MEMORANDUM

TO: Fort Myers Beach Local Planning Agency
FROM: Bill Spikowski
DATE: December 5, 2006

SUBJECT: Increasing Building Coverage for Duplexes — December 12, 2006

At your December 12™ meeting, a discussion has been scheduled about a request to increasing the
size of duplexes that can be constructed along the beachfront. The LPA has discussed this matter
previously and has now received authorization from the Town Council to explore legislative changes
to the land development code.

I am attaching my previous September 7" memorandum to the LPA on this subject, which addressed
a request to increase building coverage from the present limit of 40% to 60%.

Since that time, Mr. DeSalvo has proposed a different change which would still permit him to build
a larger duplex at 3060 Estero Boulevard than is currently allowed. He has suggested that similarly
situated beachfront lots in the RC district be allowed to cover 25% of the entire lot, rather than the
current rule of 40% of the developable portion of the lot.

Mr. DeSalvo argues that this change would give these lots “the same right as all other property
owners in the Town.” This assertion is apparently based on the town’s official zoning map, which
breaks beachfront lots into two zoning categories, with the developable portion being zoned
“Residential Conservation” and the undevelopable portion (generally the sandy beach) being zoned
“Environmentally Critical.” The code now uses only the developable portion of the lot to compute
setbacks and building coverage ratios.

The dividing line used to differentiate between these zoning districts was originally established by
the state of Florida in 1978 as its “Coastal Construction Setback Line, which was drawn so that
nearly all existing buildings on Estero Island were landward of this line. New structures were not
allowed seaward of the line except under unusual circumstances (such as fishing piers or
underground cables, or if a number of adjoining structures were already seaward of the line and
were not being affected by erosion).

(In 1991 the state adopted a different line parallel to the beach and called it a “Coastal Construction
Control Line.” At this location, the new line runs along the right-of-way for Estero Boulevard. Unlike
the previous setback line, structures are not forbidden seaward of this new line, but must be built to
higher construction standards.)
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Current LPA members may not be aware that the building coverage percentages in the land
development code were prepared as a comprehensive package of regulations to ensure that new
buildings at Fort Myers Beach, while inevitably larger than most older buildings, would still be
reasonably consistent in character and scale to their neighborhoods.

When these regulations were being considered for adoption by the Town Council in early 2003, one
part of that package was not adopted and was sent back to the LPA for further consideration. That
section would have adopted “residential design standards,” similar to the code’s “commercial design
standards” (which begin in §§ 34-991).

Reconsideration of the residential design standards began later in 2003 but was never completed. I
would encourage the LPA to look at the bigger picture here rather than tinkering with individual
formulas in a piecemeal fashion. Toward that end, I am attaching some previous documents on this
subject that were considered by the LPA in the fall of 2003 for your review.

Attachments:
— Memorandum of September 7, 2006 from Bill Spikowski
— Memorandum of October 10, 2003 from Bill Spikowski
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Fort Myers Beach Local Planning Agency
FROM: Bill Spikowski
DATE: September 7, 2006

SUBJECT: Additional Issue for Public Hearing on LDC Amendments on September 12, 2006

In July 2006, Andrew DeSalvo suggested to the Local Planning Agency that the land development
code be amended to allow larger buildings on gulf-front lots zoned “RC.” He later submitted a letter
dated July 21 documenting this request (copy attached).

I have reviewed the July 21* letter and a set of construction plans prepared for Mr. DeSalvo for a
new duplex building at 3060 Estero Boulevard, the first gulf-front residential lot past Anthony’s. I
have also looked at the permitting comments on those plans that were prepared by county staff.

Mr. DeSalvo’s proposal would increase the current 40% “building coverage” limitation in the RC
zone to 60%. [ recommend that the Local Planning Agency consider my analysis below and decline
to support this request.

“Building coverage” is defined by the LDC as follows:
Sec. 34-634. Intensity and building coverage.
Another measure of building intensity used in this code is building coverage, which means the horizontal area
of all principa and accessory buildings on a site divided by the site’s|ot area.

(1) For purposes of this section, horizontal area means the area within the surrounding exterior walls
(whether the walls are solid or screened). The term “horizontal area” does not include any area
occupied by unroofed structures such as driveways, sidewalks, patios, outside stairways, or open
swimming pools, and does not include any area whose roof is screened rather than solid such as
swimming pool enclosures.

(2) For purposes of this section, a site’s ot areaincludes the gross square footage within the site’ s private
property line, minus wetlands, canals, or other water bodies, and minus any land designated
“Recreation” on the Comprehensive Plan’s future land use map.

Maximum allowable building coverage has been set by Table 34-3 of the LDC only for the RS and
RC zoning districts — 40% in each zone.
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According the plans, the size of Mr. DeSalvo’s lot, excluding the “Recreation” district (the sandy
beach), is about 10,818 square feet. The building coverage cap of 40% allows 4,327 square feet to
be covered by the building (this cap does not restrict additional floor space on upper floors).

Mr. DeSalvo’s plans do not provide any justification for changing the LDC to increase the 40%
building coverage requirement. Looking at this quite large proposed duplex as a fair test case: it
abuts the 7.5' side setback lines on both sides, it abuts the 25' front setback line, and is 17+/- feet
from the 1978 coastal construction control line. At least for this lot, the 40% building coverage
could not be increased to 60% without this building also needing variances from several if not every
required setback.

