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MEMORANDUM

TO: Fort Myers Beach Local Planning Agency
FROM: Bill Spikowski
DATE: October 10, 2003

SUBJECT: RESIDENTIAL DESIGN STANDARDS - LPA meeting, noon on October 21, 2003

STATUS OF RESIDENTIAL DESIGN STANDARDS

When adopting the zoning chapter (chapter 34) into the Land Development Code in March, the
Town Council did not include the proposed residential design standards that were in the LPA
draft.

On June 17, the LPA discussed this subject in the first step toward identifying a new consensus.
The LPA reviewed the attached memo dated June 10 that summarized the original proposal and
several alternative approaches. A draft of the minutes of the June 17 meeting are also attached.

On October 21, the LPA is scheduled to discuss this subject again. As additional background
material, please review the following documents:

B Building Plans and Urban Design Principles for Towns, Cities and Villages in South

Florida by the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council and the Florida
Department of Community Affairs.

This book begins with an illustrated essay that explains and illustrates the distinction
between traditional towns and the modern suburbs. Immediately following are
examples of pre-drawn house plans for traditional neighborhoods (whether new or
old), with their narrower lots. Note the absence of garage-dominant house designs.

Fort Myers Beach presents special challenges not addressed in this book: without alleys,
most driveways must enter through the front yard; and because of its floodplain
location, new houses must be elevated. For these reasons the specific house plans in this
book are not appropriate for Fort Myers Beach. However, the planning principles set
forth here are sound and should provide the town with additional guidance concerning
the goals for its residential design standards.
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B “Design Review” chapter (partial) from Discretionary Land Use Controls: Avoiding
Invitations to Abuse of Discretion by land use lawyer Brian Blaesser. This book is
aimed at planners and land use lawyers who struggle with the inherent legal and
practical difficulties with site-specific development approvals. Pay particular
attention to the distinction that Blaesser makes beginning on page 304 between
three types of design review:

* Urban design review,
* Appearance review, and
* Architectural review.

You will note that the residential design standards that had been proposed in Chapter
34 were primarily the first type (urban design review). Those standards did not attempt
to judge the appearance of houses on any subjective grounds or to mandate any
particular architectural style. Rather they were objective standards that addressed
mainly the fronts of houses, because the fronts form the edges of the “public realm”
surrounding the street.

Urban design standards of this type are more legally defensible than appearance or
architectural standards. The standards previously proposed were predictable by their
very nature and were to be administered without public hearings where the individual
aesthetic tastes of a group of review board members inevitably come into play (and
sometimes come into conflict).

From the community perspective, these types of urban design standards are probably
more acceptable at Fort Myers Beach because they don’t conflict with the eclectic
nature of existing neighborhoods. In fact, they encourage and sometimes require more
flexibility in house design than large production homebuilders are comfortable with,
ensuring that a wider variety of talents will be involved in creating the next generation
of houses at Fort Myers Beach.

The latter portions of this chapter contain detailed legal guidance and drafting
suggestions which I can provide to LPA members upon request. However, the basic
distinction discussed above is crucial at this point: should the town limit its residential
design standards to focusing on how houses enclose or “frame” public streets, or the
should these standards go further and attempt to govern the general appearance or the
detailed architectural character of new houses?

®  “Making a Neighborhood Friendly to Pedestrians,” from the recent book
Redesigning Cities: Principles, Practice, Implementation by Jonathan Barnett.
Barnett presents five suggestions for designing new pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods.
Some of these principles cannot be applied to existing neighborhoods, but they provide
a very clear summary of good town planning practices.
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®  “How Dimensional Standards Shape Residential Streets” by Joel Russell, a planner
and land use lawyer. In this article from the Planning Commissioners Journal,
Russell explains how our communities are shaped by very simple zoning standards
such as setbacks, height, lot area, and lot coverage.

Much of the Town of Fort Myers Beach was built up prior to Lee County’s adoption of
suburban zoning standards. By retaining Lee County’s suburban zoning standards in the
town’s land development code, the town deprives itself of an important ability to shape
new buildings as older homes are replaced, even if the town sets as its goal the re-
creation of existing house styles or the adaptation of those eclectic styles to today’s
floodplain regulations and higher car ownership rates.

B “Design Rules: Making Room for Different Tastes,” a recent magazine article by
Virginia Postrel. This article illustrates two wholly divergent trends that can be

caused by design review: uniformity versus variety.

Modern suburban communities often desire uniformity in house designs. This
uniformity is most strongly dictated by deed restrictions or by developers seeking
economies of scale by constructing nearly identical homes. However, strict design
review by local governments can have some of the same effects toward uniformity.

Fort Myers Beach was largely developed in an era when uniformity was valued far less
than variety. The result (although sometimes disappointing!) is a community with a
very strong local character. Standards for design review at Fort Myers Beach need to be
clear about whether they are attempting to accept and encourage this variety and
diversity, or whether they seek to change direction and move the town toward greater
uniformity. Design review can be written to move a community in either direction.

NEXT STEP

On June 17, most LPA members who were present indicated their interest in reexamining
residential design standards. The purpose of the October 21 meeting is to continue this
discussion and decide which general direction this effort should take: either an attempt to
improve on the approach to residential design standards in the previous draft, or to explore a
different type of design standards.

Attachments: Previous memo to LPA on residential design standards, dated June 10, 2003
Draft minutes of LPA meeting on June 17, 2003
Building Plans and Urban Design Principles for Towns, Cities and Villages in
South Florida by TCRPC and Florida DCA
“Design Review” by Brian Blaesser.
“Making a Neighborhood Friendly to Pedestrians” by Jonathan Barnett
“How Dimensional Standards Shape Residential Streets” by Joel Russell
“Design Rules: Making Room for Different Tastes” by Virginia Postrel
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SUBJECT: RESIDENTIAL DESIGN STANDARDS - For LPA meeting at noon on June 17, 2003

STATUS OF RESIDENTIAL DESIGN STANDARDS

When adopting the zoning chapter (chapter 34) into the Land Development Code in March, the
Town Council did not include the proposed residential design standards that were in the LPA
draft. These standards were the subject of considerable discussion at both public hearings; in the
absence of sufficient consensus to proceed, the Town Council decided to delete the standards for
now and revisit the subject in more depth.

The proposed residential design standards were fairly modest. No architectural review board was
necessary because the standards did not require subjective decisions as to architectural style or
neighborhood compatibility. The standards were simple enough to be handled administratively
as part of the permitting process. The proposed standards addressed only the following subjects:’

B GARAGE DOORS: Garage doors that face the street would be no more than 10 feet
wide; would be recessed at least 10 feet behind the front of the building; and would
be less than 50% of the building’s width unless recessed 30 feet.

B DRIVEWAYS: Driveways in front of homes that are wider than 10 feet would be
constructed with a pervious surface.

B PORCHES AND BALCONIES: Every new building would have a porch, balcony, or
stoop facing the street, which may extend into the front setback zone (but no closer
than 10 feet to the right-of-way) if it had no walls or screened areas.

B SETBACKS: Front setbacks would be reduced from the existing rule of 25 feet to 20
feet in the RS and RM zones and to 10 feet in the RC zone. Side setbacks would have
been larger for waterfront lots (to preserve glimpses of the water) and smaller for
inland lots.

B BULK: New duplexes and single-family residences would have their bulk limited
through a maximum “floor-to-area” ratio (F.A.R.) of 0.80.

! Most of these standards were found in §§ 34-1011-1015 of the code (copy attached).
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Instead of the proposed residential design standards, chapter 34 as adopted eliminated
restrictions on garage doors facing the street and on driveways; eliminated the requirement for a
porch or balcony; restored the pre-existing 25-foot front setbacks; kept side setbacks the same for
waterfront and inland lots; and eliminated F.A.R. controls for buildings in the RS and RC zoning
districts.

At this time the LPA or Town Council may wish to begin reexamining the previously drafted
standards, or may choose to consider an entirely different approach. The following background
information on residential design standards is provided to aid in this decision.

BASIS FOR RESIDENTIAL DESIGN STANDARDS

The purposes of the proposed residential design standards were identified as follows:

B Enhancing the character of residential streets and neighborhoods, which are some of
the most important public spaces in the Town of Fort Myers Beach.

B Encouraging traditional building forms that reinforce the pedestrian orientation and
neighborly quality of the town.

B Keeping neighborhood streets from being overwhelmed by parked cars and dominant
garage doors.

B Requiring the fronts of buildings to contain architectural features that transition from
private space indoors to public spaces outdoors.

B Maintaining and enhancing the town’s sense of place and its property values.

B Implementing the design concepts in the Fort Myers Beach Comprehensive Plan.

The basic design concepts were identified during the planning process that resulted in the
adoption of the Fort Myers Beach Comprehensive Plan in late 1998. That planning process began
by formulating desirable visual images of the future. Those images became the basis for
preparing much of the plan’s text (and its later implementing regulations).

One drawing from that
process was so evocative of
the desired character for
residential neighborhoods
that it was placed on the
front cover of the plan.

This drawing showed how
private homes and their
front yards, combined with
the streets themselves,
create some of the most
important public spaces in
the town — its quiet
residential neighborhoods.
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While preparing the new LDC, three key design factors were identified that could make an
enormous difference in the character of these neighborhoods as they evolve:

B Put a porch, balcony, or stoop on the front of each new house - A
traditional feature of homes has always been to have a porch, balcony, or stoop on
the street side of the house. Many new homes don’t contain these features. Especially
in a community where many houses are oriented toward canals, bays, or the Gulf of
Mexico, the original “front” of the house (facing the street) is often neglected.

