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ABSTRACT 

The appearance of the contemporary suburb is one of its rnost criticized and problernatic features. 

Architects find themselves challenged by its increasing size and complicated planning issues. 

These challengés are compounded because traditional methods of control do not specifically 

confront these issues. A less comprehensive method of control, design codes, has recently 

emerged to address sorne of the limitations associated with traditional forms of control. This thesis 

is a survey of five design codes used in contemporary suburbs. Specifie focus is given to 

examining the organization and objectives of design codes, and what architectural elements are 

regulated. The survey suggests that the most noticeable features of design codes is that they are 

specifie to a project and site, address unique objectives of a particular community, and specifically 

address suburban design problems. This underlines the essential role design codes have in 

reshaping and ultimately improving the diminished appearance of the contemporary suburb. 

RESUME 

L'apparance de la banlieue contemporaine est l'une de ses caractéristiques les plus 

problématiques et critiquées les architectes se trouvent éprouvés par la taille croissante et la 

complexité des problèmes de planification des banlieues. Ces défis sont acrus parce que les 

méthodes traditionelles de contrôle ne traitent pas spécifiquement ces problèmes. Une 

méthode moins élaborée le code de design, a récemment fait surface pour combler les lacunes 

des méthodes de contrôle traditionelles. Cette thèse est une étude de cing codes utilisés dans 

des banlieues contemporaines. Une attention particulière est jetée sur l'organization et les 

objectifs du code, et quels éléments architecturaux sont règlementés. L'étude suggère que les 

éléments les plus remarquables du code de design sont sa spécificité au projet et au site, qu'il 

rencontre les objectifs d'une communauté particulière, et qu'il s'acharne spécifiquement aux 

problèmes de design des banlieues. Ceci souligne le rôle essentiel que les codes de design 

onts dans la transformation, et ultimement dans l'amélioration, de l'apparence des banlieues 

contemporaines. 
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GLOSSARV OF TERMS 

Architecturai Controls: 
Architectural controls refer to five primary types of developmental control utilized by 

architects: building codes, deed restrictions, design review, design guidelines, and design 
codes. Additional forma 01 control exists such as sub-division regulations, condo agreements, 
eassrYttns, and right-of-ways, and are similar to or fall under one 01 the primary types 01 controls. 

Architecturai Expression: 
The tenn architectural expression is used synonyrnously with the tenn architectural style. 

Architecturai Revle. Commltt.. (D •• lgn R.vle. Commltt •• ): 
A group of individuals, usually appointed or electad for varying tenn lengths by a board of 

directors of a community association or a municipality. ta administer and enforce dead restrictions 
and lor design codes for ail new construction and building modifications within a given 
community. 

Architectural Standards: 
Architectural standards refer ta guidelines in a code which address building rnaterials, 

landscape requirements and construction techniques and pertain ta architectural elements 
associatad with an individual house such as porches, fences and windows. 

Building Agreement: 
An early form of deed restriction which included provision6 aHached to the daed of sala to 

insure a minimum quality of construction and ta determine exterior design. Building agreements 
often includad provisions which restricted parapet levels, f1oor-to-f1oor heights, window heights. 
and fencing heights, and were enforced between buyer and seller. See definition for Oeed 
Restrictions. 

Building Cod.: 
An ordinance or set of legally binding regulations which address structural as weil as the 

mechanical aspects of a building in relation ta public heahh safety and weltare. 

Charl •• ton Single HOUle (1Id.'ot): 
The Charleston single houS8 is a particular building design inspirad by the side-yard 

houses found in Charleston, South Carolina. It is characterizad by a long, narrow 1." shaped floor 
plan, with the foot of the "L" housing a garage. The longer leg of the ML" has a blank wall faeing 
the neighbor. A private side yard is Iocated fully towarels one side of the houS8, hiddan behind 
the garage, and accessed by a loggia Iocatad along the length of the plan. 

Communlty Association: 
A group of homeownera within a designatad area which are given authority by elaction or 

appointmenl through provisions in deed restrictions to enforce the deed restrictions and to also 
monitor adherenca to community rules. Membership in community associations can be either 
voluntary or mandatory depending on tha community. 

Communlty Standard.: 
Community standards reter la those guldelines in a code whlch address requirements 

regarding building use, square fcotage, placement (selbacks), heights, and also reter ta site 
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requirements such as street dimensions. configurations. and parking. Community standards 
pertain to .laments typically r&gulalad by zoning and relate to planning issues. 

Contamporary: 
The tem contemporary broadly refers to post-Worid War Il suburbs; more specifically in 

Chapter 3, contemporary describes recent suburbs (1970's-present). The term modem la used 
interchangeably with the tenn conterJ1)Ol'8ry. 

Covan.nt: 
A clause(s) placed in a deed of sale limiting or restricting the use of the property. 

Oa.d Reltrlctlonl: 
Covenants or other provisions in a deed of sale which legally bind the holder to certain 

requirements which may restriet future use or modification of land or property by the buyer. 

Oaalgn Coda: 
A legally binding form of architectural control which is a synthesis of currently existing 

forms of control such as building codes, zoning, deed restrictions. design review, and design 
guidelines. It is intended to explic~ly address design issues affacting the physical environment 
and is directly concerned w~h issues of external appearance and architectural style. 

Oa.lgn Guldanna: 
A non-binding fonn of architectural control which addresses the quality of housing 

environments from a primarily aesthetic perspective. 

Oaslgn Ravlaw: 
A form of architectural control used to monitor the overall design process by 

administering, guiding, advising, and approving designs. 

Edoa City: 
A term describing newer districts within an urban region-typically mislabeled as 

suburbs-which develop around highways and airports. 

English Bond: 
A type of brick bonding pattern which altemates courses of headers and stretchers. 

espalier: 
A trellis or framework on which fRJ~ trees or shnbs are trained to grow fiat. 

Fedaral Houslng Administration (FHA): 
A govemrnent ageney founded in 1934 by Congress to administer the housing insurance 

program with an unimate goal of promoting homeownership. 

FI.mlah Bond: 
A type of brick bond where each course consists of headers and stretcher. laid 

altemately • 

Floor Ar •• Ratio (F.A.R.): 
A numerical formula used by zoning ordinances to regulate the density of development. 

FAR is calculated by the ratio of the gross floor arsa of a building to the ares of the Iœ . 
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Indlvldua' GuldeUne: 
A tenn whieh refers to specifie statements w~hin a design code or design guideline. 

Medlterranean end Mission/Spanish Colonial Sty.e: 
"A Spanish colonial sub-style with arcaded loggias extending along one or two walls to 

make an entrance (often with a round-headed arch) into the beckyard or garage, much more 
emphstie color and sophisticated play upon arches inside and out." (Sayegh, Housing: A 
MlJlidiscfJIinary Dictionary 320) 

New England Style: 
An historie regional style found in New England States dating from the 17th to the orly 

19th centuries. The floor plan is tightly organized around a central chimney core, and the exterior 
is characteristically finished in clapboards or shingles. The salt-box and Cape Code cottage are 
typical of this style. 

Outbulldlng: 
A building or auxiliary structure Iocated within a designatad yard ares that is relatad to, but 

separats from, the main hou se. Examples include, but are not limitad to the following: carport, 
shed, studio, greenhouse, gazebo, and inlaw apartment (granny fiat). 

Paseo: 
A public place or path designed for walking; the tenn can be used interchangeably with 

the term footpath. 

Pedestrlan Pocket: 
A multi-use community composed of housing, retail space, and offlCu aillocatad within a 

quarter-mile walking radius of a light rail system. 

Planned Unit Oevelopment (PUD): 
A type of residential grouping in which subdivision and zoning regulations apply to the 

project as a whole, rather to individual lots. PUDs seek a more flexible approach to design by 
combining building types and uses in ways which would be prohibited by typical zoning 
regulations. 

Prescrlptlve: 
A statement which says-word for word, what ought to happen or what ought to be done. 

Prlmary Dwelllng/Structure: 
The main house, main living or adivity space, and/or largest structure on a designated lot. 

Prolerlptlve: 
A staternent which says what ought not to happen or what ought not to be don •. 

R-1 zonlng district: 
A district zoned for singl.family housing with conventional suburban subdivision sized 

lots (approximately 60' x 100'). 

Streetaeape: 
The planning of the street scene; building articulation (porches, balconies, fences), street 

landscaping and street furniture, with the objective of achieving overall, aesthetically pleasing 
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relationships. See definition for townscape. 

StyUatlc Qualltl.a: 
Oualities which are important in prescribing an architectural style such as window 

proportions, roof pitehes, and exterior eladding. See alsa the definition for urban qualities. 

Sub-styla: 
A secondary style which is part of but contains slight variations from a primary style. For 

example, the Cape-code styled cottage is a sub-style of the broader category New England 
architecture. 

Suburb: 
A residential community or district ctlmposed primarily of single-family housing. Please 

note: This definition is limited to the communities selected for the sUNey in Chapter 3. 

Townacapa: 
The planning of the overall appearance of a town: the total of everything that makes a 

town picture or scene. This includes not only the architecture of individual buildings, but more 
especially what they look like when seen together, ie., in relation to each other and to the spaces 
in between them. Particular importance is placed on the planning and construction of buildings 
with various textures, colors, and shapes with the objective of achieving overall, aesthetically 
pleasing relationships. 

Traditlonsl Nalghborhood Oavalopmant (TNO): 
A prototypical zoning ordinance, created by Andres Duany and Elizabeth Plater-Zyberk, 

to replace singe-use PUDs with mixed-use developments designed as small towns. The 
ordinance is a one-page document which creates new developments based on traditional 
patterns and addresses planning and design from an aesthetic perspective. 

Urban Qualitlaa: 
Oualities which are essential for the civic/social functioning of a town, and are related to 

urban planning issues and the public realm. Such elements may include, but are not limited to, 
raquirements for front porches and pedestrian-scaled street s, along with provisions for creating a 
commercial downtown and/or town square. 

ZonlnglZonlng Ordinanca: 
An ordinance, enacted and enforced by a municipality, which regulates how parcels of 

land in a specifie municipality can be used and for what purposes, with the ultimate goal of 
protecting public life, safety and welfare. Zoning generally governs land use and the location, 
height, and land coverage of buildings, restriet adjacent properties and protects them against 
aesthetic nuisances or incompatibilities of uses . 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

The suburban housing form is not a twentieth century development. It is rooted in the 

Garden City Movement of the last century which began in England during the mid-1800s, and 

then spread to the United States at the tum of the century. The movement grew primarily as a 

backlash to the environmentally poor conditions associated with urban life. These conditions 

were attributed to the combination of uncontrolled industrialization and rapid population influxes 

to the city as factory Iabor. 1 With city life becoming increasingly dense, unhealthy, and dismal, 

planners 50ught refuge in the surrounding countryside establishing the idea of the -garden city­

or suburb. The ideals fostered by Ebenezer Howard's, Garden Cilies of Tomo"ow, led this 

movement which would becorne woridwide and have long lasting effects not only on architecture 

and town planning, but al50 on the contemporary suburban landscape. 

Howard was primarily concemed with the relationship between people and the natural 

environment but also with how social concems in planning could solve problerns associated with 

OA .. DlN CirY ""D aUIAL. .IU 

Fig.'.'. Diagramof Gardan City and Rural Belt 
(Howard. Garden Cities of Tomorrow) 

the poor environmental and housing conditions 

that the industrial city had produced. He felt that 

both the city and the country lacked the 

qualities which were essential to create a 

balanced community; and he attempted to 

develop an ideal which combined the best 

features of both, basically marrying town and 

country into the garden city model (fig.1.1 ).2 

The Garden City Movement also firmly 

established the picturesque and pastoral 

tradition within the American suburb; this has 

distinguished it 'rom English suburban 

developments.3 Such suburbs as Forest Hills Gardens Iocated in Queens, New York, and Roland 

Park, in Baltimore, Maryland, clearly illustrate this traditiQn that unified architectural beauty with the 

beauty of the landscape.4 
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One of the most important developments of the early twentieth century suburbs was the 

opportunity it gave planners for innovation and experimentation with the design of new towns. As 

a result of a steadily growing economy and a lack of suitable housing for industrial workers during 

World War 1, planners such as John Nolan had the opportunity to develop low-cost housing 

schemes using the garden suburb model as a framework. A fine example of a 'company town' 

designed by Nolan is Union Park Gardens, Iocated in Wilmington, Deleware. Drawing on Howards' 

ideas and the tradition of the New England town, John Nolan firmly established the importance of 

planning in the United States. 5 Although the depression of the 1930s curtailed the construction 

of numerous projects, Nolan's influence on the design of new towns continued to be felt, even in 

the planned suburbs of the 1950s. 

The suburban environ ment went through its greatest growth period during the 1950s, 

because of the need to house returning veterans from World War Il. The government 

encouraged veterans to enter into the home ownership market by sponsoring mortgage 

insurance programs. Simultaneously, the automobile industry grew considerably, making cars 

more affordable for most American families. These factors made the development of cheap land 

surrounding metropolitan areas more accessible to a larger group of potential homebuyers. 

.1,,1 ., , ,-
" , 

" ," :..) .. 
~ "of· -: ,.~ 

, . 
, ' , . 

/ .... ~. " .; .. 

Fig.1.2. Typlcal One-and-.-Half Story Lwittown Cape 
(Hayean, Rtldesigning th. Americ." D,..", ) 

Communities like Levittown became 

typical of housing during the post-Wortd 

War period, and have influenced the 

image of the modern day suburb 

(fig.l.2). Characteristics such as home 

ownerehlp, large sized lots, 

single-family detached housing at very 

Iow densities, and a hornogeneous 

community of people sharing similar 

attitudes, wealth, and status, have 

come to be associatad with suburban 

living.8 

Contemporary suburbs differ 

from those developed durlng the 

early-twentieth cent ury primarily 

bacausa the relianca on the automobile 

as the main means of transportation has allowed the modem suburb to exiS! indepandantly of the 

city: this was net the casa in the pre-World War Il suburbs. As a result, densitias in oontefl'1)Orary 

suburbs are much Iower, averaging about 5 unitslacre [12 unitslhactarel, as comparad to 16 
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un"slacre [40 unitslhectare) in Union Park Gardens.7 

Since the: 1950s, the contemporary suburban house has come to represent the most 

prominent housing form in the United Slates. Almost three-quarters of the entire housing stock in 

the United States has been built since 1940, and according to the 1980 census, nearly two-thirds 

(or 53.9 million housing units) are single family detached houses.8 ln addition, one-hundred 

million people or 'orty percent of the population live in the suburbs which is higher than the 

percentage for either rural or urban centers.; 

It is interesting 10 note that although the suburban house is obviously a dominant image in 

our society and mpresents important tnlditions and aspirations in the American culture, il is often 

ignored as an architectural type worthy of serious study. 10 Wherea.~ critical research relating to the 

suburbs is rare, general and often contradictory criticisms are commonplace. It wasn't until the 

1950s, that the slJburban ideal and form began to be studied. 11 This lateness could be attributed 

firstly to the Modemist Movernent, whose theorists, historians, and architects were highly critical of 

the traditional notions which were typified by suburban communities.12 Consequently, they 

chose to overtool: the social or design relevance of suburbs. Secondly, laws that were adopted in 

the 19508 and 1960& have allowed the design and construction of residential buildings without 

an architect. 13 l'his practico has caused the development of post-World War " suburbs outside 

the mainstream of the architectural J:lrofession. Thirdly, the suburb may be ignored because 

arch"ects and pll:anners themselves are disturbed by its aesthetics, images, and the dominance of 

the automobile within its communities.14 

1.2 GENERAI. CRITICISMS OF THE MODERN SUBURB 

Although the majority of Americans deslre to live ln suburbs rather than elther the city or 

country and prefer the single-family detachad home above other forms of houslng, the suburbs 

are never-the-leeiS the focu.'s of much debate and controversy. A reeent article published in Tune 
touches upon many of the criticisms surrounding this debate firstly pointing out that 

"[s]uburbanites \ViII soon boe the American majority ... yet as America's cities and villages have 

dissolved into VIlst suburban nebulas, no one seems entirely happy with the results.·15 The 

article is highly c:ritical of the suburban environment describing il as an overall disappointment if 

not an outright tSlilure stating as exarf1)les of this failure trafflC jams and waste problerns which are 

just as bad or I.ven worse than the city, il! defined boundaries, and nonexistent town centers 

which are comman in modem suburbs.16 Such criticisms are typical and this exsfY13le iIIustrates 

that criticisms of the contemporary suburb encompass social and environmental concerns as weil 

as economical and architectural concerna. 

Socially, suburban communities are frequently characterized as hornogenous, white 
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• collar, and upper rniddle class in composition. However, the existence of Iow-income suburban 

housing such as the industrial-garden suburbs of the 1920s, attest to the faet that the suburban 

form is not necessarily a middle class development.a SLburbs are also commonly criticized for not 

being conducive to walking and lacking a sense of eommunity-or town center, due to thair Iow 

density and associated sprawl. Single-use zoning practiees are felt to contribute to this problem 

because they dictate separale zones for different types of housing, creating a socially sterile 

environment. Recently, the changes in the composition of the family have led many crities to 

question whether the traditional three bedroom suburban house and associated environment 

which esters more to the conventional family structure of the 1950s, can accommodate the needs 

of a much less hornogeneous group of homebuyers in the 1990s.b 

The suburb is often blamed as contributing to our environmental problems primarily 

bacause of the low density at which these communities are built and because of the size of the 

typical suburban house. The low density associated with this housing type is costly because it 

uses an excessive amount of land for housing lots, streets, and infrastructure, depleting our 

useable land, energy and natural resources. The automobile has become a necessary form of 

transportation in suburban life because the communities are often too large and dispersed making 

them not conducive to walking. Air pollution, unsightly amounts of blacktopped roads, and the 

over-utilization of land and r&SOUrces in an inefflCient manner, are the result of an over reliance on 

the automobile as the primary form of transportation. The large size of the typical suburban 

house, which has nearty doubled from the 1950s, requires more labor and materials to construct. C 

The house uses more energy to heat and cool because of its size and also because unlike, for 

example, a townhouse which shares two walls with its neighbor, the suburban house Îs detached 

and freestanding with ail exterior walls exposed. 

ln addition, planning tools such as the Federal Housing Authority (FHA) subdivision 

standards adopted during the post World War Il era and PIaMed Unit Developments (PUO's) 

popularized in the early 1960'c have proved insufficient in successfully regulating the prasent 

davelopmant ofaxpanding edge communitias.17 Thase planning stratagies have baen critieized 

for essantially two raasons: 1 )FHA subdivision standards have concentrated primarily on 

IRobert Stern ha b.en able to compile fifty exarJ1)le. (from 1795 to the pre.ent ) of .uburban 
houaing, the majority of which were built for middle-or 10wer·clasl residantl. See Stern, The Anglo 
American Subutb. 

bThe traditionsl nuel.ar 'amily cOft'1)Ol.d of mothar and fathar married with two childran of thair 
own, onee defined a majority of familie. in th. United State. and Canada, but now deacribes le •• than one· 
third of ail hOUHholda. (Rybczynski, ,.lving Smaller,· 67) 

eThe history of the typical aingle·family hOUle ahows s Iteady inerease in ita size sinee the early 
19501. Th. modal l.vittown hou,. of 194D was only 750 sq. ft. [69.7 Iq. m.), and la quit. mode.t 
compared to the contemporary houae of the 19901 which avarage. about 2000 .q. ft. [186 .q. m.J. (SM 
Rybczynski, "'Living Smaller.·) 
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establishing minimum construction and design standards for individusl houses, and have 

therefor~ baen unable to insure at a broad level a sense of community created by the relstionship 

existing between housing, and 2) PUD's have proved problematic because although they have 

allowed architects and planners more freedom to develop master plans for entire communities 

rather than simply focusing on the design of individusl dwelling units in isolation, they have 

become overly rigid and prescriptive and function only within the bounds of conventional zoning 

controls. 

The economic costs of the suburban house and community are intertwined tdth many of 

its environmental costs. The suburban house, as previously l'lIIIntioned, uses a large amount of 

energy for heating and cooling, translating into higher costs for the homeowner. Larger houses 

cost more to construct because more material and labor is needed. Larger lots are alsa needed to 

accommodate the larger house, and this makes land more expensive because overall there is less 

land available. The result increases the cost of individusl housing lots. This is clearty evident with 

the increase in the cost of land as a percentage of the final selling priee of a home, trom 11 % in 

1949, to 25% in 1988.18 The final result is that owning a suburban home is now increasingly more 

difflCuh for rnany ArnericaniS .• 

1.3 ARCHITECTURAL CRITICISMS OF THE MODERN SUBURB 

Most critics of the suburb elearly acknowledge its social short-eomings and its 

environmental and economic costs, however eriticisms of the appearance of the suburban 

environment are not as carefully artieulated and are often inseparable from the underlying 

personal contempt that some architeets and planners have for this form of housing. The 

architecture of the suburb is thought to be by sorne, almost oxymoronic and not given much 

inquiry. Others simply overlook its appearance, elaiming that Wl' can do little to ameliorate the 

condition of "what it looks like."b Criticisms surrounding the architectural appearance of the 

suburbs are often times vague and overly general. Although it is diffic.ult to pin down specifically 

what eritics find disturbing about the appearance of the suburbs, criticisms seem to fall into three 

general categories: the suburban environment whieh includes the comml.lnity and neighborhood. 

the suburban street. and the suburban house. 

Criticisms surrounding the suburban environment address a numbt'r of issues: the lack of 

overall physical unit y , the segregation of functions and repetitiveness of the •• ,vironment, and 

the blurred distinction between country and city. 11 The laek of physieal unity is ",lated to the 

.Th. coat of houaing ha. at.adily he.n iner ... ing ainc. th. 19501, but in 19801 the COlt more 
than doubled and trlpled in lirf1)1y on. dacade. Incomel did not keep up with thi. pace cr.ating an 
affordabliity gap and decreasing the number of Amerlcan. who could bICorne homeowne,. . 

bOf course, there are. few exceptions such as Making a Middle Landscape by Peter G. Rowe 
which il devoted to .xamining th. physical character of American lubulban development •. 
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inability to organize space and to effectively desl with the relationships which exist between the 

suburban landscape, streets, and houses. As a result, the suburbs are often characterized as 

scattered, jumbled and featureless, where, as quoted from the previously mentioned Time article, 

"too often, there's no there there."20 Its visual disunity is attributed to the extremely Iow densities 

at which many modem suburbs are built making it difficult to intentionally define space because 

everything is 50 spread out. The sheer size of many subdivisions alsa contributes to this sense of 

disunity. Furtherrnore, elements which combine ta form the environment cannot be easily 

planned and designed in a way 50 that 88ch relates ta the other. Houses are mast often planned 

as individual units, detached trom one another and pushed back trom the street by large front 

yards. The public realm is isolated trom the private realm of the suburban home with little or no 

transition between the two reslms. The manner in which subdivisions are laid out al50 contributes 

Fig.l.3. A Tract of Slngle·Famlly Houae., 1870. 
(Hayden, Redesigning the AmericlIII Dre.", ) 

to this problem of unity sinee one enclave is planned with little or no thought ta its relationship to 

the adjacent subdivision or least still the larger community. The overall beauty and coherency of 

the entire community is not considered, making it impossible to develop a sense of townscape. 

Suburban subdivisions are often planned at very large scales and this coupled with single­

use zoning practices, results in vast areas of strictly residential buildings which are 

indistinguishable in appearance from other areas. Edges between subdivisions or parts of 

subdivisions are not weil defined, and there exists no community/neighborhood focus or 

hierarchy of space; for example, from a public green to a small shEared neighborhood garden. With 

little or no visual relief provided in the environment. the repetitiveness of forms and functions 

results in monotony-a terrn characteristically used ta describe the suburbs (fig.1.3). Although 

on one hand there exists a degree of uniformity in the suburban environment because areas are 
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of similar forms and functions, on the other hand though, there exists a sense of overall disunity 

because elements which seem 50 similar are intentionslly planned with litt le thought as to how 

they might relate to one another and to a larger community. This dialectic between disunity and 

uniformity is the main cause of visusl uneasiness in the appearance of the contemporary suburb. 

Finally, the suburban environment suffers from its very definition; the marriage of country 

and city derrived from Howard's diagram titled The Three Magnets (fig.1.4). Questions of whether 

!!:..!. or not the suburbs have any meaning without clearly 

Fig.1.4. The Three Magnets 
(Howard, Garden Cities of 

TonJOrro'" 

defined urban and rural areas are understandable, and il is 

part of the struggle to define the suburb based on its 

contemporary condition rather than on an idealized vision 

from the past.21 ln a classic design guide developed for 

Essex County in England, the appearance a: the suburb is 

explained by a settlement pattem diagram which iIIustrates 

the two traditionsl ways of defining space; the rural system 

and the urban system (fig.1.5). The rural system is defined 

as the "Iandscape containing buildings" while the urban 

system is defined as "buildings containing space." 

'Unsatisfactory suburbia,' locatad in the middle of the 

spectrum. is described as a place "'where there are too many buildings for the landscape to 

dominate and yet the buildings are too loosely grouped or of insufficient height to enclose 

space."22 This is thought to be the fundamental reason for the visual failure of the auburb. 

