
Public consultation details:

Open House: May 12, 2018

Venue: Port Moody City Hall Galleria

# of attendees: 125+

How we collected feedback:

Online survey Paper survey

# of surveys completed: 151

Respondents self-identified their place 
of residence, and could choose more 
than one response.

Communication tactics: 

Targeted print invitations

Targeted email invitations

Ads in the local newspaper

Media release

Posters in City facilities

Display boards at event

Project webpage & e-notifications

Social media

Additional Notes

While public consultation and survey 
results provide the City with valuable 
information, please note the views 
expressed do not necessarily reflect the 
views of all Port Moody residents. 

Open House on on the Draft Zoning Bylaw

Lead Division: Planning May 2018 portmoody.ca/blueprint

Public Consultation Summary 

Scope of the Consultation:
Before finalizing the updated draft Zoning Bylaw, Council directed staff to host an Open 
House to receive public input on the updated bylaw. Staff presented a range of proposed 
changes to the Zoning Bylaw, including adaptable housing standards, accessible 
parking standards, new artist studio uses, laneway housing provisions, new fence height 
regulations, revised floor area calculations, new landscaping requirements, updated 
streamside setbacks, new bike parking requirements, updated parking standards and new 
multi-residential and mixed use zones.

Key Findings:

133 live in Port Moody

67 are Citizen’s Advisory Group members

28 live in the Glenayre nieghbourhood

85% of all respondents

9%         

6%  

of all respondents are not sure 
about the proposed changes to the Zoning Bylaw

of all respondents strongly oppose (5%) or oppose (1%)  
the proposed changes to the Zoning Bylaw

strongly support (34%) or somewhat support (51%) 
the proposed changes to the Zoning Bylaw

These five areas received the highest level of support from all respondents:

1. Adaptable Housing Standards (86%)

2. Streamside Setbacks (84%)

3. Bike Parking (82%)

4. New Multi-Residential Zones (Moody Centre) (79%)

5. New Mixed-Use Zones (Moody Centre) (79%)

Three of the survey questions were noted as having potential impacts to the 
Glenayre neighbourhood. Here's how Glenayre residents responded:  

1.
New provisions to regulate the height of front and rear yard fences/walls: 
85% indicated support; 7% were not sure; 8% were opposed

2.
New requirements for landscaping and driveway access:  
79% indicated support; 0% were not sure; 21% were opposed

3.
Changes to the way FAR is calculated:  
79% indicated support; 4% were not sure; 18% were opposed
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Open House on the Draft Zoning Bylaw – Survey Results

Survey respondents were asked a series of questions around potential changes to the draft zoning bylaw. The City measured 
responses using a five-tiered scale, ranging from “strongly support” to “strongly oppose”. Some numbers may not add up to 100% 
due to rounding. The results are coded as follows:

Strongly support Somewhat support Not sure Oppose Strongly Oppose

Ad a p t a b l e  Ho u s i n g  St a n d a rd s

Respondents were asked if they support or oppose the following proposed changes:

•  50% of all new apartment units must meet adaptable housing standards (e.g. wider corridors and doorways, reinforced 
bathroom walls, level entryways to units)

52% 34% 9% 5%

86% 6%

Acce s s i b l e  Pa rk i n g  St a n d a rd s

Respondents were asked if they support or oppose the following proposed changes:

•  Increase the number of required accessible parking spaces

•  Clarify accessible parking space dimensions and location requirements (e.g. required 1.2m clear pedestrian aisle, 
located close and accessible to building entrance)

48% 30% 13% 7%

78% 9%

Ar t i s t  St u d i o  Us e

Respondents were asked if they support or oppose the following proposed changes:

•  New classifications for Artist Studio A (low impact uses, appropriate for residential and mixed-use) and Artist Studio B 
(more intensive uses, appropriate for light industrial and commercial areas)

33% 38% 22% 6%

71% 7%

1%

2%

1%
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L a n eway  Ho u s i n g

Respondents were asked if they support or oppose the following proposed changes:

•  Allowed on all single family lots with lane access

•  Maximum 90m2  (968 sq. ft.) and up to 2 storeys

•  Permitted in addition to a secondary suite

47% 23% 11% 12% 7%

70% 19%

 

Fro nt  a n d  R e a r  Ya rd  Fe n ce s / Wa l l s

Respondents were asked if they support or oppose the following proposed changes for all new single, detached homes:

•  The height of front yard fences/walls is restricted to 1.2m (4 feet)

•  The height of fences/walls sited to the rear of the front face of a building is restricted to 2.0m (6.6 feet)

47% 29% 10% 9% 5%

76% 14%

Fl o o r  Are a  R at i o  ( FA R )  Ca l c u l at i o n s

Respondents were asked if they support or oppose the following proposed changes:

•  When calculating FAR, include items that contribute to building massing, such as indoor parking (above minimum 
requirements), bathrooms, storage rooms, hallways, cellars, and mezzanines

48% 19% 17% 9% 7%

67% 16%

L a n d s c a p i n g  R e q u i re m e nt s

Respondents were asked if they support or oppose the following proposed changes:

•  New requirements for landscaping any part of a lot not used for building, parking, loading, or driveways (applies to all zones)

•  For single-detached residential zones, the maximum non-permeable (e.g. paved) area surfaced for a driveway and off-
street parking in a front yard shall not exceed 50% of the area of the front yard

•  For single detached and semi-detached uses, driveway access shall be from the lowest classified road  
(e.g. lane) and limited to 6m in width

49% 29% 10% 9% 3%

78% 12%
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St re a m s i d e  S e t b a c k s

Respondents were asked if they support or oppose the following proposed changes:

•  Provide the same or greater level of protection

•  Use a comprehensive watershed-based approach 

•  Set clear setback measurements for all watercourses, and new provisions to support enhancements such as stream 
daylighting

60% 24% 12% 3% 

84% 4%

G re e n  B u i l d i n g s  –  E n e rg y  Pe r fo rm a n ce

Respondents were asked if they support or oppose the following proposed changes:

•  Floor area exemptions to support passive design (i.e. using ambient energy sources and non-mechanical strategies for 
things like heating, cooling, and lighting – examples include thicker walls, improved insulation, natural ventilation)

•  Height, siting, and floor area exemptions to support sustainable energy systems that provide higher building energy 
performance (e.g. renewable energy systems like sunlight and wind, green roof and wall structures that provide additional 
insulation)

54% 24% 13% 6% 3%

78% 9%

B i ke  Pa rk i n g

Respondents were asked if they support or oppose the following proposed changes:

•  New developments are required to provide off-street bike parking as a portion of their parking requirements

•  Dimensions, design, and location requirements are specified for bike parking

•  Long-term bike parking is excluded from a building’s floor area calculation (along with underground parking)

•  New definitions for short-term and long-term bike parking

44% 38% 9% 6% 3%

82% 9%

Pa rk i n g  St a n d a rd s

Respondents were asked if they support or oppose the following proposed changes:

•  New standards for multi-residential uses: 1 parking space per studio or 1-bedroom unit; 1.5 parking spaces per 2+ bedroom unit
•  Parking reductions for transit-oriented development areas: 1 space per studio or 1-bedroom unit; 1.35 spaces per 2+ bedroom unit
•  Updating existing standards for other uses based on current best practices and regional benchmarks, such as for assembly (e.g. 

churches, theatres, meeting halls), hospital, and commercial child care uses
•  Parking stall design/dimension clarity

25% 38% 18% 11% 8%

63% 19%

1%
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New  M u l t i - R e s i d e nt i a l  Zo n e s  ( M o o d y  Ce nt re )

Respondents were asked if they support or oppose the following two new zones proposed for Moody Centre, which align with 
existing OCP designations:

•  RM5 Four Storey Apartment Residential: to accommodate low-rise, medium density, multi-residential developments up 
to four storeys in height that emphasize ground-oriented housing for families with children

•  RM8 Six Storey Apartment Residential: to accommodate low-rise, medium density, multi-residential developments up to 
six storeys in height

42% 37% 12% 5% 4%

79% 9%

U p d ate d  M u l t i - R e s i d e nt i a l  Zo n e s

Respondents were asked if they support or oppose the proposed updates to the following two existing multi-residential zones, 
which implement existing OCP policies:

•  RT Semi Detached Residential (Duplex): a second accessory building (e.g.) garage is now permitted for duplexes; 
permitted size of each accessory building increased to allow up to two cars

• RM4 Medium Density Townhouse Residential: updates based on current trends and best practices (setbacks, common 
amenity spaces, floor area ratio)

34% 43% 19% 3%

77% 4%

New  M i xe d - Us e  Zo n e s  ( M o o d y  Ce nt re )

Respondents were asked if they support or oppose the following two new mixed-use zones proposed for Moody Centre, which 
align with existing OCP designations:

• CRM1 Four Storey Mixed-Use: to accommodate mixed-use (e.g. residential, retail, office, personal services), medium 
density development in a four storey building form

• CRM2 Six Storey Mixed-Use: to accommodate mixed-use, medium density development in a six storey building form, 
with a range of pedestrian-oriented commercial businesses and multi-residential development

40% 39% 15% 3% 3%

79% 6%

1%

Very Supportive Somewhat Supportive Neutral Somewhat Opposed Very Opposed
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Open House on the Draft Zoning Bylaw – Survey Evaluation 

Survey respondents were asked about their Open House experience, and their opinions on the materials presented. The City 
measured responses using a five-tiered scale, ranging from “strongly support” to “strongly oppose”. Some numbers may not add up 
to 100% due to rounding. The results are coded as follows:

S u r vey  Cl a ri t y

Respondents were asked if the information presented was clear and understandable.

45% 38% 9% 7%

83% 8%

O p p o r t u n i t y  to  Sh a re  Vi ews

Respondents were asked if they had the opportunity to share their views.

60% 29% 8% 2%  

89% 3%

 

E x p e ri e n ce 

Respondents were asked if participating in the consultation was a valuable experience

50% 27% 21%

77% 2%

1%

1%

1%1%
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Open House on the Draft Zoning Bylaw – Comments

Survey respondents were asked “Are there any additional changes that should be made to the proposed draft Zoning Bylaw?”. 
They were also given the opportunity to comment on individual areas of the bylaw, as well as to provide general comments. 
Here are the responses received by the City. Comments are presented verbatim, including typos and grammatical errors. Specific 
addresses have been removed to protect the privacy of individual households. 

Are there any additional changes that should be made to the proposed draft Zoning Bylaw?

Encouraging electric vehicles and charging ports

I feel for the most part these are all good proposals that will be help with city growth and development. My only 
concern is with the growth what are the long term plans for schools, parks, recreation etc and traffic concerns that 
come with more density. 

My only concern is that there is a need to increase public amenities (e.g. libraries, recreational centers, playground, 
meeting places. etc.), so that the quality of living in Port Moody will not deteriorate. Thank you 

I think that there should be a requirement for electric charging stations to be available in significant quantities 
in all parking garages for condos and apartments.  This really should be done asap, otherwise the impact will be 
minimal, as all the buildings will have been built without them

Consider the impacts to traffic. 

Add Highland Park into the Coronation Park OCP. It is unbelievable that such a large piece of land was completely 
excluded from an OCP.

Please refer to earlier comments about growth.  I do not know what Council’s approach to growth is nor do I 
understand some of the decisions I believe may be in the offing on dispositions of City owned lands.  I understand 
that a proposal is pending to build a large high-rise at the corner of IOCO and Murray Streets and some additional 
residential is underway along Murray.  I also understand that the works yard might be rejigged to allow sale of 
some land, again I think, for multi-unit residential.    I believe our population is currently around 37,000 and if that’s 
true, a 1% growth in population would suggest 370 new people would suffice or say about another 120 housing 
units of all residential types.  That’s super growth.  Sustainable, absorb-able,  supportable.  It would probably add 
only about another 50 or so cars - still too many - but no fights on the streets hopefully.  That’s the max I think.   If 
we doubled that, that’s still only 240 housing units of all types for Port Moody.  I agree, 2% per year is too rapid a 
growth but we could probably live with it.  To do more would be to induce developers to hound us for land and 
help lead us in blackmailing them to “give” us green space, school space, etc.  Or said differently, the developers 
through their sale to new owners would have those owners pay for the “gifts” to Port Moody something very 
contrary to affordable living.