A large duplex similar to what is proposed by Mr. DeSalvo can be placed on this lot, although it will
need to be reduced slightly in size from the plans submitted in order to meet the 40% requirement
(reduced by 245.5 square feet according to county staff calculations, although I have not confirmed
that figure).

Mr. DeSalvo has also suggested allowing increased building heights where state coastal regulations
require the lowest floor to be elevated higher than the FEMA base flood elevations. That suggestion
is a good one and it is included in the proposed amendments to Chapter 34 that are the subject of
the September 12 public hearing (see Exhibit B, page 1 of 2).

Regarding the foyer issue raised in the July 21 letter, I understand the difficulty that the current
floodplain regulations cause to Mr. DeSalvo and many others in his situation. The proposed
amendments to Chapter 6 provide an alternative to the current regulations (see Exhibit A,
alternative 4-b on page 5 of 8) regarding partitions below base flood elevation which would modify
the current strict rule slightly but still stay within NFIP regulations.

cc:  July 21, 2006, letter from Andrew DeSalvo



July 21, 2006

Town of Ft. Myers Beach
Mr. Jerry Murphy

2523 Estero Blvd.

Ft. Myers Beach. FL 33931

Re: DeSalvo Beach Villas

Jerry,

I have attached as requested a copy of the set of building plans recently submitted for
review to both the State and Lee County. I would appreciate Bill Spikowski’s
recommendations regarding the issue I presented to the LPA this week, a proposed
footnote amendment to Table34-3 increasing the footprint allowed for Gulf front RC
zoned lots from 40% of the lot area (as defined) to 60%.

I would also appreciate his recommendations regarding changes to Section 34-631 as it
relates to measurement of building heights in the V zone. My suggestion is the
measurement of height on properties in the V zone remain as currently stated, (25 feet
from the FEMA requirement), but that additional language be added, * plus any
additional height as established by the State as stipulated in their permit”.

It is my understanding that recently staff has interpreted that Section 6-472 (7) j. does not
allow the enclosure and partitioning of a foyer area underneath an elevated building. My
understanding is; that 6-474 (7) j. ties in with 6-474 (5) b.3 which specifically allows it,
and therefore the enclosure and partitioning of the foyer area is a permitted action. A
clarification of this point by you or Bill is appreciated.

Thank you for your time and consideration regarding these matters. I am available should
you want any further input. I would appreciate a copy of Bill’s recommendations as soon
as they are available by the public.

Thanks again,

Andrew DeSalvo, MBA
Accredited Land Consultant
3960 Via Del Rey

Bonita Springs, FL 34134
239-947-6800 (Office)
239-947-3891 (Fax)
AndrewD@Premiermail.net
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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



SPIKOWSKI
PLANNING
ASSOCIATES

1617 Hendry Street, Suite 416
Fort Myers, Florida 33901-2947

telephone: (239) 334-8866
fax: (239) 334-8878

e-mail: bill@spikowski.com
web site: www.spikowski.com

MEMORANDUM

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

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,
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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
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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.

reason | 10.031 43

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-

reason | 10.03] 44



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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This article reviews and analyzes the types
of regulations thar are being established
throughour the United States in response
1o “mansionization” construction activ-
ity. In order to illuminate choices avail-
zble to planners to address impacts of
this trend, the article focuses on the reg-
ulatory interventions that have recently
been employed in three communities
(one in suburban Chicago and two in
Silicon Valley) facing pressure from the
replacement of the existing housing stock
with significantly larger structures, and
presents the scope and inventiveness of
the regulations. While it is too soon to
judge their effectiveness, [ define the
range of intervention necessary for a
regulatory effort to be considered com-
prehensive—the establishment of rules
for mulriple elements of building mass,
siting, and design to address and mini-
mize the perceived impacts associared
with the growth of "monster” homes in
existing neighborhoods.
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Mansionization and Its
Discontents

Planners and the Challenge of Regulating
Monster Homes

Terry S. Szold

mericans with the means to do so continue to increase the size of their

homes. With significant economic expansion and growth in personal

wealth, the United States has seen an unprecedented boom in large
homes—both as the result of new construction and additions to existing struc-
tures—particularly in already developed suburbs. Data compiled by the National
Association of Home Builders (NAHB) from the U.S. census show that home
sizes have been getting bigger in the United States since the 1980s, rising from an
average size of 1,900 square feet in 1987 to more than 2,300 square feet in 2001
(NAHB, 2002). Additionally, in the last decade, the percentage of new homes
being built that are 3,000 square feet or more has been growing. The northeast
and western regions of the country experienced the greatest growth in this size
category, which in 2001 accounted for 23% and 20% of new homes respectively
(up from 16% and 11% in 1994); in the midwest 17% and in the south 20% of
the housing stock (up from 12% and 15% in 1994) had reached this level (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2003).

Single-family residential construction activity in the United States in recent
years is striking not only because of increased house size, but because it often results
in the replacement of an existing, older home that is much smaller.” Communities
experiencing pressures from the demolition and replacement of existing housing
stock—a process often called teardown. scrape-off or pop-off—have arrempred oo
intervene with regulations to temper or thwart these perceived inrruders, which
have been variousiv labeled monszer nomes. mega-nomes. and MeMansions.