Criticisms of the suburban street address the relationship between a number of factors 

such as its quantity, configuration, and dimensions, and the affect of these factors on the appaar 

ance of the environment. The 

broadest criticism of the suburban 

street is that there are t.oo many of 

them. The appearance of the suburb 

is dominatad by great expanses of 

roads and arterials (neighborhood 

streets, subdivision collectors. and 

community highways) ail needed to 

support a transportation system 

based $Olely on the automobile. This 

dismal vision of paved paradise has Fig.1.5. The Viaual Spectrum of Settlement Patte ms 
provoked opponents such as Lewis (A Design Guide for Residentia} AMas, County Council of Essex) 
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Mumford to proclaim in his classic The City in History, "[i]nstead of having buildings set in a park, 

we now have buildings set in a parking 10t."23 Accordingly, the scale of the suburb is sized for the 

car not the pedestrian and once the pedestrian scale of the suburb disappears, as Mumford 

suggests, the suburb cesses to be a neighborhood unit."24 

The over reliance on the automobile has al50 encouraged a design philo5Ophy in which 

the efficient movement of the automobile has become the number one priority. One result is that 

streets are not configured for the pedestrian. Rarely are sidewalks installed in residential arsas 

and when they do occur in commercial aress, the radius of the curb at corners is so large in order 

to accommodate the comfortable tuming of a car, it makes crossings at intersections dangerous 

for pedestrians. a Another consequence is that buildings located at corner lots are setback at 

greater distances because of the tuming radius, and they can not adequately define space at the 

intersection.25 

ln addition to criticisms regarding the quantity of streets in the suburb, criticisms 

concerning their configuration and dimensions are also commonplace. Streets in suburban 

subdivisions are typically curvilinear and are designed in this manner to slow down traHie or simply 

to be orna mental. The difficulty with this configuration is that views are never intentionally 

tenninated with a built elernent. Given the length of streets and the size of many subdivisions, the 

streetscape becomes repetitive and disorienting because there are no clear landmarks to position 

ones self within the neighborhood.26 

Finally, suburban streets are criticized as being too wide. Andres Duany explains that the 

ratio of street width-face of house to face of house-to building height is 50 great in the 

contemporary American suburb, that it makes th' definition of street space unperceptible 

(fig.1.6). He points to European cities as examples such as Paris where the ratio is 1: 1.5, or to 

Florence where it is 1:2 or 1:3. However, in most American suburbs, the ratio is more like 6:1 or 

10: 1. This has traditionally been corrected by the use of boulevards with trees, street trees, 

andlor fences. Unfortunately, these elements have not found favor with developers and are not 

sean as essential for defining the public street space.27 

The final criticisms concem the suburban house and are similar to some of the criticisms 

previously mentioned for both the suburban environment and street. Issues such as physical 

unity and compatibility among dwellings and the relationship between the landscape, street, and 

house are of great concern. Additional criticisms address the size of housing lots. and the 

dominant position of the garage on the front facade. 

One of the most criticizPd features of the suburb is its lack of physical unit y which as 

mentioned previously, is related to an inability to organize space effectively. The visual 

8The radius of • eurb la not more than 8 ft. (2.44 m.] in a traditional town, whlle ln a contemporary 
luburb, it can approach "early 45 ft. [13.7 m.]. (Duany, "Traditional Towns: 61) 
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relationship between the street and house is compromised in part due to the great width of 

suburban streets, but al50 bacause of large front yards typical in most suburban subdivisions. 

Houses are pushed back from the street which increases the distance from the face of one house 

to the other, making it almost impossible to create an interesting streetscape. This results from 

the ratio of building height to wictth being 50 great, that the volume of houses has little direct affect 

on the scale of the street. Additionally. il is equally difficult to create a sense of unity arnong 

FIg.1.6. A Typically Wide Suburban Stre.t, Colonie, New York 

houses-or townscape-because the .suburban house is conceived and bui" as an individual 

unit. "One of the most disconcerting physical characteristic of the middle landscape," as Rowe 

mentions in Making a Middle LsndSCllpll, "is the desolate and inhospitable spaces left between 

buildings ... "28 Many critics echo a similar opinion stating that it is the relationship between 

hou ses rather than the specific design of individual houses which causes the contemporary 

slburb to fail visually. 

Criticisms which address the conflict between disunity and uniformity in the overall 

suburban environment al50 apply at a smaller scale to the suburban house. The suburban house 

is often described as appearing rnonotonous (fig.1.7). Mumford in A City in Histoty, harshly 

characterizes suburban communities as "a multitude of uniform, unidentifiable houses, lined up 
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inflexibly, at unifonn distances, on uniform roads."29 It is difficult for large areas of similar building 

types, which are ail approximately the same height and constructed usually within the same period 

of time, not to appear monotonous. In addition, many of the houses are designed from a limited 

number of floor plans which are varied only slightly resulting in a constant repetition of 

undifferentiated facades and housing layouts. Suburban houses are also uniform in appearance 

because they are seen as a financial investment. In Making B Middle LandScap8, Rowe suggests 

that because of this consideration, wide divergences in the appearance of the surrounding 

Fig.1.7. Unlform Appearance of Suburban Houses in Colonie, New York 

homes are seen as a threat to the potential resale value of property. 30 This suggesls a 

discrepency between the critics (who dislike uniformity) and the market (which apparently likes it). 

Many critics focus on the uniformity of the suburban environment but overlook the vast 

variety that exists in individual houses-especially overtime as people begin to personalize their 

homes. Although a limited number of floor plans are buih in subdivisions, developers offer 

homebuyers various exterior treatmenls and colors. The result is a mixture of rnaterials and colors 

which are applied in an obviously superficial manner to achieve a sense of variety (fi9.1.8). In a 

profound sense, the haphazard use of various architectural treatments to achieve individual 

variety is antithetical to a desire to achieve a sense of physical unity among houssa. It ia the 

narrowing of architectural possibilities (limitation of rnaterials and colors) in traditional towna which 

10 
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has given them their visual harmony. The ability to balance individual variety within the overall 

Fig.1.8. Typical Suburban HoUi. with Varioul 
Exterior Materials, Laval, Montreal (Habitabec) 

physical unity of the community is one of the 

many challenges in contemporary suburban 

design. 

The final two criticisms address more 

specifie issues associatad with the suburban 

h;Juse. The first issue involves the relationshlp 

between the size of the house and the size of 

the lot. The size of the American house has 

been increasing while the size of the typical 

suburban lot has been decreasing due to the 

rise in the cost of land. The result, especially in subdivisions built within the last 10-15 years, is 

that houses are crowded togather and are not set on lots which are appropriate to their size. The 

second criticism concema the dominant 

position of the garage on the front facade of 

the house (fig.l.9). Originally, tha garage 

was a totaUy separate building made to 

resemble the primary houae, but over the 

years, it has evolved from being Ioosely 

aHachad (as with a breezeway) to being 

totaUy integrated within the mass of the 

house.3t Difficulties in design arise 

because the large garage door is out of 

scale with the other openings on the 

elevation. The typical suburban 2-car 

FIg.1.8. Dominant Oarage Front, San Jo •• 
(Bol .. , -Reorderlng the Suburb.-) 

garage increases this design difflCulty. n is also a challenge to assimilate the design of the garage 

within the envelope of the house when both have very different functions. 

1.4 CONDITIONS WHICH CREA TE DIFFICULTIES IN SUBURBAN DESIGN 

The breadth of architectural criticisms discussed certainly luggast that the design of 

contemporary suburban communities ia a difficult and complex taslc. There are additional 

difficulties encountered by designers and architects when planning suburban developments 

which encompass other relstad issues. The first is that modem suburbs ara often Iocatad on large 

tracts of land and are much greater in area than the earlier twentieth-century suburbs. For 

example, Forest Hills Gardens constructad in 1912, was planned on 142 acres [57.5 hectare] on 

11 
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Long Island,32 and is a fraction of the size of more recent suburbs such as Levittown, New York, 

which consists of 4,000 acres [1,619 hectare],33 or the Irvine Community which is located on 

62,000 acres [25,091 hectare] in Califomia.34 The immense size of many modern suburban 

planned communities creates difficuhies throughout the design and planning phases of the 

project. Numerous people representing various public and private agencies are involved in a 

project of this size, often impeding the ability of architects and designers to rnake decisions 

expeclitiously, as weil as complicating the coordination process which becomes crucial particularly 

on a project of this magnitude. 

The second constraint which generates problems in the design of suburbs, is that most 

developments are constructed over a long period of time, often by a number of different 

architects. Without the adoption of a set of clearly defined objectives, the ability of architects to 

create a cohesive neighborhood is severely impaired. In addition, developers often do not rely on 

professionals. Design-build companies. which are responsible for the vast amount of the 

construction occurring in the suburbs, commonly hire designers who are not licensed. Laws 

adopted during the 1950s and 1960s allowing the design and construction of residential 

buildings without an architect, permit this practiee to continue.35 

The third problem is the reliance on the automobile as the primary means for 

transportation in suburban communities. The layout of roads and services is one of the initial 

phases in a project, and can have far reaching effects on the final form and appearance of the 

cornpleted development. In order to accommodate the automobile (usually 2 or 3 par family), a 

substantial arnount of area is devoted to streets, driveways, parking spaces and parking lots. 

Successfully integrating these functions while also dealing with the visual impact of repetitive 

elements such as garages or parking lots is a diffieult aesthetie problem as is clearly evident trom 

the criticisms expressed previously. 

The fourth and final difficulty confronting architects is that suburban planning and design 

encompasses a wide range of conteXis from the broad regionsl plarlning level to the more specific 

and detailed scale of the suburban house. This complicates the architects tasks, making il diffieult 

to mediate between the land-use scale and the detalled scale of a wooden roof shingle, for 

exa~le.3I 

A compilation of ail the difficulties previously described, offers an explanation for the 

sharp increase in the use of architectural controls in contemporary suburban projects. An article 

titled -Tirne for Design, - published in a 1987 edition of The Planner, concluded that the use of 

design guidance matarial had increased greatly since the previous survey conducted in 1976, 

and there was no evidence that showed a reversai in this trend.37 

Architects who are in the forefront of addressing suburban problems, represent sorne of 
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the leading advocatas for the use of c:ontrols in design, and realize the affect that controls can 

have not just on the appearance of individual suburban homes, but al50 on the community at 

large. Contemporary architects, such as Andres Ouany and Elizabeth Plater-Zyberk (DPZ), and 

Daniel Solornon are disturbed by the appearance of the modem suburbs, and have criticized 

modem rnethods of regulation as actually contributing to the problem of developmental sprawl. 

They feel that codes creatad by planning commissions goveming the growth of suburban 

communities, have actually caused the design problems associatad with the modem suburb. As a 

result, these architects have developed controls themselves to Improve the quallty of housing 

projects tha. they have been invotved with. 

aasad on the diffieulties described, il is no wonder that many crities conclude that the 

crisis in the 1990s will be the design of suburbs.38 As suburban communities planned for the 

future grow in size and scopa, it is clear that architectural controls will play an important role in 

accommodating the increased demands of the market as weIl as the complexities within the 

design and construction industry • 
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CHAPTER 2 

ARCHITECTURAL CONTROLS 

2.1 HISTORIC EXAMPLES OF ARCHITECTURAL CONTROLS 

The use of architectural controls in building construction can be traced back to ancient 

Babylon (the Code of Hammurab~, and was al50 knowil to Greek and Roman planners. 1 However, 

comprehensive controls have a more recent history, one of the earliest occurring in pre­

Renaissance Venice with the city's adoption of an early form of functional zoning. Different land 

uses were assigned to distinct islands causing residential neighborhoods to be separated from 

zones of industry. Although this control developed essentially as the result of Venice's natural 

geography (the city's spread-out configuration arnongst numerous islands), rsther than as a 

conscious desire to regulate growth, it did effectively help to preserve the unit y and physical order 

of the city.2 Another early set of controls developed as a resuh of devastation caused by the Great 

Lonclon Fire of 1666; this marking the first instance where codes were used to legally regulate 

building construction. In the aftermath of the fire, a Commission was set up to monitor the city's 

rebuilding process and insisted. for example, on widening roads and on uniform frontages without 

overhanging eaves, and in sorne instances, minimum as weil as a maximum number of building 

floor. was imposed. In addition, wall thicknesses and even the size of fJoar and ~ timbers were 

strictly regulated. The Commission usually prohibited construction with combustible materials 

such as thatch and heavy timbers, preferring that houses be of brick or stone to limit the spread of 

fire.3 

Subsequent controls followed those set up by the Commission, and later Acts 

consolidatad ail previous provisions established after the Fire. These additional provisions slowly 

began to lie property value to specifie sets of regulations. For example, properties, were divided 

according to four-rates, depending on the value of the property. Each rate had its own physical 

and structural standards which dictated not only the number of stories acceptable, but also the 

building area and maximum value of the property. 4 These Acts were primarily concerned with the 

prevention of jerry-building, with increased fire-protection, and with the protection of property 

values; however, they also standardized new speculative building, contributing to the sense of 

order and dignity found in later suburbs.5 Ahhough these ear1y examples of controls enabled 

cilies to regulate various aspects of land use and construction, their primary concems were public 



• 

• 

safety and the protection of property; they IlIver attempted to regulate aesthetic malters. Issues 

of style and design were not legaUy regulatad, but the concept of design control was not 

unknown and had a weil established history. The use of design guides such as Vitruvius's The 

Ten Books on Architecture, Alberti's Ten Books of AlChitecture , and Palladio's ArchiteUura, 

provided architects and builders with styles and forms that they could copy. AHhough these 

guides were not legal documents, they did describe what was thought to be appropriate, and 

constrained designers by precedent. 

With the increase in land speculation in growing auburban areas of 18th cent ury England, 

the use of architectural controls which specifically addressed the appearance of buildings, streets, 

and llIighborhoods became a more cornmon practice. The rnost common form of design control 

wu through building agreements, which resemble modem deed restrictions. These agreements 

oftentimes included provisions to insura a minimum quality of construction by requiring thtf use of 

specified building materials. Additionsl provisions also included restrictions on parapet levels, 

floor-to-floor heights, window heights, and the heights of railings; ail this insured a similarity in 

scale and a continuity in street elevations.' 

The desire to compose an entire block or square as a unified whole caused sorne 

developers to include drawings as part of building agreements. At the Royal Crescent at Bath 

(1769), for example, John Wood the Younger attached elevation drawings to building 

agreements in order to dictate the external design of buildings to ensur. a unifiad appaarance. a 

Sinee Wood leased rather than sold the building lots at the Creseent, individual owners could plan 

the interiors as they wished, but Wood stipulated in the agreements that they had to strictly follow 

hi" design for the street facade.7 Although the site consisted of thirty individusl buildings, the 

controls on axterior design helped to give the impression of a single architectural unit (fig.2.1). 

Building agreements wera suceesatul at regulating standards of design at the time of 

construction, but were insufficient to ensura permanently satisfactory environments weil into the 

future. As a result, communities fonned groups composad of homaowners to review and 

administer the written agreements. At the Rock Park Estate in England, for example, no one 

could purchase proparty without agreeing to its restrictions, and an association of homeowners 

was establishad to enforce the highly stringent regulations contained ln Ils Articles of Agreement 

(1837). The Artic/etP prohiblted brick making and any trade, business, or profession (exeept 

learnad professions), specified appropriate rnaterials from which houses must be made, 

established building setbacks, and set the maximum height that homeowners could erect a fence 

.Wood w .. both an archilect and a developer, and ..... d the buildings at the Cr.lCent for ninety. 
elght ye.,., at which lime they would revert to hla de8C8ndanta. (B.nevolo. 11) 

bThl complete thle of thil agreement 1. Miel .. of Agre,ment Regulating the U.e, Holding, and 
Enjoyment 01 th. Rock Park E.t.t. in th. County 01 Chi.,,, • 

17 



• 

• 

------- ------------------------. 

or wall (aspacially board fencas) at 3'.fI' [.914 m.l.1 

A high value was placed on architectural character in English suburban design, and 

architectural controls were adopted as a method of addressing these concerna. It WBI felt that the 

character of the house should mirror the personalitv of its inhabitants; materials and styles were 

carefully selacted, along with the arrangement and location of porches, windows, doors, and 

chimneys.e Considerable importance was also placad on balancing variety in the design of 

individusl houses with overall uniforrnity of in the ln Raymond Unwln's 

-Fig.2.1. The Royal CrelCent, 1767-1775 
(Little, The Building of Bath) 

influential planning 

guide, T 0 w n 
Planning in Practic" 
an antire chapter 

titlad ·of Buildings, 

and How the Variaty 

of Each Must be 

Dominated by the 

Harmony of the 

Whole,· Is devoled 

to this issue. Unwin 

luggested that 

unlike prevlous 

periods when 

architectural styles 

daveloped gradually over ganerations, new contemporary StylaI were baing introduced almost 

daily, destroying what wa. once • 'naturar mathod of atylistic control. In addition, improvad 

transportation allowed architecte to use building matarials which ware not indigenous to the site, 

creating an alrnost limitleu variety of materials, colora, and textures. Unwin felt that unless IOme 

forrn of design guidance through lagulstions and supervision was introducad, it would be difficult 

to obtain any degrea of harmony or consistency in design.10 

The American suburb in the mid-1800s followad this already well·estsblishad English 

suburban tradition of design philosophy and control. This is evident in the numarous early 

American suburbs concemed with overall design conaisteney through the establishment of 

conmunity styles, as weil as an interast in balancing individual variaty and collective unlformity. At 

L1ewelyn Park (1853), Andrew Jackson Davis suggested that houses be dasigned in the 

'romantic' style. which inevitably determinad the overall architectural appearance of the park 

(fig.2.2).11 Llewelyn'. picturesque site was protected bya written coyenant which stipulated that 

18 



• 

• 

no house was to be built on less than a one acre lot [.405 hectare], and that no building was to be 

used as a shop, factory, or slaughterhouse.12 This form of private design control in America was 

unconvnon at the time, but would become more widely used in subsequent decades. 

Like Unwin in England, rnany prominent American architects recognized the need for 

design controls, particularly in the growing 'fringe areas' of cities during the later half of the 19th 

Fig.2.2. Plan of Uewellyn Park, 1857 
(Stern, The Anglo·American Subutb) 

century. Frederick Law Olmsted, who is recognized not only for his landscaping schernes (Central 

Park, New York City), but al50 for his involvernent in designing soma of the earliest American 

suburbs (Riverside, illinois, 1869), advocated the establishment of building standards and 

controls to improve what he perceived as fragmented and haphazardly designed American 

suburbs.13 

Both Llewelyn Park and Riverside represent early attempts at planning whole 

communities, however, the planned residential surburb did not reach its apogee as a 

recognizable form until the tum of the 2Oth-century when more extensive and reliable rail 

transportation caused an increase in land speculation by private developers. The most extensive 

of thase efforts were made ln planning larg.scale suburban subdivisions mostly for middl. and 

upper·income families.'" Architectural controls became an increasingly important fatur. in these 

cornmunities, regulating how land could be used, the layout and location of roads and lots, and 
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more specifically, architectural appearance. Through the use of private design controls during this 

period, developera were able to shape the physical environment of the suburbs before public 

forms ci control (such as zoning) existed in cities.-

2.2 EXAMPLES OF ARCHITECTURAL CONTROLS USED IN EARL Y AMERICAN 

SUBURBS 

The following section surveys architectural controls used in three earty American suburbs 

developed around the tum of the century: Roland Park (1891), Forest Hills Gardens (1912), and 

Shaker Heights (1916). Ali three suburbs represent large-scaled suburban subdivisions planned 

as whole communities for middle-and upper-income families by private developers. These 

suburbs are highly admired for their overall planning schemes and architectural character, and are 

also known for their strict use of architectural controls placed on both architects and homebuyers. 

2.2.1 ROLAND PARK 

Roland Park, located near Baltimore, Maryland, represents an upper-class residential 

suburb which was innovative in its combination of comprehensive land-use restrictions and 

design controls. Originally conceived as a planned suburb in 1891, the Roland Park Company 

was organized in 1907 to develop a 1000 acre [405 hectare] site as privately owned lots. From 

the beginning, Roland Park was intended to be a 'high quality residential area,' with the 

architectural character of individusl houses, as weil as the community, being carefully controlled 

through provisions in the deed of sale. 15 Landscape architect, George E. Kessler, along with the 

landscape firm of Olmsted & Olmsted were influential in establishing an overall planning concept 

which WBS very sensitive to the natural terrain, by considering existing traes and special land 

featLHS.11 

At Roland Park, provisions in the deed of sales (deed restrictions) restricted the use of 

property and gave the co,...,any the right to approve plans. Homebuilders could choose their own 

architect and were actually encouraged to do so, but plans had to be approved by the company 

architect.17 ln addition, the company encouraged specifie styles by constructing numerous model 

homes which indicated their own architectural preferences. After 1909, an association of 

homeowners called the Roland Park Civic League was formed to help in the administration of 

these restrictions which were previously the responsibility solely of the Roland Park Company. 18 

At Roland Park strict controls were placed on land use, building lines, and housing costs. 

aAithough th. firlt cOfY1)reh.naiv. zonlng ordinance wu enact.d ln Un6 (in New York City), It 1. 
important to point out that many of the growing .uburban are .. we,. Iocated outalde city borda,., and thu • 
were not under the juri.diction of municipal zoning ordinanc... s.. St8eh, MO •• d R'ltrictlon. and 
Subdivision Development ln Columbus. Ohio, 1900·1970.-
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Firstly, no more than one dwelling par lot was allowed.19 Building lines were rigorously enforced at 

distances of 40 ft. [12.2 m.l, 50 ft. [15.2 m.l, or 60 ft. [18.3 m.l from the roadway depending on a 

lots location in the park. Saloons and shops were banned from the cornmunity (except for a small 

block of shops provided by the company), and private stables were permitted only under special 

circumstances. Finally, the minimum cost of a house was set according to its location. On the 

main thoroughfare ln the Park (Roland Avenue), any hou se costing less than $5,000 was 

prohibited, and on side streets and roadways, any "dwelling representing an investrnent of less 

than $3,000 was also prohibited."20 The community was composed of mostly single-family 

houses with large frontages, although there ia no indication that minimum lot size, or minimum 

FIg.2.3. A 'Tudor' Styled Hou .. al Roland Park 
(Howland and Spencer, The ArchltlCtu,. of Balrlmo,. plate) 

street frontage was restricted in the deeds.' 

Unlike like Forest Hilis Gardens or Shaker Heights, Roland Park had no restrictions on 

architectural styles and no limitations on the use of exterior building materials.21 Consequently, a 

variety of styles are represented at the Park: Oueen Anne, English Tudor, domestic Gothie, and a 

shingled style to name a few (fig.2.3).22 It is Interesting to note that even though over a thousand 

houses were designed by more than one hundred architects, strict controls ensured the 

IThe rnajority of the Iota wlre 75'x185'·190' [22.9 m. x 50.3 m.·57.9 m.l. (F.weltt, 185) 
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preservation of Roland Park's 'unique residential character.'23 

2.2.2 FOREST HILLS GARDENS 

Developed in 1912 by the Russell Sage Foundation and designed by architect 

Grosvenor Atterbury with the Olmsted brothers as landscape architects, Forest Hills Gardens in 

Queens, New York, represents one of the mas! carefully planned of the railroad suburbs. Forest 

Hills is smaller (142 acres (57.5 hectare]), denser, and more urban in character lhan sorne of the 

earlier slJ)urbs such as Roland Park. The community includes a commercial center as weil as Iwo­

family and single-family houses (fig.2.4). Intended as a suburb consisting of lower-income 

housing, it soon developed into an upper-class neighborhood primarily because of its wide 

aesthetic appeal and convenient location, just fifteen minutes from New York City by rail. 

Similarly to the Roland Park Company, the Russell Sage Foundation was founded as an 

association, and set standards to establish a community architectural expression. The Foundation 

chose to erect and hold a number of dwellings (model homes) to serve as examples of good 

STATION'!">QUAAC' 
·RA.ILROAO·STATION·5TOIU:S·Al'ID·APARTMr:NT5· 

Fig.2.4. Station Square at Forest HUis Gardens 
('"Forest Hills Gardens,· The Amerlcan CitYI 

practice with the intention of 

influencing future bUilding ln 

the community by private 

homebuilders. 24 The 

trustees of the Foundation 

decided that the model 

homes should be 

construcled of either 

concrete or brick to 

demonstrate a sense of 

durability and permanence .• 

The colors and textures of 

the exteriors were 

thoughtfully considered. Bricks were purchased from various manufacturera 10 avoid 

monotony.25 Roof Iiles were alsa chosen in shades of rad and brown to compliment rather lhan 

contrast with the exterior wall colors.28 Through an extensive architectural review process and 

deed restrictions, the Foundation was successful in dictating exlerior design by requiring 

conformity with tha proposed community style which they initiated and promotad with tha 

construction of thase modal houses. 

ln addition to provisions atlached to evary deed, the Russell Sage Foundation issued a 

.Atterbury .xperimented with the use of prefabricated concrete construction technlqu •• for added 
'ire satety and overall durability. 
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Declaration of Restrictions (June 22nd, 1911) which summarized ail the restrictions to be 

imposed, and complemented those restrictions already found in every deed. The Declaration, 

along with a map of the property was filed in the County Clerk's office, legally binding the 

homeowner to the restrictions until January 1 st, 1950.27 As in Roland Park, land use, setback 

lines, and housing costs were regulated, with additional restrictions al50 placed on building 

materials. Restrictions on the uses of property are too numerous to mention, however, almost 

every industrial and agricuhural activity was prohibited. Private garages, not more than one story in 

height were permitted, but for the sole use of the owners or occupants. Front, side and rear 

setback lines were carefully established for primary dwellings as weil as secondary structures such 

as garages. The placement of porches, steps, bay and oriel windows was sl50 limited depending 

on their relation to the established building lines.a 

Through the use of published guidelines like A Forward Movement in Suburban 

Development, the Foundation stated the more subtle aspects of their design intentions. 