B Oversized houses can dwarf neighborhoods — New homes should be expected
to be larger than many existing homes, but there is a point beyond which houses can
become completely out of scale with existing neighborhoods. This point can be hard
to determine but is best evaluated by examining recently built homes in familiar
neighborhoods.

B Don’t let garage doors dominate the fronts of houses — Probably the most
unfriendly feature of many new house designs is the dominance of garage doors on
the front (street) side. These designs make the street feel like an alley. The typical
family now owns more cars than ever, and this trend will probably continue. Because
new homes must be elevated due to floodplain regulations, the most common
solution at Fort Myers Beach is to put parking on the ground level below the living
area. If access to this parking is from the side, or if a side driveway leads to a rear
garage (attached or detached), all parking is hidden from the street and it has
virtually no impact on the surrounding neighborhood. More commonly, however,
access to the parking is directly from the front, an arrangement that can be perfectly
suitable or that can result in garage-dominated building fronts, based on a few basic
design decisions that are usually given little thought.

One goal of residential design standards is to extend the local building traditions from Fort Myers
Beach. A related goal during the inevitable rebuilding of older homes is trying to keep
neighborhoods as places that people want to walk in. The proposed standards (favoring
prominent porches and balconies, with garage doors slightly recessed) were deemed essential
because garage-dominated facades discourage pedestrians in the same way in which blank walls
and parking lots discourage pedestrians in commercial areas — by creating visual boredom that
discourages walking and thus interferes with normal neighborly interactions.

Attached to this memo are several documents that are relevant to this discussion:

B One is a page of photographs of house fronts that show how some subtle design
changes on the front wall of houses can change the character of the public space of
neighborhoods.

B Next is a page of renderings of designs for new elevated cottages on narrow lots that
manage through various techniques to keep garage doors from overwhelming their
facades. (A few of these designs would not actually appear exactly as drawn because
picket fences are shown where driveways are needed.)

B Also included are several articles on residential design in other communities.
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NATIONAL AND LOCAL TRENDS

National building trends over the past 15 years have had less effect on Fort Myers Beach than
many other places because relatively few vacant lots remained and most homes were built by
local builders rather than major developers. However, some trends occur everywhere, such as the
increasing luxuriousness of homes that follows from a prosperous economy, and an increasing
emphasis on interior conveniences and less on the local context for the house (the character of its
specific block or neighborhood).

The residential neighborhoods of Fort Myers Beach have several distinguishing characteristics:

B [ots are relatively narrow and have already been sold off to individual owners,
forcing redevelopment to occur on a lot-by-lot and home-by-home basis.

B There are no alleys, making all driveways enter from the front and placing other
service functions such as trash collection in the front of homes.

B The entire town is a floodplain, which requires all living area to be elevated nearly a
full story above ground.

B Property values are rising dramatically. Whenever this happens, older homes without
modern amenities begin to be replaced by new and typically much larger homes.

The replacement of older homes at Fort Myers Beach will soon become a major trend. In the
absence of special design regulations of some kind, it is likely that these new homes will follow
national trends rather than evolving from local traditions. The local tradition of smaller homes
on stilts will be replaced by larger homes whose double and triple garage doors will dominate
neighborhood streets. This change will erode community character and reduce the strong sense
of place that is so highly valued at Fort Myers Beach.

ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES FOR RESIDENTIAL DESIGN STANDARDS

Many other approaches to shaping the design of homes are also possible:

B A few communities select one or more architectural styles that new homes must be
based upon (for instance, Mediterranean, or cracker-style Old Florida). A local
variation could be to continue the beach cottage tradition with exposed pilings, many
windows, elevated decks, and cement shingles. This approach often uses an
architectural review board because style decisions are necessarily somewhat
subjective.

B Other communities establish an architectural review board and give it broad
discretion to judge designs that are proposed by individual lot owners. No specific
styles are required, but decisions are based how well the design matches or extends
local traditions, or how well it integrates into the surrounding neighborhood. This
approach requires a separate board to make these subjective decisions in a public
forum.

B  Some communities give broad discretion to an architectural review board, but instead
of asking that designs be well integrated, they ask for originality and have the
authority to reject designs that have already been used in the same neighborhood.

B Some communities avoid the delays and uncertainty that are inherent in architectural
review boards but create specific measurable standards that can be administered by
staff. The proposed residential design standards followed this model, but the
standards themselves could be quite different.
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NEXT STEP

The LPA has not been directed to revisit residential design standards but it may choose to do so.
The purpose of the June 17 meeting is to update LPA members on the outcome of the previously
proposed standards and discuss whether the LPA wishes to take a lead role in revisiting this
subject.

If so, the first question is whether to carefully reexamine each of the standards previously
proposed, or whether an entirely different approach should be explored before focusing on any
details.

Attachments: §§ 34-1011-1015 (standards proposed BUT NOT ADOPTED in March 2003)
Photographs Illustrating Garage Door Design Alternatives
Garage Treatment in Commercially Available Cottage Designs (Sater Design)
Minor Setback (Builder, June 1999)
Snouts Are Out (Governing, November 2002)
In Praise of Bungalows (Stephanos Polyzoides, May 2000)



DIVISION 8.
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN STANDARDS

Sec. 34-1011. Purpose and intent.

The purposes of design regulations for residential

buildings include:

(1) Enhancing the character of residential streets
and neighborhoods, which are some of the
most important public spaces in the Town of
Fort Myers Beach.

(2) Encouraging traditional building forms that
reinforce the pedestrian orientation and
neighborly quality of the town.

(3) Keeping neighborhood streets from being

overwhelmed by parked cars and dominant

garage doors.
(4) Requiring the fronts of buildings to contain

architectural features that transition from
private space indoors to public spaces
outdoors.

(5) Maintaining and enhancing the town’s sense
of place and its property values.

(6) Implementing the design concepts in the Fort

be filed using the variance procedures in § 34-87. or
may be requested during planned development
rezonings as a deviation as described in § 34-932(b).

Sec. 34-1013. Residential garages and driveways.

(a) New residential garage doors must be placed
s0 as not to dominate the fronts of buildings. See
examples in Figure 34-26.

(1) Garage doors shall be no closer to streets or
other public spaces than 10 feet behind the
principal plane of the building frontage.

(2) Individual garage doors facing streets or
other public spaces shall not exceed 10 feet in
width.

(3) The total width of all garage doors facing the
street cannot exceed 50 percent of the total
width of the building. This limitation does
not apply to garage doors that are more than
30 feet behind the principal plane of the
building frontage.

(b) Driveways shall be a maximum of 10 feet
wide in front of the principal plane of the building.

Myers Beach Comprehensive Plan.

Sec. 34-1012. Applicability and compliance.

(a) Applicability. These residential design
standards apply to all residential buildings or
portions thereof that are being newly built, and to
“substantial improvements” to such buildings as
defined in § 6-405.

(b) Compliance determinations. Compliance
with these standards shall be determined as follows:

If direct access for two or more vehicles is desired,
all driveways shall be constructed either with:
(1) porous (pervious) asphalt or concrete, or
(2) one of the alternative surfaces described in
34-2017(b)(1), or
(3) shall consist of two parallel strips of
pavement for each vehicle path, with each
strip up to two feet wide with planting areas
between paved strips.

Sec. 34-1014. Residential porches, balconies, or
stoops.

(1) An applicant may seek approval of specific

building plans during the RPD rezoning
process (see § 34-941).

(2) Unless final approval has been granted
pursuant to subsection (1), the director shall
make a determination of substantial
compliance with these standards before a
development order can be issued pursuant to
ch. 10 of this code, or before a building
permit can be issued if a development order
is not applicable. Compliance determinations

All residential buildings shall have at least one
porch, balcony, or stoop facing the street. These
porches, balconies, and stoops may extend into the
street setback zone as provided in § 34-637(d)(2)b.

Sec. 34-1015. Maximum bulk of residential
buildings.

The maximum bulk of residential buildings is
regulated by the maximum floor area ratio

of the director are administrative decisions
which may be appealed in accordance with
article II of this chapter.

(c) Variances and deviations. Requests to vary
from a substantive provision of these standards may

Page 125 of 218

established for each zoning district (see § 34-633
and Table 34-3).

Sec. 34-1016-34-1168. Reserved.

LPA Draft — for December 17, 2002
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Dominant triple garage door (ground-level house) -- DON’T DO THIS Porte cochere (ground-level house) -- DO THIS
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Dominant double garage door (elevated house) -- DON’T DO THIS Recessed garage door (elevated house) -- DO THIS

No garage door, front entry (elevated house) -- DO THIS No garage door, side entry (elevated house) -- DO THIS

Garage attached, side entry (elevated house) -- DO THIS Garage detached (elevated house) -- DO THIS
Figure 34-26

Page 126 of 218 LPA Draft — for December 17, 2002



Photographs Illustrating Garage Door Design Alternatives

Figure 1 shows a typical stilt house with
garage doors facing the street. Even with an
attractive entry stairway, a porch, and a
balcony, this house presents a stark face to
the street.

Figure 1

Figure 2 shows a house with no garage doors
at all. This arrangement is attractive (unless
the garage area is not kept clean, when it can
become quite unattractive!). This is the
traditional building frontage in this area.