In part ic is the powerful connections that Americans have o0 owning a home*
(Handlin, 1979; Hayden, 2002; Marcus, 1995) and to the primacy of individual
rights that make the task of regulating the increasing size of the suburban house a
vexing undertaking for professional planners. While new large home construction
is vilified by some, especially those living near these new houses who beyond sheer
size may also see in such construction a disregard for the norms and existing pat-
tern of built form, any public discussion of new regulations to currail home size
or shape (including recommended design guidelines to specify “acceptable” archi-
tectural treatment) elicits strong opposition from others who see intrusion into a
near sacred domain.? For this reason, a common problem that communities face
is how to balance private property rights with the value of the established built
environment held by many longer-term residents.
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When faced with concerns about mansionization in
their communities, planners are often asked to propose
interventions to address a spectrum of perceived negative
impacts raised by discontented neighbors or other resi-
dents. To serve their communities best, planners need to
be familiar not only with a range of potential choices for
regulations, but also to have fluency with the desired
outcomes that such regulations are intended to achieve.

This article examines some of the comprehensive*
mansionization controls that have been attempred in two
areas of the country that have faced this issue for the pre-
vious I5 to 20 years: suburban Chicago and Silicon Valley.
The controls used range from design guidelines to influ-
ence building massing, detail, or architectural style; to
predetermined “triggers” that activate formal reviews of
proposed residential demolition and construction; to new,
more restrictive zoning regulations that address multiple
aspects of home size and siting.

Since there are no time-tested evaluation procedures in
place for monitoring the effectiveness of these regulatory
controls, planners cannot reference ideal solutions. Even
after understanding their intent, planners are left to cus-
tomize regulations to the physical and political context
within which they work. Additionally, based on the ex-
ploration undertaken for this article, given the multiple
considerations that must be taken into account to address
building volume, scale, and siting issues, no single physical
development intervention or set of limitations, such as
floor area ratio adjustments or encroachment plane regu-
lations, can address the spectrum of perceived impacts
associated with today’s large homes.

Nonetheless. the research conducted for this article sug-
gests that there are regulations addressing the consequences
of building volume and scale consequences for adjoining
properties that warrant serious consideration. Communities
such as those examined here, which have urilized a compre-
hensive approach to fashioning regulations, appear to be the
best places to inaugurate future evaluation of this efforr.

Method and Approach

My interest in the subject of mansionization began as
a result of questions posed by clients in communities that I
served in Massachusetts. I found that they sought solutions
that would, at a minimum, tame the most egregious exam-
ples of mansionization in their communities. As I attempted
to aid these clients, I looked for examples that could be used
as models.

What I first discovered was that other communities in
my own state had not attempted to create regulations that

addressed the multiple dimensions of the mansionization
challenge. Rather, communities relied on adjustments to
the basic dimensional requirements applicable to residen-
tial development—setbacks, building size, or maximum
building footprint—and steered away from interventions
related to scale, massing, encroachment planes, or design
review (City of Newton, 1997; Town of Lexington, 1997;
Town of Wellesley, 1997).

Expanding my search to find communities that had
artempted broader regulatory interventions to address
mansionization, I looked to other regions in the United
States. I reviewed newspaper stories, municipal reports and
studies, and master plans that documented concerns about
mansionization and searched for proposed and/or adopted
new regulations. Once I discovered such regulations, I
conducted interviews with the planners who had major
responsibilities for their development. My eventual rec-
ommendations to clients for possible interventions drew
on all these sources.

I maintained a significant professional interest in this
topic.’ For this article, [ chose to examine suburban Chi-
cago and Silicon Valley, regions where there have been
ongoing planning challenges related to mansionization,
and where communities have considered and adopted a
variety of comprehensive controls. Within these regions,
focused on three communities where the evolution of the
regulations they adopted offer contrasting approaches and
results: the village of Winnetka, Illinois, and the cities of
Sunnyvale and Menlo Park, California. The information
in this article has been gathered in each case from local/
regional publications, interviews with planners, and the
new and evolving regulations themselves.

Addressing Perceived “Discontents”

In many long-established neighborhoods. even though
architectural styles may varv, a sense of cohesion exists—
the homes are of comparable size, have roof lines and over-
all building heights that are similar or within a range of
compatible elevations, and are surrounded by mature land-
scaping. Many of the homes were built during the same
period, with only occasional infill. The controversy over
new, large home construction and major additions in such
neighborhoods is triggered because modest-sized residences
are replaced with homes of greater building volume, the
transformation typically occurring withour an accompany-
ing increase in lot area.

Based on a review of articulated concerns of citizens
and public officials addressing the teardown trend where it
is documented throughout the United States, there are
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common objections to the arrival of monster homes. These
objections are raised in response to the perceived negative
impacts of both the lengthy process of teardown/new
construction and the end result of the process: a new large
house that is out of scale with the homes it adjoins. Con-
cern about the design of such a structure being out of char-
acter with an existing neighborhood’s built form is also a
common objection and associated with the generic use of
the pejorative term McMansion.

Table 1 presents the common objections and perceived
impacts revealed by the documents reviewed and helps to
illustrate variatiorns in the definition of the “problem” of
mansionization. These physical impacts, identified mostly
if not exclusively by the immediate neighbors of the new
large residences, are often the primary drivers for commu-
nities to consider regulatory intervention(s).

