  5.1:	  	  Well	  proportioned	  street	  at	  Coquitlam	  Centre	  
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levels were very high due to the street’s function as an arterial road and commuter corridor; noise 

from fast moving cars was disengaging to the pedestrian and detracted from the enjoyability of 

the walking experience.     

Morrissey Road (Inlet Centre) 

and The High Street (Coquitlam 

Centre) on the other hand fared much 

better, as they primarily serve only 

local traffic.  However, both streets are 

located one block away from busy 

arterial roads, and neither of the 

streets were fully buffered from the 

sound of traffic nearby, despite tall buildings between these commercial streets and the nearby 

arterials that served to block some of the noise. As a result, neither Morrissey Road nor The High 

Street felt very quiet to the pedestrian. 

  Given that both the Morrissey Road and The High Street neighbourhoods were 

specifically designed as transit-oriented developments and are located very close to future 

stations, the moderate level of noise ought to be expected.  Rapid transit stations are almost 

always placed at the intersection of at least one arterial road in order to maximize accessibility.  

TODs therefore cannot escape the noise levels of these arterial roads because they must be close 

to stations regardless.      

 

 

 

 

Figure	  5.2:	  	  The	  wide	  road	  width	  and	  traffic	  of	  St.	  Johns	  
Street	  at	  Moody	  Centre	  was	  a	  detriment	  to	  the	  walking	  
environment	  
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Table	  5.2:	  	  Observational	  summary	  of	  imageablility	  for	  the	  three	  study	  neighbourhoods	  

IMAGEABILITY 

Neighbourhood  Description 

Moody Centre • Received highest scores for almost all imageability criteria  
• Shops were well signed and drew interest to the pedestrian 
• Some historic buildings  
• Well designed small courtyards and plazas, potential for summer use 
• Sparsely populated sidewalks, no outside dining options visible 
• Very loud on average due to St Johns Street being an arterial road and 

commuter route 

 

Inlet Centre • Very large, nicely appointed courtyard, midway down the street 
• Close-in terminal vistas were present (mostly forests, creeks, riparian areas) 
• All buildings had unique identifiers 
• No historic buildings  
• Outside dining available, backing onto a large public square at street mid point 
• Noise level was moderate from neighbouring Ioco Road (arterial road) 

 

Coquitlam Centre • Public plazas at both ends of the street, and a small courtyard on one side 
• Felt the farthest away from landscape features of the three neighbourhoods 
• All new and well identified buildings, but somewhat rectangular 
• Outside dining was present on one side 
• Sidewalks very busy with pedestrians moving through the neighbourhood 
• Noise level was moderate from neighbouring Pinetree Way (arterial road) 

	  
5.2.4	  Enclosure	  
 

Enclosure evaluates the degree to which pedestrian space is defined by the objects 

surrounding the street environment.  In Ewing and Clemente’s field survey tool, this translates 

into an assessment of sight lines, street walls, and street trees, with each neighbourhood scoring 

quite differently.  St. John’s Street in Moody Centre had the clearest sightlines of any of the 

neighbourhoods, due to the low profile of its buildings (3 storeys maximum) and its location 

slightly above sea level.  In this regard, the street felt open and inviting to the pedestrian, with 

abundant sunshine on the north sidewalk.  Aside from two small vacant/construction sites and a 

small auto-repair building, the street wall was unbroken along the particular block of study.  As 
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mentioned previously, streetscape revitalization took place on St Johns Street in the 1990s, so 

trees lining this street were quite mature.   

Morrissey Road at Inlet Centre did not score as well on some measures of enclosure.  As 

the Suter Brook development is adjacent to several riparian areas and parks, forests on every side 

blocked views of the surrounding mountains.  While forests are more pleasing to the pedestrian 

than many other land covers, the neighbourhood felt slightly too ‘closed in’ and dark because of 

their close proximity.  Adding to this effect was the fact that the neighbourhood is located in 

somewhat of a depression in the landscape. 

 Where Morrissey Road 

scored very well was in the street 

wall analysis.  Suter Brook was 

specifically designed for pedestrian 

scale (Port Moody, 2004), so each 

building or podium forms a 

consistent street wall and closely 

borders the sidewalk.  The only 

break was at the middle of the block 

at the site of a large courtyard.  This 

however enhanced the pedestrian experience as it too was well proportioned for enclosure.  Like 

St. Johns Street, street trees were abundant on either side of the street, providing a nice amenity 

despite being only quite recently planted.  

The High Street suffered from similar sightline issues to Moody Centre due to Coquitlam 

Centre’s position in a valley between the Blue Mountain Ridge to the south and Westwood 

Figure	  5.3:	  	  Well-‐proportioned	  courtyard	  on	  Morrissey	  Road	  at	  
Inlet	  Centre	  
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Plateau to the north.   Even when there were some views to these hills, sightlines were largely 

obstructed by tall buildings, which blocked most of the sky views as well.  That being said, the 

area felt more open than Morrissey Road at Inlet Centre.  Though storefronts were brought to the 

sidewalk in every case as well, the street wall along The High Street was affected by a large 

vacant lot on its western side.  Based on the pace of construction over the past decade however, 

this should not be a concern for long.  Like Moody Centre, the sidewalk was well appointed with 

street trees throughout its length.   