Although these guidelines were not part of the Declaration of Restrictions or private deed 

restrictions, the Foundation could enforee the guidelines though the design review process. In A 

Forward Movement, the Sage Foundation clearly stated that only masonry or concrete 

construction was permitted; "Ali buildings and residences are either of brick, stone or stucco, with 

Flg.2.5. Typical Gothie-Tudor Stylad HOUleS at Forlst Hill. Garden. 
(Stllgol, BordBr/anct, 

tile roofs." The construction of frame houses was strictly prohibited.2V Color and architectural 

style were alsa important considerations, particularly in the "model homes' constructed by the 

company; there is no indication however, that the company specified in writing that private 

homeowners were required to build in a particular style and/or with a certain limited palette of 

colors. Nevertheless, the Company could enforce their preferences through the design review 
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process, which may aceaunt for the harmonious colors and dominant Gothie-Tudor style attributed 

ta the Gardens (fig.2.5).30 

2.2.3 SHAKER HEIGHTS 

Shaker Heights is Iocated on a 4000 acre [1619 hectare) tract, 8 miles [12.9 kilometers] 

east of Cleveland, Ohio. Originally the site of a Shaker commune, developers for the community, 

the Van Sweringen brothers, slowly began purchasing land and developing plats beginning in 

1905. Although the site was extremely picturesque, the Brothers had diffieulty aHraeting 

residents because of the lack of convenient rail access and consequently. buih their own railroad 

to aHract homebuyers. Because of previously failed real estate ventures, the Brothers chose to 

market only upper-middle class housing and used architectural controls to ensure the high qua lit y 

of the community. Unlike Forest Hills which was designed primarily by one architect and 

landscape architect, the Van Sweringen brothers followed a restricted market approach, allowing 

different architects to design at Shaker Heights, but controlling design severely. 31 As a result, 

more importance was placed on the design and arrangement of individual houses at Shaker 

Helghts and it was lessor a totally harmonized planned community like Forest Hllls.32 

Similar to the Russell Sage Founclation, the Van Sweringen Company relied on deed 

restrictions (effective until 2026)33, design review, and guidelines t() restriet design and 

construction. The Van Sweringen Company required that ail houses constructed at Shaker 

Heights be designed by a professional architect and specified exactly what drawings were 

required for the approval process: ..... all floor plans; ail elevalions; the color schema in detail for 

the exterior; a corJl)lete section through the building showing height of stories; and three-inch or 

full-size details of the front entrance, comices and other special features."34 

A twenty-eight page set of guidelines titled Shaker Village Standards outlined the 

restrictions imposed by the Van Sweringen Company. Restrictions were placed on land use, 

• setback lines, building frontage, and dwelling size, however, the bulk of the Standards controlled 

color, exterior treatment, and architectural style. Required setback lines were documented in a 

table titled 'Location of Residences' which listed minimum distances from lot Unes based on the 

width of lots. Another chart listed requirements for the overall size of the house, specifying 

building frontage and depth based on the frontage of Iots.35 

The guidelines stated that tlall deeds for Shaker Village property require that ail hou ses 

shall be full two stories in height."36 Restrictions were further placed on floor to floor helghts; the 

first and second stories could not be less than 8'-6" (2.59 m.l, and 8'-0" [2.44 m.l clear, 

respeetively, and the ridga line of the main part of the house could not be less than 16'-0" 

[4.88m.] aboya the finished second floor. These restrictions helped to set minimum housing 
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costs because they prohibited the construction of smaller, less expansive styled houses such as 

bungalows. Ahhough the Company did not directly state what styles were permitted, the 

Fig.2.6. Colonial Styled HOUle at Shaker Heights 
(Stilgoa, BorrletMndl 

gUidelines illustrated only 

houses of Colonial, English, and 

French designs (fig.2.6). It was 

evident thal in addition to 

suggesting architectural styles, 

the Company was also 

concemed wbh avoiding hybrid 

styles. The Company stated in 

the guidelines that "[oJnly certain 

types of houses are suited 10 this 

climate, and [tJhe one selected 

ahould be followed closely 

without variations."37 

The emphasis of thl! guidelinea was on reslricting the .xlerior trealment of houaes by 

controlling coIor, texture, and exterior material. Restrictions were placed on the exterior use of 

color, to pravent inappropriate combinations of colora within a particular style. The guidelines 

contained six charts which documented 

color schemas for six styles of housas: 

Colonial residences of frame 

construction, Colonial residences of 

brick or stone walls, and English and 

French residence& of shingled walls (two 

separate charts), English and French 

residences of brick or combination walls 

(Iwo separate charts). The charts listed 

appropriate colors for walls, trim and 

sash, shutters or blinds, doors, 

chimneys, tly sereens, and roofs based 

on style, material, and the color of the 

exterior wall (fig.2.7).-

Unlike Forest Hills Gardens 

which permitted only masonry 
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Heights limited the use of exterior materials based on architectural stvle. In addition, the 

guietelines attempted to limit the range of acceptable types of exterior materials by requiring, for 

example, the use of "Bedford Limestone" or "Briar Hilr sandstone, and prohibiting the use of 

artificial stone without written consent. Stucco, or the use of any similar material which would 

produce the same effect as stucco, was also prohibited. The guidelines also discouraged the use 

of mechanicallv perfect bricks. As an alternative, they suggested the use of bricks which had 

"reasonable irregularities" because it was felt that they would add more interest in texture and 

color. The color of rnor1ar was limited to natural cement color or light buff: Black YÎas avoided. 

Finally, roofing materials were limited to shingle, slate, or tile. the use of tar or composition sheet 

rooting and aspha_ shingles was prohibited.39 

The primary architectural goal of developers in ail three suburbs was to provide 

architectural hannony. At Roland Park this was enoouraged by setting minimum priees for houses 

which standardized the size and quality of construction, and by rigorously enforcing building lilles 

which established visual continuity at the street. In addition to these factors, architectural harmony 

was encourageel at Forest Hills Gardens by permitting only masonry construction which 

inadvertently limited the number of styles that could be built. Architectural harmony was 

enoouraged at Shaker Heights by advocating particular architectural styles and by discouraging 

hybrid styles, and also by regUlating the use of exterior materials and color. Design review and the 

construction of 'model homes' by developers also encouraged architectural harmony by setting 

standards and by directing future construction by private homebuilders. 

Devetopers realized that the value of residential property depended on what was next 

door or across the street. and also that architectural issues (what the community 'Iooked IIke') 

could not be separated from how much property was worth in the community. The Van 

Sweringen Company auccinctly atated thi. their guidelines: "(t]he ugly residence injures the 

surrounding property values."4o Architectural controls provided homeowners with sorne 

assurances that thair property would increase in value, that the quality and appearance of their 

communities would be maintained, and also provided developers with the means to directly 

regulate the appearance of the physical environment. 

2.3 MODERN EXAMPLES OF ARCHITECTURAL CONTROLS 

Sinee the 1920'8, architectural controls have continued to play an increasing role in the 

housing industry particularly in expanding suburban areas. The post-World War 1 period marked 

sharp incr_ses in faderai, state. and even local govemrnent involvement in housing through the 

administering and monitoring of n.wly adopted codes and zoning regulationa. The actQption of 

the Los Angeles zoning ordinance in 1909. followed by the New York City zoning ordinance in 

26 



• 

• 

1916, caused many smaller cities and suburbs to quickly follow suit. By the close of the decade, 

zoning otdinances were in operation in 981 cities, towns, and villages throughout the United 

States.c, Government intervention heightened through the1930's and 1940's with the 

establishment of the Federal Housing and Administration (FHA) in 1934, and the Veterans 

Mortgage Guarantee Program in 1944. This program, better known as the G.I. Bill of Rights, 

established guidelines in order to qualify housing for Iow interest mortgages. Mandated by FHA, 

these guidelines limited the priee of homes from $6,000 to $8,000, restricted their size to BOO-

1100 square feet [74 sq. m.-102 sq. m.l. Because of concem for wide market appui and resale 

value, the housing that developed as a result of these guidelines was conservative in character 

with more traditlonal styles being promoted such as colonial or the Cape Code cottage.ota 

Today, housing is considered among of the country's most regulated industries and it is 

evident that the influence of lawB governing future developments will continue to grow.C3 

Although the regulatory process remains increasingly compliested, modem architectural controls 

are derived from traditional approaches to developmental control and consist of simply six basic 

methods: building codes, zoning, deed restrictions, design review, design guidelines, and 

design codes. Controls such as building codes, deed restrictions, and design review originatad 

from devices which had baen in effect weil before the 2Oth-century, while zoning ordinances, 

comprehensive design guidelines and design codes have emerged more recently. The following 

sections will examine each method by describing its forrn and &eope, how it functions, and finally 

the intent or purpose of the control. Issues of the adaptability and flexibility of aach rnethod as 

weil as its affects on architectural design will also be detailed. 

2.3.1 BUILDING CODES 

Building codes are the oIdesl and most basic rnethod by which construction is controlled. 

CNde restrictions of this sort as previously mentioned, can be found in ancient Babylon (the 

Code of Hammurabij and were known to the ancient Greek and Roman planners. More extensive 

regulations. such as those previously mentioned 'rom 17th-century London, were established 

primarily to address issues of fire protection and public safety. Poor living conditions associated 

with the 19th-century industrialized city eventually led to the enactment of additionsl controls 

which established minimum standards for daylight. ventilation and lot coverage to limit 

overcrowding. It is the consolidation of these former controls addressingboth public safety and 

health that fonna the basis for contemporary building codes. 

A building code cen be defined as an ordlnance or set of regulations that dul with the 

structural as weil as the mechanicsl aspects of a building ln relation to public health, safety and 

weHare. The code seaks to establish minimum standards by controlling the design, construction, 
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alteration, repair, quality of materials, and the use and occupancy of a building with the ultimate 

goal of protecting both life and property 'fig.2.8)." The code functions by classifying structures 

according to their type of construction and by occupancy group. From this criterion, building 

characteristics such as height, number of stories, floor area, and number of occupants are 

determined. 
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Fig.2.8. Minimum Fir. Separation Required Betw •• n Occupanci .. 
(New Yorlc S, •• Building Code, 1886) 

The building code is adopted as law and enforced by Iocallevel of govemment such as a 

municipality. Most often, local munieipalities choose to adopt one of the -model codes,· such as 

the Uniform BuildinlJ-Code, Basic Building Code, or Standard Building Code. These codes are 

not site specifie, and have been written by people consldered experts in the field. Adopting one 

of these model codes decreases the work and responsibility of writing one'. own code, and 

allowa a munieipality to have an entire, fully integrated and wortcabIe code. In addition, corJ1l8nion 

codes auch as energy conservation codes or handicapped accessibility codes may be instituted 

to govem more particular aspects of construction (fig.2.9). 

The code ia enforced through the issuing of permits, usually by a local building 

department whose primary purpose is to carefully review submitted plans for approval and issue 
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building parmits. Following jhe completion of a building, a building inspector will inspact the 

structure to confirm adherence to the construction documents and specifications and issue a 

pennit for occupancy.45 

The primary purpose of building codes is not explicitly to restrict architectural design by 

CLEAfI FLOOR 
S'ACE 

ENDOFflOW 

Fig.2.9. Handicapped Dimensions for Toilet Stalls 
(AmBrican National Standards, 1986) 

parts of the city. 46 

2.3.2 ZONING OROINANCES 

suggesting or imposing a particular style, 

however, they can have a unifying effect 

on external appearance. An example is 

New York City's Tenement House Act of 

1901, which established construction 

standards requiring that buildings over six 

stories be fireproofed. This restriction 

made the construction of tenements over 

six stories prohibitively expensive, 

resulting in more consistent design by 

effectively limiting their height in most 

The concept of zoning in modem times is a product of problems created by overcrowding 

and over development in expanding American cities at the tum of the 20th century. Unregulated 

building heights in larger cities rDd fDO' 100' 

caused sorne properties to ~~;r_~~l ~~_.~ __ 
decrease in value due to the . 1 1 Il : 
obstruction 01 sunlight and Il, 1I~ ,.! '. 1 ___ ~ ! IR,. i 

Irosh air by tatler buildings. \.. ~.. t t -.. ~.~ ~ -.. jj-: 
Municipal agencies intervened LL.... ,.' .:j tt.'.O•OOO '" 

to help stabilize development "" 1Ml11II.~ LANO &CIV!IYM • 19" .&9 1I1DO'. IDO' • 10,000'" DUILDINe l''LOO'-' 

and property values, and al50 
Fig.2.10. Three Options for Land Coverage 

to insure minimum public (Wood, Site Design) 

heahh standards. The first comprehensive zoning ordinances were adopted by Los Angeles and 

New York City in 1907 and in 1916, respectively, and zoning became comman as a method of 

architectural control in smaUer communities of the 1920's. Presently, zaning is the predominant 

land-use and building regulation operating in the Unhed States.47 

Zoning regulates how parcais of land in a specifie municipality can be used, and for what 

purpose. With this as its primary objective, zoning generally restricts adjacent properties and 
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protects them against aesthetie nuisances or incompatibilities such as junk yards or billboards, 

from undesirable business such as adult book stores or pool halls, from dangerous industries and 

,/ 

'1 

\" / \ 

Fig.2.11. Westmount Zoning Map 
(By·Law To Regula'e Residential, Commercial, Industr;a/, and Park Zone, City of W.atmount, 1986) 

factories which may be toxie or explosive, and finally insures public aceess to light, air, and open 

space . .t8 Zoning not only determines what land use is allowable in a particular district, but more 

specifically govems the size and positioning of buildings on 8 site. Regulations of this sort 
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establish property satback lines, height and parking raquirements, and control the density of a 

zona by limiting the numbar of dwellingslacre and the percentage of land coverage (fig.2.1 0). 

The zoning ordinance or code usually consists of a textlmanual along with a zoning map 

which iIIustrates how the municipality is divided into designated land use distrids ('ig.2.11). The 

ordinance text describes each zoned area based on its primary allowable use such as agricultural, 

commercial, industrial, institutional, or residential. Each zone is given a code, such as R1 

designating a single-family dwelling zone, which then corresponds to a location key on the zoning 

rnap. The primary land-use types are further subdivided into more specific categories: commercial 

into retail and wholesale districts, industrial into light or heavy rnanufacturing areas, and residential 

into single or multipla-family dwelling zones. Land-use zones are ranked in order of priority 

starting with singla-family dwellings, followed by multiple-family, and ending with commercial and 

industrial uses (fig.2.12). A property may be used for purposes ranked higher than its zoned use, 

but no. usually lower. Thus areas zoned for single-family dwellings are not allowed to be used for 

any other purposes. 

Zoning ordinances are enacted and enforced by the municipality, whether il is a city, town 

or village. Based on the concept that the state has a responsibility to proteet the health, safety 

and welfare of the public, municipalities are authorized to enforce zoning because of legislation 

passed at the states levaI. Ü This right was legally upheld in 1925 by the Supreme Court case, 

Eue/id v. Ambler, firmly establishing public control through zoning in the United States. 

Zoning ordinances address planning and design primarily in a two-dimensional manner 

setting requirements for yard setbacks, minimum area coyeragl\ and minimum lot widths. Zoning 

is also funetional and numerically based; floor are ratio (F.A.R.) calculations are a good example of 

the numerical nature of zoning regulations. Zoning ordinances are not very flexible and thus are 

difficult to amend bacause they are broad in scope, complex, and legally binding. The 

arnendment procedure can he quite costly in both time and money. If amenclments to an 

ordinance are dasired, the plOC8SS bagins wilh a petition that is circulatad to the public requasting 

the ordinance change, and is then sant to the zoning board for review. This is followed by an 

announcement in the local nawspaper for a public hearing where the publie is givan the 

opportunity to voiee theîr support or oppos~ion to tha amendment. Finally, tha zoning board 

members review ail the material, and maka a decision whieh can he influenced by local politics and 

not always by good sound judgement.50 

The primary purpose of zoning is to preserve and promote the public'~ heaRh, safely and 

welfare, to anhanca tha quality of life, and to protect and stabilile property values. Although its 

intention is not necessarily to control the extemal appearance of buildings. zoning has developed 

into a strong determinant of building form. For example, the 1916 ordinanee effectively changed 
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the tall straight New York City skyscraper to a pyramidal form.51 This familiar stepped massing of 

skyscrapers from that period was the direct result of setback lines, and not simply the architect's 
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desire to add articulation and interest to the facade. The uniform single-family suburb is another 

result of zoning ordinances. Factors such as building setback lines, height restrictions, and lot 

coverage ratios, originally justified for health reasons, have come to explicitly prescribe the 

physical appearance of buildings. 

2.3.3 DEED RESTRICTIONS 

Modem day deed restrictions originated from the weil established method of architectural 

control previously known as building restrictions. This form of private contractual agreement was 

prevalent in early 18th-century English town planning, and contributed to the unified appearance 

of the Royal Creseent at Bath and the Bedford Estate in London. Throughout the19th-century, 

restrictions of this sort were used as an effective method of creating communal architectural styles 

in planned suburbs such as For .. 'fst HUIs and Shaker Heights Gardens. Prior to the advent of 

zoning, dead restrictions were commonly used in large scale residentialland developrnents to 

restrict future land usage and to maintain architectural harrnony. 52 Modem deed restrictions 

function in much the seme way and share many similarities with these early controls. 

Dead restrictions refer to any clause or covenant in a deed of sale which !agally binds the 
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holder to certain requirements or provisions that may restrict future use or modification of land or 

property by the buyer. 53 These restrictions can be quite encompassing, controUing the 

development of large parcais of land by specifying broad characteristics such as overall sbe usage 

and density, as weil as the permitted type and use of any building constructed on a parcel. More 

specifically, restrictions can be irnposed to regulate building costs, area, and height, setback lines, 

exterior materials, construction methods, and even architectural style. 

Deeds may contain numerous different types of covenants written with distinct purposes. 

Racial covenants for example, at one time prevented the sale of property to members of certain 

races with the goal of ensuring neighborhood homogeneity and property values. Covenants of 

this type were deemed illegal by the U.S. Supreme Court in 1946.54 The most common form of 

covenant used today is the restrictive coyenant which Iberally restricts land usage and building 

construction. This type of restriction is used most otten when the goal of the developer or private 

ageney is to produce a uniformly designed community, to promote a particular style, or to maintain 

residentialland values. Another form of restriction called an affirmative coyenant, legally delegates 

certain duties to the deed holder to be performed sometime in the future, such as maintaining a 

fance or a roadway. Affirmative covenants are frequently used in planned unit devalopments and 

condominiums for the Up-keep cost of commonly owned areas.5& 

Deed restrictions represent a form cf private control usually irJ1)OSed by a private ageney 

such as developer or a neighborhood association. They are legally binding and enforceable 

between buyer and seller, and eometimes third parties and must he in accord with civil rights law. 

For example, if a property is subdivided and the deeds specify that ail buildings must be Iocated 

25 feet [7.62 m.l back from the "reet, and if the restrictions concem the quality and charaeter 

land, then the restriction i8 enforeeable. Anyone wi8hing to enforce the setback restriction could 

legally prevent sorneone from violating the covenant.5I Covenants ar. written in the dead before 

the time of sale, so the buyer has an opportunity to cancel the sale if they do not agree with the 

restrictions. The covenants are generally effective for a certain period of time such as 10, 25, or 

50 yeara. To provide control past the duration of the restrictions, .ome developera have set-up 

homeowner's associations which are composed of original buyers who by mutual intarest and 

benefit wish to see the covenants remain in effect. Through the establishment of an architectural 

review board and a set of clearly defined design criteria, the association is authorized to reviaw, 

recommend, and approve proposed dasigns.57 

2.3.4 DESIGN REVIEW 

Design review as a form of architectural control has developed in conjunction with the 

establishment of deed restrictions. particularly in early suburban communities of the last cent ury . 
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This close relationship can be seen in such suburbs as Roland Park and Forest Hilis Gardens, 

where the design review process in the form of horneowners' associations and architectural 

review boards, served an important role in the establishment and control of community styles. 

The modern design review process is simUar, but considerably more complex, due to the 

increases in size and scope of rnany modem day suburban aress. 

Design review is a method of monitoring the overall design process by administering, 

guiding, advising, and approving designs. The process can be carry out at a neighborhood level 

through a neighborhood or builders association, by a municipal agency through a local review 

board, or by astate agency such as a state historie commission. The individusl or group of 

individuals who comprise the review board are either appointed or elected for varying terrn lengths 

depending on particular statut es. A board is ofteVl composed of people with a variety of 

backgrounds who are not necessarily design professionals such as architects, planners, or urban 

designers. 

Review boards can funclion in a non-Iegal manner and in this case, their authority is Iim~ed 

to persuasive power by suggesting design direction rather than by imposing certain controls. In 

some cases, review boards impose and administer controls which are often vague and subjective, 

and derived from individual tastes of board members. or on stylistic trends of the community at 

large: Preferably the criteria and standards that a board uses as a bases to issue rulings should be 

written in advance and ba made available to the general public. The more clearly thase standards 

are defined and communicated to both professionals and laypeople, the more srnoothly and more 

successfully the entire review process proceeds. 58 ln addition, if thase standards are adopted as 

part of the zoning by-laws for a particular municipality or agency, the review board gains more 

legitimacy because ils decisions are legally supported by a set of design codes. 

Design review prirnarily addresses concems associatad with architectural design and 

external appearance, but it can also address such issues as environmental impact and 

assessment and historical preservation. It often functions as a screening mechanism to identify 

policy changes, such as required zoning variances, which may be needed to implement a 

particuler design approach.5t It is characterized as baing a highly flexible and responsive rnethod 

of architectural control which is able to deal with the subtleties of design that can not be 

adequately addressed by other controls alone such as zoning or deed restrictions.eo 

Design review can have considerable relevance and impact depending on the size, 

scopa and public importance of a project. It is therefore crucial that the review process be 

concentratad in the initial stages of conceptual design and design development, bafore certain 

decisions and directions are taken, and further review becomas futile and counterproductive. It Î8 

important to stress that tha entire review procass rnakes heavy administrative demanda and can 
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be costly both in time and money, so it must be used wisely and judiciously.61 

2.3.6 DESIGN GUIDELINES 

Christopher Alexanders book, A Panem Language, is weil known arnong architects, and 

represents an unusual collection of design guidelines that can be used to plan and construct 

houses and even entire towns and neighborhoods. The book is one in a series of books 

published by the Center for Environmental Structure at Berkeley, and in conjunction wbh the 

companion teXl, The rime/ess Way of Building, lay the foundation bath conceptually and 

practically for an alternative method of designing and building. Together, the 253 individual 

pattems compose a traditional language of construction that Alexander teels ·[is] 50 deeply 

rootad in the nature of things, ... that they are part of human nature and human experience.·S! 

Alexander believes that we sirnply do not know how ta build anyrnore, 50 the intent of the book is 

to give laypeople guidelines along with a method which he feels is universal, enabling them to 

construct their own home, or collectively, a town. The ultirnate goal of the theory is to radically 

change our present ideas about architecture, planning and construction. 

Alexander describes this 'universal method of building' as a language which is composed 

of 253 individuel patterns. A pattern refers to a particular problem observed in our environment 

which aeems ta occur repeatedly. For example, the pattem titled, 'Six Foot Balcony,' recognizes 

the problem of poorty dimensioned balconies and concluding that -[bJalconies and porches which 

are less than six feet deep are hardly ever used.· (fig.2.13) 63 The collection of patterns is 

ordered, starting with the broadest patterns which deal with regions and towns, then pattems 

Whenever you build a balcony, a porch, a gallay, or a 
tmace mways malte it at leut six feet deep. If possible, 
rccas at leut a pan of it iDto the building 10 tUt it is Dot 
cantilevered out ud separated from the building by a 
simple line, and enclose il pania1Iy. 

• fcctdccp 

Fig.2.13. Sketch from 'Six Foot Balcony' 
(AIe.ander, A Patt.m Langua~) 

which address neighborhoods 

or clusters of buildings, and 

.nding with very specifie 

patterns for rooms, a porch. or 

a window seat. The patterns 

are largaly wrilten, rather than 

being graphic, and follow a 

specifie format, for clarity and 

ease of use. Each pattern 

begins with a pictura which 

iIIustrates the architectural 

example, and is followed by a 

headlina in b-:;Id letters identifying a particular archbectural problem. The body of tha pattern 

follows which describes the problem, giving background and statistical information to validate il as 
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an actual problem. The solution follows in bold letters speeifically stating what needs to be done 

to solve the problem described. Finally, there is a diagram iIIustrating the solution graphically. 

Patterns are not intendad to function independently of one anolher. and are connected 

with other patterns through references rnade at the beginning and end of each pattern. 

References made at the beginning of the pattern tie a particular pattern to broader scope patterns 

which precede it in the book. References made at the end of the pattern, connect the pattern 

with more specifie patterns which follow it in the in the book. -The pattern helps to complete 

those larger patterns which are 'above' it, and is itseH completad by those smaller pattems which 

are 'below' it." 

ln contrast to the architectural controls discussed previously, these patterns are not 

intendad to he legally binding or regulatory in nature, and are offerad as suggestions not contrais. 

Therefore, they are not enforced by any particular agency or rnunicipality, and are inherenUy 

flexible and subject to change. Il is also not their intent nor do they do necessarily produce a 

specific style of architecture. 

2.3.6 SUMMARY 

The five forms of architectural controls discussed: building codes, zoning, deed 

restrictions, design review, and design guidelines regulate different aspects of architectural 

design and construction, often employing different processes and methods for enforcement. 

More important, the various forms of control are designed with distinctive purposes in mind, and 

as a consequence, achieve different desired results in the built environment with varying degrees 

of success. 

It is apparent from Figure 2.14 that there exists an array of regulations which affect 

architectural design and construction in various ways. It is this diversity and complexity in the 

regulatory process that has created some apparent drawbacks. BUilding codes, for example, are a 

necessary forrn of control to insure the public's health, safety and weltare are protected. But 

building codes are very broad in scope and make Iittle differentiation from one region to another. 

They deal with specific technical issues that do not direetly address the physical reality of the 

finished building form although they do sometimes 'accidentally' have an effect on architectural 

forrn and appearance. The building code can also be compliested to use and requires a persan 

with a background in architecture, planning, or construction to interpret. 

Similar to building codes. zoning ordinances proteet the public by insuring access to lighl, 

air. and open space. but unlike building codes. zoning affects external appearance by controlling 

density. establishing property setback Iines, and regulating aesthetic nuisances such as 

billboards. Like building codes. zoning is broad in scope which underlines one of its limitations . 
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Ordinances do not usually take into consideration orientation, or even the architectural tastes of 

the surrounding neighborhoods. They are a crude determinant of architectural form, and cannot 

function at a subtle level of design such as determining what color siding a house should have, or 

how high a fence around a trash dumpster should be. Zoning is based on blocks of similar land­

use areas, and consequently, blocks are zoned rather than streets. This method of lot allocation 

is contrary to the way people perceive their neighborhood; people identify with a street, not a 

block. Zoning insures overall uniformity at the expense of subUety, refinement, and variety. 