As a specific example, the Village of Winnetka, Illinois,
a community whose regulations are explored in this article,
documented adverse impacts of mansionization in its most
recent Plan Updare (Village of Winnetka, 1999):

* Bulkier houses with looming street presence, blocking
light and air;

* Basements rising too high from grade with variable
stoop heights, thus contributing to a disruption in the
rhythm of block face;

* Front-loaded garage space detracting from front street
and pedestrian orientation; and

* House designs that fail to blend in with existing houses
in 70- to 100-year old neighborhoods.

This example indicates the types of objections raised.
Such objections present planners with a corresponding chal-
lenge: how to make new large houses “fit” on lots that were
developed when prevailing home sizes were much smaller.
Setback and dimensional standards that formed the origi-
nal building envelope. particularly in older suburbs. azc
inadequate to the task of preserving boundaries—both nhvsi-
cal and aesthetic—between existing homes ana those ara-
matically larger new homes that are being built next door.

The Search for Effective Interventions

Many communities have considered zoning interven-
tions specific to mansionization to manage the teardown
trend. A short search produces ongoing coverage spanning
months and years on the issue in local and regional publi-
cations in Westchester County, New York; suburban Bos-
ton and Chicago; all parts of California and Florida; and

various locales in between.
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In communities where the housing stock has been
maintained in good condition or is deemed unique or
historic, safeguarding the treasured built form of the past
from the construction of new monster homes is a prime
objective. For that reason, design review has become
popular in communities attempting to ensure some level
of compatibility when teardowns and build-outs are pro-
posed. Preservation ordinances are sometimes adopted. ¢
are “appearance codes” or other preservation initiatives
such as those in Lake Forest and Park Ridge, Illinois (City
of Lake Forest, 1998; City of Park Ridge, 1995).

However, while many design review procedures in-
volve detailed considerations about design and massing,
my analysis indicates that most do not establish mandatory
prescriptions about architectural style. In some cases, a de-
sign review process is mandated when home construction
reaches a certain threshold, such as exceeding a baseline
floor area ratio (FAR; City of Sunnyvale, 2003b) or per-
centage of floor area on a second story (City of Menlo Park,
20023; City of Sunnyvale, 2003b). In these instances, the
review process may result only in suggestions about pre-
ferred design approaches; it may not significantly affect the
ultimate size or siting of a home.

Because the mansionization trend and the responses to
it are still relatively new, when selecting interventions plan-
ners have little evidence that any single intervention will
address all the objections that opponents raise. For exam-
ple, an attempt to discourage two-story development by
requiring a special permit for such development in a one-
story neighborhood withour addressing building massing
or additional setback requirements may have limited suc-
cess. Similarly, a generic gross floor area maximum may
help insure that new development is less overwhelming to
adjoining properties, but as some planners interviewed for
this article stated, it will not necessarily guarantee attrac-
riveness or context-sensitve design.

Planners searching tor appropriate nrerventions ase
need to determine how comtortable focal nolirical ieagers
wiil De WItN regulations tnal may [orce NOMmeOWNers to en-
gage protessionals, particularly since the owners may lack
the expertise themselves to understand how the regulations
will apply in a given circumstance. Daylight plane regula-
tions, for example, require sophisticated calculations about
building encroachment based on specific angles from set-
backs (City of Menlo Park, 2002b, 2003d; City of Pasa-
dena, 2000).

The 19th century railroad suburbs west and north of
Chicago and the automobile-based 20th century suburbs of
Silicon Valley provide interesting and revealing arenas to ob- ‘
serve the multilayered challenge of mansionization. Though |
separated in their major periods of growth by approximately :
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Objection Perceived Impaets

Large construction project of long duration ¢ Multiple-month presence of construction vehicles, equipment, and crews resulting
in noise, dust, and debris, and decreased road access in neighborhood

Removal of mature trees/vegetation from lot * Further magnifies scale of new structure
¢ Loss of long-established/cherished vistas wichin neighborhood
* Increased sunlight/heat on adjoining properties
* Topographic change that can lead to erosion and damage from new parterns of

storm water run-off

Smaller, older home demolished/torn down *  Loss of historical residential structures
*  Reduction of “starter home” size properties available to first-time home buyers

Large house maximizing small lot; build out to front and * Heightand proximity of larger home overshadows smaller neighbors, blocking
side setbacks sunlight and restricting fresh air movement
* Intimidating height with windows and porches towering over neighbots creates
unwelcome intrusion and lack of privacy
*  Size of house requires large air conditioning compressor units, situated frequently
close to neighbors’ with resulting increased noise
* Detrimental effect on neighboring house and plant life from reflection of light and
radiation of hear from large house (necessitates additional cooling/watering)

Building and/or property design out of character with * Disruption in visual rhythm of neighborhood of “out-sized” house in comparison
neighborhood with older structures
* Driveway placement and/or multiple garage space that dominates streetscape or
frontage
Significant and ongoing need for property and residence * Increased trafhc and noise impacts from frequent home maintenance/landscape
maintenance (due to .ncreased size) crews

Sources: Anning (1999), Casciato (2000), City of Geneva (2002), City of Lake Forest (2000), City of Naperville (2000), City of Sunnyvale (2002),
Eichler Network (2001, 2002), Einwalter (2002), El Nasser (2002), Fayle (2000), Fine & Lindberg (2002), Foderaro (2001), Ganga (2002), Knight
(1997), Lang, et al., (2002), Langdon (1991), Manning (2000), Mannion & Goldsborough (2000), Marchant (2002), Paik (2003), Perlman (1998),

Petterson (1999), Randall (1990), Sissenwein (2000), Smith (2002a), Srebnik (1999), Town of Lexington (1997), Town of Lincoln (1998), Town of
Mamaroneck (2003), Village of Scarsdale (2002), Village of Winnetka (1999), Weinberg (2001), Willemsen (2000).