Table	  5.3:	  	  Observational	  summary	  of	  enclosure	  for	  the	  three	  study	  neighbourhoods	  

2.0  ENCLOSURE 

Neighbourhood  Description 

Moody Centre • Scored well in many measures of enclosure 
• Clear sightlines in most directions  
• Street wall was broken up by vacant lots in some areas 
• Street trees were plentiful and fairly mature 
• Road width was very wide for the building heights  

 

Inlet Centre • Long sight lines broken by nearby forested areas and neighbourhood’s 
location within a depression in the landscape 

• Unbroken street wall except for a cross street and large public courtyard 
• Low proportion of sky visible due to tall buildings and close proximity to 

forests 
• Street trees were abundant on both sides of the street 

 

Coquitlam Centre • Unclear sight lines were to mountains, but moderately clear down both cross 
streets 

• Low proportion of sky visible due to tall buildings in most directions  
• Street wall complete on one side, taken up by a construction site on half of 

other side 
• Plentiful street trees along each side of the roadway 

5.2.5	  Human	  Scale	  
	  

Human Scale evaluates the pedestrian scaling of buildings and street features.  In each 

neighbourhood, this translated primarily to street width, building height, and street-level design 

characteristics.  As previously mentioned, St. Johns Street in Moody Centre benefitted from the 
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low average height of its buildings, which maximized views to the mountains.  While this 

resulted in positive scores for enclosure and imageability, the low profile of the buildings 

detracted from the pedestrian scaling of the street because they were too short for the width of 

the road itself.  To fit the proportions of the six-lane road width, building heights ought to have 

been higher.  At the level of the sidewalk, St. John’s Street had plenty of small planters, benches 

and decorative lighting which were pleasing to the pedestrian – these were all remnants of the 

streetscape revitalization that took place in the 1990s.   

Morrissey Road at Inlet Centre scored well on its human scale assessment, likely again 

due to the strong urban design principles of the Suter Brook neighbourhood.  The street 

contained the highest number of planters, street furniture and feature lighting of any of the 

neighbourhoods, which really added to the walking experience.  Morrissey Road itself had much 

narrower lanes and wider sidewalks than St Johns Street.  Although the three storey buildings on 

the west side of the street fit well with the 

street width, the 26 storey condominium 

towers on the east side cast quite a dark 

shadow over the street at the time of 

evaluation (mid-day), and felt overbearing 

to the pedestrian.  This was probably due 

to the fact that neither residential tower 

was set back from the street itself.   

The High Street in Coquitlam 

Centre also scored quite well on human 

scale.  The width of the roadway fit the 

Figure	  5.4:	  	  Tall	  towers	  bordering	  The	  High	  Street	  at	  
Coquitlam	  Centre	  
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height of the buildings, and each residential tower was set back from the roadway by some 

distance.  The heights of the towers however (reaching almost 40 storeys) were the tallest of the 

three neighbourhoods, and felt quite overbearing and out of scale to the pedestrian.  While there 

were plenty of streetlights and some planter boxes along the sidewalk, there was a distinct lack 

of benches and street furniture as compared to the other neighbourhoods.  Overall though, 

Coquitlam Centre appeared to fit most attributes of a human-scaled walking environment.    

Table	  5.3:	  	  Observational	  summary	  for	  human	  scale	  for	  the	  three	  study	  neighbourhoods	  

3.0  HUMAN SCALE 

Neighbourhood  Description 

Moody Centre • Some buildings had street level windows that were too few or too small  
• Building height felt short given the width of the road 
• Abundance of street furniture, planters and feature light poles, but no outdoor 

dining 

 

Inlet Centre • Average building height on west side was three stories, which felt right for 
road width 

• Building heights on the opposite side of the road (20+ stories) were very tall 
and cast a shadow on the street 

• Plenty of street furniture, planters and decorative lighting 
• Outdoor dining against the courtyard was present (but not in use for winter) 

 

Coquitlam Centre • Building heights were 2-3 stories on podiums with 40 storey residential towers 
behind 

• Tower heights felt very tall from the sidewalk 
• Plenty of street lights and planters along the sidewalk length, but little street 

furniture 
• One outdoor dining spot – a neighbourhood cafe 

5.2.6	  Transparency	  
 

Transparency is about the pedestrian’s perception of their surroundings, and more 

specifically their perception of human activity in their surroundings.  On the streetscape, it 

relates to street wall coverage, window coverage, and the degree to which street front buildings 

have active uses during the day and night.  As far as street wall proportions, all neighbourhoods 
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performed very well, with close to 100% coverage along the sidewalk.  The only clear break was 

on St. Johns Street in Moody Centre, which contained an auto shop in one parcel and was set 

back slightly to include a small parking lot.  In the coming years however, this will likely be 

redeveloped, given the pace of development in the Northeast Sector.  As previously mentioned, 

the pre-construction site at Coquitlam Centre is not expected to remain that way for much longer 

either.     

Streets in the Inlet Centre and Coquitlam Centre neighbourhoods were completely 

surrounded by active commercial 

storefronts with large, clear 

windows at street level.  St. Johns 

Street performed slightly worse 

however, with small street level 

windows at a few older buildings.  

The church on the street’s north side 

also detracted from its ‘active’ feel.  

Businesses on St. Johns Street 

included mostly daytime uses like clinics, lawyer’s offices and gyms, while Morrissey Road and 

The High Street contained some evening-hours establishments like restaurants that might serve 

to enhance night time transparency of the street.  Overall though, the pedestrian experience of all 

three study neighbourhoods was enhanced by high visibility into each building and its uses.   