Figure 3 shows a standard garage door
facing the street, but it is recessed slightly
from the front of the house. The visual
effect is to make the garage door much less
dominant than the house in Figure 1.

Figure 4 shows a combination of a recessed
single garage door and a second single
garage door on a wall that is itself recessed
from the front of the house. Again, garage
doors are much less visually dominant
when they are recessed slightly from the
front wall of the house.

Figure 4




Garage Treatment in Commercially Available Cottage Designs

Drawings from the Sater Design Collection, Bonita Springs, www.saterdesign.com



inor Setback

70-acre park is the
centerpiece of River-
moore Park in sub-
urban Atlanta, and architect
and land planner Stephen
Fuller wanted all of the
front elevations to feel like
extensions of that space.
“There’s no way to create
a beautiful street if we let
the garage overpower it,”
Fuller says. So he mandated
that garages be pushed back
from the elevation and houses
moved closer to the street.
With a typical lot width
of only 80 feet, and with
buyers demanding big houses
and three-car garages, Fuller
had to get creative. He
offered two configurations
in the community. One 1s
the push-back garage, which
has two front-facing doors
with one double deep bay;
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the other is a tandem setup
with a swing-in entry.

The houses are evaluated
on a case-by-case basis, but
an average garage push-back
is 15 to 20 feet. “Even when
a car is parked in the drive-
way, it’s away from the
elevation,” says Fuller.
“These lots are 20 feet nar-
rower than in comparable
neighborhoods, but here,
yvou don't get the sense
of a huge, three-car garage.”

In a competitive market
like Atlanta, Rivermoore
Park developer Eagle Real
Fstate Advisors wanted
a unique community design.
But builders were reluctant
to L'h;mgc what wasn’t
broken. According to Fuller,
they were hesitant for four
reasons: “A. It was different;
B. It was different; C. It

§-a 1

A three-car garage is de-emphasized on the Parkview model, by Atlanta-
based Osley Builders, creating a more pedestrian-friendly streetscape.

wasn’t the same; and D.
They thought it would
cost more.”

The configuration is
more expensive, but it sim-
plifies driveway construction
and softens the front facade.
“The benefit is a greatly

improved perception
of the entry of the house,”
Fuller says, “and it has
[paid off] in terms of the
streetscape.” Buyers agree
Rivermoore Park is on
track to sell more than 100
houses this year.—C.W.

www.builderonline.com



Snouts
Are Out

merican houses used

to be known for their

front porches. Now,
justas often, it's their garages
that stand out. Homes with
large garages jutting out in
front have become so com-
mon that architects have
coined a name for them:
“snout houses.”

Some cities are punching
snout houses in the nose.
Last month, the Sacramento
city council adopted new
design standards for single-
family homes. Proportion is
in; protruding garages are
out: They must now sit flush
with the face of the house.
Moreover, the regulations
say a garage can't take up
more than 50 percent of the
front of the house. Sacra-
mento will grant home-
builders some exceptions,
but Portland, Oregon,

COPIED TO ALL
COUNCIL MEMBERS

banned snout houses
entirely in 1999.

Are Sacramento and
Portland just being fussy?
The cities” planners don't
think so. They believe the
new rules will make neigh-
borhoods safer and build a
stronger sense of community.
“Prominent garages send a
message: The car is first and

the residents are second,”
says Jim McDonald, a senior
planner in Sacramento.
“People drive up, hit their
garage-door openers and go
inside without ever seeing
their neighbors. We want
people to be able to see their
own front yards and their
neighbors' front yards. It puts
more eyes on the street.”

Sacramento’s standards
don't stop at the garage.
They encourage other basic
design features, too: front
doors oriented toward the
street and some decorative
trim on the side of the house
that faces the street. In fact,
the new guidelines even pro-
mote front porches.

—Christopher Swope

Annals
Of
Modesty

Robert Reich,
candidate

for governor

of Massachusetts,
asked by the
moderator of

a debate to pose
a question to

one of the other
candidates:

“What
do you think
is the most
admirable thing
about me?”

Gutting
Their
Goat

laughtering a goat

and nailing its head

to a tree is no longer
allowed in Sanford, North
Carolina. It seems that
neighbors complained about
the gruesome sight and the
sound of goats and chickens
being butchered in the
backyards of newly arrived
Mexican immigrants, whose
celebratory barbeque tradi-
tion begins with promenad-
ing the main dish to its
demise. Now if the subur-

ban revelers choose to slay
an animal at their house,
they face a $50 fine.
Sanford, about 30 miles
from Raleigh, isn’t the first
North Carolina municipal-
ity to grapple with this cul-
tural tradition. Monroe, in
the southwest corner of the
state, also passed a no-
slaughter ordinance calling
for a $100 fine for the first
offense of backyard slaugh-
ter, increasing to $500 for
the third violation. Ironi-
cally, Monroe's main indus-
try is the killing of chickens
at a local processing plant.
Monroe city manager
Douglas Spell says that the
backyard butchering wasn't
widespread, but it did hap-

pen several times and the
city council wanted to take
steps to stop it. Council
members agreed that neigh-
bors shouldn’t be subjected
to the view and the hair-
raising noise of the event.
But Spell is sympathetic to
the fact that firing up the
grill, roasting meat and
bringing people together to
eat it is a long-practiced tra-
dition in most cultures—
though minus the fresh kill.
“It’s like we would have a
pig picking, or something of
that nature,” he says. “It’s
an outdoor barbeque. But it
doesn’t involve the slaugh-
tering, just a group of peo-
ple eating.”

—Ellen Perlman
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In Praise of Bungalows

Stefanos Polyzoides, 25 May 2000

Sprawl builders and developers call them ‘product’. They are the typical houses of suburbia. Such
‘product’ is ostensibly the result of marketing research - what the people want. In fact, sprawl houses
are planned and built by a cartel that is dedicated to design in a single urban mode and house pattern.
As a result, the middle class in this country is increasingly being denied a choice of habitat.

Arranged in tracts, with garages in the front, tract houses destroy the streetscapes that they
define. Without a place for neighbors to assemble and interact, community bonds are frustrated.
Excessively interiorized and poorly landscaped, they are disconnected from the larger landscape and are
environmentally unfit. Poorly proportioned and detailed and hurriedly built, they are designed to
and induce a rapid first sale. Minimum price and maximum size, floor area and volume, is how they are
marketed.

Evidence is mounting that tracts of such houses are not increasing in value over time. Dealing
with their deteriorating carcasses in second and third generation suburbs is increasingly becoming an
acute crisis that many American cities have to increasingly deal with.

Yet, it was not too long ago that we knew of a production house that served the needs of
successive generations of its users admirably. The California Bungalow was designed in Chicago and
Saint Louis and was used as the typical house for the formation of neighborhoods and towns in the
United States from 1900 to 1920.

It was light in material, modest in form, unadorned and thoroughly simple in its design, almost
modern in its construction. A wooden house, the bungalow was often precut and shipped by rail to the
West. It is perhaps the most successful prefabricated house in a century obsessed with prefabrication,
despite the chronic failure of the idea.

Its plan was general and designed for repetition. Large rooms were dedicated to public uses,
small rooms to private ones. Tall ceilings and large windows brought ample light to its interiors.
Bathrooms and sometimes kitchens were up to date. The house and its garden were often connected




into a single architecture through the use of porches. Functionally, the fluidity and generality of the
bungalow plan allowed its use by millions of families over time to very diverse living ends. In this, the
century that most revolutionized domestic technology and living patterns, the bungalow has been the
ultimate flexible dwelling.

Bungalows were of an identifiable house form. Even as duplexes, triplexes or quadruplexes, they
stressed their single house precedence. Refined by traditional architectural elements, doors, windows,
chimneys, porches, etc they spoke to both a house that nurtured families and to a street that gathered
them into a neighborhood. They symbolized a home setting and civic culture that were true to the core
of this republic.

Beauty is the recognition of utility well served, design well composed and construction well
executed. The beauty of the bungalows is recognized by millions today and exists both for their sheer
living pleasure, and for their long term financial gain. In Pasadena, California where I live and work,
there are many bungalows in neighborhood configurations that were designed for $200 one hundred
years ago and are now worth over $400,000.

It is high time to pause and consider the mass housing options available to us today: We must
turn ‘product’ into houses, tracts into neighborhoods and sprawl into towns and cities. The failures and
successes of the last century are staring us in the face: Enough is enough.
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DRAFT — TO BE REVIEWED AT SEPTEMBER 9, 2003
MEETING

FORT MYERS BEACH
LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY MEETING
JUNE 17, 2003
Town Hall - Council Chambers
2523 Estero Boulevard

FORT MYERS BEACH, FLORIDA

l. CALL TO ORDER
The meeting of the LPA was opened by Chair Betty Simpson on Tuesday, June 17, 2003, at 12:10 p.m..

Members present at the meeting: Betty Simpson, Harold Huber, Jessica Titus, Jane Plummer and Nancy
Mulholland.

Excused absence from meeting: Anita Cereceda, Hank Zuba, Jodi Hester and Roxie Smith.

Staff present at meeting: Town Manager Marsha Segal-George, Dan Folke and Bill Spikowski.

Il INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Invocation was given by Chair Betty Simpson. All present assembled for the Pledge of Allegiance.