Tablz 1. Common nbjections to the process and resules of teardowns/build ours.

100 years, these two regions currently face similar pressures * Prior to the recent mansionization period, little change
from the replacement of the existing housing stock with in the housing stock occurred in these communities
larger new homes. for at least 30 years, and until mansionization, little
After reviewing the many communities within these change was made to the zoning regulations of their
regions that had selected regulatory interventions to ad- residential districts. This fact is important because
dress their mansionization challenge, I chose Winnetka, communities may have thought that their existing
Ilinois, and Sunnyvale and Menlo Park, California, for zoning regulations (such as setbacks) protected them
more extensive study and comparison, for the following from residential structures of excessive size.
reasons: * Each community found that the teardown trend tested

old zoning dimensional requirements (e.g., conven-
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tional setback and lot area requirements) applicable
to single-family districts. These standards, primarily
developed after World War II or at the midpoint of
the last century and once considered adequate for the
community’s prevailing lot sizes and homes, were sub-
sequently found to be ineffective when applied to the
larger homes associated with the mansionization trend.
* Each community employed a comprehensive approach
to address the issue, utilizing multiple regulatory inter-
ventions and strategies to influence the size, scale, and
massing of proposed new structures; however, each
community elected to use a different regulatory scheme
to accomplish its goals.

The stories of these communities may be instructive
for planners in other parts of the country. Under great
pressure from an often angry citizenry and in the wake of
a robust building boom, interventions were developed after
significant study and public participation, within a pageant
of multiple players and vested interests.

Suburban Chicago: Teardowns,
Tribulations, and New Standards

The initial growth of suburban communities around
Chicago occurred mostly during the 1850s and 1860s as rail
and horse car lines made the prospect of commuting to
and from the center of the city a viable option. Some sub-
urbs sprang up from land being subdivided speculatively
in anticipation of the railroad extension (Handlin, 1979).
A little more than z century after many Chicago suburbs
were settled, prospective homebuyers began to demand
larger houses. By the late 1980s, the first teardowns of older
housing stock began, and bv the end of the r990s, fierce
debates were well underway in places such as Naperville
and Hinsdale (El Nasser, 2002: Langdon, 1991; Mannion
& Goldsborough, 2000; Randall, 1990). Homes that man+

residents believed defined the character of their community

were rapidly being removed to make way for larger, con-
temporary structures (see Figure 1).

Winnetka

The Village of ‘Winnetka, located 16 miles norch of
Chicago, is one of the most affluent communities in the
United States. Originally settled in the 1850s, it has about
12,500 residents and an abundance of 100 x 180 ft. lots
(Village of Winnetka, 2003a).

Winnetka’s Plan Update (1999) described the problem
posed by the targeting of housing stock more than 70 years
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old; it anticipated thac 1 rhe contemporary housing mar-
ket, these older houses would likely be replaced by homes
of larger floor area. An unalvsis by the Community Devel-
opment Department indicated thar many of the homes in
the Village's R-s zonine st-ict (the residential districr
with the smallest mir corers veragmye less than
1,700 square feet were Loy replacea vt nev homes or

almost 3,900 square feet. [he analvsis found thar a 50 x
175 ft. lot purchased with the intent of tearing down the
existing home could ultimately sell tor $1.75 million—or
more than double the price such a lor would yield if the
existing house was left standing.

As a result of derailed study, Winnetka’s Village Coun-
cil adopred changes to its zoning ordinance. Mandatory
design review was rejected in favor of more objective stand-
ards. Winnetka focused its regulatory effort on addressing
new building bulk on small lots and sought to control the
elevated building height and increased building volume
associated with new construction. Winnetka reduced the
maximum basement projection of new structures from 3.5

feet to 3 feet, while allowing such projections in additions

Figure 1. Suburban Chicago home (above) torn down and replaced with
new, larger home. (Photos courtesy of Jean Folletr)
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to existing houses to increase to 4 feet (presumably 1o
encourage homes to be renovated instead of torn down).
These changes were made applicable to all single-family
residential zoning districts and lot sizes.

For lots of less than 16,000 square feet, the maximum
permitted gross floor area (GFA)7 in new construction
(again differentiating berween new construction and al-
rerations to existing housing) was reduced. The base GFA
applicable to most lots ranges from .31-.38, making it diffi-
cult to construct a 5,000 square foot house (considered to
be too big).