 

 

 

Figure	  5.5:	  	  Consistent	  active	  street	  wall	  at	  Morrissey	  Road,	  
Inlet	  Centre	  
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Table	  5.4:	  	  Observational	  summary	  for	  transparency	  for	  the	  three	  study	  neighbourhoods	  

4.0 TRANSPARENCY 

Neighbourhood  Description 

Moody Centre • Street wall was completely continuous (including construction hoarding on 
one site) on one side, but broken by a vacant lot and an auto-shop on the other 
side 

• Proportion of active uses suffered from a church property on one side, a 
construction site and a vacant lot  

• All store fronts had street level windows 

 

Inlet Centre • Consistent street wall on either side except for a cross street and a public plaza 
at the middle 

• All buildings had active uses, and some businesses would be open later at 
night 

• All store fronts had large street level windows  

 

Coquitlam Centre • Consistent street wall on one side, but only 50% coverage on the other due to 
a large site undergoing excavation for a condominium tower 

• All street-facing buildings had street-level windows 
• All but one of the sidewalk-facing commercial units were active in use  

 
5.2.7	  Complexity	  
 

Complexity, which was perhaps the most unexpected design principle in terms of results, 

varied significantly between the three study neighbourhoods. St. Johns Street in Moody Centre 

benefitted from having the highest number of buildings of any of the streets (ten buildings).  

Because buildings on St. Johns Street were developed across the past half-century, architectural 

styles and colours varied significantly (six different colours), providing an interesting and 

engaging pedestrian experience.  Buildings in Inlet Centre and Coquitlam Centre on the other 

hand were only developed over the past decade or so, and architectural styles appeared to show 

much less variation as a result. Building materials at Inlet Centre and Coquitlam Centre were 

largely brick or concrete, painted some shade of brown, and accent colours were most often 

faded and unremarkable.  This difference was exacerbated by the recent trend in some mixed-use 
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developments towards larger lots owned by a single developer that produces fewer actual 

buildings per block. 

Complexity also relates to sidewalk-level variety and amenities.  In this regard, the newer 

neighbourhoods fared much better.  Both Morrissey Road and The High Street for example 

contained outdoor dining areas, and the public plaza at Morrissey Road contained a piece of 

public art.  St. Johns Street at Moody Centre on the other hand contained no public art and no 

outdoor dining. 	  

Human	  Activity	  and	  Demographics	  
	  

Moody Centre had few pedestrians on the 

sidewalk, while Inlet Centre and Coquitlam Centre 

were markedly busier.  Sidewalks on Morrissey Road 

included dog-walkers, mothers with strollers, and 

groups of youth, while The High Street was very busy 

with younger individuals and small groups of middle-

aged adults. Pedestrians on St. Johns Street on the other 

hand were most often alone, and tended to be of an 

older age-group.   

 The demographics of the pedestrians observed 

on each street were an interesting reflection of the types 

of neighbourhoods that these streets are located in. 

Moody Centre has been slower to redevelop when compared with Inlet Centre and Coquitlam 

Centre, and largely contains older housing units and a smaller variety of housing types; as a 

result the shops and pedestrians reflected an older cohort.  Morrissey Road in Inlet Centre has 

Figure	  5.6:	  	  Lack	  of	  pedestrians	  at	  Moody	  
Centre	  
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been purpose-developed to increase the variety in housing types in the area, and contains a 

number of new and interesting stores and services; it may have then attracted young 

professionals and new families who desire a quieter neighbourhood lifestyle with amenities close 

by.  Coquitlam Centre on the other hand is the most urban neighbourhood of the entire Northeast 

Sector and is surrounded by malls, colleges, libraries and community centres; it appears to have 

attracted more young professionals as a result.  If the goal of much of the intensification of the 

Northeast Sector under regional and local plans has been to increase housing mix and 

demographic variety, it appears to be working.   

	  

Table	  5.4:	  	  Observational	  summary	  for	  complexity	  for	  the	  three	  study	  neighbourhoods	  

5.0 COMPLEXITY 

Neighbourhood  Description 

Moody Centre • Wide variety of building colours and accent colours  
• Wide range of architectural styles 
• No public art pieces visible on the street itself 
• Few pedestrians along the sidewalk – those that were present were older and 

alone 

 

Inlet Centre • Street only really contained four (larger) buildings with similar designs 
• Little variation in building colours, accent colours did not stand out  
• Outdoor dining and public art were present, and both at the public plaza at the 

middle of the block 
• Street had some pedestrians, though didn’t feel too ‘busy’ 
• Pedestrians ranged from dog walkers to moms with strollers to youth 

 

Coquitlam Centre • Most buildings were podiums of larger residential towers 
• Building colours were unimaginative and mostly brown/pastels 
• Accent colours did not stand out  
• No outdoor dining or public art, but many pedestrians on both sides of the 

street 
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5.3	  GIS	  Analysis	  	  
	  

 The neighbourhood-scale analysis using GIS produced two categories of results: the 

pedestrian catchment ratio or ‘ped-shed,’ and the intersection density measure.  While the GIS 

software does not provide these values as a direct output, simple mathematic equations were 

performed to obtain the results found in this section.  Areas taken up by Burrard Inlet have been 

removed from the calculations for Moody Centre for both GIS analysis measures, because they 

effectively cannot be considered part of the walkable area.   

Due to the relationship between the number of intersections in a given area and its 

accessibility in terms of radial walking distance, analysis of the intersection density and 

pedestrian catchment data are considered here in the same section.  Discussion is divided by the 

two scales of measurement – the 400m radius (5 minute walk) and 800m radius (10 minute 

walk).     