Il. MINUTES: MAY 20, 2003

MOTION: Made by Harold Huber and seconded by Jessica Titus to approve the minutes of May 20, 2003
with corrections.

http://www.fmbeach.org/Ipa_minutes/2003/LPA061703.htm 10/07/2003 10:12:22 AM



Corrections and changes to minutes:

1. Harold Huber - Page 6 (bottom) sentence pertaining to 64 square feet. Strike existing sentence and
replace with “ One 64 square foot sign is allowed or two 32 square foot signs.”

2. Betty Simpson - Page 5 - Replace (?) with Bob Barter.

VOTE: Motion passes unanimously.

V. RESIDENTIAL DESIGN STANDARDS - BILL SPIKOWSKI

Bill Spikowski reported when the LPA last saw the Land Development Code, Chapter 34, it contained the
residential design standards. The Council could not reach a consensus and asked to have this removed and
reviewed by the LPA. He indicated no progress has taken place and the questions point to whether residential
standards should be done, what should they look like and who should get to work to prepare them? The design
standards, which were in Chapter 34, tried to deal with these questioned specifically. The regulations were fairly
modest and were not as stringent as the commercial regulations for the downtown area. There was not a clear
consensus on how far to go with the residential design standards. One approach was the mechanical approach,
which was neutral with objective criteria. This approach can be used with the standards proposed previously or with
different standards. Concerns do exist with the overly objective standards, because no one is convinced that beauty
will result. The objective standards can be followed and beauty will not always follow.

Harold Huber commented that he was at a meeting where a gentleman spoke and expressed he wanted to be
protected as a homeowner and not allow what has happened on Hickory Blvd. by over building on a lot with a
mansion. The goal on Fort Myers Beach is not to allow this to happen up and down Estero Blvd..

Bill Spikowski commented that he measured the homes on Hickory Blvd. These homes would have been
slightly larger than what would have been allowed under the floor area ratios as proposed, but only by 5%. These
homes do have many of the characteristics these regulations would otherwise have encouraged.

Jane Plummer expressed the Hickory Blvd. properties cannot be built on Fort Myers Beach, because they have
one whole story higher than the regulations allow. Any house built in an older neighborhood will tower over any other
home. Most of the older homes are built ground level. She does like the uniqueness of builders choosing different
patterns. She feels there will be duplication of the same look and this is starting to happen with one builder on the
island. She would like to not see such a specific design standard. The standards before the LPA do not make much
sense to her. She commented on the garages and would rather see vehicles such as Jetski's, etc. placed indoors
rather than scattered about the property. She would rather see cars parked in a driveway or in a garage than all over
the street. She indicated a 10-foot setback will not allow a car in the driveway. She is for removing residential
standards, because other restrictions are in place. She does not feel the design standards work with the lots on Fort
Myers Beach.

Additional discussion took place with regard to the type of surface which would be used in a driveway that is
more than the 10-foot. Bill Spikowski explained it could consist of porous asphalt or concrete, which looks basically
the same as regular asphalt or concrete, but when sprayed with a hose the water will sink through. Pavers can also
be used. This is more a drainage than an esthetic issue.



Jessica Titus is opposed to seeing the Ted’s Sheds and canvas coverings in the front.
Chair Betty Simpson feels the pictures provided by Bill Spikowski are very nice.

Town Manager Segal-George provided additional information. There was a lot of discussion with the Council
with regard to design regulations and the floor area ratio. Both were dropped out of Chapter 34. There were some
strong feelings on both sides from those that did or did not want them. These are before the LPA, because there was
discussion on the part of the Council to drop out these items if it would be sent back to the LPA for study. She spoke
to the Council members and the members had expressed they liked the Comp. Plan. When the regulations are put in
place to make the Comp. Plan real this is where the problem begins. She is unsure of the answer, but feels a
connection may take place with pictures. What is it about the Comp. Plan vision everyone likes, but when it gets to
regulations it is lost? She is unsure of the answer. Even though the majority of the Council did not want to include the
design regulations or the floor area ratio they all did express an interest in it. There is tremendous activity on
redevelopment with the area. The Council has hopes the LPA will come up with an idea to work and then they may
review. The place to begin is from the Comp. Plan.

Nancy Mulholland felt a stronger connection reviewing the material the second time vs. the first. She did feel
they were intruding too much, but she is now feeling some of the items must be addressed in order to reach their
vision. She is still unsure what the floor area ratio would do for them. Why is it better than having setbacks or building
heights?

Bill Spikowski replied the floor area ratio is not essential. Many communities regulate only by setbacks. The
incentives on small lots are to make the house build out to every setback and the result ends up being square type
homes. The reason he suggested the floor area ratio for residential is to combine with making the setbacks more
lenient. This would keep away from a less box type home but keep them from becoming overly large. The residential
design standards were completed on a low budget to make a point. He commented on a book just reprinted by the
Department of Community Affairs and indicated he would try to get this for the committee. These homes are of a
more traditional style on the smaller lot. With more realistic type drawings may help the LPA try to write the
regulations.

Jane Plummer suggested taking some photos of the larger homes which look gorgeous on the 50-foot lots. She
does not feel all homes must be the same.

Bill Spikowski added pictures could be taken of real houses on narrower lots that are stilt homes. A designer or
illustrator could re-sketch with variations.

Town Manager Segal-George reviewed the pictures can be obtained by Jane and this can be copied to
everyone. The book suggested by Bill Spikowski would be interesting to look at, if it can be obtained. More
information can be obtained and will be back on the agenda in September or October.

Harold Huber commented that he feels the intent is to leave the garage door where it is, but bring the porch out
10-feet. This is not making the backyard smaller. He does not want to see a 36-foot house straight across the front.
He would rather see a porch to break up the front wall.

Bill Spikowski feels some ideas have been obtained today to move forward. A deadline is not in place and they
can move forward at their own pace.

V. LPA MEMBER ITEMS AND REPORTS

Harold Huber - Discussed the toilets at the Golf Course. He expressed Town Manager Segal-George indicated
when they get to Chapter 14 this would be covered and they would need to be hooked up at that point. He
qguestioned what chapter they will move into next.



Dan Folke expressed that Chapter 10 would be the appropriate Chapter and is the only one left.

Town Manager Segal-George added that the mandatory hook up ordinance was the County’s which expired.
She felt these would fall under Chapter 10, which will be dealt within the fall.

Jane Plummer - Questioned why the residential design standards are being brought up again? She indicated
there were viable reasons why these would not work and why is this being discussed again? Town Manager Segal-
George replied the Town Council asked this be brought before the LPA. Jane indicated she spoke to a Council
member who indicated they did not remember this request.

Dan Folke added that Terry Cain agreed to take these out as long as it came back before the LPA to look at a
more comprehensive manner.

Nancy Mulholland - Brought an interesting idea to the LPA, which was expressed to her. The idea is to have
businesses put a trolley stop on their property and have advertising of their own business instead of having them
dropped here or there.

Town Manager Segal-George explained the Trolley’s stop in the road and within the right-of-way area. This is
the reason they need to be located in these areas. Estero is controlled by the County as well as LeeTran. The
County was offering alternatives and the Council picked the alternative they liked the best being offered. The County
was in control. She recalls the Council did not want the benches on private property, because of the difficulty of
controlling the design. The intent is to upgrade the benches. She feels an arrangement has been established with
the County.

Dan Folke added that bench signs are allowed only at beach accesses, Trolley stops and internal to a
property.

Nancy questioned if the new sign ordinance is being enforced? Dan Folke indicated Ginny Ross went on a trip
about two days after the sign ordinance was adopted. Dave Crabtree is doing basic enforcement and when she
comes back on Monday more stringent enforcement will take place.

Betty Simpson - Questioned the Beach House? Town Manager Segal-George replied this was approved as a
condominium.

Dan Folke - Reported the Historic Preservation Subcommittee meeting will be held next Tuesday.

VI. PUBLIC COMMENT

None.

VII. ADJOURN

The meeting was adjourned at 1:20 p.m..

Respectfully Submitted,



“uoISed0 [B10S
© S3W03q Y[em e jey) 0s ‘saypiod juoyy mayy uo o Sunits ajdoad o3 ofjay
Aes ued 19UUIp 19je Y[eM e 10§ Ino 3[d03 ] ‘SpIeA ayj punole saduaj 1yoid

9)TYM Sk J[9m se $asnoy 33 [Te uo sayiod juoly padeInodus ‘Isap Loy ut

$135135 U0 paseq uSIsap s3t ‘aprseas Jurnnue(d pooyroqydiau poo3 jo yreurqrey
ay spunu s,21doad awios ur swodaq aaey saduay 39301d pue sayaiod juory

YSNong q[em 03 Sunsalajur pue A[pusLy pooy

-10qysteu v daay dfay 3831 3} JO SDUBISIP SUI[IBY UIYIM SIE JeY) SISTOL]

}9313S Ay} pIeso) asnoy ay3 Jind 03 asuas saxeur 31 ‘Ia[[ews 338 sjo[ asnoy

S ‘0G "ABMAUE 3q 0] SP3aU }1 Se a81e] se SI pIeA ydeq ayy jey 31q os st 30

ajoym ay ssaun Suiaey ypom jou are A[rersuad ynq asnoy ayy 1oy Sumyas e

are sped ap1s pue yuoyy 31g ‘pref speq 81q e aaey ued £ay; os jof a31e] € JUEM

apdoad 150l -auoLue 03 asn yonur jou pue dn dasy 03 10Mm JO 307 €SI 31 Inq
‘aarssarduur ATure3 120 st umer juoy pamodruew Apdagiad jo asuedxs spm v
122415 Y] 01 350]D) SaSNOY Yy daay] ¢