Yes, please ban outdoor fires in Port Moody as most municipalities do not allow fires.   Please let residences know 
of the change.

i hope that the city of Port Moody’s vision will understand that restricting roads, reducing parking etc doesn’t 
actually unclog places that are experiencing population growth.  An updated view that includes recognizing that 
population growth requires infrastructure upgrades too. 

Very pleased to see these proposals.   They are progressive and place Port Moody in good stead as our density 
increases.  

As my answers indicate I only support 60% of the proposed changes.



8

Again, I would like to see more stringent Environmental Regulations.  I would like to see more EV charging 
requirements for multi use dwellings.

One person suggested that buildings that have adaptive requirements should also be required to put in accessible 
door openers on entrance ways and common doorways. I support that requirement. It would be a shame if 
someone bought into an adaptive building suite, out fitted their unit with door openers etc. and couldn’t convince 
strata to include openers or upgrade common doorways  so they could get into the building.

EVCS??

I’m happy that they’re being updated.  I would like to see a move towards a more environmentally/sustainable 
community.  I’d like to see the city set high standards.  This is such a coveted place to live I think the builders would 
still come.  And really the costs shouldn’t be astronomical.  Builders needs to step up.  Stop cutting corners and 
just chasing the all mighty buck.  I’d love to see Port Moody step up our game.  Be proactive. 
 
And affordable housing!!!! This city is crazy expensive.  Our children are no longer able to make their homes here.  
They’re moving out to Maple Ridge if they’re lucky and sometime to Mission etc.  And senior housing.  We need to 
do something for everyone in our community.  Let’s be innovative and forward thinking.  I’d like to be extra proud 
to live in Port Moody.  I love living here and have lived here since 2001.  I enjoy our small community and am 
grateful to have such access to our local government.  I do think we can do better and push ourselves.  Status quo 
is simply not good enough.  Let’s push boundaries and be leaders.

Yes.  Please consider the respective comments I made to the different draft items.

These changes help move the city forward. In several areas, particularly parking and bike parking, the city should 
plan another series of updates in due course to be bolder and futher encourage more sustainable, walkable, and 
delightful communities. 

Why is there no PARK zone provision? As parks remain under Institutional Civic Service (P1) what is to prevent 
natural park spaces being developed to active use spaces? There is nothing that assures meet that natural park 
spaces such as sections of Rocky Point Park and Bert Flynn Park for example can be developed for other civic 
purposes.  
 
For the Definition of “Stream” - its provided in 4. Definitions, but then again 5.4 Streamside Protection. In fact ALL 
the definitions, including ‘Development’ and ‘Watercourse’ belong in 4. Definitions. In fact all of 5.4.1, belongs in 
4. Definitions. There are no other sections elsewhere in the Zoning Bylaw that provides Definitions except for 5.4 
Streamside Protection. Why? There are several environmental definitions, HWM, TOB, Stream, Watercourse, RPEA, 
RMZ, etc., that should be all be provided on a graphic for clearer understanding.  Lastly, why a separate Definition 
for “Ditch’ when its included under “Stream.”  If this clarity is important, then definitions for Pond, Lake  River, 
Spring become just as important, as each connect to surface follow. A review of the “Ditch” definition compared to 
how “Ditch” is referenced within the “Stream” definition needs to be cleared up.   

As I understand is being done downtown, electric car parking should be a part of new development planning, also 
more bike parking, less car parking overall. 
 
I would also recommend for single detached, semi-detached and townhomes, there should be stronger parking 
restrictions / limits on numbers of vehicles per house, in particular more restrictions for homes closer to transit.

I cannot support the proposed changes due to the unrealistic language surrounding what is acceptable use of 
land (ie. yard maintenance or any use of property) around waterways through previously developed land in the 
city.  The loss of use, enjoyment and value to homeowners implied by the draft bylaw is significant and certainly 
not acceptable. Port Moody is an old city with established properties and terrain. A one size fits all approach to 
setbacks and land use restrictions may be easier for City staff to manage, but is completely unfair and draconian in 
its current drafted form. .
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With some additional comments - I approve.

Social engineering does not work.  The council is not supposed to decide what it’s constituents want, it is 
supposed to help them get it.  We live in a free-market society, and developers would not build homes if people 
did not want them.  People are buying larger homes, so there is obviously a demand for them, restricting their 
future development simply limits supply so those home already constructed will be inflated in price because they 
cannot build any more.  Restricting the number of parking spaces or storage space in a home results in people 
driving to and from storage lockers because council said they couldn’t build a storage room, and parking on the 
street and increasing congestion because council said they were only allowed one convenient parking spot.  If we 
want affordable housing and less congestion it is best to not restrict what people can do with their own homes.

I believe the development at Moody Centre should follow the wishes of residents who live there.

Parking changes are a huge issue. We need to be a leader in being an environmentally sustainable community, 
and parking excess is a huge waste of assets, increases traffic, and harms our environment. Time to be a leader Port 
Moody!

There are certain issues (as previously noted in comments) to which I would withhold a vote until the items were 
better addressed. 

No buildings over 4 stories with the exception of Newport/Sutterbrook area where they are already established. 

Moody centre needs to have higher density. It makes no sense to have 3 story buildings that do nothing for 
density. If the density was higher it would allow for more families to afford to buy in moody centre 

Language around the importance of form as well a use it the various zoning designations

As the City Council knows, P.M. residents and cross-passing drivers P. Moody is not designed to carry many more 
residents, i.e. additional traffic congestions, ongoing demolitions/constructions for many years (how many 10-
15-20??), need for additional water, water piping, sewers, drainage, so what do you want, may not what will be 
sustainable and affordable. As a tax payer and

I would like to know how much space such as hallways, bathrooms etc. generally take up that are included now.

Clarity around rebuilding when the existing property does not conform to zoning and how that conflicts with 
insurance which will only rebuild the existing structure is needed.

-Exclude laneway homes in FAR 
 
-Exclude hallways, indoor parking, bathrooms etc. in FAR. 
 
-Increase FAR for townhomes to 1.4 
 
-Reduce parking requirements

It isn’t clear that we are truly committing to transit-oriented principles. We should be designing bylaws that 
actively change behaviour away from car use - that includes having standards of less than 1 stall/unit in new TOD 
developments.

What changes to the zoning bylaw?  From what to what?
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Strongly support some changes, strongly oppose others. 
 
In Moody Centre, support modest human scale growth.  No high-rise towers, including north of St. Johns. 
 
Keep adequate zoning for industrial, small business, employment. 
 
Ensure adequate green space/amenities for any increase in population.

Not sure if there are any changes/clarification to maximum RS1 house height allowance?

Feel the fence wall proposal is too weak as it is not inclusive enough.

Consideration of protection of existing mature trees, I have observed the City of Surrey and Township of Langley 
successfully integrate into developments. This should be somsidered. 
I am surprised that other housing forms and choices haven’t been considered as SW Coquitlam.  
 
The survey has been difficult to answer as different points have been amalgated into one question. If you agree 
with one point and disagree with others this makes it impossible to answer. 
 
I find the themes chosen very limited especially in relation to the environment. The theme in relation TOD is word3 
in an ambiguous way, is this theme just supporting TOD or other OCP policy. 
 
Why is there no heritage theme?

Include zoning that absolutely excludes monster homes.  Get rid of ‘’owning” beaches and prohibiting access to 
inlet waterfront.  See what Oregon has done about this and you begin to get the idea.  Nobody should own any of 
that. It should belong to everyone in the community and no one should be denied access.  Quadra Island has also 
done a nice job with this issue, too.  

Yes, I do support the directions that this is going. I think that for Glenayre, they are too late.

I don’t understand the proposed changes as the developer and staff have always came to council asking for 
amendments or variation to the zoning and will do so with the new zoning regulations in place.

Why are Eagle Point and Highland Park orphaned from POMO OCP developments (Coronation Park). Seems 
ridiculous given the disruption this is going to cause in this area. Especially with the proposed Coquitlam 
development of the Coronation Park School site. 

Please consider Highland Park for higher density.  This old complex is nearing its end and the winding down of 
strata is inevitable 

I would also like to see similar new zones proposed for Coronation Park to include the Highland Park complex 
which was excluded from the OCP for the area.  Currently there are 150 units taking up over 7 acres of transit-
oriented land. The property is grossly underutilized. It seems to be orphaned from the plan and the complex is in 
very poor condition. Unfortunately as it was left off the plan, very few developers seem to have any interest in the 
property and owners will be faced with substantial levies over the coming years to maintain the aging complex. 

The 10+ acres east of balmoral street  that are currently strata properties should be included on the high rise 
development zone, as they are in a transit hub.  It is a waste to have only short there!  buildings 

I would like to request that Highland Park be included in the OCP to allow for future redevelopment of that site - 
it seems to have been overlooked on a previous revision of the OCP which which saw rezoning for Balmoral and 
other neighboring strata properties.
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Consider adding Highland Park condo complex to the OCP

-EV charging stations 
 
-Conduit should be a minimum requirement  
 
-Density bonus - should not be used for road improvements

Support with reservations, as noted before.

Adaptable Housing Standards 

Why 50% of new units when according to statistics only 19% of citizens are disabled. 
 
I would suggest that 25% would be a more realistic number.

Head towards everything is handicap/elderly friendly 

I wonder why the standard wouldn’t require more than 50%.  Perhaps 60%

Perhaps 50% is too high. Accessibility is a great goal but it needs to be balanced with the added costs of 
constructing the new units in this environment where affordable units are important

Should be standard policy.    Anything other is discriminatory.

This will go a long way to creating an inclusive community where people can recover at home after injury or 
surgery and can age in place.  It will reduce hospital “social admits” (when people can’t retuen home and stay in 
hospital for non health reasons) and the expense of costly moves or major renos that often still leave much to be 
desired when it comes to accessibility. 

I’d like to see stronger environmental language....push for Leeds Platinum or something that further encourages 
developers to make sustainable developments beyond what Port Moody currently requires.

-50% seems on the high side; where did # come from? 
 
-perhaps there are other more desirable things the city wants to negotiate down to 20 or 25% # of units 
 
-will some of these be built already as adaptable or will they all need to be converted in the future?

While I am supportive of some proportion of adaptable units, I  believe 50% is too high.  I’d support up to 20%.

Adaptable housing standards  in 50 % on new units is a positive step ,especially if we support “aging in place” and 
home care vs. institutions. The challenge is making it work----eg.  some individuals will purchase an adapted unit 
as part of a long term plan to age in place .Once an adapted unit is sold i think it would be out of the 50% pool for 
many years.  The ideal option is universal design for all units but affordability is a barrier. 

50% seems high - while I support building standards such as reinforced bathroom walls  to allow for grab bars, I do 
not support the vision of Port Moody becoming a retirement community - the location is far too precious with its 
proximity to downtown offices and to regional parks and trails to be wasted on a community that won’t be taking 
advantage of all the amenities it has to offer.
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I disagree with the draft requirement ratio (50%) and its fixed application.  I feel this unfairly overburdened the 
builders and adds additional building cost (which no doubt will be passed on to buyers.)  The standards should 
NOT be forcefully applied to the inside of the individual appartment units. 
 
The standards should distingusih between the building in general versus inside the units.  How inside a home is 
to be modeled should be left to the new owners as they require it.  As for the building’s outside, the surrounding 
green space, and the building’s common areas, I agree that the accessible rstandards should apply. 
 