5.3.1	  GIS	  Results	  
	  
Table	  5.5:	  	  Intersection	  density	  results	  for	  the	  three	  study	  neighbourhoods 

Number of Intersections per Square Kilometre Calculation 
Radius Moody Centre Inlet Centre Coquitlam Centre 

400m 65 64 48 

800m 58 45 36 

	  

	  

Table	  5.6:	  	  Pedestrian	  catchment	  ratios	  for	  the	  three	  study	  neighbourhoods	  

Pedestrian Catchment Ratios Calculation 
Radius Moody Centre Inlet Centre Coquitlam Centre 

400m 0.35 0.56 0.55 

800m 0.76 0.58 0.59 
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Figure	  5.7:	  	  Pedestrian	  Catchment	  Areas	  for	  Moody	  Centre.	  	  Water	  
areas	  taken	  up	  by	  Burrard	  Inlet	  were	  removed	  for	  calculation	  
purposes,	  since	  they	  are	  technically	  not	  walkable.	  	  Ratios:	  	  35%	  
(400m	  -‐	  yellow)	  and	  76%	  (800m	  -‐	  blue)	  

Figure	  5.8:	  	  Pedestrian	  catchment	  areas	  for	  Inlet	  Centre.	  	  Ratios:	  	  
56%	  (400m	  -‐	  yellow),	  58%	  (800m	  -‐	  blue)	  
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5.3.2	  400m	  Radius	  Analysis	  
	  

Intersection density was the highest for the 400m radius at Moody Centre and Inlet 

Centre, with 65 and 64 intersections per square kilometre, respectively.  At Moody Centre, this 

was clearly due to its strong grid-pattern street network that traces back to its roots as an historic 

town centre.  At Inlet Centre this was likely due to the high number of intersections within small 

micro-neighbourhood level redevelopments surrounding the station (such as Suter Brook, where 

Morrissey Road is located). 

Figure	  5.9:	  	  Pedestrian	  catchment	  areas	  for	  Coquitlam	  Centre.	  	  
Ratios:	  	  55%	  (400m	  -‐	  yellow),	  59%	  (800m	  -‐	  blue).	  	  	  	  	  
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Looking at the 400m pedestrian catchment areas for these neighbourhoods though, Inlet 

Centre scored much better, with 56.3% coverage rather than 35.1% at Moody Centre.  This was 

largely because the ‘pedestrian’ in the model was unable to cross into the northern section 

Moody Centre within a 400m distance.  What is blocking this accessibility is the rail corridor 

that the Evergreen Line will eventually run through, which crosses the study area from east to 

west (See Figure 5.10).  If pedestrian access is ever going to increase in this neighbourhood, a 

secondary overpass must be constructed over this rail corridor.  Alternatively, the new Skytrain 

station could provide a barrier-free passage over the train tracks, giving easier access the 

neighbourhood to the north.    

Coquitlam Centre contained far fewer intersections per square kilometre at the 400m 

radius, with only 48 to count.  At this scale, Coquitlam Centre suffered from its large average 

block sizes and the Coquitlam Centre Mall which takes up a significant chunk of the 400m 

walkable area.  Though the pedestrian corridors inside of the mall could be considered usable 

pedestrian linkages across the neighbourhood, they are not considered as part of the pedestrian 

network for the purposes of this research because they are not public spaces.  In terms of 

Rail Corridor 

Future Moody 
Centre Station 

Existing Overpass 

Figure	  5.10:	  	  Moody	  Centre	  station	  area	  with	  rail	  corridor	  and	  pedestrian	  crossings	  
highlighted	  
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pedestrian catchment area, Coquitlam Centre fared equally to Inlet Centre, with 54.7% coverage.  

Both of these neighbourhoods are very close to the Congress of the New Urbanism’s 60% 

coverage standard that is considered a good target for walkability.   

5.3.3	  800m	  Radius	  Analysis	  
	  

 At the 800m radius, all three neighbourhoods scored worse in terms of intersection 

density.  This was likely due to the fact that each neighbourhood contained areas of parkland at 

the fringes of these 800m catchment areas that are not served by roads.  Comparatively however, 

the trends were the same; Moody Centre once again scored the highest, and Coquitlam Centre 

scored the lowest.  Moody Centre benefitted from its grid pattern of streets, while Coquitlam 

Centre (and to a lesser extent Inlet Centre) suffered from larger block sizes.  No neighbourhood 

came close to Schlossberg’s ‘highly walkable’ standard of 90 intersections per square kilometre 

however, meaning that block sizes are too large on average.   

 Pedestrian catchment ratios at the 800m scale of analysis told a different story.  At 

Moody Centre for instance, pedestrian accessibility increased to an impressive 76.2%; far higher 

than the CNU’s 60% standard for good walkability.  This was a clear indication that at the 800m 

walk distance, the rail corridor was less of a barrier to street accessibility to the area north of the 

train tracks.  Inlet Centre and Coquitlam Centre once again scored well, with very close to 60% 

coverage at the 800m radius.  Even though neither neighbourhood contains the small grid pattern 

observed in Moody Centre, both neighbourhoods benefitted from a fairly well connected wider 

grid of arterial roads.   
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CHAPTER	  SIX:	  	  	  
KEY	  FINDINGS	  AND	  RECOMMENDATIONS	  

	  

6.0	  Overview	  
	  

This chapter builds on the analysis of the last chapter by summarizing the key findings of 

the two study methodologies.  It also suggests a series of recommendations that might serve to 

improve the urban design and street network connectivity in the three study neighbourhoods.  

Some recommendations reflect issues that were present in a single neighbourhood, while others 

reflect issues in all three locations.   It concludes with a short discussion of future research 

considerations, a reflection of the methodology, and some connection back to the research.   

6.1	  Key	  Findings	  
	  

Tables 6.1-6.3 identify some of the key urban design successes and failures that were 

evident in the three study neighbourhoods.  While there was no clear winner in terms of urban 

design and neighbourhood connectivity, some measures rated highly across the board.  For 

example, the audited streets of all three neighbourhoods had wide sidewalks with ample street 

lighting, street trees, and planters that reflected a deliberate pedestrian-oriented design.  They 

also scored well on street wall enclosure with almost 100% of buildings fronting the sidewalk.  