Zoning ordinances are difficult to decipher, which makes them virtually unusable to non­

professionals. Because the process of enacting or altering zoning legislation is lime consuming 

and complex, zoning as a regulatory method tends to be inflexible and hard to change. 

Deed restrictions perform many of the same regulatory functions as zoning, but unlike 

zoning which is administered by a public municipality, deed restrictions are private contractual 

agreements between buyer and seller and are site specifie. Oeed restrictions are thus an option 

often used in wealthy communities to proteet property values, or by a developer has who wishes 

to promote a particular neighborhood style. Because some neighborhoods may have deed 

restrictions and adjacent on es may not, an overall inconsistency is appearance can be created at 

the community level, which is especially apparent at fringe areas. Oeed restrictions are usually 

anacted for a set period of time and may vary from one owner to another within the same 

neighborhood. This can potentially create a problem in design control after the restriction is no 

longer in effect, and may in the long term create an neighborhood which appears haphazard. 

Unlike zoning which cannot effectively regulate subtleties in architectural design, the 

design review process is a flexible method of control which can make these kinds of necessary 

distinctions. The primary drawback of the design review process is that il is often subjective and 

based on the individual tastes of review board members who are not necessarily skilled in design, 

but nevertheless, have the authority to make architectural design judgements. Criteria used to 

make these judgements are often vague, which creates uncertainties for developers and 

designers. making it difficult to anticipate what board members feel is 'correct' and 'appropriate.' 

The review process also makes heavy administration demands and is costly hoth in money and in 

time. 

Christopher Alexande~s design guide lin es attempt to address some of the !imitations of 

other architectural controls, and are successful in describing a con.preheasive language for 

design, planning, and construction. His patterns are both ~road and specific in scope. They are 

able to address the large scale planning issues of ~ lown, while aise dealing with the 'proper 

dimensions of a balcony. Although Alexander creatad these guidelines for unskilled people, one 

limitation of the pattern book is that it is complicatad and difficult to use due in part to linkages 
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created between the pattems in the book. Of course, the guidelines are suggestions and are not 

intended ta be legally binding, and thus, are not a regulatory method of control. 

The five architectural controls discussed are particularly deficient when a specifie 

architectural result is desired. In addition, most of them are complicated, and do not represent a 

form of working documents that are easy for non-professionals to understand. A method of 

control, design codes, has recently emerged to overcome sorne of the drawbacks associated with 

more traditionsl forms of architectural contrais. Unlike other forms of controls, design codes are 

characterized by being less comprehensive than traditional forms of control, and more nsrrowly 

defined in their purpose and goals. They are intended explicitly to address design issues 

affecting the physical environment as e whole, but at the same time, are directly concamed with 

issues external appearance and architectural style; issues that are increasingly bacoming a 

concern in modern suburban developments. The next chapter will discuss these characteristics 

of design codes greater detail, theïr relevance to modern suburban development, and will al50 

analyze five representative design codes . 
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CHAPTER 3 

EXAMPLES OF CONTEMPORARY DESIGN CODES 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

The desire to regulate the physical environment of the suburb through architectural 

controls is not a recent phenomenon. As illustrated in Chapter 2, the emergence of legally­

binding controls specifically addressing the aesthetic appearance of buildings, streets, and 

neighborhoods, coincided with prospering suburban communities in 18th-century England. In 

the mid 19th-c~mtury, numerous early American planned suburbs, concemed with the protection 

of property values, established commun"y styles to ensure a consistent neighborhood image and 

aesthetic compatibility within historie districts. This historie perspective provides some 

precedence for the importance and use of architectural controls in modem suburbs, because 

many of the aesthetic concerns expressed by developers, architects, and homeowners today are 

no different than those expressed in previous eras regarding the design of suburban 

communities.. Some contemporary architects who are in the forefront of addressing suburban 

problems propose the use of similar architectural controls in modem suburbs primarily in the 'orm 

of design guidelines or design codes. 

Nevertheless, there are still some who feel that these kinds of controls are unnaturally 

regulatory and that they will ultimately hinder creativity. These critics, however, have overlooked 

that zoning is already a rigid determinant of building form, and along with a miriad of numerous 

other restrictions which are part of the housing industry today, have been responsible for the 

congested, fragmented and overall unsatisfying contemporary suburb. Mor80ver, such critics of 

design control have failed to recognize that it is precisely suburbs such as Forast Hills Gardens 

and Shaker Heights (not Levittown) which are highly idealized by our culture,1 and that these 

suburbs were not accidents; their appearance W9S carefully regulated through the application of 

relatively stringent design control. b Unfortunately, our present architectural controls prevent 

designers from building the sort of suburbs that are admired. The problem is not design controls 

.S •• ·1.3. Architectural Crlticlsms of tha Modern Suburb' ln Chapter 1. 
bStern states in an article titled 'Plan nad Communities,' ln Houslng: Symbol. Structure. Site. that: 

'Th. dr.am of creating naw. more partact places to live has often not been left to chance but rether to • 
disciplined, predetermined, carefully articulated plan,' and that '(tJhls ha. been particularly true in regard to 
tha.uburb .. .' (Houslng: Symbol. Structure, Site 68.) 
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thernselves, but rather the fact that contemporary forrns of control are outdated and do not 

specifically embrace issues which are pertinent to suburban development today. Tharefore, it is 

not the elimination of architectural controls, but rather the rewriting of design codes that will 

ultimately improve the diminished appearance of the contemporary suburb. 

3.2 DESIGN CODES 

The appearance of the contemporary suburb is one of its most criticized and problematic 

features. For the past forly to fifty years, architacts have consistently shied away from addressing 

this issue, taking a more secondary role in its development. Many fincl themselves disturbed by 

suburban images, challenged by their increasing size and complicatad planning issues, and 

distraught by the dominance of the automobile in its landscape.a These challenges are 

compounded because most modern methods of control do not specificaUy confront these 

architectural and planning criticisms; mainly, what the suburb 'looks like.' Rather than addressing 

thase concems trom an architectural perspective as critics of modem controls such as Andres 

Duany of Duany & Plater-Zyberk (DPZ) points out, these controls-particularly zoning 

ordinance&-tend to regulate non-architectural issues especially those involving the automobile 

such as traffic patterns and parking, as weil as dictating a rigorous separation of uses and a 

relatively Iow density of building.2 

Many housing standards from the turnooOf·the-century originated for the purpose of 

protecting public health and safety within dwellings, not for improving the exterior environment. 

But, as Clare Cooper Marcus points out in Housing As If People Mattered, most people are 

concemed with the overall image, milieu, and site planning of their housing developments much 

more 50 than the interiors of their dwellings.3 She also suggests that designers are adequately 

skilled in laying out functional kitchens and bathrooms, but are not as adept in site planning, 

landscaping, arrangement of dwellings on the site (particularly the crucial spaces between 

buildings) and the design of facades and entries .• The design profession is also criticized by 

Duany, who feels that unlike previous eras when arch~ects received training within one school of 

thought (such as the eeaux-Arts school) and approached architecture from a similar perspective, 

today's designers often differ radically in design philosophy. 5 Consequently, there exists little 

consensus among contemporary architects about what constitutes "good design: This makes il 

extremely difficult to create harmonious towns and suburbs which, accordlng to Duany, require 

placing limits on the range of arch~ectural possibiiities.1 Unfortunately, the 'ive controls discussed 

aJohn Nolan wa. one of the f.w archltect. durlng th. adv.nt of the auto age, who appreclated 
soma of the special characteristlca of th. automobile auburb. Worth notlng il hil comprehensive plan for 
mil! and factory worker. homes ln Bridgeport. Connecticut (1918) and the planning for Mari.mont, Ohio 
(1918), a limited-profit, model town for Indultri" workara. (He Robert Stem, A",hittctura/ D .. ign Profile51: 
TI,. Anglo-A",.,ican Subutb, 11, and Utban A",.rica: Dot:umenting the Plan".", 7·19.) 
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in Chapter 2 do not provide a means for narrowing architectural possibilities and are particularly 

defièient when a specifac architectural result is desired. More broadly, they do not regulate the 

quality and milieu of housing environments from an aesthetic perspective. 

besign codes, on the other hand, provide designers with a method of design control 

which is able to overcome some of these drawbacks. Design codes are composite codes, a 

synthesis of currently existing forms of architectural controls (fig.3.1). Similar to building codes, 

design codes can establish minimum construction standards, functioning at a very subtle level, 

regulating, for example, brick bonding patterns or exterior corner molding details. Llke zoning, 

design codes can regulate circulation patterns and street profiles in new residential 

developments, dictate land usage, building types, and density. Like deed restrictions, design 

codes often promote a particular style or conserve existing vernacular styles; for example, 

controlling exterior design through the limitation of building matelials or by designating roof 

slopes and window proportions. Design codes al50 utilize the review process and are enforced 

by the authority of a review board, town architect or simply through their Incorporation into a 

town's zoning ordinanee. 

Although design codes appropriate some characteristics from each form of architectural 

control. they do not appropriate ail characteristics. For example, design codes differ from building 

codes and zoning because they regulate the public realm from an aesthetic perspective, and are 

not concemed with issues of safety or structural stability. They differ from deed restrictions in that 

they are universally applied and administered over an entire residential development, whereas 

deed restrictions ragulate and are adminlstered on an individual perllot basis. This charaeleristic Is 

extremely important because it encourages the code to address many dwellings not simply the 

appearance of a single dwelling. Finally, it is important to make a elesr distindion between design 

guidelines and design codes: design guide!ines are offerad as suggestions and are not legally 

enforeeable, while design codes are legally binding either through adoption by a municipality into 

the zoning by-Iaws or ordinances, or as ordinances, or through a recognizable and binding design 

review process. 

3.3 SURVEY OF CONTEMPORARY DESIGN CODES 

The following sections survey five contemporary design codes which govern the 

suburban environment with particular focus on single-family housing: Westmount in Montreal, 

Ouebec; Seaside, Floride; Westpark in Irvine, Califomia; Mashpee, Massachusetts; and San Jose, 
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Califomia.. The codes chosen for the survey offer a good descriptive overview because they are 

representative of the broad range that exists among design codes. The examples iIIustrate 

various types and sizes of suburban communhies and often incorporate differing goals. The 

historie community of Westmount, for example, is concemed with preserving its rich architectural 

hemage, whereas Mashpee is concemed with establishing a vemacular style for a relatively small, 

new town. The aO-acre [32.4 hectare] resort town of Seaside is considerably smaller than 

Westpark in Irvine California which is an 833-acre [337 hectare), "edge city" suburb of Los 

Angeles. 

The examples are presented in an order which facilitates comparisons and contrasts 

between them. The survey begins with Westmount because it is the only historically-oriented 

code and it is also the least rigid of the live. It is followed by the well-known Urban Code of 

Seaside which is more strict and has some stylistic content. The third example is West park which 

is also strict code whh a specifie stylistic intent. Mashpee, too, is a stylistic code, but one that deals 

with this issue in a different manner. The survey concludes with San Jose because it represents 

the lengthiest and also the rnost complicated code of ail the examples chosen. 

The locus of the survey is on the archhectural controls found in design codes, however 

additionsl issues which are considered related but not strictly architectural, such as urban and site 

planning, are also addressad. This is especially the case in design codes which are written for 

large communities, or in comprehensive and highly integratad codes. In addition, since it is 

difficult to summarize codes which may be up to sixty-six pages long, only unique features lound 

within eaeh code are discussed. 

3.3.1 RENOVATION IN WESTMOUNT 

The City of Westmount is an independent munieipality located adjacent to Montrears 

central downtown district. Much 01 Westmount is situ!lted on the slopes 01 Montreal's 'Uttle 

Mountain,' bordering Mount Royal Park, and is known as one 01 the most distinctive and scenle 

areas in Montreal. Founded over 100 years ago, Westmount has developed lrom Nral farmland 

with a few large estates into a densely populated contemporary inner-clty suburb. But unllke 

many older suburbs which have recently been devastatad by careless and unregulated growth, 

Westmount has been able to retain much of its original architectural fabric and nelghborhood 

character through its strong tradition of carefully controlled design and by requiring relatively high 

standards of building construction. One of Westrnount's construction requirements, for example, 

.Pl.... note that .lthough th. t.rrna d.sign cod. .nd d •• lgn guldeUne .r. often u •• d 
Interchangeably ln the profession today, ail exarf1)les cho.en for the .urvey repre.ent de.lgn code. (u 
defined in .ection 3.2). Many of the design code. cho.en are actually thled design QuldeUne., and 
individual .ection. within th. design guldelin. manual. are r.f."ed to a. guideUn... Although thl. may lM 
th. CU" no .tt.mpt 1. made by the author to .Iter the original terminology of th, original dtaign code •• 
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states that exterior walls of new buildings or additions must be constructed of stone, brick, or 

concrete, thua giving sorne insu rance of sound construction techniques.7• 

The architecture of Westmount houses is as varied as the terrain. From the terracad 

houses Iocated south of Sherbrooke Street to the semi-detached houses on the slopes of the 

mountain and larger mansions Iocated on the upper slopes, Westmount architecture reflects a 

Rg.3.2. Greyatone Terrlee Houses on Dorchester Boulevard 
(Reno".tion in W •• tmount) 

wide range of incomes and styles with the character of each area being distinctive. Many 

Westmount streets are distinguishad by the repetition of common architectural elements such as 

projecting bay or oriel windows, omately carved wood porches or entranceways, and the 

treatment of rooflines with elaborately carved cornices (fig.3.2). Westmounte,. feel a strong 

responsibility and desire to preserve this rich heritage, and to maintain the aesthetic character and 

8COnOrniC value of the community.8 

Any anerations that affect the exterior of a building must be reviewed by the We.tmount 

Architecture and Planning Commission which has the authority to rsquire changes to a proposad 

·This construction requirement is a legal requirement covered in the Weltmount zoni"g by-Iaws. 
(By-law sn, sect. 3.3.6.4.) 
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design orto deny the issuance of a building permit based on reasons of planning and aesthetics.v 

ln the early 1980s, following a le gal challenge to a decision made by the Commission, a set of 

guidelines titled Renovation in Westmount was drafted to selVe as criteria for their rulings .• 

Because many of the decisions rendered by the Commission were aesthetic, and therefore very 

often based on the subjective tastes of Ils members, the guidelines were viewed as a positive 

step towards ensuring more consistency in the decisions rendered by the Commission. The 

guidelines were also written to expedite the overall review process and to limll the number of 

appeals. They provide a straightforward set of documented rules, giving architects and 

developers, as weil as laypeople, an understanding of what constitutes acceptable design by the 

Commission; this ultimately limits the amount of time the Commission spends reviewing each 

design. The design guidelines were voted on and approved by the City Council of Westmount in 

1985, and although they have not been incorporated into the zoning by-Iaws, they are 

nevertheless binding by general consensus and accepted by the City Council, the Architecture 

and Planning Commission, and the community.10 Building permits are required for ail new 

construction, alterations. and additions, but are not required for minor alterations and repairs (if the 

replacement matches the existing work) or for exterior or interior painting. 11 Adherence to the 

guidelines gives applicants for building permits sorne assurance that their designs will be 

approved by the Commission. 

The guidelines are divided into ten sections, organized by architectural elements as 

follows: 1. Roofs, 2. Masonry Walls, 3. Windows and Doors, 4. Exterior Woodwork, 5. 
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Entranceways, Steps and 

Porches, 6. Interiors, 7 . 

Additions and Extensions, 8. 

Decks, 9. Landscaping and 

Fenees, and 10. Storefronts and 

Signs. Each guideline follows a 

Fig.3.3. Sketch lIIustrating Rating System 

similar format. The first part 

addresses legal requirements 

affecting the particular element, 

(Renovation in Westmount) cited 'rom the Ouebec Civil 

Code and the By-Iaws of the City of Westmount. An example of one legal requimment for 

gUideline 9 'Landscaping and Fenees,' taken from by-law 907, sect. 3, states that: 'The maximum 

permitted height of a fenee or hedge is: in front of a building and on sides 'acing a street 1370 mm 

(4'6"); on sides and rear of the property 2000 mm (6'6").'12 The second part of the each guideline 

8Thi, 32 page document is available to anyone-gratuitou ...... t Westmount City Hall. 
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lists general principles and designs suggestions. The suggestions help to provide a background 

and overview of the architedural feature and its importance to Westmount architecture elong with 

outlining specifie design limitations. Included are photographs and sketches which are used 

along with a rating system to show acceptable or unacceptable solutions. Symbols are used to 

show preferences arnong design solutions; a star with a circle around it indicates a recommended 

design solution, an !:pen circle means acceptable under certain circumstances, and a circle with 

anolx' indicates art unacceptable solution (fig.3.3). 

The guidelines are not simply concemed with the appearance Of individusl houses, but 

with preseNing the existing architectural context of an old, established community. Although the 

issue of style is important, especially the preservation of communities styles, the guidelines do 

not attempt to regulate aesthetics based on style alone; style is mentioned in the guidelines only 

when it applies to respecting the architecture of surroundin!) houses.a ln the introduction to the 

guidelines titled, 'Respecting a Building's Character,' it is evident that the guidelines seek to 

balance individual design expression with that of the surrounding architectural context: 

The basic princlple of sensitive renovation is to respect the character of the general 
streelscape as weil as the design of the individual building and its particular features.13 

ln addition, the guidelines attempt to insure a degree of continuity fram existing to new 

construction by instructing the reader to pay careful attention to the special characteristics of 

adjacent houses: 

Before undertaklng an alteratlon or an addition to a building, it Is aelvlsable to study the 
aurrounding buildings to identlfy the special characteristics of the atreetscape and to 
design the new construction to respect and enhance that character.14 

It is evident from the two sections quoted above that the issue of streetscape is important in 

Westmount, and because of this the guidelines focus on elements which define the realm 
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between the private house and the public 

street. Architectural 'eatures which are 

important in defining this transitional realm 

such as porches, decks, fences, and 

landscaping, are strongly ragulated by the 

guidellnes. For example, suggestions for 

fence designs include varying the design of 
Flg.3.4. Suggestions for Design of Fencing Post Tops 

(Renovation in Westmoun~ post tops to create variety (fig.3.4), dividing a 

hlgh fence into an upper and lower portion to reduce the impact of the fence (fig.3.5), and 

emphasizing the posts and rails of a fence to create more interest (fig.3.6).15 

aThls la due ln part to the fact that Westmount arch!!ecture 15 varled (both in arcMectural 
expression and housing type), and th us there is no single community style. 
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The Westmount guidelines are preservatiol' guidelines and as such, address architectural 

issues concerning renovation, maintenance, repair and alterations to the exterior of existing 

buildings, and do not apply to new construdion or interior changes.. Guidelines conceming new 

construction are addressed in an eight page document titled Building in Westmount: Criteria for 

the Design of New Buildings.b This brief document reiterates similar design controls for new 

construction that are dictated for preservation construction, and additionally refers to sections of 

Renovation in Westmount, in its introduction. 

The followlng criteria are Intended to preserve and enhanee the visu al charaeter and 
harmony of Westmount. These requirements apply to new buildings and to major 
renovatlons and additions to existing buildings. Owners and architeets are also referred 
to relevant section. of the City's renovation guideline. Renovation in Westmount. 
particularly the parts referring to additions, fences, and decks.16 

Because Renovation in Westmount addresses issues of special concern to older buildings, 

particular importance is placed on how to bring buildings up to modern 'physical standards,' 

1-
1= .100_( .... ' ~""! (1'" 1:= t:::::: 

without destroying the special or unique 

architectural fsatures of the house. The 

guidelines recognize that 

unknowledgeable, mioor aherations have 

a cumulative affect over time which may 

not be realized immediately (fig.3.7). To 

avoid unnecessary alterations, the 

guidelines firstly emphasize prevention 
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Fig.3.5. Suggestions for Design of Fencing 
(Renovation in Westmount) 

through proper care and maintenance. 

This is evident in the guideline addressing roofs which suggests that: 

Regular inspection and maintenance Is essential, including an nuai cleanlng of gutters and 
drainpipas, as weil as inspection of flashlng, chimneys and other parts.17 

The guidelines are cognizant of the fact that older hou ses need special care not necessarily 

because of neglect, but also due to age and natural wear and tear. Consequently, some of the 

suggestions outlined are not necessarily architectural, but rather appropriate repslr techniques. 

For example. guideline number 2 'Masonry Walls,' covers in detai! proper means of repointlng 

deteriorating rnasonry walls. 

BAlthough guideline 6 is titled 'Interiors,' it states that: 'interior changes are not subject to 
aesthetic control by the city.' (Renovation in Westmount, 19.) 

bThe majority of construction in Westrnount is aherations and renovations. Approximately only 1 in 
every 25 plans reviewed by the Westmount Architecture and Planning Commission are for new houses . 
(from ln interview with Derek Drummond, Director of the School of Architecture, McGiII University, who alao 
sits on the Weatmount Architecture and Planning Commission, May 1992). 
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The original mortar should be retained whenever possible. Repolnt only when necessary 
to presarve tha wall or to reduce watar penetration. Co~lete repointin; of a wall la rarely 
necessary. It is suggestad tha' rapointin; should be done with mortar of the .ame 
strength and colour and with joints of the same size and profile .. the original.1' 

Finally, the guidelines suggest replacement of damaged architectural alements, and if this is 

tound to be necessary, the guidelines specifically regulate replacement procedures. The 

'" 1 

1 1 
1 

® guidelines stress replacement of original features as close as 

possible to the original, leaving very IitUe design flexibility. 

Replacement of elements such as windows and doors are 

highlighted in the guidelines due to the high degrea of wear and tear 

they experience through constant use, and also because they have a 

great impact on the visual quality of the facade. Guideline 3, 

0 

l' 
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'Windows and Doors,' stresses this in.,ortance by suggesting firstly 

that windows be replacad with an exact replica of the original, and if 

that is not possible, a simplified version of the original may be 

acceptable. Lastly it states that: 'Totally different window forms are 

usually inappropriate.'18 (fig.3.a) li 1 

-.. 
The rating system represents one limitation of the guidelines 

Fig.3.6. Suggestions for the because it attempts to illustrate by comparison or example, but 
Dasign ,of Fencing ~o.t. and cannot show ail situations. The guidelines also tend to be descriptive 

Ralla (RenovatIon ln 
Westmount) and instructional, rather than prescribing 'necessary controls. This is 

evident in the fact that the controls are stated as suggestions rather than as requirements. The 

informative nature of the guidelines is due to the fact that they are seen as a way of educating the 

public to what is acceptable architecture in Westmount. This attitude is apparent in the following 

introductory section to the guidelines: 

A few hours of research can make an owner or designer more famillar wlth the style and 
techniques used in the original construction, and with the wlde range of good quality 
mate rials and elements available for renovation.20 

It is thought that an aducated publiclhomaowners will uhimately make the job of architects easier 

because there will develop a general consensus between the owner and architect to what is 

allowable in W,stmount.21 

Although the goals of the guidelines are admirable, the guidelines in practice over the 

past seven years have producad mixed results. Prof. Derek Drummond, who presently Bits on the 

Wetstmount Architecture and Planning Commission, is convinced that the code has cut down on 

the number of appaals, has helpad in aducating the public, and has also prevented mediocrity 
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within the architectural profession.- Prof. Drummond stresses that the guidelines were never 

intended to tell designers how to design, but were written to establish a consensus for design 

o 
Fig.3.7. Charaeter of a Building Destroyed by IIIconsidered Changes 

(Renovation in Westmoun~ 

direction and intention. 

Consequently, the 

guidelines address broad 

design issues and are fairly 

flexible 50 that they don't 

preclude good design by 

restricting architects 

unnecessarily.22 ln contrast, 

Westrnount architect Bruce 

Anderson is frustrated by the 

code because he feels it is 

inconsistently administered 

and does not appear to 

prevent in sensitive design. 

Prof. Anderson points to a recent re-vamped porch entrance located a few doors down from his 

Sherbrooke Street office (fig.3.9). The entranceway was renovated in a high-tech style, with a 

series of metal steps and pipe railings ail 

painted in a high glo55 royal blue color. The 

entablature above the entrance door, also 

painted in royal blue, was renovated, while an 

existing column was removed and was not 

reused in the final design. This example 

clearly iIIustrates Prof. Anderson's concems 

because it does not respond to the historical 

contex! of Westmount, and does not in any 

way respect the spirit ot the guidelines. Prof. 

Anderson acknowledges that sorne 

improvements in Westmount's renovation 

architecture have been made recently, but 

teels that these gains have had more to do 
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Fig.3.8. Appropriat. Window Replacement Strategies 
(Renovation in W .. tmount) 

with a growing acceptance of classicism and heritage design by architecturel universities, 

professionals, and the general public, rather than due to the direct affect of the guidelines.23 

'Prof. Drummond Is also the Dean of the School of Architecture at MeGiII University ln Montreal, 
and il a practicing architect in W •• tmount. 
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Fig. 3.9. 4480 Sherbrooke Street Entrance, Weatmount, Quebec 
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Walking around Westmount, it is clear that there are many fine examples ot homes built 

recently that respect the spirit of the guidelines such as 2 Summit Circle ('ig.3.10); However, 

equally as many other examples can be found which do not. Although the guidelines are 

enforced by a review board, board members are not bound legally to uphold the specificities of 

the guidelines. Since the guidelines are stated as suggestions, there are opportunities for 

personal Interpretation. Finally, because the guidelines were not created to replace or even to 

compliment the review process, only to supplement it, much of the burden for 'quality' design still 

remains with the reviewers. This may explain many of the inconsistencies found with the way that 

the guidelines are applied. 