As alternatives, the proposal could  
 
1)  set a lower unit ratio to dedicate to accessible standards, or 
 
2)  to require builders to offer, as a pre-purchase option to buyers, to build their particular units to the accessible 
standards. 
 
My choice is alternative 2.  In other words, leave what’s inside the apartment unit to market demand, and that the 
city helps to make it possible for the market to have the option.

The 50% requirement seems quite high and it would be interesting to hear where this figure came from. Imposing 
these rules will undoubtedly increase the cost of new rental stock in the city while we are in the midst of an 
affordability crisis. 

Makes perfect sense.

I am not sure about reinforced bathroom walls, but I believe all Bosa buildings in Inlet Centre area already enjoy 
wider corridors and doorways and level entry ways to units.

I want to stay in the area as I age and this will help

Don’t see anything about automatic door openers (main entrances) per handicapped access

50% is too high - I don’t envision Port Moody in future as a retirement community. Keep PoMo active and vibrant

Good idea.

I feel this would be of benefit to not just residents, but could be a marketing tool for the developers as well.

Level thresholds are provided by code. come from is this a projection of those who need adaptable housing, has 
this considered other disabilities beyond mobility and people with children and strollers

Adaptable housing standards should apply to all residential building not only apartments. Port Moody only 
approved one apartment building. New development in Port Moody is 3 storey walk-ups or high-rise buildings. 
Port Moody policy of adaptable housing  will simply give the developers an excuse not to build apartments in Port 
Moody. Adaptable housing should be a component of all residential and rental buildings.

I am surprised that is not 100% mandatory 

Is this a Port Moody initiative or provincial?

Is 50 percent to high?
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50% seems high and I would wonder what the distribution of requirements would be for say studio vs 1 or 2 bdrm 
units. 
 
As long as the requirements for entrances into buildings and storefronts (as in the case of multi-use properties) 
also carry similar accessibility requirements.   
 
Is this a burden and deterrent to developers or is it the new norm?

-Can the City do better?  
 
-100% should be adaptable 
 
-All hallways & doors should accessible  
 
-All units should have electrical outlets and switch plates at wheel chair friendly levels 
 
-All units should have at least one bathroom that is wheel chair friendly (this is for ageing in place,visitors to units 
etc)

Accessible Parking Standards

All these adaptable/accessible requirements drive up the cost of construction when other zoning initiatives are 
trying to reduce costs.

I don’t know how to best quantify the need, and whether the current standard meets that need

-Limited parking space in most lots already 
 
-Designated accessible spots are under utilized. Many parking lots may be completely full but accessible spots are 
still empty. 

There are always plenty of vacant accessible parking stalls wherever I seem to travel yet all of the regular stalls are 
taken. Parking is a huge problem in the community and I see no reason to designate additional stalls which will 
reduce the number of regular stalls available.  Doing so will detract from business.  Many times I have simply left 
the area to park in a more friendly (mall) parking environment.

I am noticing an increase in numbers of people using accessible parking when it appears to be unnecessary.  I 
strongly agree there is need but, like everything else, 
 
some people take advantage, which is not fair to those in need.  I do agree that accessible parking is also 
necessary in housing buildings and perhaps managed, once 
 
provided by developers, by strata?

How many regular spots will be diverted to handicap.  How many are truly needed 

parking sufficiency needs to be delineated by 1) residential, 2) commercial and 3) public. 
 
Yes, there must be adequate accessible parking spaces in all three areas.

Makes sense with an aging population.
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In addition, I would propose for new buildings (residential or commercial) to require design-in drop-off/loading 
zone that is also accessible by those with needs, whether this be in the parkade or road-level close to the building 
entrance.

Consider requirements for accrssible off street pick up drop off as well, as per new draft city of Vancouver bylaw. 

Of course I am in favour of a reasonable number and size for accessible parking, as long as it does not mean 
reducing the amount of parking for everyone else - there is already an obvious shortage of parking everywhere in 
our community.

With what appears to be a consistent request from developers to reduce minimum parking spots in new 
developments, this would further reduce the number of available spots to those without a parking permit. If there 
is a legitimate study that shows there is currently a significant deficiency in accessible parking spaces under the 
current scheme, then the mandated increase in the number of accessible parking spaces does not make sense 
without further analysis. 

Yes - most families have more than one vehicle.

Don’t know enough about what is driving the need for more spaces. Would like to know what studies led to this 
proposed change. I do support clarifying dimensions and location requirements. Aisle seems sensible.

Accessible spots slb adequate size, but what are #’s planned? This city struggles w/ parking as is, don’t reduce # 
spots available and add more accessible sports

Question not clear if it’s referring to housing or public spaces. 

There needs to be stronger support for enforcement in privately governed spaces for ticketing abusers of the 
handicapped spaces

while we need to encourage fewer trips made by car, we do need to provide accessible parking as well as sufficient 
off-street parking for all residents.

Do not know enough about this topic

Skytrain at rush hour is already full . More housing units in Port Moody the greater number of cars.

I am satisfied with current accessible parking standards 

I have had recent experience with this due to family illness and these spots are badly needed, and I feel the need 
will continue to grow.  They can enable a better quality of life for those who qualify for these spots.

Generally. smart planning can be utilised two stalls can access the same access strip, consideration should be 
given to sidewalks and pedestrian crossings there is an assumption that parking will aid access but it starts with 
the street

I would think that the need for such spaces can be determined, and then the number based on need.

Reducing parking  spaces in new developments increases parking on the street. Low income families  need a  
second car to get to jobs that not accessible by bus or skytrain especially at night 
 
Nothing worse that squeezing into parking space and you can’t open the door to get out because the parking 
stalls are too small.
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Spend some money on enforcing the accessible parking we already have. Stop douchebags in BMWs and Audi’s  
“just popping in” and blocking accessible spaces. 

-Larger parking spots in underground parkades  
 
-Do not crowd near pilars 

Visitor Parking

Artist Studio Use

I think this is important to advance our “City of the Arts”. 

Would add to the diversity of the community. 

I don’t know why this is even deemed something worthy of discussion when there are so many other important 
issues that should be addressed.

Is there a demand for this?  When Lighthouse was built it had two live/work units on Spring St., but they have 
never functioned as artist studios.

I am not clear how these new classifications will take away (or preclude) other types of expressive and creative 
endeavour usages, e.g. dance studio, music practice studio, or even martial arts studio.   
 
More curious, why the need to introduce the change?  Is the lack of designation causing fear that neighbours may 
complaint?  If so, it maybe a sign that such usage is not appropriate for the area to begin with.    
 
I feel this may impact the quality of living in the surrounding homes if anyone is allowed to operate under such 
a license in residential areas.  The application process should include requiring neighbours to review and agree, 
much like applying to modify or add a structure to an existing property.    
 
Alternatively, I would like to see the area around Electronic Avenue be developed into a dedicated artist studio 
and exhibition zone that has provision to allow for residence space (Artist Studio B draft.)

I hope this works for the artist and his neighbours.

Cool idea! Speaking as an ageing artist and artisan. This can add to diversity in facility uses. (Support it)

I don’t support residential houses turned into businesses. 

I need more clarity on what an Artists studio is. 

I support choices and a diversity of housing types to meet different needs.

Especially inclusive of ceramics, pottery, sculpture

Artist studios without parking in residential areas along with home businesses just create tensions in the 
neighborhood 

As long as this includes pottery/ceramics

Is the current zoning prohibitive to artist usage?
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Laneway Housing

This will help create more affordable housing, hopefully close to transit. 

Some provision to limit the number allowed in any given community.

Laneway Housing together with secondary suites would triple the demand on services (sewer and water), parking 
on streets and lanes, traffic on roads like IOCO,  Clark and Murray, demand for City facilities ( ice time, gym time, 
etc.) parking at the rec center,  demand on groceries stores( IGA and Thrifty). 
 
Many people like myself move to Port Moody to get away from Vancouver mayhem and do not support PM trying 
to cram as many people into the City as they can with no plan as to how the services mentioned above can be 
provided. 
 
Roads currently cannot handle traffic.

I live on a corner lot. I would like to see a similar allowance if accessibility and parking regulations can be met.   

This can vary on location and once passed may cause issues with areas that is it not allowed. As an example there 
is mixed feelings of Glenayre residents on Ailsa and Garrow that have lane access. But on Mount Royal there is a 
property that is currently under its 3 third ready to allow two RS1  30 ft wide lots with lane homes. If that is passed 
how do you propose to deal with the mixed feeling of the Glenayre residents for and against.  
 
Some will feel that if you allow it on Tuxedo/Westmount/Mount Royal why not in Glenayre then.  
 
I am in Real Estate and talk a lot about these concerns with local residents. I feel it is a great idea to create more 
affordable housing and rental opportunities but there will be a pushback on both sides for sure. 

I don’t think there is a demonstrated need to increase the density in single dwelling zoned areas

-Street parking is already limited in neighbourhoods and traffic to/from minor streets is difficult. Adding more 
residents to neighbourhoods would be a congestion nightmare.

I might support it WITHOUT “permitted in addition to secondary suite”.  Believe one or the other, not both.  
Secondly, I might support it if there were a restriction that a lane house would be for lease only and with a 
minimum lease of one year (no AIRBNB, etc.).  Thirdly, restrictions would be needed to limit the number of vehicles 
for residents of the home and the lane house (or secondary suite) be limited to the parking space available 
immediately in front of the home (more than likely 3) and that no vehicles be otherwise stored on the property.

I think allowing laneway housing has the potential to material alter the character of a neighborhood.  Once 
introduced, it will be impossible to reverse.  While I can understand many owners/potential owners would like to 
build laneway housing to subsidizes the cost of very expensive home ownership,  I would like the city to ensure 
the allowance for laneway housing is acceptable to the a substantial majority of the residents/homeowners in the 
affected neighbourhoods.   I would suggest that a annual limit be imposed until there is a understanding of the 
impact.    I also question why the city would allow a laneway unit in a home that already has a secondary suite.  In 
theory, a neighbourhood of single family homes could become a neighbourhood of three family homes.    

I’m concerned about increased density with out knowing that transportation issues have a plan for resolve. 

Once again parking issues will arise.  

I oppose permitted in addition to a secondary suite.
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Agree in principle; with the exception of the scenario of allowing a secondary suite in addition to a lane way home 
on one residential city lot.   

I feel we should observe Vancouver for a few more years. This gives people postage stamp yards and could detract 
from neighbourhoods. 

I like the general direction, but parking/utilities/taxes are likely to remain an issue

Very smart decision,  hope the process with the application will be simple and fast.

While in general I support permitting laneway housing to alleviate the immediate housing shortage, I am 
concerned that it cannot be fairly and equitably apply to all land owners.  The reason is not all current city lots are 
in areas with laneway.  Those owners in areas that have will likely see a bonaza in the appreciation of their land 
value.  If the landowner did invest and build a laneway house, they will have the benefit of rental income while 
other home owners on land without laneway do not even have a chance to participate in the economic activity. 
 
I want to link my support of the laneway house draft proposal to my opposition to the Floor Area Ratio draft 
proposal.  I feel to treat all Port Moody land owners equitably, land without laneway should be allowed to increase 
building size and FAR to accommodate potential rental space (see my response to the Floor Area Ratio draft 
question.)  

This is a good way to achieve ‘gentle density’. 

Good to have additional living spaces, ie: secondary suite and or laneway  houses however we don’t want 
overcrowding and multiple cars clogging up the area.  
 
Houses around me in quiet residential area have 3, 4, 5 cars each. Street is to clogged with cars.

Great, but has any thought been given to parking restrictions for these additional living spaces?

Reasonable - but: what happens to parking in this case?