The vast majority of these buildings had active uses and large, street-level windows that 

contributed to high levels of transparency throughout the streetscape.  Lastly, pedestrian 

accessibility was quite high at every neighbourhood at the 800m level, reflecting the fairly direct 

routing of arterial roads across the Northeast Sector.    

 There were few shared weaknesses between the three study neighbourhoods.  One urban 

design feature that no audited street had quite correct was the ‘height to width ratio,’ as measured 
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by human scale.  Also, street connectivity was quite low across both scales of measure, meaning 

that pedestrians do not have enough options for route choice in and around Skytrain stations in 

general.     

	  

	  

Table	  6.2:	  	  Key	  Findings	  for	  Inlet	  Centre	  Neighbourhood	  

1.  MOODY CENTRE (with St. Johns Street)  

Best Qualities Worst Qualities 

• Wide variety of building types and 
architectural styles due to the age of the 
neighbourhood 

• Road width was too wide for the height of the 
buildings 

• Good sightlines to the mountains due to the 
street’s higher position on the landscape 

• Too loud due to St. Johns Street’s function as 
an arterial road 

• High street network accessibility at the 
800m scale due to grid pattern of streets 

• Low street network accessibility at the 400m 
radius due to the east-west rail corridor 

2.  INLET CENTRE (with Morrissey Road)  

Best Qualities Worst Qualities 

• Consistent architectural style of buildings 
and streetscape resulted in a clear 
neighbourhood identity 

• Lack of distinctness between buildings with 
respect to architecture, accent colours, or 
materials 

• Continuous street wall of buildings with 
large street-level windows and active uses 

• Slightly overbearing building height for street 
width that resulted in many shadowed areas 

• Tight street networks in newer 
neighourhood developments increased 
pedestrian connectivity at the 400m scale 

• Large proportion of riparian areas and/or rail 
corridors and overall large block sizes in the 
neighbourhood reduced pedestrian connectivity 
at the 800m scale 

Table	  6.7:	  	  Key	  Findings	  for	  Moody	  Centre	  
neighbourhood	  
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Table	  6.3:	  	  Key	  Findings	  for	  Coquitlam	  Centre	  neighbourhood	  

	  

6.2	  Recommendations	  
	  

Recommendation #1:  Improve street network connectivity by reducing block sizes in 
neighbourhoods around Skytrain stations 

Urban Design Principle:  Connectivity 

Neighbourhoods:  Moody Centre, Inlet Centre, Coquitlam Centre 
 

With the exception of Moody Centre at the 400m radius, all three study neighbourhoods 

rated well on pedestrian accessibility based on the pedestrian catchment ratio results.  However, 

no neighbourhood came close to Schlossberg’s pedestrian connectivity standard for 90 

intersections per square kilometre.  What this means is that the neighbourhoods in general have 

fairly straightforward routing options for pedestrians, but not enough different options that are 

produced only when block sizes are much smaller.  

Reducing block size would improve street network connectivity and scale down the 

neighbourhood to the pedestrian level.  It would also increase pedestrian accessibility for short 

trips by providing more direct route options to a wider variety of locations.  This could be 

achieved by constructing new streets and pedestrian pathways in strategic locations within 

3.  COQUITLAM CENTRE (with The High Street) 

Best Qualities Worst Qualities 

• High quality of street level urban design, 
including street lighting, planters and 
‘landmark’ courtyard design 

• Bland colour scheme and building materials for 
podiums and towers 

• Solid street wall of active uses with large 
street level windows 

• Height to width ratio worked for tower 
podiums, but residential towers themselves 
were too tall and/or not set back enough 

• High number of pedestrians, reflecting the 
‘destination’ status of surrounding amenities 

• Block sizes were far too large across the 
neighbourhood, reducing pedestrian 
connectivity at both the 400m and 800m scales 
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existing developed areas.  Municipalities should also ensure that new developments have various 

passageways for pedestrians, especially within key intensification projects around transit 

stations.   

Coquitlam Centre, which scored the lowest for intersection density, should be seen as a 

priority for this recommendation due to its prominent role as a Regional City Centre under the 

Regional Growth Strategy.  Figure 6.1 provides some examples of where new streets or 

pathways could be constructed at Coquitlam Centre.  Realistically, some pathways do exist at a 

few of these locations, but often they are unfriendly to pedestrians or slightly privatized (running 

through existing developments).     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure	  6.1:	  	  Blocks	  at	  Coquitlam	  Centre	  which	  could	  be	  improved	  
by	  adding	  new	  pedestrian	  routes	  or	  streets	  (shown	  in	  purple) 
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Figure	  6.2:	  	  Potential	  locations	  for	  the	  additional	  access	  route	  over	  the	  rail	  corridor.	  	  New	  
routes	  are	  shown	  in	  yellow.	  

Recommendation #2:  Enhance pedestrian accessibility at Moody Centre by providing an 
additional access route over the rail corridor 

Urban Design Principle:  Accessibility 

Neighbourhoods:  Moody Centre 

 
 Moody Centre scored well on the pedestrian catchment ratio at the 800m level, but 

suffered at the 400m level with only 35.1% coverage.  This was due to the rail corridor that splits 

the neighbourhood in half and prevents easy access to the waterfront by residents south of the 

tracks.  It is recommended that a new overpass be constructed over this rail corridor to increase 

pedestrian accessibility in Moody Centre.   