In 2002 Winnetka adopted additional amendments
(Village of Winnetka, 2002, 2003b) affecting all lots in
residential districts, including the following:

* A uniform attic floor height for calculation of GFA,
with variations in height permitted based on the
zoning district;

* A reduction of basement height by lowering the maxi-
mum permitred height of the first floor from 4 feet to
2.5 feet above existing natural grade;

* A reduction in the maximum permitted vertical build-
ing height by implementing a graduated building
height based on the zoning district and lot size, and
by changing the point of measurement from nartural
grade to finished first floor elevation, extending to the
highest point of a roof (ridge);

* A reduction in height limits for detached garages
(along with a new point of measurement similar to
the principal building) with allowances for increased
height to match the pitch of an existing house; and

* Lot coverage incentives for front porches.

The Village did not elect to make reductions in the
maximum allowable GFA in 2002.* Nonetheless, after
further study by the community development staff, the
Village Council considered yet another group of amend-
ments, including:

* Reducing the maximum allowable GFA by zoning
district;

* Limiting the impact of very large homes on oversized
lots by establishing maximum caps on GFA within
particular zoning districts;

* Rezoning undersized lots in certain zoning districts to
require a larger amount of land area;

* Increasing side yard setbacks;

* Reviewing building height maximums for substantially
oversized lots; and

¢ Reviewing side yard articulation requirements for

building walls.

In 2003, the Village’s community development di-
rector was reluctant to make premature conclusions about
success, but considered the overall effort significant and the
process demanding. By the definition advanced for this art-
icle, Winnetka’s effort is comprehensive. The community
attempted to regulate the multiple expressions of large
home construction: building height, wall effects, building
massing and articulation, privacy consequences to setbacks,
and the need to tailor the total permissible building volume
to available lort area.

Silicon Valley: What Happens When
One-Story Neighborhoods Grow Up?

Located between San Francisco and Qakland to the
north and San Jose to the south, Silicon Valley has evolved
from a place of agriculture and fruit orchards (Matthews,
2002) to a modern day “land of opportunity,” becoming in
the second half of the 20th century a magnet for high tech-
nology companies and the thousands of employees who
work for them.

According to data collected by the Association of Bay
Area Governments (ABAG), Silicon Valley housing prices
are among the highest in the country. An average single-
family home in 2000 cost $617,000, rising from $329,000
only s years before. Although its population grew by 8.5%
between 1995 and 2000, the number of housing units grew
only by 5% (ABAG, 2000). Thus, a severe jobs/housing
imbalance in the region contributed to the escalation of
prices, as the growth in number of workers outstripped the
number of houses built.

The pressure on the existing single-family housing
supply in Silicon Valley is characterized by the widespread
replacement of modest, one-story homes—the largest share
of the area’s housing stock—with new, larger homes or by
the addition of second stories. Houses of 1,200 square feet
are often replaced with new structures over 2,800 square feer
(T. Cramer, personal communication, January 31, 2003).
This has created momentum in many valley communities
for a variety of interventions.

Both communities in this region that | examined—
Sunnyvale and Menlo Park—have addressed mansioni-
zation with regulations affecting scale, building massing,
specialized setback requirements, and design guidelines. In
Menlo Park, however, an ambitious set of regulations was
scaled back, illustrating the complex process of selecting
regulatory interventions to address this issue.
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Figure 2. Monster home dwarfs adjoining one-story home in Silicon

Valley. (Photo courtesy of Bonnie Campbell)

Sunnyvale

The City of Sunnyvale has a population of almost
132,000. Approximately 75% of its housing stock was built
between 1940 and 1989, with the greatest growth during
the 1970s and 1980s. Home prices today range berween
$900,000 and $1 million in desirable neighborhoods, espe-
cially those with lot sizes of 6,000 to 8,000 square feet (Bay
Area Census, 2003¢; City of Sunnyvale, 2000b).

The City launched its effort to address the mansioniza-
tion trend in the summer of 2000 as many of its one-story
homes, built mid 2cth century, were being demolished and
replaced or expanded with second stories.? At that time, the
primary issues to be addressed by regulations were cited:
impacts to adjacent sroperties, including intrusions on
privacy, and overall size. Key features of the City’s first
major attempt at interventions (City of Sunnyvale, 2000a,
¢) included the following:

* A notification and comment period for adjacent prop-
erty owners when two-storv home construction was
proposed:;

* [ncreased front and rear yard setbacks for TWO-Storv
developmeng;

* Establishment of Planning Commission review when
FAR thresholds of .60 were exceeded;

* Creation of a new “combining district” that enabled
a moratorium on two-story development for a 7-year
period in any such district in which two thirds of
property owners sign and agree; and ,

* Creation of a “single-family home design booklet” to
guide preferred development.

After experience working with the new regulations,
and recognition that many additions and replacement
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homes on residential lots were escaping review, the City
planning staff recommended refinements (City of Sunny-
vale, 2002) adopted by the City Council in March, 2002
(City of Sunnyvale, 2003a), to do the following: o

* Lower the FAR threshold for Planning Commission
review from .60 to .45 in the citv’s major single-family
districts;

* Establish a basic GFA review threshold of 4,050 square
feet for each of the major residential districts:

* Establish a design review trigger for any second-story
addition or any addition resulting in an increase of
20% or more of the existing home; and

* Expand the notification procedure to neighborhood
associations and owners across streets when two-story
design reviews are conducted.

Setbacks and design review by the Planning Commis-
sion seem to be the primary intervention used to minimize
the intrusiveness of second-story development. The city’s
setback and other basic zoning requirements for its princi-
pal residential districts are illustrated in Figure 3.