Depends on location.  Glenayre cannot support this kind of densification as the school creates a traffic jam twice 
a day because of it’s restrictive dismissal policies and there is limited parking for the residents already living in 
Glenayre because the design and build of many of the homes is from an era where families usually only had one 
car, now with two or sometimes as many as four vehicles per family (with older kids), and suites with vehicles plus 
the school debacle, there is simply no space to add yet another laneway home to crowd more people into the 
confined space while still pretending it is a “single family zoning”.

What we need in Port Moody is affordable housing, esp. for young residents just starting out and people with 
modest incomes.  These changes could help.  High rise towers are expensive to build and to own - not really 
feasible for first-time buyers without lots of family help or incurring enormous debt

Thank you for making the change to include RS1-S lots for laneway eligibility.

We need housing that is affordable.

what about parking for those lanewayhomes?

It depends. I support laneway housing, but not 2 story where you could be destroying another residents view and 
property value.  There isn’t a black and white answer  so I think the dimensions and height should be sensitive to 
location. 
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I feel this will cause a parking issue.  Potentially three families could be living on one property.

Parking must be made available to all new laneway houses and residents either at or near new laneway houses

parking for all residents at the lot need to be provided within the bounds of the lot itself.

costs of laneway housing is high. If the laneway house area was in addition to max FAR there would be more 
incentive to build.

This is one of the most important ways to add sustainable and affordable housing in single family detached zones. 
 
The City should be looking at incentives for single family lot owners to pursue laneway housing.

Just makes sence to use accessible properties to increase density

We strongly support laneway housing for not only properties with lane access but also for corner lot properties 
adjacent to 2 streets.  The Fire Department would have easier access to a property such as this than in most 
lanes because of the wider roads and better     access to fire hydrants if needed.  This will also assist  in densifying 
residential detached home neighbourhoods and increase rental property supply.  There would be no (or less) 
parking issues for corner lots than there would be in a lane.  The City would increase       revenue with business 
licenses, taxes, utilities etc.  We plan on building a new home for our family on our corner lot within the next 2 
years and our plan is to include a laneway home.  Thank you for considering adding this to the laneway home by-
law so that special permission through council or variance is not required.

Since real estate becomes so expensive, not many young people can afford to buy. Children can move back home 
to look after with their aging parents, and grand parents can look after their grand kids. 

Would not want both a secondary unit plus laneway home. 

Support in principle.  Some reservations about maximum height and square footage (consider decreasing). Re “in 
addition to a secondary suite” OK if this can be controlled because currently I know of a number of homes that do 
not comply with current rules (e.g., 3+ units in one RS1 structure).

How does parking get facilitated for a lot with secondary suite and laneway house

I don’t like the idea of a laneway house *and* a secondary suite on a lot. Perhaps allow subdividing of larger lots?

Agree with 1st two points, not sure what” Permitted in addition to a secondary suite”.  
 
Laneway housing is area that council lost control off and allowed the “small lot” subdivision  to control the 
conversation  - why build a laneway house if  you can subdivided into lots

Not with secondary suites, too.

Some locations may not be suitable if on street parking may be unavailable.

I don’t think it should be allowed on all single family lots with lane access - should be part of a neighborhood plan.

Glenayre is a single-family dwelling neighbourhood.

I don’t think should be in addition to secondary suite. Parking issues

What about parking?
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Front and Rear Yard Fences/Walls

We should live in homes, not fortresses. 4 m should be ample height. 

I feel it is good to have some guidelines and as discusses in the meeting there are individual circumstances where 
it can be dealt with by a variance. 

With the understanding that if needed, the above restrictions can be waved.

I believe that if agreed upon, a fence should be allowed to exceed 1.2 m.

this makes sense to me

Good idea. Would add to the openness of neighbourhoods. 

Without also limiting the height of hedges and other property lining trees or plants, this bylaw revision would 
have little, if any, value.

Really small point here,  but Port Moody is hilly.  Fences often have to be terraced.  If the maximum height is 2.0 
meters, the fence could be as low as 1 meter in places.  Perhaps, restricted to a 6.6 foot average over any 8 foot 
section with not section more than 8 feet.  Something similar could be applied to the front yard fence. 

At this point, I believe that this bylaw is unnecessary.

i believe that these new arbitrary heights don’t make sense.  for example, I have a pool. a 6.6 foot high wall seems 
too low for that from both a security perspective as well as a privacy perspective. in the front i have a full gate (and 
no real front yard). again, if i had a 4 foot wall in the front, people could easily hop the fence and drown in my pool. 
this is a liability. i am not certain the heights have been well thought out. 

Appears reasonable for most situations provided that an individual could apply for a variance in special 
circumstances.

Private property and owners should decide on how and what a fence looks like 

Yes this is long over due.

I think the height at the rear should be allowed to be higher, and the terms of what constitutes a “fence” should be 
included in this bylaw.

I am not supporting the restriction as I feel a nicely designed fence, perhaps with a trellis on top with a wisteria or 
other plant, could be over height but still very appropriate, look good, and bring value to a property. Limiting to 
6.6 feet limits options and leave less desirable options when constructing a fence.

On item two - does this cover side fencing heights

city needs some discretion based on topography and unique situations.  Anything that promotes a “good 
neighbour” philosophy needs to be encouraged. 
 
The heights of fences needs to be determined from an existing base level, not an increased (fill) level.
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I oppose to the draft proposal.  It amounts to an affront of owner’s privacy in a real (estate) sense.  With all the talk 
about respecting people’s digital privacy, why would the city want to introduce such a draft? 
 
There is also security concerns particularly for homes adjacent to schools, parks, and green belts.  The kinds of 
damage leveled at homes and their yard adjacent to schools and public parks  are very real.  Tall fence is also an 
effective defense against wild animals wondering through green belts. 
 
If the city is concerned with esthetics then specific fence or wall dressing guidelines can be established, such as 
requiring planting tall tress to hide tall fences.  As it is drafted, I cannot support the changes.

Should be an extra time to allow additional height at the rear of a neighbour has built a taller structure within a 
certain distance if the PL, e.g. a tall garage. Then the fence could match that height. 

I would like to see the height increased by about one foot for all sides of the house. 
 
The other issue is how is the height of the fence determined on a lot that is situated on a steep grade?

For homes on hills, does that height include retaining walls, and if so how measured?

OK.  Realize if you “need” something higher - planting bushes will achieve the result.

Front yards generally shouldn’t have fences, in Glenayre some back yards don’t even have fences.  under some 
very specific circumstances where a front fence makes sense, it should be restricted in height.

I give this strong support as long as a person can erect a “wall” near the house inside the outer fence. One may 
want a “screen”...

6.6’ seems too high, unless backing into skytrain

1. Why is there no provision for planting (eg. hedge rows)? Hedges deliver the same affect as a fence only they are 
typically impervious to light penetration. 
 
2. Why do proposed zoning changes for fencing / walls allow for grandfathering? If a current fence / hedge is out 
of proposed code, the issue should be mitigated. 

One homeowner may have an eyesore in their backyard or a reno or new build that may have large windows 
or deck  looking into the neighbors yard or living space...the other neighbor should be able to come up with a 
solution to gain back their privacy, sometimes this may require a large fence or screen, tastefully and properly 
built.

I would like to see front fences even shorter. Often seems plenty. Does the height of the fence include lattice along 
the top? decorative posts?

My neighbour tore down his carport - pauld his back yard and put up a garage next to my property. To me the 
height of a fence doesn’t make much difference. Hopefully you don’t have to listen to a big diesel truck while in 
your back yard.

What is defined as a fence? Is a trellis considered a fence?

I’d be happy to see no front yard fencing at all, don’t like the fortress look.  On the other hand, I could support 
slightly higher height for back yard fencing (privacy, pet containment, etc.).
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This allows a very large loophole by not including hedges.  They can be more detrimental than a fence or wall.  
Someone can plant a 4 ft. hedge in their front yard and in a couple of years allow it to grow to 5 or 6 feet.   
 
They also get wider over time causing other problems.  An example is the hedge on the corner of Glencoe and 
Glenayre which is probably 40 years old.  It has spread to the point that when you are at the stop sign on Glencoe 
you have to move into the intersection to see if there is any north bound traffic on Glenayre before pulling out.

Character is more important than an arbitrary height. With laneway a becoming street faces I don’t support 4 foot 
on one street frontage and 6.6 on the rear. Consider CPTED

The question is too general and as a statement it is fine but only works on flat land - of course a cedar hedge is 
higher

Good fences make good neighbours. 

I disagree with restricting height of fences primarily for the purpose of aesthetics. 

I would support higher fences for front yards as privacy and noise may be a concern for some property owners.

How about height on the sides of the property?

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Calculations

Smaller homes = smaller footprint. 

I feel this is a good compromise to allow builders and owners to still make use of the land but also keep 
neighbouring residents happy to not feel over powered by the new homes. 

Would you not also include pools, saunas, fitness rooms, etc.?

I believe that the FAR calculation should not include underground parking spaces - only ground level or above 
ground.

Do we need to encourage small houses?

If counting the square footage of a parking space or basement means the allowable square footage overall for 
actual living space is smaller, I do not agree.

Although I support this initiative I have mixed feelings as we are all acutely aware of a lack of housing in the lower 
mainland. Reducing sizing seems to go against the needs of the community. Including things such as hallways 
while at the same time requiring larger hallways for adaptive units may make housing costs higher and exacerbate 
the problem.

These basic items are not living space for a family.

sub ground levels?

City architect supposes to evaluate the exterior look of the new  house from the street and surrounding area... 
Some streets are Ok to have big houses, some look very ugly. 
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With respect to the floor area ratio, I feel the proposed blueprint is going in the wrong direction.  The ratio should 
increase so as to make it easier for new homes to include additional space for potential shared accommodation, 
such as rooms or secondary suit rental.  This will benefit both renters and homeowners in alleviating the affordable 
rental crisis, and to assist homeowners in generating mortgage-helper incomes.     
 
Having an increased floor area ratio will complement the idea of permitting laneway housing.  For those areas that 
do not have laneway, and in order for owners to participate in the economic and social benefits generated similar 
by laneway housing,  I feel it is imperative to relax the floor area ratio.  The city must create bylaws that will treat 
buyers of non-laneway areas equitably compared to those of laneway areas. 
 
In a very recent decision (last week) by the Richmond city council, against some who called for a reduction and 
restriction in building size (albeit in the ALR zone), the councilors voted to maintain the existing building size, and 
in addition, allowed land owners to build an additional 3000+ sq. ft.  
 
Port Moody can take the lead to address affordable rental housing and to entice homeowners to consider owning 
Port Moody properties by relaxing the floor area ratio.  This will also increase the Port Moody tax base and tax 
revenue from all parties involved: builders, homeowners, and renters alike.

Is this how other communities are calculated??    I especially do not like the addition of indoor Parking as part of 
the calculation as this is not part of the “livable” space of the home.   Anytime you can get vehicles off the road and 
out of sight is a better thing to do. 
 
My other concern is that the new calculation may be used to reassess our total square footage for property tax 
purposes, this would be highly undesirable as we already pay higher than average taxes in Port Moody. 

Seems to me that in Glenayre some large homes already contradict this regulation.  What can be done about that?  
Are bylaws enforced?

There are few homes that seem out of place, and most developers choose designs that work.  Restricting what I 
can build on my own property so I am no longer allowed to build a home that is identical to what I currently have, 
or what my neighbor has is very unfair to home owners simply because they missed the window of opportunity to 
build when guidelines weren’t so restrictive.  If the design fits with the neighborhood, restricting size and “mass”, in 
a effort to get more cars parked on the street doesn’t make any sense.

All such areas add to building size and should be included in calculations. It does give a “view” to what the 
structures’ impacts will be on a site - visually! 
 