This infrastructure will become increasingly important as the blocks to the immediate 

south of Moody Centre Station are redeveloped in the coming years.  As seen in Figure 6.2, it 

could take the form of a separate pedestrian overpass, or as previously mentioned a barrier-free 

passage inside the new Skytrain Station.  
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Recommendation #3:  Fit building heights to road widths to avoid shadowing of key 
commercial streets 

Urban Design Principles:  Human Scale, Enclosure 

Neighbourhoods: Moody Centre, Inlet Centre, Coquitlam Centre 

 
 New developments surrounding the audited streets in Inlet Centre and Coquitlam Centre 

largely followed the ‘point tower-podium’ style.  While podiums were often correctly scaled to 

the width of the street, the height of the condominium towers (25-40 storeys) felt overbearing 

given the width of the street.  During the time of year of evaluation (January), these buildings 

cast wide shadows over the adjacent commercial streets, creating a cold, uninviting feel to the 

street.           

To improve the human scaling of these neighbourhoods, it is recommended that 

municipalities explore more mid-rise projects, at least on key commercial streets.  At St. Johns 

Street in Moody Centre, this would represent an increase in building height, but in the other two 

neighbourhoods it would represent a significant decrease.  An alternative for Inlet Centre and 

Coquitlam Centre would be to increase setbacks for residential towers in new developments. 

Doing so would also help prevent shadowing effects, and create a more pleasant walking 

environment year round.  Figure 6.3 (on the following page) provides an example from Moody 

Centre of an appropriately scaled mid-rise building.     
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Recommendation #4:  Encourage more variety in building articulation, building materials, 
building colours and accent colours in new developments 

Urban Design Principle:  Complexity, Imageability 

Neighbourhoods:  Inlet Centre, Coquitlam Centre 

 
 One of the most noticeable failures in Complexity was the lack of architectural variety of 

buildings in Inlet Centre and Coquitlam Centre.  Overall, there was an overuse of brown painted 

concrete and an underuse of accent colours and materials, especially along buildings at The High 

Street.  For the most part as well, new developments were quite large and lacked variety in 

building shape and articulation along the streetscape.       

 It is recommended that new developments be encouraged to introduce more complexity 

into their designs, from street level to the tops of buildings.  This would take the form of more 

distinctive building materials, possibly at different heights, and include a wider range of colour 

schemes in general.  In addition, large developments should show more building articulation, 

Figure	  6.3:	  	  Appropriately	  scaled	  mid-‐rise	  building	  at	  Moody	  Centre.	  	  Source:	  	  Onni	  
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creating the appearance of a neighbourhood that has been developed over time.  These 

improvements would help make Inlet Centre and Coquitlam Centre more interesting, memorable, 

and distinct walking environments.  

 

Recommendation #5:  Maintain long sightlines in new developments, and place interesting 
landmarks where long sightlines are not possible 

Urban Design Principles:  Imageability, Enclosure 

Neighbourhoods:  Moody Centre, Inlet Centre, Coquitlam Centre 
 
 One of the best features of St. Johns Street in Moody Centre was the clear sightlines out 

to the mountains to the south, west and north.  This combined with the lower average building 

heights created a pleasant, open feel to the street that contrasted sharply with the tightly enclosed 

street environment of Inlet Centre (and to some extent Coquitlam Centre).  It is recommended 

that any further development of the Moody Centre neighbourhood preserve these view corridors 

as community assets in their design.  

 For more enclosed neighbourhoods like Inlet Centre and Coquitlam Centre, landmark 

buildings or design features in strategic locations might help define the longer view corridors 

from street level.  Coquitlam Centre has done so with its wide courtyard corridor that points 

toward the City Hall to the northeast.  Efforts should be made when redeveloping the blocks to 

the south and east to include similar features and corridors.      

Suter Brook in Moody Centre has a few undeveloped parcels left that represent good 

opportunities for landmark buildings.  Figure 6.4 (following page) shows the approximate 

location of a potential landmark building in that neighbourhood that could improve sightlines 

from Morrissey Road.    
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	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Figure	  6.4:	  	  Potential	  location	  of	  landmark	  building	  at	  Moody	  Centre 

 

Recommendation #6:  Design and construct a tree-lined median along St. Johns Street 

Urban Design Principles:  Imageability, Enclosure, Human Scale 

Neighbourhoods:  Moody Centre 

 
The wide road width of St. Johns Street contributed to lower ratings of human scale and 

enclosure for the Moody Centre neighbourhood.  In addition, fast-moving traffic on the arterial 

street also contributed to a very loud and quite unpleasant pedestrian environment.  To combat 

these negativities, the addition of a tree-lined median along St. Johns Street is recommended.  

Morrissey Road 
View Corridor 

Future Inlet 
Centre Station 

Potential Landmark 
Building Location 
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Doing so would slow traffic and improve the sense of pedestrian scaling of the street.  By 

providing a break in the wide road width, the streetscape would be ‘softened’ and made more 

pedestrian friendly along its length.   

This recommendation would likely require the removal of at least one road lane, which 

would undoubtedly increase traffic congestion with the present state of infrastructure.  However, 

with the addition of the Evergreen Line and other local transportation improvements (the 

Murray-Clarke Connector), it is hoped that through-traffic volumes in Moody Centre will lessen 

in the future.  This might enable a slight reduction in through traffic lanes without significant 

increases in congestion.   

6.3	  Future	  Considerations	  for	  Research	  
	  
 The methodologies used in this report would do well for some further research.    Firstly, 

since this research has made recommendations based on the observations of a single researcher 

on a single evaluation day in January, they are by nature subjective and limited. The particular 

walkability audit carried out for this report was heavily based around built environment features 

that would not change by season, but this might not be the case for the pedestrian counts.  To 

increase objectivity and better understand how well these neighbourhoods are used by 

pedestrians year round, useful addition to this report would be a secondary pedestrian count in 

the summer months.   