"3STIOY 3} JO JUOI]
33 WO 393§ GT AI[ OUR}SIP S[qBUOSEAI B 3dk( }3S PUE ISNOY 3y} JO apIS
ay3 3e axe Aau 31 ‘301 18818] € UO S[qeidadoe aq osfe ued saered Jumej-juoig
"3PIS Y} WO PaISjuL nq 3SNOY 3y} OJUI JMNq 3q ued de1ed ay pue punore
-uInj e 9q Ued 313y} IO “Teal 10 9pIs 33 Wolj parajus saderes o3 punore Suims
pue asnoy ay; ssed4q ued sKemasLip ‘sjo[ 1081e] 3oy UQ “ISNOY ) ssed4q
03 AemaALIp [y 105 MmO[Te 0} ySnous Siq 2q 03 ALY SAS[[E JNOYHM S)O]
3SNOY 0g "pajensnyy pue paxyoo[q 10qydrou ay; Suraes] ‘ouo I8Y30 3y} ut Jno
03 pue AeM3ALIP 31} UI 18D 3UO 9AL2] 0} ASEA 00} ST 3] “IED SUO UL} AIOUI UMO
a1doad 3sow jeys mou £1030ejsTIES SS3] W03 SAEY sAemaalip pareyg
*JUOIJ 39311S B} UO 2q jou
pInom Aoy a13ym uoneoor £affe ue ur sjqeidsdde aq Aeur sarm Aynn punos8
-240qy "sa1m Ajan 3uneoy 1oy pue uond3od ysel; 105 aderd pood e os[e are
sAa[[y “Aa[[e s 03 as0]> soSereS Sunixe pue Sursjus sed 30 A195eS 33 a1nsua
03 sdumq paads yyim papraord pue Aem-suo apew 9q ued sA3[[y 'ssaudAl
-Badwod 3505 S)1 JO Bwos sajeurwD A3[[e A3 WOy S100p aFered Jo Joeqias
100J-7 & Sutrmbayy ayje a3 jo adeyms pased ayy pue aered Y} usamiaq
uoxde 300j-2AY € Afuo aptaoid s1apymq awoy 13] 03 L1essadau Aiqeqoxd
ST 31 '2A1329353-1500 Aa][e ay) e O], *SUoISUSUIIP ABMIIED J[]ISUIS MO[0] Ao
31 s39a1s uraed uo Lauowr aaes os[e pue—AeMaALIp 2A1IB][0D © A[renuasss st
Aa[re ayy se—sLemantrp Sutaed uo Lauow anes o) ayqe aq pmoys £ay; ‘puey
TOUI0 a3 uQ 393138 puodas e piing 03 Sutded are Ly asnesaq s£affe o3 alqo
SIap[ing ‘1921 oy} woxy Keme 3day aq o) st a8ereS sy jo Juoly ayy J1 ‘aue] 10
A311e ue wouy a8eres ayy Suusus 105 3IMTSNS OU ST I3 SJO] MOLIRU U()
sauvy 10 shaqy asp) 'z

€LL  spooiioquystaN maN SuiuSisac

-98ered a3 woxy Apoa1tp IsnoY i I8)uUs USYY PUE Ul JYSrens aALIp
03 12uado 100p 23ereS 191 JUISN JO FUSTUIAUOD 3y 0} PAWOISNIVE SUI0DA]
aAey 31doa "107 3 JO oeq 9y e sarmyonns ajeredss se safered Surpmg
jo aoue1d [] repm-priom-a1d ays 03 yoeq SuroS uesw AJfeurIou Jou s90p ST,
}931s 34} Woly Aeme 98] “I191aq USAS ‘10 13213 ) WO Ieq 19S 9q PINOYS
s100p o3eres jei suonenar ajouwrord usyo srpudisap A Aym st sty
1100p a3e1ed [je JsOWe W3] UaY) Ued 38e)uoyy 3931IS Y] ‘PUIYaq Ul paydmy
ISNOY dY} PUe [eM3PIS 33 JO 333] ()7 Uryiim 03 1no paynd aq Aewr saSered
ay ‘sAemaatip 3uiaed uo Lsuour aaes 0} Sutn st 1pING 3 I ‘S100p
a3e1ed aq [[1m $39s UeLSapad B JeyMm JO SI0UI USAS ‘SIO] [[EWS YIIM }3913S
e uQ 100p a3erel aq 03 3urof s1 asnoy sy Jo apede] 3921S AU JO J[BY JUCL
Sumey a3ered 1ed-0m}) B SeY 3SNOY [[EWS & USYM “PUE ‘3SNOY E JO SIO0p pue
smopuim ayy 4q Sunifem se Junsazena se jou st 100p aered e £q Sunyem
‘Juoly ) 03 Aem syt payrom alered sy ‘snonusyaid sssf auredaq
S3SNOY pue [ensn 210w swredaq a3ered 1ed-om1 3y se ‘A[[enpeis) 100p-jxau
3SNOY 3} IM SABMIALIP PIIeYS U330 ‘S]0] MOLIBU UO d1am A3y} J1 ‘pue
‘sa8ered 1e>-3U0 peRY Sasnoy [[ews JuswadueLre pood e [[us ‘sAaffe sy padej
uayjo spooyroqydau 1o ur saferen) ‘suoyengar Ayrumuwwod ySnony syoeq
-39s 93e1ed paniojua ‘suspres) S[[TH 1$a104 ] ‘sqInqns Ajrea paudisap-[lapm
193138 DU} WOy XOeq 39 9 03 s9FeIeS 10] WOISND A} PIUTEWSL J1 ‘PaALLIE
a3eL1red SS3[3SI0Y 33 USYAA "10] 3Y) JO YDBq U} 38 PUR 3SNOY BY} WOI]
Leme paduopaq £ay ey Suies JNoyIIm JUSM 31 ‘S3qR)S PeY SISO USypm
Ju04 322415 a1y ffo si0oQq a8vivo) ayj daay T

'SIYE op 03 sAem awog em 0} ajdoad aSemodus 03 sey uSissp ay;

‘J[9s31 £q JUSIOYYNS J0U ST J[qR[eM 9q 0 YSNOU [[BWS JOLISIP [BHUIPISAI &
Sunyew og “[re e [em 03 Way) Juem nok J1 pajsazajul wayy dosy 03 aary nok
‘PaA12sqo 1AYM 'H WEY[IM St ‘ING ‘SAMUTW (T 10 AN 10§ J[em [im ajdoa ]
suelysapaJ 03 A[puaii pooyioqySiaN e Supjepy

I9pIM aq [[Im Aem Jo N3i ay usy ‘pooyroqydiau e 10§

pauSisap st pueyst Ijuad padedspur] e YiIm pIeAs[noq e JI ‘asImod JO Aape

ue 10§ Aed 01 ySnous jsowre st 302138 paudisap-1apaq e ur Aemyed JO 1995

§7 9U} PUE S3331)S UBGINGNS SWIOS U ABMIIED JO 193] (ffy 2Y) U9DMIS] IDUIISIIP

1800 Y, (Z1'9) "SS3] 9q P[NOd pue ‘193] 9T UEL} I3PIM 3] OF PIJU J,UP[NOYS

Aare Aem-auo e ur Aemiaed v -s19313s jueirodwr A[[ensnun 103 paAIasar

3q A[LeUIpIO PINOYS 139] IXIG *1391)S AU PUR N[EM3PIS 93 USamiaq sadian

OJUT PapPIAIP 2q P[NOYS 133 (T JaY30 oy} Aem Jo Y311 J003-0G © 10§ Syse adueu

-IP10 313 J] 199) (% JO YIPIm e 03 dn sppe saue] dyyery 1005-01 om} pue Suppred
jo aue[ auo snid ‘339138 S} JO APIS YOI UQ [EMIPIS J00J-XIS S[e}I0JW0D Y