You can always vary the % required or allowed

don’t know why these things would have been excluded in first place?

This baffles me... why this has been allowed to go on. Why wouldn’t bathrooms, storage rooms, lg. entry ways, 
cellars, etc. have been a part of the sq ft all along??? It’s part of the home. This is way Glenayre has a home built 
with six bathrooms. Very irresponsible of the city to have let this happen. 

Yes FAR should be inclusive of everything above minimum requirements

Square footage should be measured by exterior walls. should include basements (not sure if that is what is meant 
by cellars)

We are considering building on our current lot o 9900 ft2 and we want to maximize our home square footage.
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as consistent as possible with the rest of the GVRD

New homes need to be large enough to suite families for next 75+ years. with suites and laneway homes counting 
to FAR the main living space becomes limited. This is especially for RS1-S

This should only apply to low density zoning. In high density uses where land is used more efficiently, we should 
be expecting these features from the FAR

With traffic the way it is and people needing to be near transit, I believe housing should accommodate extended 
families. From childcare to grandparenting if children move too far from their grandparents or parents because of 
cost and lifestyle I believe the family unit suffers (for a lack of a better word)

Not including garages, and bathrooms was not a good idea people added all these extras so they could build a 
bigger house, these large garages are turned into extra rooms and all the vehicles park on the street how can a 
family of 3/4 people possibly need 5/6 bathrooms

This is a lot better than previous proposed draft

I have seen a lot of buildings that supposedly adhere to the 0.5 (RS1) but appear to be close to double that, 
apparently legal due to way too many exemptions.  The most egregious may be the not counting of full living 
height  bottom floors.  Have seen abuses as well, such as an open deck suddenly closed, a separate “shed” or 
“garage” used as an additional living unit but not reported.  Need more accountability and fairness to all with 
calculations.  Get rid of these “grey areas.”

This is a very important change in my view.

Yes

I am one of the people that abhor this new trend of monster homes that has taken over the Tricities area.  I 
know this is only part of the solution as a large portion of these homes are being developed to launder Asian 
drug money and that requires yet another set of interventions but this is a good start.  Those large homes 
destroy neighbourhoods both in terms of appearance and it breaks apart neighbourly interactions.  Just another 
manifestation of all out greediness and self interest over the idea of relating to and being on friendly terms with 
your neighbours.  my 2 cents.

The size of new houses in Glenayre is ridiculous, and the only reason is so that speculators can maximize their 
profit. They are NOT part of our community; don’t participate; have no interest in being neighbourly; wreck the 
appearance of our community with their monstrosities, and then disappear with their profit. I heard of some 
visitors exclaiming over having a crematorium in the neighbourhood, and what they were referring to was the 
behemoth on the corner of Glenayre and Ailsa!!  Is this zoning???  And what is it with lighting up these behemoths 
all night?  Yuck.   
 
I don’t even walk around the neighbourhood anymore, it’s so depressing....

These contribute to building mass, and so should be included in the measurement of the mass.

Don’t have  clue what this means. This is an area where FAR can be 43% - yet when the new building is in place, the 
only green is a 5 ft strip of shrubs along the side of the building - the rest, is driveways, overhangs, windows etc.

FAR should relate to occupiable space IMO. Parking stalls are clearly not livable space. 
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I support the FAR as it relates to single family housing but it is not clear if this also applies to multi-use or multi-
family properties. For FAR restrictions to multi-family or multi-use, I would strongly oppose the restrictions to 
FAR as these types of properties need to include incentives rather than restrictions to include more parking, bike 
access and storage, accessibility modifications and the like. 

I’m amazed that they aren’t included!

Landscaping Requirements

My concern is that, in order to meet the 50%, people would add more grass area requiring more water waste.

With the understanding that, whenever possible, Naturescape landscaping strategies will apply.  Lawns are 
associated with herbicides, increase water usage, while Naturescape plants are locally adapted to for this climate 
and does not need the extra watering in the summer. 

It would depend on what is meant by “landscaping” and also, if a requirement was made that such landscaping be 
maintained in a manner in keeping with the adjacent properties.

I would not agree if this means new developments in the more rural areas cannot leave parts of the yard in a 
natural state? 
 
Ok with 50%  of front yards must be permeable 
 
Driveway access via the lowest classified road would generally make sense as long as it does not make access 
overly circuitous as may occur if residents of the west side of Glenayre must use North Road to access their 
driveways.

i think the choice should be a better drainage system OR 50% landscaped yards. if the reason behind this is to 
maintain flood/excess water then let the property owner choose either to have 50% landscaping to OR extra water 
collection vessels (like rain water collectors that they can then use to water other parts of lawns etc)

We need uniformity  in. landscaping that resembles greenspace and not massive driveways and parking slots.  

Our transit is not good enough to impose this and it detracts from real estate investment as we are still car 
dependent.

need strict controls on fill.

The draft proposed of non-permeable surface not exceeding 50% of the front yard is too restrictive.  With irregular 
shaped lots and smaller lots, it may amount to no usable parking space.  The draft could be changed to state the 
objective is to require driveway and off-street parking in a front yard to allow proportional rain water absorption.

There are obviously some properties that cannot access via their land due to grading issues, so I assume there 
would be exceptions in specific circumstances. More permeable surfaces are very important so I strongly support 
this. 

This calculation would not work on Alderside Road as most home are built right to the extents of the lot.   Unless 
the restrictions could be adjusted for different cases.
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The requirement for Landscaping, as provided in 5.2.10, to apply to all the zones simply does not go far enough 
to provide clear and natural/ native landscaping requirements. There is no reference to a planting guide, or “as 
per landscape plans approved by a certified by a Landscape architect”, or any wording that ensures that only 
native plants and trees are used. The inclusion is well-intentioned but also leaves open an uncertainty as to what 
constitutes minimum acceptable standards to the satisfaction of the City and that non-native plants are planted.  
A Definition for Landscaping, included with the Definitions list, would be a significant  step to convey what 
“shall be landscaped” means and with what . Only through some specific provision as to what it really means, 
will  any traction to  positive landscaping be made. As the city also supports wild smart/bear smart principles, 
promotes education and enforces solid waste bylaws, that strives to keep its community and wildlife safe - certain 
landscaping plans may have unintended consequences for approved developments near wildlife corridors.     
 
Why include a definition for Vegetation and not for Landscaping?    

I am strongly in favour of restricting how much of a yard can be paved over, especially for homes near transit. 
Regarding driveway access from lane instead of road, it’s also great but not practical for existing homes, I assume 
this applies to new builds only?

Yes - Here again in Glenayre there are some rather large paved front yards that already exceed this.

Need to review the details.

too many vehicles in our single detached neighbourhood, parking pads have taken over and uglity our street, and 
still a battle for street parking - would love restrictions to # vehicles per households. glad to have bylaw restricting 
parking in front of house that is not your own, at least that helps

Why should an owner not be allowed to install a semicircular driveway if the lot is of decent size? There currently 
are examples of such driveways in Glenayre and they look good. 

Whilst this is desirable there are some lots, (end lots or large lots with out lane access) where alternative solutions 
might allow for the creation of additional housing units.

the addition of a laneway house should change this ratio to allow sufficient off-street parking

Rear loaded homes generally cause detached parking or long driveways to rear of home. Flexibility for some front 
loaded homes in certain cases would be beneficial

I don’t think landscaping is the most pressing issue. feeing our zoning bylaw

Strongly support more permeable outdoor surfaces.  More environmentally friendly.  Hate to see yards concreted 
more than necessary.  Hate to see yards that are fully concreted.  This affects all kinds of things besides aesthetics 
-- rain run-off, for example. 
 
Not exactly clear on the 1st or 3rd bullet points.

Would it be possible to have drive ways made of permeable material?

Will the city ensure that drainage and landscape treatment isn’t modified after development

I’m not particularly fond of lawns but I really dislike driveways even more.  Limiting them as to the % of front yard 
area is a good idea.  Personally, I would put the limit at 35% but as I said, I really dislike driveways.

Great idea. In particular, there needs to be encouragement to decrease non-permeable surfaces
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What does this mean? - if you allow secondary suites you need to provide parking! - so goes the front yard

Not all regions of Port Moody have sufficient parking, and this will have a negative impact in those areas

Item #3 is confusing as written.  It should say “For single detached and semi-detached uses, driveway access from 
the lowest classified road (e.g. lane) shall be limited to 6m in width.

Streamside Setbacks

It’s important to protect our streams and salmon, particularly with increasing climate impacts. 

We need preserve the beauty of Port Moody and also consider the environmental impact of development. 

What is stream daylighting?

when the city of Vancouver provides these surveys they put a link in the question that allows the reader to 
understand the implications of the choices they are making. i don’t really understand the streamside set backs and 
what these options actually do for / against the protection of the environment and wildlife.  you should consider 
having a link, so i can quickly read up and understand what the implications are. 

what problem(s) are we trying to fix?

Support.  But what exactly are the new rules and enhancements? How are they worded to be an enhanced 
version? and will they be enforceable?  

I am not sure what is meant by all of this as I don’t think you’re proposing to increase the current setback from a 
stream. I’d need more information to provide meaningful comment. 

Yes - please enforce this.

Support the setbacks. 
 
Watershed-based approach. - how? what?

Not sure how much danger  Suterbrook will get in Onni’s Parcel D development

Unsure what this means. If it means that a new build can not be built on the property past the exsisting neighbors 
house...then I strongly support. But I do not understand this question.

I would like to see the streamside set backs increased to 30m, creating wide corridors will have a demonstrable 
improvement to the City’s environmental and social values.

some properties would never have had a home built on them with the proposed or even current setbacks. how 
are those homeowner’s investments in their home and community going to be protected going forward? will they 
be able to rebuild, renovate?

This is very important along with stream set backs.
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The restrictions proposed in the draft bylaw are excessive and will negatively impact hundreds of freehold 
properties throughout the City. Compensation to impacted landowners will need to be considered if the 
streamside protection provisions of the draft bylaw are approved as the proposed restrictions will significantly 
impact the use, enjoyment and value to hundreds of property owners throughout the City. I know firsthand from 
personal experiences with City Staff that the extent of the waterways throughout Port Moody are not accurately 
or completely mapped in City resources (implying that that the City is not fully aware of the extent of privately 
owned land that will be very negatively impacted by the proposed bylaw). The definition of items forbidden in 
the vicinity of a waterway that can span up to 30 meters from the top of bank a creek, stream, ditch, or seasonal 
drainage (‘Development’ activities) in section 5.4.1 of the draft bylaw are far in excess of that required under Part 
26 of the Local Government Act and are far more restrictive from those recently adopted in other municipalities.  
 
The bylaw as drafted would literally not allow for hundreds of Port Moody homeowners to use their properties at 
all. Absolute restrictions proposed include yard maintenance, planting, weeding, storing any materials (such as a 
childs bicycle or patio furniture), implying ZERO use of your property other than what is inside the four walls of 
your house. Common sense needs to prevail for the previously developed areas in a City that was intentionally 
and knowingly built upon waterways. In our 20+ years in the City, we have never heard of a negative issue with 
regards to the waterways throughout established properties in residential Moody Center. Taking away all property 
rights of a group of landowners in developed properties is certainly not worth the benefit to be gained in the 
City’s marketing materials (trying to look like the ultimate stewards of the environment) and such a decision by 
the City now will undoubtedly come back to cost the City in negative publicity and legal costs when this group of 
landowners realize what the City has arbitrarily taken from them.  
 
City Staff and Council are currently in the process of approving at least 2 proposals in Port Moody Center that 
contemplate waterway setbacks that are far less than the proposed bylaw that on review appear to be very 
reasonable proposals and give adequate consideration to the waterways. The bylaw as currently drafted is in 
complete contradiction to these proposals currently in front of Staff and Council and these two absolutely need 
to be brought into line with one another. A reasonable outcome would be to reconsider the ‘development’ 
activities in the bylaw to allow for the use and enjoyment of properties matching their current state and to allow 
for proposals to develop closer than the proposed setbacks with proper environmental consulting and future 
protection (ie. the 2 projects on Ottley Creek currently slated for public consultation).