3.3.2 THE URBAN AND ARCHITECTURAL CODES: THE VILLAGE OF SEASIDE 

The resort community of Seaside is located on the Florida panhandle in the northwest 

part of the state on the Gulf of Mexico (fig.3.11). The 8Q-acre [32.4 hectare] site is attractive, with 

approximately twenty-eight hundred feet of baach front property, but is isolatad 'rom the majority 

of tourist towns in southern Florida. Realizing that an original design approach was needed to 

attraet people to this out-of-the-way resort, owner and developer, Robert Davis in 1978, retained 

the services of architects Andres Duany and Elizabeth Plater·Zyberk (DPZ) to develop a mastar 

plan and zoning code for the town. From the beginnings, DPZ conceived Seaslde as a whole 

town rather than simply another suburban subdivision, and accordingly surveyed traditional 

American towns throughout the South such as Savannah and Charleston to document 

characteristics which they felt were essential to small-town design.24 Their premise was that 

American 18th and 19th century towns remain vaUd urban models capable of altering sorne of the 
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Fig.3.11. Location Plan of Seaaide, Florida 
(Andres Duany and Elizabeth Plater-Zyberk, 'A Town 

Plan for Saaside') 
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prevailing standards typical of contemporary 

residential developments.25 Recognizing 

that regulatory control of residential design 

through zoning ordinances, FHA and PUD 

standards, and trafficking policies have 

formed the basis of planning and building 

princlples in the United States slnce World 

War l, DPZ realized that rewriting these 

codes was the single most effective way to 

improve the form of housing environments. 

The proposed village of Seaside became a 

way to "test" their premise and to see how 

effectively characteristics of a small town 
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could be codifiad. Consaquently, the design controls developed for Seaside gained significant 

importance not only as a method of design control, but al50 as a way of insuring at soma level the 

design of an authentic, viable town life. 

At Seaside, the vemacular of pre-World War southem towns has been translated into a 

highly succinct and primarily graphie set of regulatory documents. The master plan incorporates 

traditional town planning strategies. An example of this can be seen in Seaside's overall site 

planning which is concentric, with a simple rectangular griel superimposed on diagonal streets 

Fig.3.12. Layout of Seaside (Andres Duany and Elizabeth Plater­
Zyberk, 'A Town Plan for Seaslde') 

radiating outward from a 

central core (fig.3.12).20 This 

radial style plan was chosen 

because il effectively affords 

more people a view of the 

sea, due to the increase of 

streets terminating at the 

beach front. The central core 

services the commercial 

district at Seaside, and is a 

prototype to a downtown and 

main square found in traditionsl town architecture. The density is appropriately higher towards the 

central downtown area and gradually decreases towards the perimeter, typical of towns surveyed 

by DPZ.27 Axes and vistas at Seaside are al50 dealt with in a traditional manner, with identifiable 

landrnarks and public squares terminating important views; beach pavilions complete the view to 

the ses on east-west streets, and the tennis club and central Iquareltown square Iocated at each 

end of the boulevard, signify major intersections and prominent public buildinga.21 Finally, a 

hierarchy of circulation networks is common in traditional town design and at Seaside this is 

translated into broad range of patterns from narrow pedestrian walkways Iocated at the rear yards 

of properties, to sidewalk lined neighborhood streets, to grand boulevards and public squares. 

Seaside's program incorporates provisions for a variety of public and private amanitias ail 

located within a comfortable quarter-mile radius to facilitate walking rather lhan driving. Street 

widths are carefully designed to accommodate both pedestrians and cars: Humanly scaled streets 

encourage walking and the pedestrian life of the town is enhanced by sidewalks and rear yard 

footpaths. Parking is designated on private lots and ail cars can also he parked at curbside to 

avoid large expanses of parking lots. When completed, Seaside will not only include three 

hundred and fifty dwellin;lresidential units of varying types and sizes, but will also contain a 

mixture of public and private facilities such as a central shopping district, 100 to 200 units of 
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lodging (in hotel(s) and bed-and-breakfast(s», a post office, tennis club, church, school and a 

Sunday market. Some of these facilities are reminiscent of traditional town life, such as the town 

green, town hall and market 

square, and are essential 

ingredients in creating a 

community atmosphere. 

The set of regulatory codes 

for Seaside consist of three 

documents: a Master Plan, an 

Urban Code, and an 

Architectural Code. In addition, 

there also exists a design review 

committee which reviews 

buildings plans for conformity 

Fig.3.13. Mastar Plan of Seasid. ("Th. Town of S ... ida-) with the codes. The Master Plan 

is a composite drawing that locates ail necessary planning information such as street networks, 

distribution of private lots and sites for public buildings and spaces (tig.3.13) .• In addition to the 

Master Plan, Regulating Plan(s) are used 

to idantify private lots according to 

broadly definad building types modeled 

aftar Southem typologies.b Figure 3.14 

iIIustrates the regulating plan for building 

Type IV, whose prototype is based on 

the Greek Revival man~ions of the 

Antebellum South (fig.3.15).28 This 

building type allows a combination of 
FIg.3.14. Regulating Plan for Residentlal Building Type IV 

usas-both residential (single and multi- (Duany and Plater-Zyberk, "A Town Plan for SeBalde-) 

family) and Iodging (bed-and-breakfast)-but consistently applies the same architectural controls 

irregardless of usage. It is interesting that this form of design control differs from traditionsl zonlng 

methods in that private lots are zoned by type, rather than by functional use, allowing the planner 

to diractly regulate architectural fonn. 

aln more racent large planned cornrnunitlea by OPZ, the composite drawlng maate, plan may be 
replac.d by a •• ri.s of s.parata plana showing neighborhood, villaga, town, and ragional a',aat pattarn •. 
(Town. and Town-Al.king Princip/ .. , 21) 

bAt Seasid., th.re are eight primary regulatlng plans: on. for .ach of th •• ight building typ ••. 
Other building types ara modeled after southem typologi.s such as the American bungalow, th. Chartlaton 
'single hous.,' and the arcaded retaiVresidential dwellings found in New Orleans's Vieux Carr' diltrict. 
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The Utban Code is used to rsferencs specifie requirements for building types highlighted • 

on the designated Regulating Plans. It is a diagrammatic, ons-page document, concerned 

primarily with controlling elements whieh define urban quality 

such as street frontages, height and size of buildings, roof 

style and pitch, configuration of porches. balconies and 

window openings (fig.3.16). One impressive quality of the 

Utban Code is its simplieity. a It is graphie as weil as written, 

which enables people to use the code without necessarily 

needing professional assistance. This is an important aspect 

of the code because many of the houses bu in at Seaside are 

not designed by architects, but by carpenters, drafting 

services, or even by the owners themselves.3O Only private 
Fig.3.15. Sketch of Building Type IV 

("The Town of Seaside-) buildings are regulated by either the urban code or 

architectural code. Public buildings are left to the personal interpretation of individual designers 

with only one requirement that they be painted white to differentiate them from private buildings, 

however they are still reviewed by committee. Since urban qualifies are controlled through the 

control of building types, the code is organized into a matrix-like chart with building types 

positionad across the top of the code, and regulated elements positioned along the left hand 

side of the page. The code is divided into eight building types: thr. mixed-use (Type l, Il, and 

IV), four residential (Type V, VI, VII, and VIII), and one Iight industrial (Type III). The last coIumn of 

the code is reserved for specifications; broadly applied specifications which apply to 

administration of the code appaar in the upper right hand comer of the code as follows: 

1. Ali building plana ahall be lubmitted to the Sealid. administration for conformity to th. 
code. 
2. Variances to the code ahall be granted on the basls of arcMectural merit 
3. Ali buildings shall conform to the approved rnaterialllist.31 

Interestingly, at Seaside, variances are grantad on architectural merit which is not the case in 

traditional zoning ordinances where variances are issued normally on hardship alone. This 

ensures that good architectural design is not excluded by overly rigid interpretation by designers. 

Further specifications are lislad along the right-hand side of the page addressing specifie details 

of construction. Requirements for elements listad such as yards and porches, for example, vary 

• Duany compa,e. Christopher Alexande,', A Pattern Langu.~ to the S.a.ide code, Itating that 
although both Alexande, and DPZ believe ln the .ame 'town,' they disagr .. how to achleve Il. Duany f,ela 
that Alexander is too idealistle in thinklng that th. average peraon il patient enough to deciph.r hil almo.t 
253 pattems/guldenn .. in hÎl1170 page book which ÎI th. instrument of 1rf1)larnentation. Th. Staside Urban 
Code, Duany f,ell, il mort practleal becaua. Il la primarily a one-page document, and on. dota not hav, to 
underatand the principle. behlnd the code to bulld a house compatible with th. lurroundlng town'I 
architecture. ('Interview with Andres Duany,' Seaside: Making a Town ln America, 64-65.) 
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according to buildhlg type, however, specifications apply uniformly for each element. This 

ensures a degree of homogeneity between types, although subtle differences are generated by 

distinctive regulations which apply to architectural elements. For example, Type 1 and Type VII, 

have different maximum building heights of forty feet and thirty feet respectively but specification 

No. 2 ('Height') additionally states that: 

2. Ther. shall n,ot be height limit on structures or portions of structures with a footprint of 
less than 215 sq. ft. [20 sq. m.].32 

This specification applies to ail building types, encouraging the construction of tower-like 

structuras, insuring everyone, including lots farthest away from the beach front, have aeeess to a 

view of the ses (fig.3.17). 

The third regulatory document for Seaside is the Architectural Code which is used 

primarily to prescribe materials and methods of construction for building regardless of use. Unlike 

the Urban Code which is diagrammatic, the Architectural Code is written document comprising 

four pages, and reading like a set of architectural specifications. The Architectural Code is divided 

into two sections titlad General Provisions and General Construction Requirements. The General 

Provisions outline procedures to be followad during the review process at Seaside, along with 

specifying responsibilities of the general contractor such as maintaining and cleaning building 

sites during construction. 

Contractor shall furnish trash containers and, It ail times, shall k •• p the pre mises fr •• 
trom accumulation of tresh and ICrap cauNd by construction.33 

The section titled "General Construction Requirements" outlines construction regulations and 

techniques, selection of materials, sizes of construction members, and types of details, joints, and 

'asteners. The requirements are divided into nineteen sections, organized into brief paragraphs 

each addressing a particular ares of interest titled as foUowsa: 

2. Landscape, 3.Footings, 4.Roof Structure, 5.Exterior Cladding, 6. Fences, 7. Exterior 
Ooora, 8. Windows, O. Exterior Staira .nd Railing, 10. Privacy Scr •• ns 11. Fasten.,., 
12. Roof Cladding, 13. Exterior Finishes, 14. Service Une., 15. Exterior Lights, 16. Air­
Condltioning, 18. Aclvertisemant Signs34 

The Architectural Code addressas many of the same elemants as the Urban Code such 

as roofs, windows, doors, and fences, but further describes them in a more detailed manner. 

Both the Urban Code and Architectural Code address roofs, for exampla. The specifications 

controlling the heights of buildings in the Urban Code list the following regulations goveming 

roofs: 

8Thre. IlCtions listed in tha 'General Construction Requirements' are untitled. Section 1 states 
that: '1. There shall be no more than Iwo dwalling unit. per lot.' Section 17 and 19 addre.s driveway 
surfaces and street numbers on houses, rsspeetively. (Seaside: Making a Town ln America, 261, 263) 
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3. The principal roof shall be a symmetrical gable or hip with a slop. of 8 in 12. 
4. A sh.d roof shall have a pitch of 3 in 12 and b. p.rmitt.d only wh.n attach.d to a 
principle roof or wall. 
5. A fiat roof shall be permitted only as a habitable deck .nclosed by a continuo us 
balustrade or parapet.35 

The Architectural Code reiterates similar controls for roofs in the section titled 'Roof Structure,' but 

additionally describes appropriate sizes for roof raft ers, purlins, and also establishes a minimum 

roof overhang dimension. 

Phch above the main structure shall be 8 in 12. Roof pltch above porches and ancillary 
structures shall be 3 in 12. Monopitches shall not be permhted unless abutting vertical 
walls. Roof ahall b. aymmetrical about their peaks. Flat roofs shall be permitted only 
when acc.ssible 'rom an adjacent .nclos.d space. Roof rafters ahall be 2- x 6- minimum 
with 1'6- [45.7 cm.) minimum overhang. Purlins shall be -r x 2- or 2- x 4-. No soHits are 
p.rmitted. Fascias, if any, shall not completely cover rafter tails.36 

Il is evident that there exists soma overlap of information between the two codes, but the Urban 

Code places more emphasizes on where it ean be built, whereas the Architectural Code is 

primarily concemed with how somathing is built. 

The Architectural Code encourages construction praetices which convey a sense of 

visual quality, durability, and authenticity. For instance, Section 8 titled 'Windows' states that: 'No 

snap-in mutins (are] permitted,' and that '(s]hutters must be operable.'37 This requirement 

ensures that bath the mutins and shutters are functional and imparts a degree of genuineness 

which would not exist if they were merely omamental features. Durability is emphasized in Section 

11 titled 'Fasteners' stating that: 'Ali bolts, nails, staples, hinges, etc. exposed to the weather shall 

be hot-clipped galvanized steel, stainless steel, or brass.'38 The galvanizing of ail principal exterior 

fasteners extends the life of the fasteners themselves as weil as the installation in general, and 

also provides protection from unsightly water staining due to premature corrosion exasperated by 

exposure to salty sea air. 

Finally, the most outstanding eharacteristic of the Architectural Code is its limitation of 

materials. Exterior cladding is limited to clapboards constructed of various wood types and roofing 

mate rials are limited to various wood shakes and metal shingles, or sheets. Comman exterior 

eladding and roofing materials such as vinyl siding and ssphall shingles are forbidden by the code. 

Exterior materials are regulated in Section 5 of the Architectural Code titled 'Exterior Cladding: 

Ail wood exposed to weather shall be of cedar, redwood, cypress, pressure treated pine, 
pinl only when properly 'inished to prev.nt rnoisture from rotting the wood. Chlmnlya 
ahall be maaonry, brick, or sh .. t m.tal.-

ln addition, roofing matarials are ragulated in Section 12 thled 'Roof Cladding. 

Materials: wood shake, matai ahingle, corrugated metal aheet, V-crimp metal aheet, or 
.tanding •• am matai ahe.t.40 
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Allhough it is not directly stated in the Seaside codes, materials are generally limited to ones used 

prior to 1940. DPZ feel that rnany modern-day industrialized building materials are mere 

simulations of their natural counterparts, and are visually inferior because the materials do not age 

with dignity. By limiting materials in this way, buildings at Seaside will hopefully mature gracefully 

and develop a sense of genuineness over time. Through its limitation of materials, the 

Architectural Code is ultirnately responsible for Seaside's prevailing visual harmony.41 However, 

the Seaside plan is in fact motivated not only by overall consistency and cohesion as one of Ks 

objectives, but al50 by what DPZ term as 'authentic variety.' These two seemingly contradictory 

goals are balanced through controls found in both the Urban and Architectural Codes. 42 As 

mentioned previously, the Architectural Code provides a degree of harmony through its 

limitations of materials. Visual consistency is deall with in the Urban Code primarily by controlling 

architectural expression through the definition of specifie building types, by specifying that: 'Ail 

buildings shall conform to the approved materials list,' and al50 by broadly regulating roof pitches 

and window proportions regardless of building type.43 Variety, on the other hand, is encouraged 

mainly by means of numerous administrative devices. Firstly, the town architect, whose 

responsibilKy it is to review designs for compliance with Seaside codes, is rotate on a yearly basis. 

This person has influence in determining the diredion of architectural expression, and limiting the 

Fig.3.17. Elevation of Krie"a Hou .. 
(Krier, ·Projects·) 

duration of the position ensures that the town will 

not be dominated by the tastes of single individuels 

1 for a long period of time; indirectly it encourages 

diversity because it provides the opportunity for 

yearly reinterpretations of the code. Secondly, 

Seaside employs the talents of many designers 

rather than a single architect or developer. This 

ensures that the town will develop diversity in 

architectural expression and a sense of authenticKy 

which could not be generated by a single firm, 

developer, or designer."" Thirdly, trom its 

conception, Seaside was planned to develop slowly 

over time which is unlike many modem suburban 

subdivisions where the common practice is to 

contract out ail private lots as socn as possible. often 

within several years. Because the town is expected 

to take between ten to fifteen years to complete, the 
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code is constantly being reinterpreted by architects who also react to what has been previously 

constructed. This creates an environment where the town can develop ils own history and 

context and is able to grow organically, more like an authentic town built up over decades. 

Variety is encouraged also through controls found in the Urban and Architectural Codes. 

Firstly, as mentioned previously, variances are granted based on architectural merit. This flexibility 

allows the occasional departure from the Code, and results in a wider diversity of possible 

architectural expressions. Secondly, because public buildings are not governed by the Code, 

architects are encouraged to be more creative and innovative when contracted to design this 

building type. This added freedom in the design of the public realm contributes some relief to the 

generally homogenous appearance of private buildings as a group. Likewise, controls for building 

Type VIII are also far more liberal than other private building types, particularly in building 

placement and by the fact that outbuildings are not required by code. This distinctive building 

type is located at special places or gateways dispersed throughout Seaside, and through a 

relaxation of eontrols, reinforces a degree of diversity in expression. In addition, because exterior 

color Is not a regulated element for private buildings, it also contributes to Seaside architectural 

111 111111111111111111111111 
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Flg.3.18. Various Fencing Pattems at Seaslde 
(MohnlY, Seaside: Making 8 Town in America) 

diversity. Finally, variety is firmly supported in the code by allowing individual axpra&&ion through 

architectural elements such as porches, balconies, towers and fences.' 

aDuany Itates that fences .re an important elernent for spatial definition, espeelally in Amerlcan 
towna becaua. th. ratio of atreet width (face of houa. to fac. of houa.) to building height, il ao gr •• t, it 
mak •• th. definitio" of .tre.t spac. unp.rc.lveble. For .xample in European citie. luch Il, Parle thll ratio 
il 1 :1.5, or in Aorenee it la 1:2 or 1 :3, but ln most American towns, th. ratio il morelike 6:1 or 10:1. Thil hal 
traditionaUy been correct.d by the use et boulevards with trees. street tre.s, and/or 1ence.. ("Interview 
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Regulations for fences, found in both the Urban and Architectural codes, iIIustrate how 

effectively individual expression is encouraged while simultaneously maintaining a degree of 

regularity and cohesion at a broad scale. The Urban Code, for example, states that: Wood fences 

shall be bulb along the street and footpath property lines except in Types 1 and Il.'45 This provides 

uniformity at the overall town scale because most building types require fencing. Additionally, 

uniformity is reinforced by the fact that ail fenees must be painted white, and the Architectural 

Code further specifies manufacturers stock numbers for what is considered acceptable brands of 

white paint. On the other hand, variety is supported bya regulation in the Architectural Code 

which states that: 'Individual tence patterns shall not replicate another on the sarne street.'46 This 

ensures sorne diversity at a very detailed scale because variations in fenee designs are mandated 

by code, but it also prevents unimaginative responses to an important architectural element 

whose design cou Id otherwise be thoughtlessly repeated throughout (fig.3.18). 

The small-town prototype which Seaside is derived from stands in opposition to 

contemporary zoning practices in four primary ways. First and forernost it integrates residential, 

commercial, and office funetions in one area, ratherthan allocating large, single-use zoned areas. 

This planning strategy aids in reducing dependency on the automobile by Iocating activities such 

as shopping (ie. comer store), closer to residential areas. Secondly, unlike conventional zoning 

ordinances which allow only one dwelling unit per lot, at Seaside two dwelling units per lot are 

allowed by code. 47 This provision permits the development of a higher density town better adept 

at supporting a variety of town facilities, and also encourages affordable housing alternatives by 

creating the possibility of flats Iocated in single-family houses or apartmants Iocated over garages 

and outbuildings. Thirdly, planning and design are addressed in a more three-dimensional 

manner by requiring the construction of porches or balconies for most building types, as opposed 

to zoning which deals primarily only whh two-dimensional requirements such as yard satbacks, 

minimum area coverages and minimum lot widths.48 Finally, Seaside's design controls are physical 

and morphologically based, in eontrast to zoning ordinanees whieh are funetionaUy and 

numerically based .• At Seaside, this is translated into attention and coneem for spatial aesthetics, 

such as the requirements for porches [to help in creating a comfortable transition between the 

private house and public street zone], for fenees [to more clearly define street edges), and for 

zonlng boundaries at mid-block [to enhanee spatial elarity by promoting groupings of similar 

building typeS).4' 

Sinee its beginnings, Seaside has had a strong influence not only on the architectural 

profession as a whole, but also on the public's perception and awareness. hs financial success is 

with Andres Duany,· Seaside: Making a Town ln America, 68) 
aFloor ar.a ratio (F.A.R.) calculatlonl are a good exa"..,le of th. numerical nature of zonln; 

re;ulations. 
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obvious (land priees are ten to twenty times higher than neighboring aress) although soms of its 

social intentions, such as incorporating a mixture of income and age groups, have unfortunately 

not been realized. It has helped architects and planners alike recognize soma of the architectural 

benefits iIIustrated in American towns prior to 1940. In spite of its suceesses, Seaside has been 

criticized by some as being superficially stylistic, overly rigid in its design constraints and 

inappropriately used as a model to test traditional town planning concepts because it is a seasonal 

vacation resort. These critics overlook the fact that Seaside's main feature is not its stylistic or 

social intentions, but rather its regulating codes. DPZ have rightfully criticized zoning ordinances 

and PUD's as being responsible for the degraded appearance of roodem suburbs and have also 

made the profession aware that it is only through the rewriting and simplification of design 

regulations and the design review process that will inevitably reshape the suburban environment. 

3.3.3 WESTPARK DESIGN GUIDELINES 

Westpark is a newly planned community Iocated in Southern California, and represents 

one of the most recently developed residential sections in Orange County's Irvine area. Irvine is 

part of the Los Angeles Basin and comprises more than 62,000 acres [25,091 hectare]-almost 

one hundred square miles, stretching from the Pacifie Ocean and inland for more than 20 miles 

[32 kilometers).50 A suburb of Los Angeles, Irvine is situated approximately 35 miles [56 

kilometers] southeast of downtown Los Angeles and is weil within the 'sphere of influence' of 

cities such as Santa Anal, Costa Mesa, and Newport Beach. Privately owned and controlled by the 

Irvine Company, Irvine is one of the largest planned suburbs ever developed by a single 

company.51 

Originally purchased by James Irvine in 1864, the Irvine Ranch was created by uniting 

several Mexican ranches with a substantial Spanish land grant. In 1894, the Irvine Company was 

established by James Irvine's son to control and manage the family's holdings, and for the 

following sixty years the estate functioned mainly as an agricultural plantation. In 1960, the Irvine 

Company hired the architectural and planning firm of William L. Pereira & Associates, to develop a 

master plan for a substantial section of the properties. At the same time, 1,000 acres (405 

hectare] was donatad to the University of California for the construction of a new campus, and 

1,800 acres [728 hectare] was designatad for the City of Irvine, which was incorporated in 1971. S! 

Located in the fastest growing region of southern Califomia, Irvine has experienced a dramatic rise 

in population overthe past twenty years, from 20,000 in 1974, to over 200,000 today. It has also 

achieved wide market appeal and finaneial suecess, with the median home priees ranking arnong 

the third highest in the United States.53 

Unlike large master-planned suburbs such as Levittown, Irvino consists not only of 
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residential arsas, but also of institutional, commercia~ and industrial areas, which have baen 

woven together in order to create a viable community capable of supporting a wide range of 

activlties. Although some of the commercial pursuits have struggled and failed, the area does 

support a job base of approximately 150,000 and in that sense, is closer to the garden city ideal 

than previously planned American suburbs.54 

The Irvine Company describes Irvine as a 'city of villages,' and a total of 'orty villages have 

been planned. These individual villages are connected by activity corridors which weave 

throughout Irvine. Along the corridors, neighborhood·centered commercial and recreational 

activities are concentrated among parks, and bike and pedestrian paths.55 The concept of 

community is important in Irvina and 'rom the beginning there was an attempt to strengthan this 

idea by utilizing one architectural style or 'theme' assure 8 degree of uniformity throughout an 

entire planned ares. But at Irvine, ultilizing one style was initially followed with such fervor and 

literalness, that the result was a repetition of identical houses which were and a iownscape which 

was visually monotonous and which sorne critics described as lacking spontaneity and variety. 