‘saypjans 1ySrens uo dn Surpaads

014 1Sag1D) Sundisapay  TIL



"BWI JWES S} Je SILUMNXN] PUE SIPISSIIAU P[OYSSNOY SWOS

dn xp1d ue> pue ‘reuurp 18y e 10 “Youny ‘1Isep{ea1q 10§ swod aidoa ‘Bunyes

e yons wr 1adsoxd pue saraIns 03 ey sseursnq e se SwiSiows ST JueIne)sal

A123yeq e ‘sadeds 2103s pooyroqySIau sayy ur 2AIAINS 0 A1) sjuRUD) JUBISJIP

Se I01I3 pue [eLy Jo ssadoad e ySnoxyy, ‘juaz onuouods ue Aed 3,ue> siojerado

3 J1 uaAd papiaoid aq o} sey pue “yred e oy “AyTusure ue st 310)s SouBTU

-9AU0D E Jel)) PIpIap daeYy safrunuwod pauueld swos jo s19dojaaa(] -a10)s

I3UI0D ATeUTpIO Ue UT JOU 21 NOA 3)edIPUT SIA[AYS Y3 UO 10 JAT[O JO SpueIq

JUSIDHIP /T 94} INQ ‘ULJNUI € pUe 32JJ0> UTULIOW 10§ 10§ I2JUSD UMO} S}

03 93e0> moA woij yrem ued nok 9pIseas 1y ‘eae 1931e] B aA13s ey sdoys

Ayrerads aarsnioxa are A3y Inq 193usd UMO} SIT UT SI9[1R}a1 SWIOS Sey PISeag

“Ied Aq 9ALLIE STOWO)SND aWOS Jey; Suruesw ‘spooyzoqy31au 210w 10 0M3 JO

SIBJISNUL B3 Je S13313s eliapte sajawtiad i uo payedo] aq o3 pey sdoys jey)

weiSerp pooyroqysiau sty ur paziugodas £115] 3d>UBIR[Y) "310}S SIUBIUDAUOD

€ 10J U943 5SEQ I2WOISTD 3y} 9p1aoid 03 JNdLFIP St 1 ‘pooyzoqySiau ayy Jno

-y8nony ae xad sjun Sursnoy g UBL)} 210U 316 313} SSI[UN JNq ‘SPOOYI0q
-YS1aU ueqIn Jo SDUATISAUOD a3 J0 auo st a103s pooyroqydiau e 03 Suniepm
a103S pooi0qySIaN v 2auE] 03 Aopp v purd °G

pIomau adeurerp [ed0] ayj jo syred pue sadoys daays aq Lewr pue] 1ay30

‘pooroqysrou ay uryym saderd jusagp 105 syurod [eo05 a1e JE1) syred pue
100Yds ayj 03 5303 pure| jeyy jo awog -adeds uado pue syjred 105 apise 3as aq

SIL  spooyoqu8iaN mapN Suru8isacy

pooyroqy3iau e ut eare puey ay3 jo jusdiad o1 e payssSSns Auag souaIer)
$200d5 uad(y fo yiomiaN v apraoid %

‘syexpord uelp yuaredsuen ssay
pue 13]1e3 aq 03 A1 a1e $90Udj INq ‘suas pay1ad saxewr Aoeand 10§ spred
3(oeq udua, Y31 $Y00] WOP[s 10U 1L SIAYI0 pue Paduady ale SpIek awos

3I3UM }331)S B SE ‘JI Op UOCAISA3 ey Jueizoduir st 31 ‘$9dU3J JuU0Iy 3q 03 Jur03
a1e a1y} JI puy -adedspue] uspred snonunuod e ojur a31ow Suyuerd pue
SUME] JUOIJ 33 JeY} 0S ‘Padouajun pIe4 Juolj ay} 9ABd] 0} ST UORIPEL} UBDLISUWTY
YL "puerdug ur 2oudexd [ensn ayy st sa8pay 10 ‘S[em ‘Sa0UB} UHM SuME]
juoyy Bursopuy “syderdojoyd ur syerrdoidde ooy Lew Lay; y3noyspe a1
[e21 UT SUTDUTAU0D J0U 318 Sa0URj [AUTA “Tej 0§ “puy ok 1oy doaxdn 1oy aziu
-e810 03 194meg WO], 3aLY NOL $SI[UN ‘aTRUnYSIU FdURUUTEW © are S30UdY
131d predyuoy ‘aprseag pue 3sap A3y ur Sunureyp yooy Aoy ySnoyyy
1991 9y} 03 350> A[eAne[al 100p Juoyy ayy deay
03 juepodurr a10ur ST 3] “pooyroqySIau J[qeal] e Suneard ur £)1ssadau e Jou
st yo1od jyuoyy 3y ng -d[qeiuasaid st Jjas)1 asnoy sy 1 A11om 03 Surary jno
WM “asnoy ay3 jo auoz sy ont afdoad Zuniawn jo Lem e ‘ajqensap st yorod
Juoly Y3 JO WSIOqUIAS AU, }SOD [EIUSWSIOUT F1q B J0U SI SITRYD M3j € POy
03 y8nous 31q aq 0} I93[aYs yei SUIPUBIXd PUR 100p JUOI} S} IS0 IJ[AYS
JO pup] 3Wos aaeY $3SNOY SO ‘uBrsap ueqnqns Jestd4y jo sspenbapewn
U3 U0 AIejusunuIod pes e ‘sireyd umej ur a1ay) Sumts pue uado 100p ayy Sur .
-aed] Aq saypiod ojur weyy winy sadered Surej-juoyy yim apdoad SIWTIWOG
"aqheN ¢11e Je palsixa 1aaau a[doad Luew 10y pue ‘0Se sumy Buo] e payst
-UeA JeU} UOnIpel & 2103531 03 saypIod Juolj PlIng 0) 3sU3s aBW 31 S30(]
“ya10d e uo uewy sayyer ‘jood predxoeq sy Aq Sumiis
10 andaqreq ayj je Sunjood s[doad yim ‘safA1sajI] 100pINO SATIE SI0W pue
‘asnoy s apisur s[doad deax 03 pusy Yorym ‘puey U B UO UOISIAR}RY pue
Buruontpuod-1re 4q pardage Aj8uons usaq sey a1aymAIaa ajr yoiod jng
'seafeze pue s1epad ay ySnonyy Suusyyy sdwer a8puq pa
-peys-jusunpred jo mol3 sy 4q pajeasar sem yood apis ayj 1951 a3 WOL]
“SIM}IUING PAUOIYSTD Y3IM WOOI J00PINO Ue “Uyorod 3deq 10 3pIs pausaIds
ayy £q pacejdar usaq Suof pey yorod juoly s ‘spooyroqySiau jusnyge s10w
uJ "3snoy U Ut Jumyis Uey; S[qeiIojuwod I0W Iej SEM JT 9SNedaq s3UTUaAd
ay ur yorod ay uo apisino yis pinom apdoad ‘Suruonipuos Ire s10§aq ‘pue
‘saypi0d Juoly 3arY 0} PINULUOD U0 SISNOYMOI A31> MOLIEN] | TeM PLIOM
310§9q SISNOY IY}0 JSOU WOIJ PaYSIUeA 3INjed) [RINIIAIYDIL STy} ‘Syep
-UeIaa punore-deim pey sasnoy 310sa1 [eUOLIPEL 3[IYA '} Op A[SHOGUSIDS
-uod 31doad os ‘[eap au jo 3red st yorod juoyy 3y uo Sunig “POOYPTYP 1P}
IOl PaIaqUIWaL A3 YSIM ‘AONT] 3I0W “I0 ‘POOYP[IYD 124} WO I2qUISUISI
a1doad jeyy saoerd Taunums sy 23221591 0] PaUSISaP 110831 € ST APISLAS

2013004 :sar) SuudIsapay  PIL



g ‘uoiBurysep
stourf|[ ‘o8eory
NOILVIDOSSY DNINNV 1d NVIORITNY
SSHUd SHYANNVY1d

99JBD) UJO2UIT "UdG A« PILMBIO]

dDIVd ‘Paureg ueyjeuof

uoyvuIUIdU] *9011o0.4 ] “sajdiouri g

SHILID ONINODISHATY

e

BOLISUIY JO S9)¥1G PIjii[) Y UT PajuLl]

16£801C00¢ Haquunp] [03U0D mmwuwCOU Jjo %umuﬂ_d

9-1£4-678%88-1 :(punoqpIey) NdsI
8-0£-678¥88-1 :(oeqraded) NgSI
paalasar syy8u |y

£0909 I ‘03ed1yD) ‘0091 21NG “2AY UBBIDTIA 'S 7TT
uonenossy Sutuue(q ueduewy ayj Aq ¢0oz WBuddod




when my husband started teaching at

the University of California campus

there he couldn’t find a gas station.
I’'ve come here to talk with Steve

IRVINE, CALIFORNIA, IS the epitome

of tightly controlled urban design, a
squeaky-clean edge city of office parks
and master-planned neighborhoods.
The Orange County town is s0 tidy that
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Kellenberg, who creates master plans
for large-scale developments that
sell more than 1,000 homes a year.
These “high-production, high-veloc-
ity” businesses represent the pres-
ent and future of American home
construction, supplying the booming
suburbs of the Sunbelt.I’d heard Kel-
lenberg tell an audience of develop-
ers about survey data showing that 63
percent of buyers in master-planned
communities want more diversity,
while only 32 percent want their
neighborhood to look consistent.

That was what I wanted to hear.
Like many variety-loving city dwell-
ers,I’m leery of master-planned com-
munities, even though I know they’re
extremely popular. It’s bad enough
that even my little 18-unit townhouse
complex has ridiculously conformist
rules—no plants by the front door, no
non-neutral window coverings, no door decorations except
around Christmas—but at least our homes are literally con-
nected to each other, making the cost of spillovers high. I
can’t imagine wanting to live in a whole neighborhood of
similar uniformity.

But people really are different.

During the last two decades, master-planned com-
munities with standardized styles and prescriptive “pat-
tern books” have become the norm for large-scale home
developments. These communities sell predictability.
While old-line suburbs started out fairly uniform to keep
down construction costs, owners could (and did) dramati-
cally transform their properties over time. Master-planned
developments, by contrast, seek to control changes. Buyers
are bound by contract to abide by rules designed to preserve
a certain look and feel.

The Highlands Ranch community in Colorado, for
instance, limits house numbers to no more than six inches
tall and kids’ backyard clubhouses to no more than 24 square
feet. No white picket fences are allowed in most neighbor-
hoods. An enforcement team cruises the streets looking for
such offenses as deviant home colors. (A light purple house
got neighbors particularly riled up.) A competing commu-
nity, Prospect New Town, takes a contrasting tack, going so
far as to require striking colors on its houses—no Highlands
Ranch neutrals allowed. Prospect, too, tightly regulates

Building appear-
ance is getting the
sort of government

scrutiny once
reserved for public
health and safety.