The proposal is limited to streamside setbacks and is a goal of this process I am surprised a more general 
environmental approach hasn’t been taken. The environmental values in the city are not limited to streams, 
consider existing trees and vegetation.  
 
The City’s streamside setbacks are  currently very minimal and development such as trails has been permitted in 
most new d3lopments this is not best practice

An avid environmentalist and naturalist, I feel that we never do enough to protect our environment.  Always seems 
that the choices reflect short term $$ gains over long term beneficial effects so this is a refreshing change for me.  
Good on ya!

Not sure what “Use a comprehensive watershed-base approach”? - statement like this are just  the favor of the day 
- like “best practices”   - if it does work it is not the city fault 
 
“Set clear measurements for all watercourses,” - the problem here is a legal surveyor paid for by the developer 
determines the start point for the measurement and the City just agrees

- Keep the setbacks at no less than 15meters
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Green Buildings – Energy Performance

I fully support green building initiatives and they should be mandated, without giving exemptions. 
 
Developers should not be given bonus FAR and heights by doing what should be a requirement.

I would like to move towards all new structures are required to generate some/all of there electrical needs . IE solar 
panels/solar roofs

Good to encourage green buildings but these exemptions to FAR will be used as a way to bypass FAR 
requirements by simply saying a new addition to the structure structure serves a green function. 

I support the intent but I’m unclear as to what is meant by “Height” exemptions.  If talking about “living area” 
ceiling heights, for high-rise buildings I would recommend an 8 foot to 8.5 foot ceiling height restriction to reduce 
the heating and ventilating costs as well as reduce the height of the entire building.  For example a saving of 2 feet 
per floor would save one floor of every 5.  That has a real impact on air space, air flow and overall building cost at 
no reduction in tax revenue at all.

balance the cost of these things against benefit and purchase price (affordability). 
 
why isn’t EVCS a mandatory requirement?

I believe the requirements for floor area and heigh/siting were created with rationale for these maximums.  I am 
all for environmental progress but I do not think exempting these requirements to encourage these measures is 
warranted.  If floor area and height/siting need to be adjusted, then they should be adjusted for all.

Am hoping that Port Moody can become a leader in green building practices.  Green roofs, solar etc.  Especially on 
municipal buildings.  Parts of Europe and even the U.S. seem so far ahead of us.  Requiring Low-E windows etc for 
buildings etc.  Everything that cuts down on energy and helps the home be more efficient.

This is a very weak draft.  I am afraid it will open a can of worms, particular in the building height exemption (all in 
the name of catching more sunlight or the wind.)  Rather the city could encourage architecture of new buildings 
to incorporate green principles and materials, and give just the relaxed Floor Area Ratio as incentive.

This is another great addition. Consider ways to actively encourage / require this type of design in future updates. 

I don’t know how much extra space for support for solar panels or heat pumps is needed - BUT wind turbines on 
city lots - I don’t think so.

Looks like loophole territory for the FAR.

Is there a mechanism whereby the City could grant short term (2-3 year) property tax exemptions for building 
meeting Passivehouse of BC Building Step Code Level 4 of higher to offset the marginal cost increases of building 
to this standard?

Need more details as to what this really means. 

These changes sound good, but I’m not really clear on what it might mean practically (e.g., measurements).

More “green” structures and thinking is better!  It always saves in so many ways in the long term.
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I don’t see why they are needed. 

Sorry, don’t have a clue what you are asking! - sound nice - but perhaps why  the asking price of new 3 storey 
affordable townhouse is over a million dollars

Which zones does this apply to?

Bike Parking

We live in a strata and bike parking is not adequate. This is an important change to encourage active transportation. 

Exemptions to FAR for bike parking will be taken advantage of by developers who will claim some additional 
space is for bike storage when it is actually used for other things. 

I’m presuming the zoning would relate to all zones but it’s unclear as stated.  If multi-unit residential, it is unclear if 
the requirement relates to residents or to residents and non-residents (i.e. passers-by and/or visitors).

these need to be highly secured to dissuade B&E

There needs to be better bike parking in developments.  Something secure and accessible.

Developers are already charging buyers extra to sell bike storage.   If this is a development requirement, it will 
just drive up cost for non-bike owners.  Besides,  how likely the majority of owners will ride their bikes in daily 
commute, given our terrain and often cross-city work location?  This draft will only benefit those who use bike for 
recreation.  I feel this draft proposal will not make a positive change and will only give developers an excuse to 
pass on cost.

Strongly supportive. Also consider requiring bike washing and maintenance facilities.  
 
Include requirement for bike parking to be on upper most floor of underground parking (e.g. P1) and ensure 
security gate access is design to accomodate people on bicycles.  
 
If bike parking is located on L1 rather than P1, does it still provide an FAR exception? L1 is even better than P1 and 
should be encouraged where possible.  
 
Consider a certain number of spaces be able to accomodate bikes with child trailers, cargo bikes and other non 
standard sized bicycles. (I see child trailers around PoMo so please consider supporting and encouraging this.) 
 
Finally, consider requirements to pre wire to future proof for electric bike charging. 

I believe that while biking is a good alternative for short range commuting, I truly think that for a good portion 
of the year it has been proven unpractical due to poor weather conditions.   It is evident by the lack of use on the 
bike lanes during the winter months.   You really do not get your bang for your tax dollars.   So with the aging 
residents of Port Moody, most of which would not use bicycles for any purposes I feel adding anything more for 
them a waste of resources.

Sounds good, but what are the details wrt dimensions, design, and security? Also what about parking for electric cars?

FAR should be included with underground.

Sensible.
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I support new developments providing off-street bike parking. It should be convenient, not in a shed far from the exit.

I am concerned that we are overestimating the use of bicycles, especially by older residents.  In our Newport 
Village building we have 3 good-sized bike rooms, one of which is empty, and have identified and given away 
dozens of bikes over the years from our building to Kidsport charity.  I still believe that our younger residents 
(those in their 20’s) would rather own a car than a bike.  I regularly walk around the Inlet Centre neighborhood and 
rarely encounter anyone of any age on a bike. 
 
It might be an idea if it’s possible, to have a community survey to see how many PM residents are actually 
using bikes on a regular basis.  I fully appreciate the thinking behind greater bike use especially for recreational 
purposes; I just don’t think it’s a reality for a lot of residents as so many activities, whether you are taking your kids 
and grandkids to community sports activities all over the lower mainland, doing a big grocery shop,  going to visit 
friends who live anywhere from Tsawassen to West Vancouver  or attending a medical appointment in Vancouver, 
cannot be conveniently done on a bike.

Would like to see more people biking. Area well suited for this

Extra parking for disabled residents + adaptable housing standards?

Great idea, what are the details? 
 
dimensions? design? security? 
 
Add electric vehicle parking in new res bldgs.!

Some bike parking yes but we are not Vancouver

This should count towards minimum parking requirements as well.

Would need to hear more details re LTB parking and underground parking being excluded from floor area 
calculations. Otherwise, fully support other 2 measures. 

WE should also include EV parking stalls.

yes, yes, yes!  bikes are good, they are health promoting, they are inspiring to see cyclists ride up the hills and 
everywhere else and we need to do everything we can to encourage cycling in our community.  Next should be 
the acquiring of a fleet of bicycles distributed in various locations throughout the TriCities area that one can use 
for free as long as you register with the city and with a certain time limit before returning, say 60-75 minutes.  That 
would be fantastic!  but it would require actually communicating and collaborating within the 3 communities, 
something that doesn’t seem to happen nearly enough.

Nice idea with minimal change needed

The 1st point is fine -  is either that or the bikes are store on the patio - though not sure if residents will store 
expensive bikes in open storage in underground parking.  
 
The other two points ??

Support for alternative transport is essential if POMO continues to grow. There’s simply not enough road space. 

Do not agree with reduced FAR being excluded on this calculation
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Parking Standards

This sounds good in policy but is challenging in real life given typical high vehicle owner ship. I support it, but it 
puts pressure on strata and residents to sort it out. 

Do not believe that fewer available spaces would necessarily lead to increased use of public transportation.

By restricting parking for 2+ bedroom to 1.35 spaces will just put more cars onto City streets. 
 
Society is not yet at a stage of eliminating cars, just look at daily traffic chaos am and pm rush hours.

I am not sure that reducing the numbers of spaces in transit orientated areas is the answer as this may increase 
more street parking. 

i think that there should be a requirement for 2 parking spots for a 2+ bedroom unit.  No reduction for places close 
to skytrain.  

I oppose any reduction in the requirements for parking in multi-unit residential buildings or retail buildings.  
Parking almost anywhere in Port Moody, especially retail in ground-floor multi-residential buildings, is horrific 
already.  Reducing underground on on-site parking would further exacerbate the problems.  Just take a look 
around Suter Brook and NewPort Village.  

I question the value of lowering space allowed for transit-oriented development.  I am not sure Port Moody has 
the critical mass where pedestrian and transit modes private sufficient access to services, work destinations, 
recreation etc.  While people may use there cars less, that does not mean they vehcile ownership will necessarily 
be less.  

I think parking spaces need to somehow be correlated to the number of individuals living in a complex that are of 
could be of potential driving age.  

No I think parking should remain 2 stalls per 2 bedroom unit and not be reduced in transit areas.  Otherwise again, 
parking is pushed out onto roadways creating an even greater shortage of parking.  If parking is not addressed 
then businesses, particularly retail oriented, will have difficulty.

I do not agree that because someone rents or purchases in a transit friendly area it should be assumed 
the will utilize transit more than a vehicle. Restricting parking spaces in transit friendly areas seems to be 
counterproductive.

I would like to see requirements that allow EV chargers without the ability for strata to veto them.  

Cars are still important to families, especially low income families who may be working shifts where regular 
scheduled transit may not be an option.

TOD areas should be less parking (Oakridge comparison) 
 
Adequate commercial/retail parking is required for economic viability of businesses

I do not support this as there is lots of evidence that parking is an issue in PoMo and I do not believe that transit 
is the panacea that Council seems to believe.  If parking standards were to be adjusted I would be supportive of 
allowing a double credit for car sharing spots (either for dedicated car share providers or for open spots for those 
who are using car shares).
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I do support increasing density from an environmental,public transport, service provision, etc. I’m not convinced 
that people living in high density areas aren’t impacted in a negative manner when parking is limited.  I realize 
increasing density includes limited parking but i think we need to think of quality of life in denser areas and give 
more parking.

I agree that we should be moving towards transit commuting as it were.  However this is the burbs and most 
people still have massive cars and more than one car.  Transit is expensive unless you compare it to the cost of 
parking downtown.  I don’t use the sky train as I could because of the cost and I live in Suterbrook.  Yes.  I should 
use the sky train just because it’s more environmentally friendly.  So realistically we need  the parking stalls.  
Maybe once we smarten up some stalls could be used for recharging stations etc. 
 
I’d also like to see the city require electric charging stations being an option with regular parking spots.  Just 
because we live in a condo environment doesn’t mean we may not want an electric car.  

This draft to reduce the parking requirement is the wrong approach.  It will only enrich developers by cutting back 
the number of parking that will come with a unit’s purchase.  Developers (and architects) are unlikely to build less 
parking as the building foundation is already set to a certain size.  But this draft will give developers the excuse to 
sell what is otherwise assignable parking.  I suggest to leave the parking ratio as is. 
 
I would think to provide home owners with adequate dedicated parking will actually reduce their desire to drive 
when transit alternative is available in their daily commute.  Why?  They know their weekend/pleasure vehicle is 
parked safe and sound.       
 