Oeed restrictions which prevented homeowners trom customizing their homes were strictly 

enforced by community associations, making it difficult for houses to become distinguishable over 

time by personal touches.56 Community associations at Irvine were compulsory, and along with 

enforcing deed restrictions, they monitored adherence to community rules, and the use and 

maintenance of common community areas.57 

ln reaction to sorne of these criticisms, new design guidelines for the 833·acre (337 

hectare] planning area of Westpark titled, Westpark Design Guidelines: Planning Ares 14, were 

Fig.3.19. Context Plan Locating Westpark within Irvine 
(The Irvine COf'11)any, Westpark Design Guide/ines) 
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introduced to broaden the range of 

possible architectural expressions 

at Irvine (fig.3.19). Developed by 

the Irvine Company in 1985, these 

guidelines are used by developers 

and design consultants, under the 

direction of the Irvine Community 

Development Company. The 

guidelines are used as review 

criteria for aesthetie deeisions 

rendered by the Company, and do 

not seek to modify applicable 

Federal, State, or City of Irvine 

codes and ordinanees; Other 
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issues such as life safety are reviewed by the C~y of Irvine. In addition to being required to follow 

these guldelines, builders are al50 advised to review applicable zoning requirements, as weil as 

the overall Irvine general plan and Westpark concept plan. The guidelines contain general 

information describing the context of Westpark w~hin Irvine, ~he submittal and approval process 

that builders and designers must follow, and broad site planning criteria and numerous design 

guidelines. The Irvine Company hopes that in reviewing the Westpark concept, builders and 

designers will develop a keener understanding of the relationship of the Westpark community 

within the larger context of Irvine. and in the end, insure final approval of proposais by the 

Company.58 

ln contrast to guidelines such as Westmount and Seaside, the guidelines for Westpark 

are not intended for use by the lay person.59 Whereas the descriptive and overall accessible 

nature of the Westmount guidelines and the simplic"v of the Seaside codes result from a desire to 

encourage their use by homeowners. the Westpark guidelines do not cater to that possibility; 

clearly, these guidelines are written for contractors, homebuilders and developers.6o This is 

evident in the following passage quoted from the cover letter included with the Westpark Design 

Guidelines, from Ron Hendrick5On, Senior Director, Urban Planning and Design for the Irvine 

Company: 

The Westpark Design Guldelines were prepared ln 1985 to communlcate the Irvlne 
Company'. intended vision of the new community to home builders and their design 
consultants. It is a private document, not for public review.61 

The Guidelines are divided into three sections titled 'Introduction,' 'Oesign Guidelines' 

and 'Area Development Guidelines.' The first and third sections are primarily aimed at fiHing the 

Westpark community appropriately within the broader Irvine context, while the second section 

establishes design criteria for archhectural and landscaping 'eatures. This constHutes the primary 

focus of the West park guidelines. Ali guidelines concerning land use, area planning strategies, 

landscaping, site fumishings and arch"ectural design are contained within one manual. To 

facilitate referencing, architectural guidelines are listed by commonly understood architectural 

categories: 'Building Massing and Scale,' Roof Pitches and Materials,' Materials and Colors, 

'Windows and Doors,' and 'Garage Doors.' A sLb-section titled 'Architectural Forms and Details,' is 

divided into additional features such as 'Balconies,' Exterior Stairs,' 'Columns and Archways,' 

'Chimneys,' 'Project Walls and Fenees,' and 'Buidling Details.' Eaeh arch~ectural guideline follows 

a similar layout beginning with a broad introductory statement describing the guideline's overall 

intention. The following is the introductory statement for the guideline 'Balconies' states that: 

The incorporation of balconies onto or within the building form is encouraged for both 
practlcal and aesthetlc value. Balconies should be integrated to break up wall masses, 
offset floor setbacks, and add human scale to buiidings.62 
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These introductory statements often provide the reader with a rationale as to why the guideline is 

necessary and al50 what the guideline hopes to accomplish in the built environment. A more 

detailed list of specifie requirements, ranked into categories follow; appropriate (required, 

encouraged, or permitted), discretionary (limited), or inappropriate (prohibited). Complying with 

this ranking system, the guideline for balconies, for instance designates that:-

A float finish on balcony wall surfaces Is appropriate and required, but that ceramie tile 
acant trim is also appropriate but encouraged rathar than being requlred. The use of a 
single pipe rail above a low stucco wall is lirnhad, whereas transparent walls, such .s 
wrought iron or pipe railing la inappropriate and prohibited.63 

Unlike the written guidelines, the sketches which accompany specifie guidelines only iIIustrate 

acceptable solutions. 

LAND USE PLAN 
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Flg.3.20. Westpark Land Use Plan 
(The Irvina Company, Westpark Design Guide/ines) 

The Westpark Guidelines are interested 

in addressing site planning issues as weil as 

architecture. This is evident by the fact that 

many design guidelines are non­

architect·ural, regulating for example, 

parking design standards, landscaping 

elements, planting and site furnishings. 

Guidelines for non-residential design are 

also included such as commercial design 

criteria for retall and offices. Clearly 

West park, like the larger community of 

Irvine, seeks to develop a mixecl-use 

community; integrating landscaped parks, 

along with residential and non-residential 

functions. Figure 3.20 shows the land use 

plan for Westpark, iIIustrating how it is 

composed not only of residential districts 

with varying densities. but also of parks. 

schools, and numerous commercial and 

office districts. 

The issue of compatibility is a major 

theme of the Guidelines and is clearly 

expressed in the following section of the 

aThis guideline is not quoted verbatim because the guideline is written in short phrases rather than 
fuillentencel. h has been quoted in this way to better incorporate h into the text. and to also enable the 
reader ta understand it without showing the entire guideline as an illustration. 
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'Introduction' titled 'The Westpark Concept': 

We.tpark la to be a community compatible with other rnaater-planned communiti •• in 
Irvine: tasteful architecture in an attractive landscaped environment, with a Itrong 
hlerarchy of roadways, blke trails and greenbelts. Westpark will have ils own Identlty to 
be established by the use of a distinctive the me, and defined by the treatment of open 
Ipace and architectur •. 54 

ln the 'Westpark Concept: emphasis is placed on a hierarchy of zones, from the overall 

community to neighborhoods and smaller residential street zones. This is reinforced through a 

hierarchy of circulation patterns, from major parkways to neighborhood streets and 10 footpaths or 

Il , f; 
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Fig.3.21. Westpark Concept Plan 
(Thelrvine Company, Westpark Design Guidelines) 

paseos. Various sized parks, from public-

community to private-neighborhood 

parks and recreation areas. al50 reinforce 

this hierarchy. Theme corridors 

emphasize the importance of residential 

street zones. white theme intersections 

and entries help to individuate the 

numerous residential areas in the 

Westpark community. At theme 

corridors, intersections, and entries, 

special plantings and defined open 

spaces are used to create a consistent 

landscape and visuel landmarks 

(fig.3.21). Importance is placed on the 

overall appearance of streets. described 

as streetscapes; landscaping and 

landscaping elements play an important 

role in characlerizing and individuating 

these streetscapes as the following 

phrase suggests: 'Streetscapes are 

characterized by meandering walkways, 

trees, shrubs, and the community theme 

wall. '65 Consequently, there exists a degree of interdependence between landscaping and 

architectural fonn. 

Private lences and walls are encouraged to provide security, privacy and landscape 
definition in both commercial and residential areas ... Plant material, particularly vine. and 
espalliered trees, should be used to visually soften garden walls. Refer to site furnishings 
section for addition al design crlterla.ee 
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Architectural elements which have a close association with the landscape such as paving, fences, 

garden walls, and site fumishings, are highly regulated. 

OVeraU, the Guidelines have four primary architectural purposes which are outlined in the 

'Introduction' of the manusl: 

The Guidelines have been designed to establish a high quality of appearancI, to assure 
compatibility, to direct character and form, and to enhance the communlty's oversll 
valul.67 

The primary architectural goal of the Guidelines is to establish a 'Mediterranean' architectural 

expression in Westpark. This style is rooted in the Spanish Colonial Revival, a historically 

prominent vernacular style of the Southem California region. U The guidelines specify that the 

more cosmopolitan forms of the Mediterranean style should be emphasized, rather than the more 

rustic forms found in the MissionlSpanish Colonial Revival architecture.- Examples of such 

expression 'might include the use of stucco walls, 'terra cotta' colored roofs, ceramic tile wall 

accents, pastel colors and simple stucco balcony and stair projections.'ee 

ln addition to landscaping which is sean as a wayof reinforcing architectural character, 

building massing and scale, roof forros, and building materials and colors are perceived as principal 

design components of the Mediterranean style, and consequently are strictly controlled. Roofs 

in particular exhibit a strong influence within this style, especially wh en considering that 

traditionally terra cotta tiled roofs are one of its most distinguishable characteristics. The following 

guideline goveming roof pitches and materials iIIustrates this emphasis on roof form, and on the 

appropriate application of exterior color and roofing materials. 

Principal roof forms shall be gable or hip w~h pitches from 4:12 to 6:12. Ali pitchld roof 
materlals ahall be clay or concrete tile from the approved color and material board to 
ensure continu~ of textures and colors. Minimal fiat roof areas shall have gravel surface 
with color to match roof tlle. Short roof overhangs are encouraged with ,impie plaster 
fascial. Exposed rafter tails are not perm~ed,70 

The guidelines contain an approved color and materiallist, mentioned above. The list is quite 

prescriptive, specifying colors along with acceptable building materials for exterior walls, roofs, and 

accessories such as doors, window trim, gutters, railings and facias (fig.3.22). Unlike Westrnount 

which has no regulation controlling color ~tection, and Seaside which discourages only a few 

colors, color Is a highly regulated element at Westpark. This is due to the fact that color is 

regarded as having a strong unifying quality, and is intended to aet as a primary theme conveying 

element-ensuring a degree of continuity throughout the community. The guideline titlad 

'Materials and Co lors' states that colors should be appropriate to Southern Califomia styles which, 

8The subtle distinction between these two closely related styles 15 not clearly defined: nowhere in 
the guidelines is the term 'Mediterranean' or what const~utes the style, outlined for the reader, nor are the 
differencl8 between the cosmopolitan and MissioniSpanish Colonial Revival precisety described. 
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in general, use light colors; however the use of darker or lighter accents are encourage for trim 

matarials to add contrast and to highlight the charaetar of Iha building. 

The Westpark guidelines are succesful in their ability to organize and address many issues 

within one manual; this is unlike Seaside which addresses planning and architectural issues. 
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Although this method of 

organization May appasr 10 make 

the manual more compliCBted to 

reference, it is successful because 

there is an attempt to deal with 

each issue in distinctively separate 

sections so as not to confuse large 

scale planning issues such as 

circulation patterns and park 

locations with the more detailed 

scaled gùidelines addressing the 

design of windows, chimneys, and 

balconies. 

The Guidelines are 

'5.., .......... ,« __ .., OM ........ ..,. ..... II ............. -- comproml'sed by a nu b f 
....... --.. M ... cdCII ................. __ ~JlRljecIIl_af •••.• (lra,- m er 0 

,.,. Oui,. a.wr .... ".,., An. 14.' 5.1.1-5.2.) 
limitations, particularly concerning 

Fig.3.22. Wastpark Recommended Colors and Materials the use of language and 

illustrations in individual guidelines. Firstly, the grading of design alternative&-appropriate 

(required, encouraged, or permltted), discretionary (limited), or inappropriate (prohiblted)­

supposedly allows for a more subtle range of architectural design solutions, however, this 

becomes confusing because il tries to regulate ail possibilities. It would be better if the guldelines 

were &tated as single, precise and positive statamants of exactly what needs to be done, rather 

than attempting to distinguishing between ail possible positive as weil as negative variables. This 

only crestes redundancy among the guidelines and makes them unnecessarily lengthy. 

Secondly, throughout the Guidelines, ambiguities in definition and intentions are 

apparent due to of the consistent use of inexplicit language in oonjunction with generic and overly 

simplistic graphies. One ex.emple of Ihis can be found in the guideline goveming exterior slair 

design; an important elernent found in the cosmopolitan expression (fig.3.23). The guideline 

states that: 'Simple, clean bold projections of stairways are encouraged to complement the 

architectural rnassing and form of a building.'71 The terrn simple is an important quality, however, 

the term leaves too much open for personal interpretation_ The sketch iIIustrating this guideline 
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does not provide any additional clarity to enablo the readerto visualize this implied simplicity, sinee 

it is vague and the term 'simple' is too broad, rendering the sketch ineffective. Unlike the 

illustrations and sketches for Westmount which are specifie and issue-oriented, the sketches for 

Ext.rlor Stllr. 

SIIIIII •• cl ... bOld projections 01 sUI,..,.,I •• , encau'l9td to c_'_t the 
•• chltectu ... 1 ... nlng Md fo", of a bundlng. Stal .... ,1 sh.1l II~ of Ilo.t 
fInish nucco .tth accent t.l .. 01 co...,l_u.,. colora. 

......,.. •• t. 

S Id. ...l1s 01 sllOoth o' 
Iloit 'Inllh ttucco ('n­
C""'I9")' 

Accent tri. cap or b.ndln, 
01 t ne (t"cau'l9lClI. 

SUI",., d"I,n and loca­
tloft to ,.,.1_1 bulld­
ln, 10'" (Ifte""r ... '. 

... ..".". •• te 

Prlf.rlc.t ... t.l lUI" 
(prOlllllttldl. 

Open rellt"'1 (p.ohlllh.,. 

Flg.3.23. Sketch trom 'Exterlor Stair' Guldelin. 
(The Irvine Company, Westpark Design Guidelines) 

Westpark are more decorative than 

informative, and may inadvertently 

lead the reader away from the true 

goals of a particular guideline. The 

language and graphies used in this 

example are indicative of rnany 

other guidelines found throughout 

the Westpark Design Guidelines. 

The built resulls at Westpark 

to date have been far less 

successful than the Irvine 

Company's optimistic planning 

goals. In Edge City , Joel Garreau 

describes Westpark as: 'An 

unbroken field of identieal 

Mediterranean red-clay roof tile, 

covering homes of 

indistinguishable earth-tone 

stucco. '72 This description underlines a limitation of the guidelines; their over emphasis on 

continuity and overall homogeneity at the expense of individual variety and expression. Unlike 

Seaside which encourages variety throughout the town, Westpark is preoccupied with imposing 

one community styte over an entire subdivision and does not seek ta offer sub-styles of different 

building typologies to encourage more variety. 

3.3.4 THE SITE AND ARCHITECTU.RAL CODE: MASHPEE COMMONS, 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Mashpee Commons, Massachusetts is representative of a growing number of towns in 

the United States which have recently begun to challenge the planning practices that have 

evolved since the late 1940's. By adopting more traditional approaches to town-making, towns 

like Mashpee have abandoned the single-use zoning policies typical of single-family residential 

enclaves, in lieu of more integratad residential, commercial, and civic functions with identifiable 

town centers. The renovation, in 1984, of a 1950's strip shopping cent,r afforded the 
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development company of Fields Point Llmited the opportunity to convert this mali into new 30 

acre [12 hectare] town center. Nearby historie villages in Cape Cod, provided the Field Point 

partners, Arnold Chace Jr. and Douglas Storrs, 

\ --- ... -.... 
\ \ ----

TAOUT PONO 
, -.....I"l" 

with what they regarded as successful 

traditional models for the design of naw urban 

spaces. By incorporating physical 

characteristics such a pedestrian-scaled streets 

and sidewalks as weil as the architectural 

vocabulary of these villages like small clapboard 

and brick buildings, Fields Point Limited 

aHempted to recreate the charm and distinctive 

sense of place unique to New England. 73 

Existing buildings which formed the old 

shopping mali were cut through by a grid of 

new streets, and additional buildings were 

added with commercial and civic functions at 

street level and apartments and offices aboye. 

The newly created streets, Market and Main, 

were extended to incorporate 8 church, a new 

town green, a library. and a meeting hall and 

alsa provided the basis for future planning and 

development of the surrounding area 

(fig.3.24).74 

Chase and Storrs were influencad by 

the wide success and appeal of Seaside in 

Florida and in 1988, retained the services of 
Fig.3.24. Plan of Mashpee Commons Zif h' 1 id l' 

(Sachner, "Comman Sense,") OP to deve op a sat 0 arc Hectura gu e Ines 

for the proparties (totaling 275 acres [111 hectare]) which they had recently purchased bordering 

the site of the new town center. Through a week-Iong 'charette' or intensive planning session, 

guidelines for six mixed-use neighborhoods were produced. Presently under construction, 

Mashpee Commons, when completed, will consist of three hundred dwelling units and a 

combination of other town facilities such as commercial space, and civic buildings Iike a town hall, 

post office. library and two places of worship (fig.3.25). It is planned that with the involvement of 

many architects in the growth and development of Mashpee, the town will develop the diversity 

and authenticity of a town built up over many years.75 The Mashpee Architectural Committee 
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oversees the town's development and insures that developerS and property owners adhere to 

the guidelines. 

The discussion of the guidelines that follows applies to a preliminary set produced for the 

Fig.3.25. Drawing of Proposed Town Hall and Commen 
(Duany and Plater-Zyberk, Towns and Town Making-Principles) 

Whitings and Quashnet 

neighborhoods, two of the six 

neighborhoods in Mashpee 

Commons. The overall 

intentions of the guidelines, as 

stated in the 'founder' a 

statement' in the introduction, 

are similar to thase of previous 

guidelines surveyed: 'To 

create a community that is both 

visually harmonious and 

experientially diverse.'76 At 

Mashpee, this ïs accomplished at an urban level by employing the seven principles Iisted as 

follow~: 

1. Use traditional malerials and configurations for buildings. 
2. Mix building typea-emall hou ••• andlargehou ••• on.ame.tr •• t. 
3. Provide shop., oHice., and civic building within walking dislance of houae •. 
4. Provide Immediale aecess to public greens and parks. 
5. Create memorable places and defined views through careful layout of streets and 
houses. 
6. Provide balance of cars and people-easy 10 drive, easy to walk. 
7. Define the civic realm by loealing public buildings in prominenl positions to encourage 
each citizen's involvement in the life of the community,77 

Interestingly, these principles alsa address land use and functional adjacencies which are typically 

dealt with in zoning ordinances. Principle No. 2. and No. 3 clearly iIIustrate this by requiring a 

mixture of building types, and by requiring that shops, offices, and eivic buildings are located 

within walking distance of houses, respectively. Even though it is not specifically stated as a goal 

of the guidelines, these prineiples respond to the shortage of affordable housing in Cape Cod by 

requiring rentai apartments above shops and by placing housing within walking distance of the 

town center.78 Similarly to Seaside. the guidelines for Mashpee also encourage the construction 

of outbuildings on single-family lots which increase the density of the neighborhood, and provide 

lower cost rentai units or 'granny flats.' The mixture of housing types and uses clearly attempts to 

reverse the single-use zoning practices typieal in modern suburban subdivisions. 

ln addition to thase general goals, the guidelines al50 have a stylistic intent, and like the 

guidelines for Westpark, attempt to extract what are essential elaments of a particular style of 
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architecture, in this case that of the surrounding regional architecture of coastal New England. 79 

Although the two design codes share the same goal of stylistic unit y , they achieva it in diffarant 

ways; that is, Westpark codifies elements of the Mediterranean style literally, while Mashpee more 

subtlly interprets New England architecture. 

The manual of guidelines for Mashpee consists sections such as an iIIustrated glossary. 

an annotated bibliography. and a section devoted to describing a method for using the 

guidelines. However, the main portion of the guidelines is devoted to describing the site and 

'111! 

ruEGUlLA TING 

WllUTINGS 

Fig.3.26. Regulating Plan for Whitings (Fields Point Limited 
Partnership, Guidelines for Mashpee Commons) 

architectural codes. By means 

of three components (the 

regulating plan(s) and the site 

and architectural codes) the 

guidelines establish basic 

standards for overall building 

form and architectural character. 

The regulating plans for the two 

neighborhoods contained 

within the manual Identify 

private building lots and 

correspondingly designate 

each lot by a building type: 

Type III is the Mashpee Cape, 

Type IV is the Three Bay, Type 

V is the Five Bay, and Type VI is 

the Manor Housa. The site 

code which follows, is divided 

into sections according to 

these four building types and 

describes requirements for 

building usage: These 

requirements are 'he 5ame for 

ail housing types. Building placement, frontage, height, and parking requirements vary 

accordingly. Because ail four types share the same architectural code, subtle distinctions of style 

(or characteristics of type) among them are generated strictly by requirements made in the site 

code. For example, Type III and Type IV lots circled on the Whitings regulating plan shown, are 

located across the street from one another (fig.3.26). The sizes of the IWO lots are 
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TYPE III 

BUIlLIl)][NG 
MASHPEE CAPE 

PLACBMBNT 
similar-determined by their location on the 

plan. Permitted building usages are exactly 

the same for each type, basically requiring that 

the main structure be residential and that 

~ addition buildings are permitted as 

'" THE REQÜIREMENTS FOR-PLACING BUILDINGS AND WALLS outbuildings such as garages, guest cottages 
ON LOI'. 

TYPE IV 

lB UlIlLIl)ING 
THREE BAY 

PlLACIEMlBNT 

and an artist studio to name a few.80 However, 

there are differences in the requirements for 

building placement. For example, the 

Mashpee Cape requires a 10' [3.05 m.] min. 

front and side yard setbacks, but the Three 

Bay requires a larger 12' [3.66 m.l front 

THE REQUIREMENTS FOR PLACINO BUILDINGS AND W ALLS setback and side yard setbaoks of 15' [4.57 
ON LOT. 

m.] min (fig.3.27). Additionally, although both 
Fig.3.27. Building Placement Plans for Building Types .. . . . 
III and IV (Fields Point Limited Partnership, Guidelines bUildings are hmlted to an overall maximum 

for Mashpee Commons) building height of 2 stories, the Mashpee 

Cape is restricted to a maximum front facade height of 10' [3.05 m.J, insuring the typical cape look 

of a one story house with a steep roof and 

usable attic (fig.3.28). Similarly, slight 

differences between the two types are also 

found with respect to building frontage and 

parking. Consequently, design 

considerations dealing with issues of variety 

and uniformity are treated quite differently in 

Mashpee and Westpar.k: Whereas the 

guideUnes for Westpark dictate one primary 

style over an entire planning area, resulting in 

a far more homogeneous neighborhood than 

desired, Mashpees' guidelines offer a range 

of possibilities within that primary style, thus 

TYPE IR MASHPEE CAPE 

BUlIlLDING HlEIGHT 

THE REQUIREMENI'S FOR 11Œ HEIOms OF 
VARIOUS ELEMENTS OF BUILDINGS 

TYPE IV THREEBAY 

Bl[J][LDING lIilEIGHT 

THEREQUlREMEHI'S FOR mE HEIOKl'S OF 
allowing for more options and variety within the VARIOUS ELEMENTS OF BUILDINOS 

main style. Furthermore, because the same Fig.3.28. Helght Requirements for Building Types III 
architectural code is used for ail building types and IV (Fields Point Limited Partnership, Guidelines for 

, Mashpe. Commons) 
it serves to homogenize the differences generated in the site code and provides some uniformity 

among the four housing types . 
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The architectural code follows the site code, and sets requirements for malarials, 

configurations and specifications of building elements such as building and garden walls, doors 

and windows, roofs and gutters, and gardens. Similarly to the Seaside's urban and architectural 

codes, Mashpae's architectural guidelines attempt to regulate the way in which materials are 

brought together during construction, and are not limited to merely determining what materials 

and elements are appropriate. A good example of this is found in the guidelines on Building 

Walls. These guidelines begin with a section titled, 'Materials,' which describes what materials can 

be used on exterior walls-stating that: 

1. Building walls may be made of white cedar shlngles 4"-6" (102 mm.-152 mm.] to the 
waather or horizontal wood clapboard 3.5"-4.5" [89 mm.-114 mm.] to the waather. 
2. Building walls may ba made of brick selected from tha M.A.R.C. master list. 
3. Foundation walls may be made of granite or concrete faced with brick.B1 

The section titled, 'Configurations and Specifications,' further describes how materials are to be 

assembled. Guideline No. 1 states that: 

1. Shingles and clapboards shall be butt-jointed or flush trimmed agalnst corner boards. 
Flat trim boards at window and corners shall be no more than 4".82 

Brick work is also regulatad in Guideline No. 2 stating that: 

2. Brick shall be placed in Running, English or Flemish Bond only. The mortar joints shall 
be rudded.83 

The emphasis placed on construction technique is dUB 'ih part to the perceived correlation 

between building construction/technique and style. a For example, English and Flemish bonds 

have been used historically to construct full thickness masonry walls without the use of metal ties 

and are part of New England's architectural heritage. In addition to this, durability is another 

important goal of the guidelines as is stated in the introduction: 

The guidellnes set basic standards to promote a visually harmonlous communlty of 
durable and dignHied bUildings." 

Because the English and Flemish bonds suggested would not logically or for that matter 

economically,be used to construct a veneered brick wall, it underscores a particular attitude 

towards construction integrity and visual durability. This alsa can be seen in Guideline No. 2 found 

under 'Building Elements, Configuration and Specifications' section which states that: 

2. Wood posts ahall be no less th an 5-1/2" x 5-1/2." (140 mm.x 140 mm.J85 

This requirement insures to sorne degree that no spindly porch columns are designed which 

architecturally do not convey a sense of solidity and sturdiness. This approach js more restrictive 

than the Westmount or Westpark guidelines, because it does not merely suggest suitable 

-Andres Duany (OPZ) maintalns this association when describlng the codes for Seaslde, that 1b]y 
selecting vaUd construction technique, we inevitably selected a vaUd style." (Mohney, 70) 
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materials, but specifies a narrow range of sizes and (orientations) of that material. 

The guidelines for Mashpee are much lengthier than the guidelines for Seaside, but 

exhibit a similar ease and simplichy of use which is uncommon when compared ta the other 

guidelines surveyed: this underlines 
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Fig.3.29. Section from the 'Illustrated Glossary' 
(Fields Point Limited Partnership, Guide/ines fDr Mashpee 

Commons) 

one of its chief strengths. Firstly, the 

guidelines cater to the user of the 

code who may or may not be a 

professional. This is apparent in the 

introductory section of the guidelines 

which outlines how to use the code, 

and also includes an iIIustrated 

glossary primarily aimed at defining 

architectural terms used throughout 

the manual (fig.3.29). Secondly, the 

language used throughout is positive, 

precise and prescriptive and tells the 

reader exaetly what to do and how, 

rather than focusing on why a particular 

guideline should be followed. This is 

unlike Westmount which states 

guidelines as suggestions rather than 

actual contrais, or Westpark which 

uses overly vague or negative, 

proscriptive language. For example, 

here is a comparison of Westpark and Mashpee's guideline regulating chimneys: The Westpark 

guideline opens by stating that: "As an architectural form, chimneys shall be simple in design ta 

insure consistency of character and style;" It further states that: ·Simple smooth plaster forms' are 

encouraged," but "[r]ustic mate rial veneers' are prohibited."86 The term 'simple' is obviously an 

important and desired quality, however the term is broad and how it relates or will result in the 

stylistic goals of Westpark or how one would even go about designing a 'simple' form is not 

defined. In co nt ra st , the Mashpee guideline regulating chimney design succinetly states that: 

'Chimneys shall be made of brick.'87 The wording for this guideline is characteristic of other 

guidelines contained in the Mashpee manual, and unlike Westpark, more decisively determines 

what needs to be fulfilled and what is expected for conformance within the design regulations. 