A 1993 survey
found that 83 per-
cent of American
cities had some
form of design
review to control
building looks.

its environment. The developers
require changes on 94 percent of
the new house plans submitted for
their approval. “It sounds harsh,”
says one developer. “But some-
body’s taste has to prevail, or else it
would be anarchy.”

In this case, the taste enforce-
ment occurs within a voluntary,
profit-sensitive development that
has to compete with nearby alter-
natives offering radically different
design philosophies. Homebuyers
select the design regime that fits
their personalities and lifestyles,
and business success depends on
design rules that please potential
residents. But such restrictions
aren’tlimited to competing contrac-
tual communities. The public sector
has jumped into the act, bringing
similarly uniform standards to
property owners who don’t necessarily want them.

Building appearance is getting the sort of government
scrutiny once reserved for public health and safety. A 1993
survey found that 83 percent of American cities and towns
had some form of design review to control building looks,
usually on purely aesthetic (as opposed to historic preserva-
tion) grounds. Three-quarters of these regulations, covering
60 percent of cities and towns, were passed after 1980, an
adoption rate survey author Brenda Case Scheer compares
to that of “zoning in the 1930s.” The trend appears to have
accelerated in the late ’9os.

Some communities prescribe design rules in detailed
dos and don’ts. Others use general terms like appropriate
and compatible, illustrated with drawings showing accept-
able and unacceptable examples. Scheer, now the dean of
the Graduate School of Architecture at the University of
Utah, recalls a suburb that had no specific rules at all, allow-
ing the design review board to outlaw whatever members
happened to dislike. The result was an ad hoc checklist of
idiosyncratic no-nos. “The strangest things,” she says, “like
they didn’t want to have any windows with round tops on
them, The decking on a deck couldn’t run diagonally. If you
had shutters, your shutters had to be able to close.”

That town isn’t an isolated example. Architectural
review boards, planning commissions, and city councils
often have broad discretion to determine and enforce taste

reason | 10.03| 42

previous page: Caminito Street, Buenos Aires, Argentina. ©Dennis Degnan/CORBIS




standards, from mandating roof lines and window styles
to specifying what kinds of trees can be planted. Minutes
of routine meetings record officials opining that the red
leaves of ornamental bushes will clash with the brick of a
shopping center sign and instructing a housing developer
to build more single-story homes on certain streets. In one
town, a city council member praised the beauty of Bradford
pear trees, while in another an official condemned them as
an “epidemic.”

People are different.

During our visit, Steve Kellenberg comes back to that
message again and again, expressing a tolerance that arises
as much from relentless pragmatism as from liberal ideal-
ism, If you're in the business of designing environments
people will pay money to live in, you can’t kid yourself about
what they value. You can’t design your idea of utopia and

force everyone to conform to it; if you try, everyone who
isn’t just like you will go elsewhere to find a home.

Unlike me, some people really do prefer uniformity to
variety, regardless of cost. Not everybody thinks it’s bad if
every house on the street looks pretty much like every other
one, or if people can’t change their houses much over time.
Some people /ke that sort of predictability. It makes them
feel secure, at home in their neighborhood. Even if cost
were no object, not everybody would want the same thing
I'd pick.

“We have this incredible tendency to overgeneralize
about the population and to say, ‘Everybody wants this—
everybody wants to live in a community where you can’t
paint your house unless it’s the right color and you have to
close your garage door,” says Kellenberg. “Well, the fact is
that there really are a lot of people who want that kind of
controlled, predictable environment,” often because they’ve
had bad experiences in deteriorating neighborhoods. “And
there are others that find that an incredibly repressive
regime and wouldn’t live there if you gave them a house,
because they believe there should be an organic, fluid, self-
expressive environment.”

People are different.

“You have people in Irvine that love living in Irvine,” he
says. “And you have people that moved to Irvine and leave
after five years because they hate it, and they move to Seal
Beach or Santa Ana,” nearby towns with few design restric-
tions, In a diverse society, some people will indeed want a lot
of rules,“but it clearly isn’t something that is zbe right way of
doing it for everybody.” Neither is the alternative.

People are different.

Even those survey statistics are misleading aggregates.
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Some people care a lot about diversity; others really, really
want consistency.Alot are in the middle. Some people want
to be sure to run into their neighbors. Others just want to
stay in with their big-screen TVs or to socialize with the
friends they already have. Some people want to be able to
walk to the store without seeing a car. Others want to be able
to drive in and out easily. The difference isn’t one of demo-
graphics—age,income, education, and so on—but of identity
and attitude. You can find people shopping for houses in the
same price range, for the same size families, who want all
sorts of different neighborhood designs.

What the survey numbers actually say is that part of the
housing market has been underserved. Foryears, large-scale
developers have focused so much on those homebuyerswho
want a predictable environment and the most house for the
money that they’ve ignored people with other preferences.
Offer the long-ignored groups a different sort of design,
and they’ll reward you handsomely. This pragmatic, trial-
and-error process of discovering new sources of aesthetic
value is less grandiose, and perhaps less inspiring, than the
ideological search for the one best way to live. But it is also
less divisive and venomous.

You can see its latest products in the spanking new
streets of Ladera Ranch, a huge new development about a
half-hour drive southeast of Irvine. A blue-gray Cape Cod
home, with the deeply sloping roof of its saltbox ancestors,
sits next to an updated beige and brown Craftsman with
a low-pitched roof. Down the street is a Spanish colonial
with a red-tile roof, and around the corner a stuccoed house
whose turret recalls the fantasy homes of 19205 Los Angeles.
Although many garages face the street, most are recessed
so they don’t dominate the landscape. You see porches and
yards and sidewalks—social space. And between the side-
walk and street is something no new Southern California
community has gotten in a generation: a small parkway
planted with trees, spindly today but promising charm and
shade as the neighborhood ages.

These are mass-produced homes, with metal windows
and Hardiboard concrete siding rather than wood. They’d
never pass purists’ tests of authenticity. But they offer some-
thing genuine and rare—variation in more than fagade,
rooflines and massing that match their styles, a street of
different colors and different forms. Built on the empty hill-
sides of what once really was a ranch, Ladera Ranch is turn-
ing the previously unfulfilled desire for varied and sociable
neighborhoods into extraordinary profits. The development
sells 1,200 houses a year for prices 10 percent to 14 percent
higher per square foot than in the more conventional com-



munity right next door. The landscaping and construction
quality cost more, acknowledges Kellenberg, but even
accounting for those costs, “it still appears that there’s a 7 to
10 percent lift in the base values that can only be explained
by people being willing to pay more to live there.”

People are different.

Specialization pays. “There really is a lot of the market
that doesn’t want everything to look the same, that does
want to have individuality in their home, that does want a
diversity of neighborhoods, that wants [the design] to feel
like it grew out of the heritage of the place, that are inter-
ested in meeting their neighbors, that would enjoy having
the street designed as a social space, that would like to have
other social spaces and social opportunities that they could
participate in,” he says.

Ladera Ranch’s design owes much to the New Urban-
ism, a planning philosophy that favors high densities,
limited setbacks, and old-fashioned Main Streets. Both
put an emphasis on community, and both understand
streets as social spaces. But Kellenberg dismisses the New
Urbanism’s one-size-fits-all doctrines, its “singular mission”
that “rejects everything other than New Urbanism.” Lots
of beloved neighborhoods, he notes, don’t conform to New
Urbanist prescriptions.

The design for Ladera Ranch isn’t New Urbanism. It’s
specialization—specialization within specialization, in fact.
The development includes four different neighborhood
styles, each crafted to suit a different personality and life-
style.And if you want something different,you don’t have to
buy a place in Ladera Ranch. You can go next door. There’s
something for everyone and, if there isn’t, a smart developer
will figure out how to fill in the gaps.

The seeming homogeneity of master-planned com-
munities—the planning that gives them a bad name among
intellectuals—turns out to be real-world pluralism once
you realize that everyone doesn’t have to live within the
same design boundaries. Community designs and gover-
nance structures are continuously evolving, offering new
models to compete with the old. This pluralist approach
may overturn technocratic notions of how city planning
should work, but it’s the way towns are in fact developing
in the United States, suggesting that these institutions offer
real benefits to residents. From 1970 to 2002, the number
of American housing units in homeowner associations,
including condominiums and cooperatives, rose from I
percent to I7 percent, with more than half of all new units
in some areas in these associations.

As an alternative or supplement to large-scale local

government, some economists (notably Robert Nelson of
the University of Maryland) and legal scholars (such as
Robert Ellickson of Yale) have begun debating ways to let
homeowners who aren’t in private associations form them,
whether for whole neighborhoods or just a few blocks.
Some proposals envision the privatization of former city
services such as garbage collection and zoning-style regula-
tions. Others involve only a specialized complement to city
governance, with special fees to cover services that people
in that small area particularly value. For instance, Ellickson
suggests, “if artists were to concentrate their studios on a
particular city block, their [Block Improvement District]
could make unusually heavy expenditures on street sculp-
tures.Indeed, the prospect of forming a Block Improvement
District might encourage artists to cluster together in the
first place.”