 It is also worth noting that walkability audits do not evaluate actual pedestrian behaviour; 

they merely assess features of the environment that could enhance or detract from the walking 

experience.  A valid research topic then, would be to corroborate the results of this survey with 

actual walking behaviour data for the Northeast Sector.  
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6.4	  Reflection	  on	  the	  Methodology	  
	  

The two methodologies carried out for this report complemented each other well, but 

neither was a perfect tool.  Ewing and Clemente’s walkability audit effectively captured the 

uniqueness of the urban design in each study neighbourhood by breaking down the pieces of the 

streetscape and surroundings.  However, it may have put too much emphasis on the aesthetics of 

the built environment in its analysis of perceptual urban design qualities and aesthetics.  For 

example, the audit originally included an additional section on the building characteristics of 

each street (See Appendix B); this was deemed unnecessary to analyze separately given the 

effectiveness of the building descriptions encapsulated within imageability, human scale and 

complexity.     

The GIS analysis was an interesting and useful addition to the walkability picture for 

each neighbourhood, as it was carried out over a larger scale.  Although its scope was limited to 

pedestrian connectivity and accessibility, its results highlighted several key areas of 

improvement for the study neighbourhoods that would not have been determined otherwise.  

Unfortunately, parts of the original roads data did not reflect the present state of the road network 

in the study areas, and some changes were necessary after on-site observations revealed these 

errors.  That being said, Schlossberg’s indices were simple, effective tools to use for measuring 

the larger street network and a useful complement to the pedestrian audit in this report.  

6.5	  Conclusions	  on	  Walkability	  for	  the	  Northeast	  Sector	  
	  

Overall, transit-oriented developments in the Northeast Sector appear to be doing well in 

terms of their walkability.  Solid land use planning at the municipal and regional scale over the 

past decade has resulted in the creation of vibrant, walkable neighbourhoods that are well located 
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to capture the benefits of TOD living around future stations of the Evergreen Line.  While Inlet 

Centre and Coquitlam Centre are far from their final build out, their recent projects boast high 

urban design qualities, especially at the level of the streetscape.  For Moody Centre, which has 

yet to develop significantly, planners would do well to emulate the best features of its 

neighbouring communities in future transit-adjacent developments.    

At this time, connectivity problems remain in all of the neighbourhoods, along with a few 

urban design flaws regarding building aesthetics and human scaling.  It is hoped though that 

these issues can be ameliorated through some of the design interventions suggested in this report.    

As the network of transit lines and associated TODs grows in Metro Vancouver, the 

region moves closer to its vision for a healthy, compact, and sustainable place to live.  Lessons 

learned from Moody Centre, Inlet Centre and Coquitlam Centre can apply to any transit oriented 

development across the region and across the country as well.  By ensuring these transit-oriented 

neighbourhoods are pedestrian friendly, Canadian cities can not only make the most out of their 

transit investments, but also release the wide range of benefits that TOD living brings to new 

residents and regions as a whole.   
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APPENDIX	  
 
Appendix	  A:	  	  Raw	  Scores	  for	  the	  Five	  Measures	  of	  Walkability	  	  
	  

1.0  IMAGEABILITY 

Value 
 Number 
 

Manual Instructions 
Data 

Collection  
Type 

Moody 
Centre 

Inlet 
Centre 

Coquitlam 
Centre 

1.1  Count courtyards, plazas and parks Count 3  1  3 

1.2  Count major landscape features Count 2  3  1 

1.3 
Estimate the proportion of historic 
buildings 

Proportion 0.125 
 0  0.0 

1.4  Count buildings with identifiers Count 9  4  4 

1.5 
 Count buildings with nonrectangular 
shapes 

Count 4 
 4  2 

           1.6  Record Outside Dining Y=1/N=0 0  1  1 

1.7  Count people (walkthrough) Average of 4 1.5  4.5  13.5 

1.8 
 Estimate noise level 

5=loud, 
1=not 

5 
 3  3 

2.0  ENCLOSURE 

Value 
 Number 
 

Manual Instructions 
Data 

Collection  
Type 

Moody 
Centre 

Inlet 
Centre 

Coquitlam 
Centre 

2.1 
  Count long sight lines 

1 - 3 
sightlines 

3 2 2 

2.21 
Estimate the proportion of street wall 
your side Proportion 

1.00 0.75 1.00 

2.22 
Estimate the proportion of street wall  -
opposite side 

Proportion 0.70 0.8 0.50 

2.31 Estimate the proportion of sky ahead Proportion 0.40 0.2 0.30 

2.32 Estimate the proportion of sky across Proportion 0.50 0.1 0.30 

2.4 Record street trees on your side Y/N Y Y Y 

2.42 Record street trees on the opposite side Y/N Y Y Y 
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2.43 Record street trees in the median Y/N N N N 

 