Large public gathering places need parking spaces, period.  Allow for other uses during off hours or weekends 
when surrounding street parking is allowed maybe good use of public parking spaces.  Think flea markets, arts 
exhibits, games and events. 

As staff acknowledged in the presentation, these are still quite conservative compared to demand studies and 
other municipal standards. I think the city should go further and be bolder. This directly relates to the affordability 
of units which is a huge issue currently in the region.  
 
There is strong evidence that rental units require less parking and the province has now permitted rental only 
zoning so there is no excuse not to have lower rates for rental.  
 
TDM measures could be explicitly spelled out. E.g. five stall reduction per car share vehicle and stall provided (as 
per many other city’s). 

I believe that reducing the parking spaces for transit oriented development areas a bad idea, it should be kept 
the same as other areas.    It is the sad truth that transit does not cover everyones needs all the time nor is it 
convenient for all your trips that you might need to do.    Transit will never be as convenient as a car  no matter 
how much money we throw at it.   So do not assume  because you live near transit you  will be using it all the time. 

Multi unit buildings within the TOD area should not have any resident parking except handicap.

Strive to hold the line of parking stall widths. For some developments, e.g.,  underground parking in Suter Brook 
for Thrifty’s et al, prevent significant challenges with reasonable access by cars and pedestrians and decent lot 
layouts.   
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Okay, but given intention of transit-oriented development, I think 1 parking spot for every studio and 1 bedroom 
unit is too high.  The skytrain is the reason we are densifying the city, the last thing we need in this community 
is more cars - traffic is already a nightmare, and I don’t believe there are any plans to improve the infrastructure / 
roads to support even more vehicles?

No reduction in required parking.

This seems OK for residents.  Where do their visitors park?

Reducing parking requirements in developments, while intended as a form of social engineering (Which never 
works), instead tend to lead to more people parking on the street because developers saved some money and 
didn’t accommodate for proper parking requirements.  

I support parking reductions for transit-oriented development areas.

Not sure what the” current best practices and regional benchmarks are for churches, theatres, meeting halls, 
hospital and childcare uses.”  Would absolutely hate to make any decisions that would do anything to deter 
resident use of such community facilities.

These standards are nowhere near aggressive enough to position PoMo as a community of the future. I think the 
City needs to start fresh on this one. Reviewing the latest stats from the forthcoming Metro Vancouver parking 
study (expected ~1 month) is a start. If anything I’d prefer we start aggressive, esp. in TOD areas.

Parking is an issue. Restrictions only increase friction. With a 3 hr. parking issue already in place this aggravates the 
problem.

Transit is much more accessible now in this community. Still a challenge to move people out of their cars

Not for parking space reduction in TOD. Transit will do little to have people sell their cars (or not have any). You 
can’t go shopping on transit. Many of us cannot visit family and friends by transit. It’ll just compound problem. 
Unrealistic.

I think every unit should have 2 parking spaces

Every unit should have 2 parking spaces for partner or family member visit

See previous comment re adaptable housing

1 parking spot per studio is too high, esp for TOD, isn’t that the purpose of densifying next to skytrain? Else where 
are all these cars supposed to drive, we don’t have the roads now for current traffic levels

Don’t understand what is a 1.5 Space?  Or a 1.35 space?  How can you have half a parking space?  What about 
regulations for people who rent their parking spot then themselves park in a single family residential street a block 
away from their building?

You can not assume that all buyers of these new condo developments will be using transit. Last I checked the 
prices of new condos in the Tricities,  Millenniels can not afford to purchase a home here.

You need more than 1.5 parking for a 2 bedroom. I feel it should be 2 parking spots for 2+ bedroom

We need to be strict about parking spots in transit-oriented developments. As few as possible. Do not encourage 
car use at all.
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Parking will not be fully utilized in future when autonomous cars are main stream. No need for parking standards 
in TOD. Let developers decide what level market demands.

These reductions do not go far enough. There is no reason not to take a leadership role in making significant 
parking reductions in TOD and rental buildings. We should be looking at 0.75/unit or less. We should have the 
lowest parking requirements in the region if we want to be regional leaders.

As stated before skytrain is already full at rush hour ,more people more cars . i don’t knoe one person in Suter 
brook that doesn’t have 2 cars per family

Strongly oppose proposed Multi-residental standards and parking reductions for transit-oriented development 
areas only. I think it is very unrealistic to assume that people will have only one car. Especially in a 2+ bedroom unit 
- Port Moody is nowhere near as walk-able as places in Vancouver or New Westminster and multiple adults living in 
a unit will likely have more than one car. 

Too many points lumped into one question.  Agree with better clarity and fair and even application of standards.  
Very uncomfortable with new standards for decreased parking, the goals may be well-intentioned but seem way 
too optimistic at this time.  Maybe in the future.  People will have vehicles, and in some areas of the city there are 
problems with parking for residents and for businesses.  Tandem parking is a joke, should not count as 2 spaces.

The transit people would like us all to believe that everyone is going to ride transit when this is not the case. 
People that rent who make less than 50K are the people riding transit mostly.

The problem with parking standards is that with council’s approval the developer and staff always comes to 
council asking for a reduction in the parking standard. In Port Moody there is no evidences to reduce the parking 
standards just because there is a transit station within 400 m 

Limit on street parking in conjunction with this. Or the overflow will simply make narrow roads less safe for cyclists 
and pedestrians. 

-No reduction in required parking for multi family 
 
-Reductions will cause the need for street parking 
 
-All multi family should not be changed from the current requirements  
 
-Just because other municipalities are reducing parking does not mean Port Moody should change our bylaws

Add visitor parking.

New Multi-Residential Zones (Moody Centre)

6 storey should be max height. Shouldn’t go higher.

With more density brings more traffic to the city. What are the requirements and suggestions to deal with this long 
term? Not everyone will use public transit and bikes. 

New zoning needs to be assessed with consideration to traffic impacts.

Fine but elevators are essential otherwise we defeat the accommodation requirements of an ailing or aging 
population.
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I am adamantly opposed to any zoning that would permit growth of any kind without there first being in-place 
a full and detailed plan outlining the plans IN PLACE BEFORE ANY APPROVAL FOR ANY GROWTH IS GIVEN that 
shows exactly what will be done to address a) the unbelievable traffic congestion on Saint John’s Street and on 
Murray, b) what will be done about the inadequate 2 lane bride over the tracks at Moody Street that leads to long 
lines, traffic rage and pollution (in standing still traffic) c) what new park areas are planned to absorb the people 
such new units would bring into the community as Rocky Point Park is virtually inaccessible on any nice day and 
especially on the weekends - and most especially for the handicapped, physically impaired citizens incapable 
of carting their needs onto a bus, d) what the plans are to expand Eagle Ridge Hospital where wait times are 
already onerous, e) what plans are in development to tackle the health threat posed by the excess noise of traffic, 
especially vehicles with after-market mufflers and boom boxes and f ) what is required to upgrade our existing 
infrastructure for increased demands (water, sewage, power, etc.).  This is only a partial list but growth simply has 
to be curtailed until such issues are resolved and their costs identified. 

this zoning is appropriate for areas beyond the 400m radius.  Within the radius it needs to be even higher density.

Could also have specific rental zone. 

I like keeping residential buildings shorter, don’t want to see Port Moody trying to become Metrotown with 
nothing but towers blocking our views of the surrounding mountains and water. I also don’t want to see our 
city becoming nothing but a suburb for people commuting to downtown Vancouver. Why aren’t we doing more 
planning and development to bring in businesses so people can live and work in Port Moody? We also need more 
infrastructure planning to support the expected influx of residents, more shops and services, not just residential 
development!

Sounds OK and absolutely no towers in Moody Centre - don’t let this get out of control!

So happy to see more proposed 4 and 6 storey buildings in the city.  They support our “small town ambiance”  and I 
have said earlier, are necessary to provide first-time buyers a more affordable entry into the real estate market

I like 4-6 storey structures.

like the shorter res, but how many? I don’t want PoMo to turn into a suburb where people work elsewhere and 
only sleep here. need to encourage more lushes development, services and infrastructure to support all these 
extra residents 

4 story only. 

I feel four storey condos for Port Moody are ideal. Let’s keep the sight lines of our mountains clear for all to enjoy. 
Save the towers for Metrotown, Brentwood Town Center and Downtown Vancouver. We have enough tall towers 
and many more already in the works. STOP!!!

I strongly believe this is still not enough density in moody centre. All of st George st should be higher density to 
support rapid transit. More shopping and a large food market need to be in moody centre. All of moody centre 
should be at least 6 story buildings that are in the 400 metre zone.

Re: high level condos 15-33 levels. The increased population density will of course increase pollution, crime, traffic, 
infrastructure wear, additional public workers (City Hall, Fire Hall, Public Works, etc.) So ideas of expanding P. 
Moody shall not be considered so our standard of living can be kept and enjoyed. Think again P.M. Council... P.M. 
City of the Arts or City of traffic jams and very frustrated/angry residents??

Yes: RM5 
 
Not sure: RM8



36

Less parking requirements.

I need more clarity on this. Is it a particular development here?  Generally speaking, I support building height 
limits of 4 stories mixed commercial/ residential, throughout Port Moody. No more high rises!  There are natural 
light access issues, density issues, overcrowding and traffic issues (no matter how much rapid transit we have out 
here), and a detrimental effect on the character of this small community if we continue with the high rises. I will 
vote against anyone who runs for local office who isn’t on the right side of this issue. 

Strongly oppose changes to heights on south side of St. Johns in Moody Centre.  Did not support in OCP and 
don’t support now.  Three maximum.  Possibly make a modest exception if proposal is considered superior by 
community (e.g., excellent design, “friendly” to its neighbours, community benefit, etc.). 
 
Re north side of St. Johns, perhaps a bit higher than south side, but same principles of respecting neighbours, 
fitting in, etc.

1st point “ground-oriented housing for families with children. Question - what are the other 3 floors for? and (2) 
will 50%  of the ground floorbe adaptable units - Feedback Question 1

Moody Centre doesn’t have the infrastructure to accommodate and the increased burden from traffic will make it 
untenable here.

Low rise multi family with accommodation for green space!

Central areas close to skytrain should be densely populated....

Make up your mind either RM5 or RM8.  These are maximums.  e.g. RM8 will allow anythign from 1 to six stories, 
RM5 will allow anything from 1 to 5 stories.

Updated Multi-Residential Zones

I support item a) 2 car garage for duplexes but not the RMR Townhouse Residential.  “Current trends and best 
practices” is vague and I would suggest, unenforceable before the law.  Who determines the “trend” and the “best 
practices’???  As it stands, Council would be unshackled in approving almost any RM4 plan.

It seems owners of single family homes are rewarded with allowing 2 parking spaces, and those who rent or own 
in a condo or apartment are punished with less parking. The number of occupants who likely drive in either is the 
same.

Support in principle, need to see what FAR for RM4.  I would like to see FAR to increase rather than decrease.

This is a detailed point that I am not that familiar with so it’s hard to comment. In future surveys consider a ‘learn 
more’ button where a respondent can read the detailed proposal. 

like the added vehicle parking.

Support duplex. Not townhouses. 

I would like to triplex and quadplex options added to the mix where lot size allows for it, triplex building 
comprising of 1 bed, 2 bed and 3 bed units would provide a different set of housing choices in existing single 
family neighbourhoods - this might also make sense as a rental investment for small developers.
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Increase townhouse FAR to 1.4 
 
This will help cover costs of underground parking.

Oppose to RT Semi Detached residential (duplex) proposal. 
 
Support RM4 Medium Density Townhouse Residential proposal. 
 
We don’t need more parking spaces or garages. We should be actively discouraging car uses.

More explanation of what exactly this means please. 

Yes to bullet 1. 
 