Some of these plans would require unanimous agree-
ment, others a supermajority. The question of whether new
boundaries can be drawn around residents without their
individual consent is a difficult one. If unanimous agree-
ment is necessary, a single holdout can make everyone
worse off. But retroactively limiting what property own-
ers can do with their homes raises the same problems that
allowing small districts is supposed to avoid.

This problem is especially great when the new district
isn’t truly self-governing. Many cities, for instance, allow
a supermajority of homeowners to petition to make their
neighborhood a historic district subject to special aesthetic
controls—potentially a good model of specialized design
boundaries. Unfortunately, historic districts usually have to
conform to procedures established by a higher level of gov-
ernment. They can’t create processes and rules tailored to
the wishes of those they govern.In Los Angeles, for instance,
a Historic Preservation Overlay Zone is regulated by a five-
member board. Unlike a homeowner association board,
members are appointed by city officials and other board
members, and only three of the five must be residents of the
area they govern. Since residents don’t have a direct vote,
they can’t easily predict, or check, the board’s actions.

Even some preservation activists admit to concerns.
Adriene Biondo, a San Fernando Valley resident who’s
campaigning to make her neighborhood a historic zone,
says she isn’t looking to crush individual homeowners’ self-
expression, only to raise awareness of the history and value
of the neighborhood’s mid-century Eichler homes. But
some local preservationists are sticklers for architectural
authenticity, narrowly defined. If the board is captured by
purists, admits Biondo, it might even outlaw the pistachio-
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green siding she and her husband
chose to match their vintage car. “I
don’t think we’d like that too much
ourselves,” she says.

Even in the best of circum-
stances, small, self-governing dis-
tricts wouldn’t eliminate aesthetic
conflict. Neither do master-planned
communities. As anyone who’s lived
in a small condo complex knows,
even small groups of people dis-
agree. Governance rules simply pro-
vide processes for resolving disputes.
And they help people know what to
expect, avoiding the nasty surprises
and bitter conflicts that result when
aesthetic rules are imposed after the
fact. The best we can hope for isn’t
perfection but fajrness, predict-
ability, and a reasonable chance of
finding rules that suit our individual
preferences. The advantage of nar-
row boundaries is that if all else fails, we can vote with
our feet, not only improving our own situation but send-
ing a signal that the competition is offering a better design
package.

The more difficult it is for people to enter and exit—to
find design rules to their liking—the more general the rules
need to be. A four-block special district can have very pre-
scriptive rules that would be inappropriate for an entire city.
A metropolitan area like Orange County that is made up of
many smaller cities can offer a range of city-level design
regimes.

In larger areas, one way to accommodate different tastes
within an overall sense of structure is to make the rules fairly
generic. Consider the difference between a work uniform,
a requirement to wear black, and a general prescription
for “business casual.” All three establish an organizational
identity, but each allows more individual choice and flex-
ibility than the previous one, accommodating a wider range
of appearance and personality. To attract a diverse group
of employees, to avoid turning off independent or creative
individuals, or simply to stay up to date as fashions change, it
may be better to keep the dress code as general as possible.

Along similar lines, Brenda Scheer suggests that urban
design regulations should pay more attention to the urban
forms that are hard to change and concentrate less on the
stylistic details that are easily altered. It’s easy enough to
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To attract a diverse
group of employ-
ees, to avoid
turning off inde
pendent or
creative individu

als, or simply to
stay up to date as;
fashions change,‘
it may be better:
to keep the dress
code as general
as possible.

ignore a single building you don’t
i like, especially once it’s been around
a while. But street widths, setbacks,
and lot sizes affect the whole experi-
ence of being in a particular neigh-
borhood.They establish the underly-
ing structure that creates the sense
of place.“If you get the lots right and
the blocks right and the street right
and the setbacks right, somebody
can build acrummy house and it will
sit there for 30 years, and somebody
will tear it down and build a nice
one,” she says. “There’s a kind of
self-healing process that’s available
if the structure is fine.”

This model allows for flexibility,
personal expression, and change
while still preserving a coherent
underlying design. It echoes the pat-
tern identified by Stewart Brand in
How Buildings Learn, which exam-
ines how buildings are adapted to new uses over time. Brand
explores what makes architecture resilient and capable of
“learning” as its purposes change. A building, he notes,
contains six nested systems: Site, Structure (the foundation
and load-bearing elements), Skin (the exterior), Services
(wiring, plumbing, heating, etc.), Space plan (the interior
layout), and Stuff. The further out the nested system, the
more permanent. Moving around furniture (Stuff) is easy;
altering a foundation (Structure) is difficult.

In a building, Brand writes, “the lethargic slow parts are
in charge, not the dazzling rapid ones. Site dominates Struc-
ture, which dominates the Skin, which dominates the Ser-
vices, which dominate the Space plan, which dominates the
Stuff. How a room is heated depends on how it relates to the
heating and cooling Services, which depend on the energy
efficiency of the Skin, which depends on the constraints of
the Structure....The quick processes provide originality and
challenge, the slow provide continuity and constraint.”

A well-designed, adaptable building, Brand argues,
respects the different speeds and different functions of these
nested layers. It keeps them separate, allowing “slippage” so
that the quick inner layers can change without disrupting
the more permanent systems. (You don’t have to tear up the
foundation to fix the plumbing.)

Scheer’s proposal applies a similar model to the sur-
rounding environment. She essentially adds a seventh layer



we can call the Street. By limiting
design restrictions to the Street, Site,
and possibly Structure, rather than
the usual obsession with Skin, she
makes room for evolution and learn-
ing. Like Brand, she emphasizes the
effects of time. Given enough slip-
page between outer and inner lay-
ers, we can correct flaws and adapt
to changing circumstances while
preserving some underlying sense
of order. A city, she says, is “a living
thing, it’s a changing thing, and it
has to adapt or it dies. A city that is
not having a continuous renewal is a
dying place.”

A dynamic model of city life
recognizes that not just purposes or
technologies change over time. So do
tastes. Like Capri pants and stiletto
heels, aesthetic styles go in and out
of fashion, flipping from positive
to negative and back again. Hard as it is to believe today,
from the end of World War 11 until the 1980s the Art Deco
hotels of Miami Beach were considered “tacky, in bad taste,
and old fashioned.” When the Miami Design Preservation
League was formed in 1976, recalls one of its founders,
South Beach “was considered a disgrace to the city, because
of its cheap neon lights, ‘funny-shaped’ buildings, and the
signs along Ocean Drive blaring ‘rooms $5 a week.””

Similarly, American tastemakers have for decades con-
demned neon signs as the epitome of commercial tackiness,
and many cities continue to ban neon. Others, however, have
rediscovered the lively pleasures of the lights. While some
neighboring cities such as Santa Monica have been forcing
businesses to take down their neon signs, Los Angeles has
spent about a half million dollars helping building owners
restore and relight historic neon signs. The city’s Museum
of Neon Art not only preserves vintage signs but lends them
to the popular Universal CityWalk outdoor shopping area.
Commercial neon has slowly regained its 1920s status as a
source of public pleasure.

The built environment is filled with once-scorned
designs that have become architectural touchstones or pop-
ular icons. When it was new, a critic called the Golden Gate
Bridge an “eye-sore to those living and a betrayal of future
generations.” Writing in Architectural Record, critic Suzanne
Stephens provides a wide-ranging tour of similar examples:

Aesthetics may be
a form of expres-
sion, but it doesn’t
enjoy the laissez-
faire treatment
accorded speech

or writing. To the
contrary, the more
significant look
and feel become,
the more they tend
to be restricted
by law.

“In 1889 artists, architects, and writ-
ers, including Charles Garnier and
Guy de Maupassant, called the Eiffel
Tower ‘useless and monstrous.
Frank Lloyd Wright’s Larkin Build-
ing in Buffalo was deemed ‘ugly’ by
eminent critic Russell Sturgis in
[Architectural] RECORD in 1908, and
in 1959 his Guggenheim Museum
was dismissed by visionary archi-
tect Frederick Kiesler. In 1931 Lewis
Mumford charged that New York’s
Chrysler Building by William Van
Alen was full of ‘inane romanticism’
and ‘void symbolism.” Some of the
world’s most beloved buildings and
architects have been dismissed by
their contemporaries. Tolerating
strange styles can create significant
value over time, as the unfamiliar
becomes familiar, leading to aes-
thetic appreciation.

Aesthetics may be a form of expression, but it doesn’t
enjoy the laissez-faire treatment accorded speech or
writing. To the contrary, the more significant look and
feel become, the more they tend to be restricted by law.
The very power of beauty encourages people to become
absolutists—to insist that other people’s stylistic choices,
or their tradeoffs between aesthetics and other values,
constitute environmental crimes. Individuals may expect
more expressive freedom for themselves, but they often feel
affronted and victimized by the aesthetic choices of others.
This is particularly true for places, the touchstone category
of our aesthetic era.

Yet now that people increasingly care about look and
feel in their private choices, aesthetic regulation is less
necessary to control blatant public ugliness. The same taste
shift that has made the spread of design review politically
viable is slowly but surely changing the definition of what’s
commercially necessary. Our greatest fears of the aesthetic
future are not of too little design, but of too much. g

Virginia Postrel ( vpostrel@dynamist.com) is the author of The Substance
of Style: How the Rise of Aesthetic Value Is Remaking Commerce, Culture,
and Consciousness (HarperCollins), Jfrom which this article is adapted.
©2003 Virginia Postrel.
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