A key aspect of Sunnyvale’s regulatory approach is thac
limits on building volume or size were rejected in favor of
design guidelines. Bulk triggers or floor area limits (FALS)
are used to activare the scrutiny of the Planning Commis-
sion, but are not used as absolute maximums. While the
rejection of absolute FALS was arguably a political decision,
it was also based upon an analysis by the Planning Depart-
ment, which concluded that size in and of itself was not the
problem with mansionization, but rather how “bigness” was
articulated. Sunnyvale’s approach to regulating mansioniza-
tion, based on the definition I have advanced, is compre-
hensive, bur precariously anchored in an inherent faith in
design review and discussion among its citizenrv to mitigate

adverse impacts.

Menlo Park

Much smaller in population than Sunnyvale, the Ciry
of Menlo Park is a community of almost 31,000 stretched
across 19 square miles. Median family income exceeds
$105,550, and the median price of a home was $778,000
as reported in a 2000 census (as compared to the county
median of $469,000; Bay Area Census, 2003b). Many of
its neighborhoods are more than 5o years old, with lot sizes
typically ranging from 7,000 to 9,000 square feet (City of
Menlo Park, 2003b). Home prices in these neighborhoods
reach $1 million and beyond.

As in Sunnyvale, objections to mansionization in
Menlo Park centered on what many residents perceived as
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Figure 3. Residential sztback and other requirements, Sunnyvale, CA.
Source: City of Sunnyvale (n. d.)

inappropriate build outs of one-story, mid-20th-century
California homes. A 3-year effort was undertaken that in-
cluded significant study, work by a 21-member citizen task
force, and public involvement.®® The task force was split
in opinion between members who wanted more restrictive
FALs than those prescribed in the existing ordinance, and
those who believed that other methods to restrict bulk and
massing involving daylight plane (a three-dimensional
plane that defines rhe building envelope that a residence

must fit within) were more important to mitigating scale
consequences to adjoining properties (as shown in Figure 4).
During the 3 years prior to the adoption of Menlo
Park’s regulations, a series of articles and editorials in the
city’s local newspaper (Borak & Stephens, 1999; Sissen-
wein, 2000, 2001; Smith, 2002b) reflected the strong emo-
tions associated with the proposed regulations, including
objections from a property rights advocacy group called the
Menlo Community Association (MCA). The association
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mailed postcards to homeowners in Menlo Park, warning
of “an assault on homeowner rights and our environment”
(Smith, 2002a), and stated that the proposed regulations
would encourage construction of sprawling one-story
homes, reduce privacy in backyards, discourage growing
families from staying in the city, threaten property values,
and scare away potential buyers wary of restricrions. The
MCA also complained that the regulations would allow a
stringent and subjective design review process—to be ad-
ministered by the Community Development Director or
designee, with an appeal process that included the Plan-
ning Commission and City Council—thus empowering
local government and neighborhoods to intrude into the
use of homes at the expense of the individual homeowner
and the creativity of his or her architect.

Despite the differences in opinion, the effort culmi-
nated in the November 2002 adoption of new regulations

(City of Menlo Park, 2002a, b, ¢, d):

* All new two-story homes and additions to existing one-
story dwellings resulting in a second story, and additions
and alterations to existing two-story dwellings, became
subject to a new review process and regulations;

* One-story homes and additions/alterations thar ex-
ceeded a 35% building coverage also became subject
to the new review process and design guidelines;

* Daylight plane requirements were reduced from 19.5
feet of vertical plane height and a 45° angle inward to
17 feet and 34°, respectively;
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* Definitional changes were made to the calculation of
FAL, excluding cerrain floor-to-ceiling heights and
attic space;

* A minimum 25% permeable surface requirement was
established; and

* New, comprehensive single-family residential design
guidelines were created, with the intent to minimize a
house’s mass and bulk to make it consistent with the
existing neighborhood, respect the privacy of adjacent
properties, define patterns of neighborhoods and street-
scapes to be preserved, protect solar and daylight access
for adjacent properties, and assure that design and site
improvements were considered comprehensively.

While the campaign by the MCA did not stop the City
Council from adopting the proposed zoning amendments,
the ongoing backlash from property rights advocates and
those who wanted greater development flexibility subse-
quently led to a vastly scaled back regulatory program.
Although approved ar the end of 2002, these regulations
were later rescinded at the start of the new year (2003) by
the City Council, following the election of two new council
members.

After subsequent repeal of the regulations, the new
council established a subcommittee to seek compromise
berween a more comprehensive, design-based approach
with discretionary reviews, and a less stringent and more
simplified program. In January of 2004, and without the
support of the Planning Commission, the following ap-
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Figure 4. Alternative day ight plane regulations, Menlo Park, CA.
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proach, based on two tiers of review, was adopted by the
council:

» Tier I: If construction meets the requirements for lot
area, FAL (up to 40%), lot coverage, setback, daylight
plane (17.5 feet of vertical plane height and an angle of
45° inward), permeable surface, and other basic elements,
an applicant would simply file for a building permit.

* Tier II: 1f owners of immediately adjacent properties
approve, more permissive two-story development (up
to 50% of total floor area could be on second floor),
greater daylight plane flexibility (19.5 feet and an angle
of 45°), and more side yard setback encroachment
would be allowed; absent this approval, permits for
such construction must be approved by the Planning
Commissiorn.