Thirdly, the Mashpee guidelines, unlike Westpark, are not encumbered by misleading graphies . 
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Although both sets of guidelines are concerned with a style, Mashpee includes no illustrations. 

This may be due to the fact that graphies may provide misleading interpretatlons of the guidelines 

and lim~ expression, ultimately hindering the amount of variety that would normally be the result 

from free interpretation of the guidelines. Overall, both the precise language and IImited use of 

graphics limits the length of the guidelines. Flnally, because of this and its other qualities, 

Mashpee's guidelines compliment the review process, and can function more independently, 

outside the traditional realm of architectural review committees. The role of the committee can be 

further diminished, by clear and precise guidelines like Mashpee, because, rather than 

interpreting the intent of the guidelines during the review process, the function of the review 

board can be limited to simply evaluating adherence to the guidelines. 

3.3.5 RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES FOR THE CITY OF SAN JOSE 

The City of San Jose, located approximately 50 miles [80.5 kilometers] south of San 

Francisco, is typical of expanding American suburbs which have experienced extraordinary 

growth in both size and population sinee the late 1940's. As a result of San Jose's population 

nearly doubling from 1965 to 1985, planning tools sueh as (FHA) subdivision standards anp 

(PUD's) have proved insufficient in successfully regulating the present development of its 

expanding edge communities.88 The reliance on the automobile for most transporation has also 

encouraged this expansion.89 The negative features of these practices over the past fort Y years 

have had the greatest effect on the quality of community life and the appearance of San Josa's 

townscape.a ln add~ion, the heterogenous nature of San Jose's housing stock has made it very 

difficult for architects and planners ta create a cohesive community. Sorne sections of San Jose, 

for example, consist of older, more established neighborhoods, while others consist of expanses 

of vacant land allotted for future development. non-urban to urban dense to sparse. Housing 

varies from sparse, detached and semi-detached housing, to more dense forms of housing like 

row houses, garden apartments, and high rise apartment complexes.9o Il 15 the relationship 

between dwellings and the qua lit y of the overall community '1hat new housing creates in 

aggregation" where the contemporary housing schemes in 5an Jose are deficent. 91 San Jose is 

no longer a visually cohesive commun~y. 

ln 1985, the City of San Jose decided to adopt a set of design standards aimed at 

addresses these mounting concerns. With the collaboratlun of several city planning departments 

and commissions as weil as input from local archnects and builders, the consuHant team of Daniel 

Solomon and Associates drafted a set of guidelines titled Toward Community: Residential Design 

Guidelines for the City of San Jose, which was later approved in 1986 by the City Council of San 

.See Chapter 1, pages 4-5, for a description of (FHA) and (PUD'S). 

80 



• 

• 

Jose. The guidelines are directed to planners, developers, and architects to help them 

collectively achieve a sense of community which the City Council feels can be assured through 

specifie site and architectural design controls Comphance with the design code is mandatory, 

although designers may need to sometimes meet more than required minimums to er50Llre 

approval by the City Council 92 

The 67-page guidehnes apply to ne\\ higher-denslty resldential developments whlch 

include, for example, small-Iot single-family detached housmg but excludes conventional single­

family detached in traditional R-1 zoning distncts They also do not apply to renovation work or 

development within t".J Downtown Core Area.93 There is no clear explanation given to why the 

guidelines do not pertain to traditional R-1 single-family detached housing, other than that thls 

form of housing does not fall under the category of higher-density housing whlch the guidehnes 

are specifically addressing. One would assume, however, that the challenge of designing a 

cohesive 'community' can be as difficult (if not more sol within lower-denslty housmg 

developments. 

The Intentions of the gUidehnes are numerous and broad ln scope. In the Introductory 

section of the manual titled, 'Why Design Guidehnes,' the intentions are summarized as follows: 

The design guidehnes contained in thls book address the prlvate resldentlal environment 
of the citizens of San Jose and the public world created by thair dwelhngs in aggragatlon. 
The subject matter of the design guidehnes is both the quality of houslng and the quality of 
the city itself. (from introductory paragraph of the 'Introductlon')94 

These new guidelines build on the expenence of the recent past and will assist planners, 
developers, and archltects to achleve through their collective efforts a quahty of 
townscape that has often proved el us ive through the period of postwar growth (trom 
conclu ding paragraph of the 'Introducllon')95 

These paragraphs provide a descriptive background and focus primarily on why design guidelines 

are needed, rather than specifically outlining whal the guidelines hope to achieve. The 

guidelines attempt to 1) address the variety of conditions and housing types, 2) improve the 

qua lit y of higher densny housing; not just the design of individual houses, but the internai 

organization (circulation and the integration of existing projects and new projects), and 3) address 

the impact of the automobile in the suburban environment Goal No. 3 can be further broken 

down into more specifie goals: a) to improve traffic patterns by re-establishing a grid-iron street 

systems in lieu of curvalinear and meandering streets, b) to narrow street widths, c) to reduce 

setbacks, and d) to visually integrate or lessen the impact of the 'Iwo-car' garage on the facade of 

suburban houses. Finally, it is strongly felt by the city that the guidelines should encourage 

creativity and inspire creative approaches to the design restnctions: consequentlv, they should 

be flexible, not overly rigid . 

The organization of the guideines is critical because of the length of the manual and the 
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scope of thelr intentions. The gUidelines are dlvided into a total of 24 sub-sections, grouped into 

three main sections, individu al gUidelines are listed within each of the 24 sub-sections (fig.3.30). 

More speciflcally, the set IS dlvided into three sections which clearly respond to distinct conditions 

in San Jose. older, estabhshed neighborhoods, non-developed or underdeveloped areas, and a 

,..,n. .'0 
fARTI I1JtIMI'TIlI WAWANI'FllNCIlS 

RfLAllONSHIP ) 'Uk ",or<fAOe 01' 
TO 4 H1US/T'f oova.QPlolDll' Ill' -4 

SURlOUNDlNGS 5 SIT1' SP.11IACkS 01 Owdr .... SA , 
• nIlIEI' "OHTAOB (7)~_M-«J 

7 snppn (4)~U_1A1I> 

6 Owdr ..... "'. 
, PAJtIClNO.PARKINODllIVF!i.PAI<K/NG O\J1tTS 19 Qwdtb .. 9A tl5 

fARI.ll 10 P1.-m1'AIŒAS (1) (lUlru •• , M 10ft 

Il ('OMMON4NT,PIIIV4moP"'SPA~ 5 Ou .... " •• 1 lA 116 
INlV.JtNAl. 

12.PlM<H .... = .. GwdthWII2A IID 
OlOANlZA1lON ) INO ON mOUlrIJ •• I)A 1)8 

14C.ItAllING (9) Gwdrla.,.. '.4 1." 
15 SOLAl< ORIIMATlON 6 OwdrI,o..I5A I5P 
16. OAIIBAOEJtjODSUltIlS 

(I)O __ IM 

"<n''''''' 
l!ABl:JIl ""0. 

(6\0..«1,0.' 
AOOmONAl. 

(JUIOOLINF.s FOR 11 IWI1<Y COUItTTaWN' IOUSllS (4)o.dt ..... 

SPlrIFlC 
IlOUSINGnms U 1'000"" a.US11llO IfOUSINO ~Outdrh •• 

34 COIIllIDOIl8U\1J)/NOS /!l~_. 

Flg.3.30 Organlzation of the San Jose Guidelines 

diverse housing stock. Part l, 'Relationship 

to Surroundings,' focuses on established 

developments (and infill housing 

conditions) and specifically the relationship 

of new developments to older ones. 

Emphasis is plaeed on ensuring that 

specifie qualities found within older 

communities are respeeted and supported. 

partieularly at perimeter conditions. 

Examples of typieal guidelines (sub-section 

gUldehnes) contained within this section are 

Guideline no.1. 'Existing Neighborhoods,' 

and Guideline no.2, 'Perimeter Walls and 

Fences.'96 Part Il, 'Internai Organlzation,' deals with issues which are important to new hoLdl'lq 

subdivisions such as placement of streets, landscaping, and determining appropriate areas for 

common versus private open space. Addltionally, issues which are applicable to ail housing types 

are addressed within this section such as Guideline nO.13, 'Building Articulation,' Guideline 

nO.12, 'Finish Matenals,' and Guideline no.16, 'Garbage Enclosures.' 97 Finally, Part 111, 'Add~ional 

Guidelines for Specifie Houslng Types,' addresses design considerations unique to specifie 

housing types found within San Jose. The eight housing types represent nearly the full range of 

housing which exists in San Jose and are as follows: Guideline nO.17, 'Single-Family Detached 

Houses,' nO.18, ·Paired Dwellings,' nO.19, 'Rowhouses,' nO.20, 'Garden Townhouses,' no. 21. 

'Entry Court Townhouses,' no. 22, 'Cluster Housing,' no.23, 'Podium Cluster Housing,' and 

no.24,' COrridor Buildlngs.'98 Specifie requirements whieh are unique for each housing type, 

sueh as required setbaeks, street frontage, building heights, and lot shapes, are listed under each 

housing type. 

Each of the twenty-four sub-sections is dlvided into a number of individual guidelines (the 

number varies among sections) along with a section devoted to definitions and intentions. For 

example, the section titled 'Planted Areas' is divided into eight individual guidelines: 10A: 

Developer Reponsibility, 10B: Setbaek Landscaping, 100: Frontage Roads and Landscaping, 

100: Street Trees, 10E: Open Spaee Setback Landscaping, 10F: Landseape Bulbs, 10G: 
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Irrigation, and 10H: Tree Preservation. The deflnitlon for 'Planted Areas' states that. Nla]1I areas 

not covered by buildings, street, drives, ur hardscape are considered plantad Breas "99 

Unlike West park and Mashpee, the San Jose gUldelines do not address the issue of style 

directly by dictating a speciflc arch'tectural style, but rather seek to regulate aesthetlcs outside the 

issue of style. This IS accompli shed by regulatlng elements whlch are felt to have a history of 

being abused by careless design For example, the gUidehnes try ta ehminate clashing matenals, 

the misuse of decoratlve matenals, and the piecemeal embelhshment of facades. 1OO Guidehne 12, 

'Fmish Materials,' illustrates the manner in whlch adJacencles between dlffering mate rials are 

regulated: 

Materials tend to appear substantlal and IIltegral when materlal changes accur at changes 
in plane. Material or color changes at the outslde corners of buildings glve an Impression 
of thinness and artlflclal~y whlch should be avolded. Matenal chan gElS not 8ccompanled 
by changes in plane also frequently glVe material an ,"substantial or appled quahty 101 

(See fig. 3.31) 

The guidelines attempt to in sure a quahty. 'substantlal' exterior appearance by mmlmizing what 

at.a •• in plane vith 
ch .... ln _ur1a1 

Fig. 12·1. 

" 

Klc:erhl or color chan •• 
.t out. id_ ~otn.r 

Fig.3.31. Recommended/Not Recommended Finish Materlals and Detailing 
Methods (Solomon and Assoclates, Toward Commumty) 

they conslder poor 

detailing practices, 

and in this sense, are 

simllar ta Seaslde and 

Mashpee because 

they try ta regulate 

aesthetlCs through the 

corttrol of construction 

techniques. 

The Guidelines address many areas of concern such as landscaping, project walls and 

fences, articulation of building walls, roofs, walls and fences and parking, however specifie 

attention is placed on the design of garages. In Part III, 'Additional Standards for SpeclflC Housing 

Types,' garage placement and frontage is regulated for single-family detached houses and pairad 

dwellings. and garage frontage only for rowhouses. In the sub-section titled 'Single-Family 

Detached Houses,' garage (and carport) frontage is limited ta fifty-percent of the building frontage 

and can be increased to 62.5 percent if the garage 15 "recessed a minimum of five feet [1.52 m ] 

behind the front face of the first story of the house " (fig 3.32) It is suggested that garages and 

carports "be set back a minimum of three feet [.914 m.l from the face of the fust story of the 

house."102 The guideline further states that if a garage occupies no more than fifty percent of the 

building frontage, il may vary from this setback minimum only if one of the following compensating 

features is incoporated into the design (fig.3.33): 
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,. An ontry porch or trellis not less than 12 feet [3.66 m ] wlda, located ln front of the living 
area, and extendrng not less than 2 feet [.61 m ]In the front of the face 01 the garage. 
2a. Uroaabla open space aboya the garage wlth a trellis or roof at the front face of the 
garage. 
2b Enclosed living space over the garage extendmg to the front face of the garage.103 
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Flg.3.32. ProJecting Llvmg Space 
(Salomon and Associates, Toward Community) 
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The development and 

enforcement of the San Jose 

guidelines is a major undertaking and 

by sorne indications, has been 

successful in remedying sorne of the 

negative features found in housing 

schemas designed prior to their 

enacfment (fig.3.34). In addition, the 

Guidelines also make great strides in 

specifically addressing the design of 

garages in a thoughtful and urgent 

manner. However, the guidelines are 

deficient in key areas, primarily 

surrounding their ove ra Il intentions 

(what they hope to achieve) and 
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The San Jose guidehnes 

attempt to address universal issues 

of environmental quality, and diffar 

greatly from those of Westpark and 

Westmount, which are mohvated by 

single-minded goals. For example, 
,'. "1 t l ,.rattt,d Flt.,1 1 l '-'-tUH fit; ni l S 

ln Westmount, the goal is to 

preserve an existmg historie 

community by regulating repairs and 

aherations to existing buildings. In 

Westpark It '15 to implement the 

community theme as established by 

the Westpark Concept Plan' by 

controlling architectural cnaracter 

and form. 104 Although these 

l ' 

ft; 111 t 2: 

Flg.3.33. Projecting Garage with Mitigating Design Feature 
(Solo mon and Associates, Toward CommunityJ 
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guidelines have developed numerous means of achieving their goals, they rema," clear at least as 

far as their primary objective is concerned. In contrast, the set of gUidelines for San Jose are less 

Fig.3.34. Example of proJ8Cts Constructed Slnce the Enacting of the GUidehnes 
(Boles, "Reordenng the Suburbs") 

successful 

because thAY are 

amblguous and 

attempt 10 

address too 

many planning 

and architecturai 

concerns at 

once The San 

Jose gUidehne's 

objectlv~s are 

too numerous 

and too broad ln 

scope; they try to 

do too much and 

consequently there is no one overridmg goal to effectlvely help in priorlllzing more speciflc 

concerns or secondary objectives. 

ln general, the San Jose code also lacks the clarity and slmphclty found m guidehnes such 

as Seaside and Mashpee whlch emphaslze whya pa·.icular gUidehne is Important, rather than 

focusing on how it is applied. This is particularly evident in the example taken from the 

introduction to the manual (see page 81 in this section), in which the term 'quahty' is stressed as 

the subject matter of the design guidelines, although it is never explained how il will be achieved 

This is also evident in the 'Intent' found ln each sub-seclion which describes more speciflcally the 

goal of the individual guidelines that follow. For example, the intent for 'Planted Areas,' Illustrates 

how the inclusion of a rationale and expia nation to the guidehnes makes the guideline less exphcit 

because the specifie design restraint or application is not obvious. 

Planted areas are used to frame, soften and embelhsh the quality of enVironment, to 
buffer unlts from noise or undesirable views, to break up large expanses of parking, and to 
separale frontage roads within a project from public streets. To accornphsh thase design 
objectives, landscape elements need a vertical dimension Trees and tall shrubs are 
needed ln addition to grass and groundcover. Trees can also be used to provide shadlng 
and chmatlc cooling of nearby Unlts.105 

The guidelines become lengthy because emphasis is placed on superfluous (descriptive) 
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mformatlon a 

Unlike the gUidelines for Seaslde, Westpark, and Mashpee which address issues of site 

and architecture separalely, San Jose's guidehnes address these Issues wlthm the same sections 

of the gUidelines. The code for Seaslde, conslsts of a Regulating Plan, an Urban Code and an 

Architecturai Code, the Westpark gUidelmes are dlvlded lOto three sections titled, 'Architectural 

DeSign GUidehnes,' 'Landscape,' and 'Site Furnishmgs', the guidelines for Mashpee are al50 

dlvlded lOto separate sections tliled 'Site Code' and 'Architectural Code.' The San Jose 

gUidehnes, on the other hand, are divlded lOto three parts addressmg broad areas of interest (Part 

l, Il, III) rather than by commonly understood architecturai categories. The organization of the 5an 

Jose gUidehnes also lacks any correspondence to a hierarchy of scale, from the larger urban 

scale, to the more speciflc architectural detail scale ar,d construction techniques. This is due to 

the tact that zomng, site, planning, and architecturai issues are addressed wrthin each guideline 

rather than separatlng these Issues into dlfferent sections. 

The heterogenous nature of San Jose's housing stock adds another level of complexity 

to how the gUidehnes funchon. In areas whlch are undeveloped, the guidelines establish a 

foundatton for overall communlty design and planning standards, including such issues as street 

location and the size and layout of driveways and parking areas. Within the older sections of San 

Jose, on the other hand. they focus on issues of compatibility between newand existing projects, 

and respect for the character of the of the existlng nelghborhood. The organization of the 

guidehnes mto sections and sub-sectlons may appearto be an effective and logical strategy, but it 

becomes problemahc. because of the many overlaps. This is evident when examining how the 

guidehnes regulate setbacks For example, Part 1 contains gUldelines lA, 18, and 1 D titled 

'Relevant Setbacks: 'Setback Averaging: and 'Setbacks from Single-Family Houses,' 

respectlvely, and sub-section No. 5 titled 'Srte Setbacks.' Part Il contains guidehnes lOB and 10E 

titled 'Setback Landscapmg,' and 'Open Space Setback Landscaping,' respectively. Finally Part 

III, contains setback guidehnes in each sub-section of the eight housing types described. 

Because ail three sections contain specific guidelines which address setbacks, it is difficult to 

know what secllon applies. Smce many guidehnes mention setback regulations, but do not 

necessarily highlight them, the designer is forced to read through a substantial amount of text to 

find essentlal mformation. This is one factor contributing to San Jose's lengthy 57-page 

gUldehnes, the longest document surveyed. 

Finally, sorne of the guidelines reter to other sections which makes cross-referencing 

between each section cumbersome because supplemental information is often left out and is 

aSan Jose's guidehnes are 67 pages and are the longest of the guidelines surveyed. Interestingly, 
Christopher Alexander's A Pattern Language. which follows a similar format, comprises a total of 1171 
pages. 
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referenced elsewhere. This creates unavoidable overlapping and redundancy of material. For 

example, guideline 1 DE: 'Open Space Setback Landscaping' states that: 

Pnvate rear yards, patios, and balconles should be provlded wrth an elctra lOto 20 feet of 
landscaped setback when adjacent to incompatible uses or close eXlstmg decks or 
balconles These extra setback dimensions are bUilt mlo GUidehne 5C, Prlvale Open 
Space Setbacks, page 17.106 

Guideline 10E refers the designer to SC, but presumably, 'these extra setback requirements' 

have already been calculated into the standard setbacks given in Guideline SC. This guideline 

simply repeats regulations previous provided and as such, is unnecessary . 
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CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

4.1 PRESENTATION OF DESIGN CODES 

Chapter 3 provided an overall description of the five design codes with particular attention 

being placed on the presentation of the guidelines. Clearly, factors such as organization, the use 

of language and teiminology, and how graphies are incorporated into design codes are important 

considerations in the design codes surveyed. Equally as important are how codes address 

essential objectives such as architectural expression, harmony and variety, and detailing and 

durablhty. Interestingly, one factor that most of the codes share is that they cater to both 

professionals and laypeople. The accessibility of design codes is seen as an important 

consideration since a sizeable amount of suburban housing is designed and constructed by 

developers, not architects and, often minor additions and extensions are done solely by the 

homeowner. Additionally, it is also evident from the survey that design codes are not necessarily 

lengthy. Seaside and Mashpee have concise codes which clearly prescribe controls Limiting the 

length is seen as important since the longer a code becomes, the more complicated it can be to 

use, and the more likely il may be implemented incorrectly. 

There are a number of factors which are important in the presentation of design codes. 

The first relates lo language and terminology. 8ecause codes address subjective issues such as 

the appearance of suburban housing, sorne codes such as Seaside and Mashpee carefully 

deflne termlnology and use very specifie terms This is especially true with words which are 

frequently uSed, or used in an unconventional way. Mashpee, for example, includes a glossary. 

Terms can also be defined within the body of a code immediately when they are used, as for 

example in the San Jose code. In addition, Westmount, Seaside, and Mashpee represent codes 

whlch use simple and clear language. Their immediate goals and intentions are weil articulated 

and ob lious to the reader. This IS in contrast to codes such as Westpark and San Jose which use 

vague and broad terms that can be misinterpreted. Westpark's use of the word 'simple' in one of 

its guidelines underhnes how unclear language can be confusing and misleading to the reader . 

A second important factor in the presentation of design codes is organization. To avoid 

redundancy and contradiction, many codes present information only once. Information common 
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to several guidelines is usually stated in an introductory paragraph, section or chapt er­

-depending on the code-and is not repeated within each guidellne or section Most of the 

codes encompass planning, site and architecturai Issues, and are consequently dlvided into 

distinct sections which can function separately from one another. Examples of this form of 

organization include Seaside which is dlvlded lOto separate urban and architecturai codes, 

Westpark which is divlded into architectural, landscaping, and site gUidelmes, and Mashpee whlCh 

is divided into site and architectural codes.a Organizing guidelines into distinct sections helps to 

limit the need for cross referencing from one section to another and makes the codes less 

cumbersome to use. Fmally, most of the codes list individual guide!lnes based on commonly 

understood elements such as landscapmg, doors, or porches, rather than by key areas of 

interests or concerns such as existlng neighborhoods or building articulation Four out of the flve 

codes surveyed list guidelines in this manner, the only exception being the San Jose code which 

lists guidelines based on broad areas of concern. 

The use of graphies in design codes IS another Issue that deserves mentioning. Codes 

use a number graphie tools: a) charts (Seaside's Urban Code) b) diagrammatie plans, elevatlons, 

and sections (Mashpee's regulating plans), c) sketches of proposed designs (Westpark's 

sketches), and d) photographs (Westmount's photographs of existing conditions). The use of 

graphies can be very helpful in consohdating information as for example the Seaslde Urban Code, 

and is a positive step in ereating more 'user-fnendly' codes. Il IS Important that graphies be 

carefully considered. Charts and diagrammatic drawings used in the Seaside and Mashpee codes 

tvpically iIIustrate conditions described within the guidehnes and do not attempt to Influence the 

reader's interpretation of the written code. In contrast, rough sketches and photographs in the 

Westmount and Westpark are used as decoration and embellishment and do not always iIIustrale a 

specifie guideline. Rendered sketches in particular give the reader a preconceived image of the 

guidelines in practice. If carelessly applied, the incorporation of sketches may cause misleading 

interpretations of the guidelines, and possibly limit the arnount of variety that would normally resuh 

if no visual information was provided. 

ln conclusion, the codes surveyed tend to fall into one of two categories; codes whlCh 

directly state necessary controls and codes which provide a list of ahernatives or suggestions 

within individual guidelines. Prescriptive codes such as Seaside and Mashpee do not usually 

provide alternatives within individual guidelines, and use charts and diagrams, rather than 

illustrations and sketches, to graphically represent information. Pre script ive codes tend to be 

more concise. Codes such as Westmount, Westpark, and San Jose list both desired and 

ait is less essential for shorler and less comphcated codes such as Wttstmount to be divided ln 
thi; manner. 
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undesired conditions and regulate through comparison or example. Because these codes 

regulate through comparison, illustrations are used frequently and have an important function in 

the codes. Photographs and sketches help to show alternatives and priorities within the 

guidelines listed. These type of guidelines tend to be descriptive and instructional rather than 

prescribing necessary controls. It is assumed that listing alternatives will provide examples for 

comparisons and will ultimately add more variety and individual expressioll when the guidelines 

are implemented. However, based on the codes surveyed, this system tends to make the codes 

unnecessarily lengthy; in addition, because both desired and undesired conditiotls are illustrated, 

the codes are more likely to be confusing to the reader. 

ln addition to the considerations discussed, there are a number of factors concerning 

architectural expression, harmony and variety, detailing and durability, which should be 

mentioned. The first issue, directing architectural expression, is very important because it is used 

by many of the codes, as a regulating tool to establish a particular image and a degree of 

architectural harmony throughout a community. Codes such as Seaside and Mashpee are not 

singularly focused on imposing an architectural expression, and consider broader architectural 

and planning issues which are essential in developing and sustaining a community. In contrast, 

establishing a community style becomes the single most important objective of the Westpark 

code. This increases the likelihood that too much emphasis will be placed on insuring overall 

harmonyat the expense of individual variety, resulting in stifling homogeneity rather than in a 

pleasing sense of consistency. 

The second factor al50 relates ta architectural expression and concerns the manner in 

which a particular style is defined. In contrast to the Westpark code which specifically defines one 

style and provides few ahernatives within this style, both the Seaside and Mashpee codes have 

developed an organizational scheme which defines a style in broad terms. This allows the 

possibility of sul>-styles or building types which fall within that broadly defined style. Controls for 

!iach building type can therefore be unique and specifie to the proposed sub-style for that 

building type. This encourages variety between types, yet the primary style provides a 

recognizable degree of harmony. In addition, because the codes are divided into distinct urban 

and architectural codes, variety is promoted at the urban or community standard level by varying 

controls between different building types and harmony is promoted at the detailed level of 

architectural code, because the same architectural code is used for ail building type. 

Finally, based on the design codes surveyed, codes can address issues of style, 

durability of materials, and authenticity of design, by regulating detailing and construction 

techniques. This is particularly true in some of the codes (Mashpee, for example) which establish 

a community style and also regulate the details and construction techniques which determine that 
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style. In addition, qualities such as durability and authenticity are also addressed in some codes 

through the regulation of detailing and com .. truction techniques. Most of the codes acknowledge 

that poorly constructed details directly affect actual longevity and the ove rail impression of 

durability. Otten, details which appear out-of-place are inappropriately applied and are not 

authentic to a particular style or climate. Many of the codes stress that carefully controlling 'how­

materials come together' can help alleviate these situations. This is not to suggest that design 

codes are a substitute for building specifications, however, design codes address construction 

from a perspective of aesthetic merit, which is not commonly the case for building specifications. 