Unsure about bullet 2.

Garage with lane way house above

Again don’t know why existing duplexes are not required to have at least two parking stalls?

FAR for medium not to exceed 50%, including garages/ carports, accesory buildings, etc.

As long as this comes with restrictions on on-street parking!

New Mixed-Use Zones (Moody Centre)

I think this TOD area should be higher density. 

don’t want to see too much density created.

Need more commercial buildings and amenities! Too many residential buildings but not enough amenities in the 
city

Ground level shops - regardless of what kind of shop or office or --- are already folding by the hands full.  Look at 
NewPort Village.  Look at the experience in Suter Brook.  Look at the what’s going on with the shops already on St. 
John and on Clark and on  - - - - .   And we want more????   No way.  Shuttered stores, second hand shops, tattoo 
parlors, little coffee shops, pizza joints, etc. do not a community make.  It degrades the value of the residential 
properties themselves and eventually, pulls down the entire neighborhood.  Port Moody cannot support, nor 
much of Coquitlam either for that matter, unbridled growth in retail and service oriented shops and offices.  Just 
ask the Tri-City Chamber of Commerce, of which I was a member many years ago and know the horror stories 
then, and today.

-ensure plenty of limited term parking for retail.

4 story limit.  Not 6 stories. 

Yes, with CAC’s connected to additional density to realise an enhanced streetscape

This level of existing OCP designation should be the only one considered.
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I want to caution against making the area like that of Vancouver Kingsway.  That one is a constant bombardment 
of traffic noise and bad air.  It is unusable for pedestrian too because of car exhaust fumes.  I see a  real danger of St 
John’s becoming like Vancouver’s Kingsway.  Not only the residents cannot get a restful night, businesses will also 
suffer because of lack of willing foot traffic.    
 
What may make the current zoned vision work is to make sure buildings have adequate sound proofing for 
that zone. Having additional setback from roadside (e.g. no protruding upper floors onto St John’s to defeat the 
building setback.)  Planting trees may offer street facing windows some noise buffer. 
 
I am really concerned about the overuse of St John’s as a through traffic corridor to Vancouver and Burnaby.  It is 
what it is no matter how the OCP planned to introduce residents oriented zones here.  Traffic will choke up when 
people needs to cross St. John’s to go to the Moody Centre Station.  Longer traffic light is not the solution. It will 
exacerbate the already bad rush hour traffic. Building accessible pedestrian overpass(es) to go along with the new 
zones maybe one solution. 
 
If I may think a further 5-year, then an additional solution is to allow another kind of mixed use architecture, one 
that has elevated open terraces connecting different buildings.  The terraces then can serve as a continuous 
pedestrian corridor.  Shops can be at the terrace level too, where constant traffic distraction is out-of-sight, and 
residents and visitors can enjoy open air café several feet above and out of traffic. 
 
But why wait another 5 years?  Maybe the current zoning draft can allow for that continuous elevated terrace 
design?  More shop space and pedestrian means more business activities, more tax revenue.

opposed to including bars and any other kind of business that would affect the peaceful home atmosphere.

Am always concerned about businesses in Moody Centre.  Most of what I see there on St. Johns Street especially 
are cars just transiting through the area.  Parking somewhere close to retail, office and personal services would be 
absolutely necessary to make them viable.  The 4 - 6 storey building heights will fit in well with 
 
the smaller-scale downtown area and existing buildings.

Does not apply to us.

Yes: CRM1 
 
Not sure: CRM2

Where are these buildings going to be located?

Not a firm oppose, but response to #13 still applies: 
 
Strongly oppose changes to heights on south side of St. Johns in Moody Centre.  Did not support in OCP and 
don’t support now.  Three maximum.  Possibly make a modest exception if proposal is considered superior by 
community (e.g., excellent design, “friendly” to its neighbours, community benefit, etc.). 
 
Re north side of St. Johns, perhaps a bit higher than south side, but same principles of respecting neighbours, 
fitting in, etc.

Is there no office space being considered in this
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Moody Centre is a small area 11 blocks by 4 blocks and CRM1 and 2 would only fit  on certain blocks and that is 
what should be show to residents on a map as these vague descriptions are the domain of planners

Unsure if this means that commercial use can occur on first floors of a high rise....which I support

Any additional comments

Thank you. 

More commercial amenities please!

Where is social housing?  Where is zoning for a pool or government additions (new library, etc.).

Over a number of years it has been the intent for Moody Centre to have new development to fit the heritage 
style.   This has been happening with developments on St. johns and the Sutherland complex.  The George does 
not meet that criteria but is on the east end.  I hope the planning department will look at developments west of 
Williams Street that come forward that they are in character with the neighbourhood like the Sutherland complex 
and we can retain the Port Moody charm as we densify.

Just a note that your survey layout on my iPad was very bad. The answers looked like this: 
 
Str 
 
ong 
 
ly 
 
Sup 
 
por 
 
t

Excellent plan and great job involving the public and requesting input.  I am pleased with the focus on inclusion, 
arts and the environment. One question would be is there a place in the bylaws to request common park space, 
art and playgrounds to encourage a strong sense of community.   

The population density of Port Moody is increasing too rapidly. The City of Arts needs to control accelerated 
growth in the name of economic growth and a host of other issues contributing to traffic congestion and 
residential overcrowding. 

Is this the place to add a bylaw about the type of street lights used? No LEDs for example?  
 
I’m not sure what your environmental committee does but I think there are so many initiatives that we could 
implement in our city...so that’s an aside...obviously not bylaw related :)

Just that I have a couple “strongly oppose” and less so “strongly support” I have to answer this question to err on 
the “not sure” side.   I applaud the staff and city’s initiative.  I hope my reasoning for non-support (and support) to 
the individual draft items will contribute to ideas for the next revision.
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I am very pleased with the 5.4.2 (b) provision.  
 
Again, I must really emphasize that Section 5.2.10 with regard to Landscaping requirements for all zones is 
very weak and not clear in what you want. There are NO requirements provided and they need to provided or 
the requirements refer to standard landscaping requirements as applicable for the areas, and preferably with 
consideration of only native plants being used and selective  options for attracting pollinators and those to avoid 
attracting urban wildlife, particularly bears. 
 
9) Landscaping for Schedule C - Criteria for Development of Marine Facilities needs additional clarity as to what 
it means by “...be landscaped or retained in natural cover” The City needs to  provide a reference to preferred 
requirements, or language ‘as per prescribed  by an approved Landscape architect..” or something. The whole 
striving to embed landscaping is very warranted but the effort conveyed for developments to provide so is weak 
and vague.    

The Inlet presentation (display boards & live) clarified any questions I had. I’m totally onside with all aspects of the 
Zoning Update.

It seems the broader vision for Port Moody is not clear, the emphasis is only on densification. What about 
considerations of quality of life and maintaining the characters of the city that draws people here in the first place?  
Personally I chose Port Moody because it is not just a suburb, it is its own distinct town with arts, festivals and 
parkland plus two unique vibrant walkable areas with shops and restaurants. Port Moody is also ideally located 
with the big city relatively nearby and awesome trails and lakes in our backyard. Planning and development 
should always consider the people who appreciate this city for what it is when making decisions about what it is 
to become.

The part of this that troubles me is what looks like a trend to rezone RS1 to multi-residence townhouse 
developments by the means of “land assembly” block buys.  I hope this trend will be monitored by actual need 
rather than greedy speculations.

I am opposed to towers higher than four storeys being built along the 3200 block of St. Johns Street.

I just hope that citizens’ views will be heard.  I always wonder why developers are part of the citizens’ feedback 
process.  They don’t have the same stake in our beautiful, small city that its residents do.  The money motive is 
totally different from the livability motive.  I believe that our community can grow and strongly believe that the 
community should be telling the developers what we want our community to look like and be like.

The major concern for me is bylaw enforcement, once these zoning bylaws are changed.

Should have been held during the week. 

We need to preserve our established communities against over densities.  I’m a long time resident and feel that 
Port Moody was once a very livable small city,  is now becoming not so livable. We have geographical boundaries 
and can’t support all the increased traffic.  You can’t get thru St. John’s during rush hour. It’s a parking lot.   
 
Houses are being sold offshore and not being lived in, remaining empty (I can name 2 in one block) or rented and 
ruining existing neighbourhoods.  Apartments are being sold in high rises and condo complexes before their built 
marketed off shore for speculation then resold keeping housing prices unobtainable for our children and working 
couples trying to break into housing market.  
 
We also need to preserve our shoreline and try to keep it a natural habitat, not building more mid or high density 
buildings.
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Concerns about traffic flow through Clarke Street and St. John’s. Just wondering if any councilors, the Mayor or city 
planners have tried to travel through Port Moody, from one end to the other in peak times. Insane.  I avoid it at all 
cost. What has happened in the last couple of years as far as traffic congestion is unexceptable. It is going to get 
even worse. I do agree that it was time to improve and develop some areas of Port Moody but not loose the sense 
of community to developers. I’m angry that our Mayor seems to be in it to sell out to developers. Develop, but 
keep it real. Don’t get greedy!

The development of maximum capacity of a neighbourhood, for example  
 
20 x 8000 sq ft single family lots have a total FAR of 80,000sq ft 
 
When rezoned for the missing middle with a neighbourhood FAR of 0.85 the total FAR would be 136,000 but some 
lots could exceed the FAR of 0.85 so long as neighbourhood was not exceeded.  Or some other relational control 
of density 
 
The introduction of smaller single family lot size for example a 8,400 sq ft lot with land access could be subdivided 
into three lots.  Two narrow lots at the landway and one wide lot on the street side each 2,800 sq ft with a 1,800 sq 
ft single family home with attached garage.  

So others will be surely conscious of the several unwanted problems such expansions in the downtown core and 
around City Hall will cause. Do we want P. M. to turn into H. Kong, Dubai, Singapore, Tokyo?? 
 
I guess the Council should think of building a traffic overpass on St. John’s or Murray!! Why not or a tunnel... since 
there is NO MORE SPACE for new roads. 
 
Re: Open House - the questions should have been via microphone. Also the volume was way too low and could 
not understand responses

Bringing clarity to zoning is a good thing, consistency with neighbouring municipalities is good.

I support some measures of it but am concerned on the floor area,  fencing issues, and general setbacks rules

Thank you for the invitation to the Open House on May 12.  I hope my input will make a difference.

Our community needs to put pressure on Anmore about their no parking restrictions everywhere along the roads 
in that community.  What if we required every car owner in Anmore to have a sticker on their car and anytime they 
parked in our areas, they were ticketed or towed?  Enough of their “hoity-toity we’re better than you so stay out of 
our neighbourhoods” attitude.  It makes me boil.  Amazing what some people with exorbitant amounts of money 
think they’re entitled to.

I would like to see more lane way homes 
 
Duplexes should be allowed lane way homes as long as they have parking  
 
A garage with lane home on top would solve that problem

Please don’t say the results of this survey are supported by 35,000 residents of Port Moody  - instead say the result 
of this survey are support by the 2-300 resident that filled out this form.
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I would like to see Eagle Point and Highland Park included in the OCP.  I am really confused why these places are 
not included.   
 
I would like to see biking laneways into these new communities.  
 
In these new communities I would like to see access to electric car fueling stations 

Thanks!

Please consider Highland Park for higher density.  This old complex is nearing its end and the winding down of 
strata is inevitable 

-Setbacks along St.John should be as wide as possible to make for a pleasant walk, including trees and benches  
 
-Currently St.John is not a very friendly street to walk down, it doesn’t feel safe and of course it needs more 
crosswalks 

The venue was good.  However, the sound should be addressed!  An audience microphone, as was used in past 
meetings, is necessary.  General gvolume from the microphone could be increased slightly.  Some people in the 
rear of the room made comments about not hearing what was said.