3.0  HUMAN SCALE 

3.1 Identify long sight lines Use 2.1 3 2 2 

3.2 
Estimate the proportion of windows at 
street level Proportion 

0.60 0.9 0.70 

3.3 Estimate average building height Average 2.10 3 7.75 

3.4 Count small planters Count 10 15 7 

3.51 Count street furniture Count 13 37 4 

3.52 Count outdoor dining options Count 0 1 0 

3.53 Count other lights Count 7 5 10 

4.0 TRANSPARENCY 

4.1 
Estimate the proportion of windows at 
street level 

Use 3.2 0.60 0.90 0.70 

4.2 
Estimate the proportion of street wall on 
your side 

Use 2.21 1.0 0.75 1.00 

4.3 
Estimate the proportion of active uses 
on your side 

Proportion 0.60 1.0 0.90 

5.0 COMPLEXITY 

Value 
 Number 
 

Manual Instructions 
Data 

Collection 
Type 

Moody 
Centre 

Inlet 
Centre 

Coquitlam 
Centre 

5.1 Count buildings, both sides Count 10 4 6 

5.21 Count basic building colours Count 4 3 2 

5.22 Count building accent colours  Count 4 4 3 

5.3 Record outdoor dining Use 1.6 0 1 0 

5.4 Count public art  Count 0 1 0 

5.5 Count pedestrians Use 1.7 1.5 4.5 13.5 
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APPENDIX	  B:	  	  Building	  Characteristics	  Summary	  

	  	  
BUILDING CHARACTERISTICS 

Neighbourhood  Description 

Moody Centre • St Johns Street had the most individual buildings of any of the three study 
neighbourhoods (10 buildings in total) 

• The only street with a historic building 
• All buildings had unique identifiers, and most held active uses 
• Building heights ranged from 1-3 stories and most buildings had interesting (and 

nonrectangular) shapes 
• Buildings had been constructed at a variety of timeframes 
• There was one vacant site and one construction site, but they took up minimal space 

as a proportion of the block itself 
• Building colours were the most varied for any study neighbourhood (six different 

colours total) 

 

Inlet Centre • Due to the fact that this neighbourhood was built in a short time-span by a single 
developer, all buildings have similar shapes and colour schemes 

• Three out of four buildings had interesting non-rectangular design elements, but one 
mid rise was quite rectangular 

• All buildings were well identified from the pedestrian’s perspective, and held active 
uses 

• Building heights ranged from three stories on the western side to 25 stories on the east 
side 

• Colours were largely brown/yellow, with faint blue and red accents – overall not very 
much variation in colour 

 

Coquitlam Centre • Buildings took up a large proportion of the block and ranged from 3 storey podiums to 
39 storey residential towers 

• Most buildings had interesting nonrectangular roof features, but the building covering 
the southern half of the block was very rectangular 

• All buildings were well identified to the pedestrian and contained many active uses 
and storefronts 

• All buildings except for one were painted some shade of brown 
• Accent colours were most often faded and unremarkable 
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APPENDIX	  C:	  	  Summation	  of	  Neighbourhood-Specific	  Planning	  Documents	  
Policies	  from	  Study	  Neighbourhoods	  
	  

1.0 City of Port Moody Planning Documents 

 

General Policies under the Port Moody Official Community Plan  

• Encourage more complete communities to decrease the need for longer trips 
• Provide active transport connections and bicycle facilities in all new developments 
• Continue to develop higher density housing in Moody Centre and Inlet Centre where transit service 

is proficient 
• Develop an integrated walkway network linking all areas of the city, with development priority 

given to transit station access 
• Upgrade the Moody Street overpass to increase pedestrian space with the potential to construct 

additional crossings over the railway in the future 
• Add signalized pedestrian crossings at key intersections on arterial streets 

 

 

Specific Policies regarding Moody Centre Redevelopment 

• Maintain heritage character in any redevelopment 
• Upgrade the pedestrian environment through the construction of wider sidewalks, improved 

lighting, landscaping, street furniture and trees 
• 3-4 storey buildings along most major arterials 
• Must consider view corridors to the north when building taller towers 
• Discourage low density commercial on St. John’s Street to reduce the strip mall feel of the street 
• Pedestrian overpass crossing at St. John’s Street around Buller Street or James Road  

 

Specific Policies regarding Inlet Centre Development 

• Serve as a focal point for the pedestrian-oriented development with increased densities 
• Predominately apartment buildings up to 26 storeys 
• Creation of urban places and pedestrian-oriented gathering spaces connected with greenways from 

the Skytrain station to the civic centre 
• Range of uses, with increased density on properties adjacent to the station 
• Provide an attractive pedestrian environment 
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2.0 City of Coquitlam Planning Documents 

Specific Policies in the Coquitlam Centre Area Plan 

• Minimize pedestrian crossing distances and wait times at signalized intersections 
• Ensure safe connections for pedestrians and cyclists at transit stations when reviewing 

development proposals 
• Prioritize the street system in the City Centre for pedestrians, cyclists, and transit users except on 

arterial streets 
• Incorporate interconnected pedestrian facilities, public spaces and greening into the street network 

for City Centre travel 
• Implement new grid pattern streets at Coquitlam Centre Mall site as well as new east/west 

connections west of Johnson Street between Barnet Highway and Glen Drive 
• Create ‘enhanced movement corridors’ within 800m of Skytrain Stations to ensure pedestrian 

orientation, including:  boulevard treatments, wide sidewalks, street trees and on street parking 
• Develop a pedestrian network master plan for the City Centre 

 

Specific Policies from the Transit Oriented Development Strategy 

• Core areas, which are located within the 400m radius of each Skytrain Station, will have the 
highest densities in the city to generate the most ridership.  

• Core areas will show increased densities, wide mix of land uses, ground-oriented retail, 
discouragement of auto-related uses (parking lots, auto services, low density housing, big box 
commercial) 

• Streets will have a direct and continuous street frontage of buildings, public open spaces and 
plazas, and a high level of transit integration around stations 

• Retail must have the look of a series of individual storefronts within a 3-4 storey podium of a high 
rise tower 

• The neighbourhood must have a unique identity, created through public art, wayfinding, street 
trees, street furniture and lighting 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	  