Most of the codes surveyed contain guidelines which regulate detailing and construction 

methods (Seaside, Mashpee, and to a lesser extent Westmount and San Jose) and do not isolate 

issues of aesthetics from detailing; these issues are viewed as essential components in 

producing a quality suburban environment. 

4.2 CONTROL OF ARCHITECTURAL ELEMENTS 

Thus far, design codes have been examined in a broad manner by providing an overall 

description and also by exploring their objectives. However design codes encompass both broad 

and detailed issues, sa it is important to examine not only why design codes are enacted, but 

more precisely what design codes regulate. Figure 4.1 lists commonly regulated elements in the 

'ive codes surveyed. The chart is divided into community and architectural standards; the former 

pertain to elements typically regulated by zoning such as building height, frontage, and setbacks, 

while the later pertains to architectural elements associated with an indlvidual house such as 

porches, fences, and windows.. Elements are listed in the chart only if they appear in at least two 

codes. Elements are also ranked according to how strongly they are regulated as compared to 

other guidelines within the same code: heavy emphasis, average regulation, or briefly mentioned. 

The list of elements in Figure 4.1 suggests that there exists a correlation between a 

particular code's primary objective and what a code regulates. One goOO indicator of this is the 

number of elements listed as community standards compared to those listed as architectural 

standards. Figure 4.2 provides a summary of this comparison. The Seaside code controls the 

highest number of elements considered to be community elements-9 out of 10, followed 

closely by both Mashpee and San Jose with 8 out of 10 elements. The heavy emphasis placed 

on eommunity elements is understandable sinee ail three codes plainly state that one of their 

objectives is to reverse present planning and zoning practices; therefore, these design codes 

regulate elements typic,:dly eovered under zoning (those eonsidered 'community'). In contrast, 

codes such as Westmount and Westpark do not attempt to modify existing ordinances. Elements 

.See Glossary for the definition of the terms 'community standards' and 'architectural standards.' 
The terrninology is based on terms used in the Windsor Code developed by Duany and Plater-Zyberk. 
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such as building frontage and building usage are regulated in applicable ordinances and do not 

need to be regulated in design codes. In addition, because the majority of construction in 

COMPARISON OF COMMUNITY VERSUS 

ARCHITECTURAL STANDARDS 

COM~JUl\'ITY 1 ASQUTECl"U8.U PERCI<:NTAGE* 
DESIGN SIANDARDS SIANDARDS 
CODES (Total Dumber of (Total Dumoor of COMM. ARCH 

elemeD~ regula1ed) elements regulalffl) 

WESlMOUNT 2 ouI of 10 20% 18 ouI oe23 78% 10% 90% 

SEASIDE 9 ouI of 10 90% 19 OUI of23 83% 32% 68% 
WESlPARK 6 ouI of 10 60% 17 ouI of23 74% 26% 74% 

MASHPEE 8 ouI oflO 80% 21 ouI of 23 91% 27% 72% 

SAN JOSE 8 ouI ortO 80% 14 ouI of 23 61% 36% 63% 

·Oul of the Dumber of reguJalcd clements wltlun each code 
(For example, the Weslmounl code rcgulales a lolal of Iwenly clements, Iwo plus C1ghtl'en) 

Fig.4.2. Comparlson of Communlty Versus Architecturai Standards 

Westmount is renovation work, guidelines which address such issues as building placement, 

setbacks and height are not as necessary. This explains why these codes rank the lowest in the 

number of community elements regulated. 

ln contrast to community standards, architectural standards govern architecturai 

expression rather than planning. Codes such as Mashpee which have a strong stylistlc goal, 

regulate elements which are essential to that style, and consequently have a large number of 

elements listed uncler architectural standards; Mashpee has the highest number of architectural 

elements regulated of the codes surveyed-210ut of 23. Il is interestlnQ to note that although 

the Westpark code also promotes the 'Mediterranean' style, the Code relies on regulating a more 

limited range of 41ements such as materials, colors, and roofs than does the Mashpee code (17 

out of 23 possible architectural elements). It is also interesting that the Seaside code claims not to 

have a stylistic agenda, however, like the Mashpee code, it too regulates a large number of 

architectural elements. This could be due to the codes' creators (DPZ) desire to link construction 

techniques with architectural style. The Westmount code, being a preservation code, also 

regulates a large number of architectural elements, particularly those which are historically 

important in the existing architecture of the community such as decorated wood entranceways 

and porches. Finally, the least stylistic code among those surveyed, the San Jose code, not 

surprisingly, regulates the least number of architectural elements. This is understandable since 

99 



• 

• 

the code specifically states that: "San Jose is too large and tao heterogeneous for guidelines ta 

have a specifie stylistic intent."a Only architectural elements which are considered essential such 

as gar:, ;es, fences and landscapmg are regulated, but these are viewed more as a way of 

providlng a 'quallty' environment without dictating a particular style. 

Finally, the last columns of Figure 4.2, titled 'Percentage' compares the degree of 

emphasis each code places on community versus architectural standards. Unlike the numerical 

values presented ln the previous two columns, these percentages iIIustrate the emphasis that 

each code places on community versus architectural standards. For example, the Westmount 

code regulates a total of 20 elements; 2 listed under community standards and 18 listed under 

architectural standards, and the resulting percentage for Westmount is 2 out of 20, or 10 % for 

community elements, and 18 out of 20, or 90%, for architectural elements. Figure 4.2 iIIustrates 

that Westmount places the most emphasls on architectural standards. Since it IS an existing urban 

community and not a new subdivision, most of the emphasis is placed on directing architectural 

expression and ensuring compatibility with what already exists, rather than loeating buildings and 

roads. In contrast to Westmcunt, Seaside is a new subdivision and additional planning issues 

need to be addressed in the code such as loeating housing plots, town facilities, streets, parking 

THE MOST COMMONLY REGULATED 
ARCHITECTURAL ELEMENrS 

~UM··"1 
EMI!Il4.SJS ilE BEGIlI.4.D1l1li 

(1 or elemlllü bIIed uoder Ibe 
TOTAL roll~ c.lelonoo) 

• 0 0 
FENCES S 5 

MATERIALS .- 1 S 

ROOFS .- 1 5 

LANDSCAPING 4 1 5 
WINDOWS 4 1 5 

ENTRANCLWA YSI 
3 1 1 5 

DOORS 

PORCHES 2 1 2 5 

KEY baWy IIIIpbllia, ..... e replaboa, 0 mlllliODed brldly, 0 

and landscaping. Consequently, 

Seaside has one of the lowest 

percentage difference between 

community and architectural standards 

because both community and 

architectural issues are equally 

addressed by the code. Finally, San 

Jose has the highest community 

percentage and the lowest 

architectural percentage. These 

figures indicate that the code attempts 

to balance its regulating efforts 

Flg.4.3. The Most Commonly Regulated Architecturai Elements between large scale and detailed 

scaled issues and is not as foeused as the other codes surveyed. This may be the rE'sult of San 

Jose heterogenous housîng stock and the broad goals whîch the code professes. 

There exist a number of differences in the codes but there are alsa sorne similarities. This 

is especially true when comparing the number of architectural elements which are highly 

controlled in ail five codes. The results presented in Figure 4.1 suggest that certain architectural 

8See Toward Commumty: Residential Design Guidelines for the City of San Jose, 3. 
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elements are consistently regulated. The most commonly regulated group of architectural 

elements is 'yard elements,' which has the greatest proportional number of guidehnes ranked as 

'heavy emphasis.' This underlines the importance of the landscape and landscaping features 

such as fences and garden walls in the suburban image. The most commonly regulated 

architectural elements are fences, matenals, roofs, landscaping, Windows, entrancewaysldoors. 

and porches (fig.4.3). The least regulated elements are those whlch are very particular to a chmate 

or architectural style such as awnings, gutters and downspouts, and foundation walls. 

Finally, it is important to examine what features and design considerations are addressed 

by design codes within each one of the seven architectural elements hsled in Figure 4.3. Fer 

example, in the design of fences, roofs, and porches, respectively, the codes surveyed idontify 

the following features as important to regulate: for fences, a) height, b) location, e) c~lor, d) 

fencing patterns, and e) opacity; for roofs, a) shape and type of roof, b) pitch and slope, e) roof 

structure, and d) length of a single roof; and for porches, a) overall dimensions (both wldth and 

length), b) proportion of poreh openings, e) porch roof type and structure, and d) detaihng. 

Additionally, deSign considerations for fences, roofs, and porches, respectlvely address the 

following issues: for fences, a) consistency in fenclng deSign (both pattern and colar), b) visual 

impact (not too high, too solid, or too long), c) fence artir.ulation, d) definillon of property and 

street edge, e) security, privacy, and landscape definition, and f) buffenng of unslghtly vlews and 

noise; for roofs, a) roof articulation, b) hrnitlng the use of fiat roofs, and c) appropriately designed 

within a given style and climate; and for porches, a) compatibility with the primary dwelling in both 

materials and style, b) usabillty, c) finished quality and details, and d) visual and structural durability. 

Refer to Figure 4.4 and 4.5 for a summary of specifie features regulated by codes and important 

considerations expressed for the seven most commonly regulated elements. 

4,3 OBJECTIVES OF DESIGN CODES 

One of the most noticeable features of design codes is that they are specifie to a project 

and site and address unique objectives of a particular community. The primary objectives of 

design codes can vary depending on such factors as the location, size, age and historieal 

significance of a comrnunity, and whether or not a cornmuflity is a new subdivision, an expanding 

'edge-city,' or a small town upgrading its image and appearance. On a broad level, the objectives 

of the cod~s surveyed in Chapter 3 seern to vary substantially. Westmount is concemed with the 

preservation of its historie architecture; one objective of the Seaside code is to recreate the 

feeling or atmosphere of a small Southern town; Westpark is concerned with establishing a 

Mediterranean style throughout the community; Mashpee's objective is not only to re-create the 

style of New England but also a 'sense of place' which is unique in New England villages; the 
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objectives of the San Jose code is to improve the quality and design of the overall residential 

environment. Although the design codes have different primary goals, many of thelr secondary or 

underlying objectives are similar. The subsequent paragraphs will summanze Issues and 

concerns whlch many of the codes share. 

The codes ail express the deslre to estabhsh or re-establish a sense of community. This is 

addressed in the codes through the use of certam architectural styles to create images of a small 

town. It may also be expressed as a desire to create a community which h ... s a recognizable town 

center, and integrates resldential, commercial, and light industrial uses. In addition, sorne of the 

codes surveyed stress the importance of planning suburbs as integrated communities and 

contain master plans, regulatlng plans, or concept plans as part of their regulating documents. 

Combined with thls issue of community is the goal of designers to redefine the central role that 

zoning has had in shaping the suburban environ ment. Rewriting present zoning ordinances is 

vlewed as an essentlal ingredient ln enabling deSigners to create communitles, because present 

methods of control hinder the construction of functionally integrated communities. a Rewriting 

present zoning ordinances and integratlng residentlal, reereational and commercial areas is elearly 

the direction that many contemporary suburban designers are taking. Two noteworthy examples 

are the Traditional Neighborhood Development (TND) written by Andres Duany and Elizabeth 

Plater-Zyberk and the pedestrian poeket concept coneeived by Peter Calthorpe. The TND is a 

prototyplcal zomng ordinance designed to replace single-use PUDs with mixed-use 

developments designed as small towns. The pedestrian poeket concept also stresses a multi-use 

community by clustering housing, retail space, and offices (fig.4.6). Sy loosening rigid single-use 

zoning practices, design codes can better provide communities with alternative suburban models. 

It is evident that more and more developers and designers realize that a sense of place and 

community is just as important to homeowners as is the appearance of their individual house. 

A second important consideration is the integration of the built and natural environments. 

The landscaping of both private and public areas is addressed in sorne manner in ail the codes 

surveyed through the regulation of general plantings, street trees, and parks. Elements such as 

fences and garden walls are also regulated because of their association with the landscape. The 

Westmount code, for example, emphasizes the protection of existing trees and plantings; 

Seaside, Westpark, and Mashpee codes refer the reader to a list of approved planting materials; 

and the San Jose code contains numerous sub-sections which address landscaping titled park 

frontage, planted areas, and hillside developments. A number of recurring issues regarding 

aAndres Duany states ln an article titled "Traditional Towns," in Architectural Design Profile 59: 
Reconstruction, Deconstruction, that: • ... over the years, codes have been modified to the point that we can 
no longer build traditional American towns. We can no longer build Williamsburg, or Winter Park, or 
Nantucket, or Annapolis. We can no longer build the places that are among the great collective memories of 
America.' (Duany, "Traditional Towns· 61) 
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landscaping are stressed within most of the codes such as the use of indigenous plantings. 

respecting existing planting types and layouts. and encouraging a consistent use of planting 

Fig.4.S. Diagram and Sketch for a SO-acre [24.3 hectare1 Pedestrian Poeket 
(Kelbaugh. The Pedestrian Poeket Book) 

materials throughout the community. Landscaping is also used to define public and private 

space, to reinforce the hierarchy of spaces and circulation patterns, and to strengthen an overall 

community style or image. Generally 1 the codes stress the interdependence between 

landscaping and architectural form and view landscaping as an integral component of the 

suburban environment. 

The impact of the automobile on the suburban environment is another concern that most 

of the codes address: The ultimate goal is to lim~ its dominunce in the environment. Wlth the 

exception of Westmount, ail the codes contain guidelines regulating the width and configuratIOn 

of streets, the size and placement of parking space&'areas, the width of pnvate driveways, and the 

design of garages or carports.8 Overall, importance is placed on providing a hierarchy of 

circulation patterns from main streets and neighborhood streets, to alleyways. sidewalks, and 

backyard footpaths. Many of the codes recommend the construction of sidewalks and walkways 

to encourage walking rather then driving. These provisions, along wnh the location of commercial 

areas (closer to residential areas), limit the rehance on the automobile for everyday travel and 

aln particular, the San Jose co do limits the percentage of the front facade which can bit occupied 
by a garage. 
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consuquently, the amount of roads need. The planting of street trees is also stressed because it 

is an effective way ta buffer nOise caused by traffic, ta limit the perceptible width of suburban 

streets, and to sotten the hard environment created by an abundance of asphalt streets. 

The fourth and perhaps most obvious concern expressed in the codes is the d(~sire to 

regulate external appearance and to deterrnine how a particular community looks. This concern is 

manifested in a number of ways depending on the primary objectives of a code. In Westmount, 

preservlng the existing appearance of the community is important and therefore the code 

stresses repair rather than replacement ta help maintain the current appearance and historical 

significance of the community. Stylistic codes such as Westpark and Mashpee establish an overall 

architectural expression to regulate external appearance Codes such as Seaside and San Jose 

(along wlth Mashpee) encourage the use of particular construction practices; ones which convey 

a sense of vlsual quality, durability and authenticlty.a Ali the codes recognlze the need ta limit 

matenals in sorne manner (sorne codes more than others), but some codes also recognize that il is 

not enough simply to hmit materials, it is just as important to regulate the way in which materials are 

brought together. For example, although both Mashpee and Westpark share a definite stylistic 

intent, unhke Mashpee, the Westpark code addresses the issue of style in a superflcial way. The 

'Mediterranean' expression IS Imposed in a superflcial manner because elements such as color, 

materials, and roof pitches are controlled without regulating detailing and construction methods 

important in producing that style. Contrary to the Westpark code, the San Jose code regulates 

aesthetlcs through the control of construction techniques (similar to bath the Seaside and 

Mashpee codes). However it regulates aesthetics outside the issue of style and treats 

construction detaihng ln a simplistic manner by regulating only elements which it considers to have 

a history of bemg 'abused.' Because San Jose separates the Issue of style from construction 

detalling and techniques, the emphasis on sound detaihng is not apphed consistently throughout 

the guidehnes. 

Comblned wlth concerns surrounding the appearance of the suburb is the desire that 

communities be visually harmonious. Consistency and compatibility are terms used repeatedly 

throughout the codes to descnbe the quality desired. The codes assert that hou ses should fit 

into the neighborhood; that newly built houses should be compatible with existing houses; that 

new construction match existing construction; that additions be compatible in style, materials, and 

detailing with primary dwellings; and that planting materials be indigenous to the site. b To insure 

overall harmony, the codes place limits on architectural possibilities. Ali the design codes 

aWestmount's by-Iaw statlng that exterior walls must be constructed of stone, brick, or concrete 
also insures a sense of durability through sound construction techniques. 

bDuany also stresses the idea that houses should 'fit-in' stating in an interview with David Mohney 
that: '[w]hat the typic:al house should do is homogenize the fabric, and assign a proper hierarchy to public 
and private buildings (Mohney, Mlnterview with Andres Duany" 67) 
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surveyed limit in varying degrees the use of matenals and most Itmit the use of color Many 

suggest a primary architectural expression for the community. In these Instances, architecturai 

style is used as a umtying element. In addition, certain architecturai features are stricUy regulated 

to ensure a harmonious communrty, includlng roofs, windows, porches, and fences, ail elements 

that are vlsually dominant and have a strong Impact on the appearanCè of houslng 

The greatest challenge that the codes face 15 not only Insurlng compatlblhty among 

houses, but balancing overall harmony ln the communlty with Indlvldual vanety Codes such as 

Seaside, Westpark and Mashpee, whlch promote an architecturai style, recogmze that too much 

consistency can produce monotony and vlsually stenle environments. The balance of these two 

seemingly contradictory goals is addressed shghtl!' dlfferently in these three codes whlch IS 

evident when comparing how the codes use the concept of style as a regulatory tool Overall, the 

Westpark code seems less successful in promoting Indlvldual vanety because the code 

emphasizes harmony and compatlbihty and does not seem to promote vanety The Westpark 

code narrowly defines the 'Mediterranean' style 50 that the range of architecturai expression 

within that style is severely hmited Simllarly to Westpark, bath the Seaslde and Mashpee codes 

promote a community style; the southcrn vernacular and New England Colonial, respectJvely. 

However, in contrast to the Mediterranean style, these categories are more broadly dehned to 

allow the formulation a number of building types modeled atter particular prototypes These 

prototypes fall within the broad architectural expressions. For example, at Seaslde, building typo 

IV is modeled atter the Greek revival mansions of the antebellum South and bUilding type VII IS 

modeled after the Charleston 'single-house.' The Mashpee code contalns four bUilding typbS. 

the cape, the three bay, five bay, and the mimor house. Unhke Westpark, these codes offer a 

range of possibil~ies within their respective primary style and because of thlS, Will probably allow a 

greater number of options and variety within the main style.a 

4.4 GENERAL FINDINGS 

The discussion presented in this chapter suggests a variety of conclusions' 

1. The organization, language, and presentation of codes is important. 
2. Codes are not necessarily lengthy. 
3. Architectural expression, harrnony and variety. and detaihng and durabihty are 
important considerations expressed by codes 
4. Codes can dictate design without dictating architectural style. 
5. Codes can regulate through description and instruction by provlding a list of 
prioritized alternatives within individual guidelines. or they can be prescriptlve by 
dictating specifically what course of action needs to be taken. 

8The Seaside code contains addltional provIsions whlch help to promote vanoty hke grantlng 
variances based on architectural ment to insure that good deSigns are not stlfled by the code, by requinng 
that fence designs are not replicated on the sarne street, by rotating the town architect'a position, and by 
encouraging the cornmullity to grow slowty. See pages 63-65 ln Chapter 3 
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6. Codes regulate both the architectural scale and community scale in design, 
and can be weighted in either direction. 
7. Codes are adopted for different reasons, yet sorne of theïr secondary or 
underlying objectives are similar. 

The discussion also suggests that there exists a distinct number of architectural elements 

which are commonly regulated by design codes and these have been historically important in the 

suburban architectural tradition. Elements such as fences, materials, roofs, landscaping, 

windows, e~trancewaysldoors, and porches, have historically baen important in the suburban 

architectural tradition and are still viewed as essential fsatures. Understandably, design codes 

focus on regulating these architectural elements. Pitched roofs and picket fences are also 

strongly regulated because they are essential to the suburban imagery.a ln add~ion, elements 

which define the edge between the private realm of the house and the public realm of the street 

such as fences, garden walls, porches and street trees are commonly regulated by design codes. 

Finally, elements which are seen as important in defining townscape, streetscape or in producing 

a style are strongly regulated such as roofs, window openings, materials and colors.b 

Il is evident that the design codes surveyed are not simply concerned with controlling the 

appearance oi Individual houses in isolation. Throughout, emphasis is placed on regulating how 

elements within the suburban environment come together. Although codes regulate specifie 

elements, they are equally concerned with regulating the relationships between 8lements: 

between the primary dwelling and an addition or outbuilding, between a house and the street, 

between adjacent houses, between blocks or neighborhoods, and finally on a broader scale, 

between the naturallandscape and buildings. This emphasis placed on regulating relationships is 

manifested in the codes by repeated con cern for streetscape and townscape issues, and by the 

importance most codes place on clearly defining the transitional realm between private house and 

public street. Elements important in defining the streetscape are therefore highly regulated such 

as street dimensions and configurations, street trees, and fencing as weil as thase important in 

defining townscape such as porches, window openings, roofs and building materials. 

Finally, design codes specifically address design problems associated with the 

aln the introduction to The Anglo·American Subutb titled 'La Ville Bourgeois,' Stern associat .. thi. 
image to particular architectural elements stressing that ..... the suburb is perhaps most irf1)ortantly astate 
of mind based on imagery and symbolism. Suburbia's curving roads and tended lawns, its houses with 
pitched roofs, .hulterad windows, and colonial or otherwi .. Ilaborated doorway •.•. • The'l llernent. ar. 
the same ones design codes identify as essentisl to regulate. Tharefore, the codes are regulating suburban 
image; style has often been a part of that Image. (The Anglo-American Subutb, 5) 

bBoth Andres Duany and Thomas Sharp (Towns and Townscape) agree that roof pitches and 
window proportions are two essential elements in producing townscape. Duany atat •• that: "Town. 
considered beautiful are made of buildings which share an attitude towards the proportion of openings and 
lowards roof type.- (Mohney, Seaside: Making a Town in Amsric;a 64) Sharp stresse. thal.tra.t rhythm is 
effected most strongly by window openings and that street rhythm is an essential cOlf1)onent of townscape. 
(See Sharp, Towns IInd Townscape 12, 25·26) 
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contemporary suburb. Many of the objectives and underlying goals of the codes discussed in 

section 4.3 directly respond to architectural criticisms outlined in Chapter 1. Objectivas such as 

creating visual consistency between houses, neighborhoods, communities, and balancing overall 

harmony with individual variety respond directly to the lack of physical unit y in the suburb 

Limiting the dominance of the automobile ln the suburban enVironment dlrectly responds to 

numerous critlcisms surrounding the negatlve impact of cars on the enVironment (pollution and 

traffie congestion), its effect on the configuration of suburban streets (width, length, and quantlty 

of streets), and Ils effect on the design of suburban houses (dominance of the garage on the 

faeade). The desire, in ail of the codes surveyed to strongly regulate the landscaped environment 

and to integrate the buih and natural environments responds not only to the suburban landscape 

tradition, but also to the blurred distinction between country and city in the contemporary 

suburban condition. The desire in many of the suburbs surveyed, to create viable communitles 

with an authentic sense of place, clearly responds to the limitations and short sightedness of 

single-use zoning practices, the segregation of functions, the sheer size of many modern 

subdivisions and communities, and the low density at which many con1emporary suburbs are 

planned. 

Finally, the desire to regulate the external appearance of the house, neighborhood, and 

community broadly responds to the most criticized feature of the suburb-its appearance. This is 

the most important objective of design codes, because it is a distinguishing 'eature 'rom other 

forms of architectural controls presented in Chapter 2 which tend to regulate strictly 

nonarchitectural issues. Although deed restrictions often regulate the appearance of housing, 

they are administered on an indlviduallot basis and are inefficient in controlling the appearance of 

an entire community over a long period of time. Design guidelines share many of design codes' 

objectives, however, they are also limited because they are not legally binding. This underlines 

the inability of architectural rontrols, particularly zoning ordinances, to specifically address the 

aesthetic concems of the contemporary suburb. 

Another finding of this thesis is that the use of architectural controls to regulate the 

physical environment of the suburb is not a recent phenomenon. The emergence of legally 

binding 'aesthetic controls' coincided with the emergence of suburban communities in 18th 

century England, and then later in 19th century America. Sorne American suburbs such as 

Roland Park (1891), Forest Hills Gardens (1912), and ShakElr Heights (1916), established 

relatively stringent design controls to regulate the architectural appearance of their communities. 

The use of private forms of architectural controls such as deed restrictions and design review, 

allowed developers to shape the physical environ ment of suburban communities bafore public 

fonns of control (such as zoning) existed in cities . 
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This historie perspective provides sorne precedents for the use of design codes in 

modern suburbs, and many of the aesthetic concerns expressed today by architects are no 

different than those expressed by developers and designer of early American suburbs. Design 

controls provided homeowners then with the same assurances that suburban homeowners 

desire now. that their communities will be protected from unregulated growth, and that their 

property will increase in value. These concerns are intrinsically tied to what a community 'looks 

like.' Therefore, it is not surprising that it is the physical appearance of the contemporary suburb 

that is its most criticized feature. Unfortunately, commonly used modern methods of controls 

(particularly zoning) do not regulate the quality and milieu of housing environments from an 

aesthetic perspective. Design codes are a form of control which integrate the trad~ional methods 

of architectural design control and replace many of the functions that zoning presently performs. 

This underlines the essential role that design codes have, (and will continue to have) in the future 

reshaping and improving of the diminished appearance of the contemporary suburb . 
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