The revised program (City of Menlo Park, 2003a, c)
includes a provision on a maximum length of horizonral wall
to break up building massing on a second floor, limiting
such second floor wall length to 30 feet for Tier I projects
but allowing in excess of 30 feet for Tier II projects (origi-
nally the wall had to be articulated by a three-foot step back
in the depth of wall alignment). Other proposed changes
involve establishing a below-ground setback requirement to
address large basement size, greater lot coverage allowance
for small lots, a permeable surface requirement, definitional
revisions for the method of calculating FAL that involve
attic space, and the inclusion in FAL of basements that
exceed the footprint of a house. Clarification of the method
of calculating davlight plane and building height is also
proposed, and, in a bow to process and dialogue between

neighbors, the proposal includes the following:

* A new courtesy notice to contiguous property owners
for demolition and building permir applications:

* New application forms for development permits to
include a statement that a house is part of a neighbor-
hood and recuire applicants to comment on (a) window
placement in relation to neighbors, (b) unarticulated
vertical walls over 20 feet in length, and (c) impacr on
existing solar panels; and

* An overlay district provision to allow neighborhoods
to establish different dimensional regulations when a
significant number of properties have similar charac-
teristics and interests, and 10% of owners in the sur-
rounding area support the overlay.

While the revised program appears to be comprehen
sive, it allows greater build out by excluding more floor
area from the maximum FAL, greater amount of permis-

sible floor area and horizontal wall length on a second
story, and greater vertical plane height and daylight plane
encroachment. Also, an administrative rather than discre-
tionary process is utilized in processing most permits. But
the most significant change in the City’s approach, and a
major reversal of the mansionization regulatory package
that was rescinded by the new City Council in 2003, is the
absence of design guidelines and design review. This delib-
erate omission by the new City Council remains a source
of contention and acrimony in Menlo Park. Following the
adoption of the tiered approach as a new ordinance, 2,500
residents (ostensibly aggrieved by its inadequacy when
compared to the Council-rescinded ordinance in 2003)
have endorsed a petition for a referendum to enable vorters
to reject the ordinance in a special election.

While the future of the program remains uncertain,
both the planners who worked to draft the 2002 regulations
that were rescinded by the new Council and those who sup-
ported them must accept, at least for the time being, a sys-
tem that may arguably function more efficiently and with
less rancor, but without the design review process and
guidelines that were anticipated to improve the built form
of emerging homes and changing neighborhoods.

Conclusion

The objections raised about Menlo Park’s 2002 regula-
tions are emblematic of those that have been raised nation-

“ally, and that often have traction in a community when

planners attempt to mitigate the perceived impacts of
mansionization. Fears about a decline in property and
resale values, a wariness about design subjectivity and taste
preferences, and a concern for the cost and cumbersome
nature of the regulations all contributed to the vulnera-
bility of Menlo Park’s inidally approved, bur subsequendly
rescinded, regulator program.

If Menlo Park had decided o modiry s daylight plune
regulations and change its method for caleulating FALS—
without at the same time granting significant discretion to
City statf—would other elements of the regulations have
survived? A lack of evidence makes it difficult to answer
this question, but it may well be worthy of future research.

Readers will note that even though each of the three
communities reviewed in this article embraced a compre-
hensive approach to regulating mansionization, initial in-
terventions were soon followed by a variety of refinements
and amendments. This is the primary similarity among the
cases: that these types of regulations are works in progress.

While there are multiple examples of regulations

throughout the United States to modify the effects of
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mansionization, to date tew communiries are in the position
to say that their efforcs are successful. Planners cannot yer
draw conclusions, because even the most comprehensive
regulations are less than 10 years old. Tt may take decades
before the profession can conduct an honest evaluation of
their levels of success and influence.

In the meantime, planners have options. Table 2 sum-
marizes and contrasts the regulations adopted by the three
case communities. If political leaders are uncomfortable
with a design review and design guidelines-based inter-
vention, then Winnetka’s approach-—which utilizes FAR,
height, and setbacis as the primary controls—may be
worrhy of study. For those communities that believe size
itself is not the major problem bur rather how building
volume and massing are expressed, Sunnyvale’s approach,
which urilizes design guidelines and design review com-
bined with a sliding scale of secback requirements as its
primary controls, should be examined. In contrast, Menlo
Park’s original amendments, which blended a variety of
approaches—controls on building size, the massing conse-
quences of two-story development or addidions, and overall
vertical height or daylight plane encroachment, together
with design review and guidelines—may be useful to ex-
plore. Although Menlo Park’s original approach, the most
comprehensive of the group examined, had the shortest
lifespan, it does not necessarily follow that other compre-
hensive approaches will not survive."

What constitutes an appropriate house in terms of
building and lot size, context within the neighborhood
and/or district, or other objective measurements? Clearly,
before planners can fashion regulatory interventions to
address mansionization, they need to assist their commu-
nities in answering that question. Additionally, planners
must translate a diversity of opinions about the perceived
negative effects asscciared with mansionization. opinions
that may difter by neighborhoad ar cven b black, i
plan 5t action.

further. [ belic e PrANNErs imusi Jdo e ml‘hwmg:

» Balance concerns about neighborhood impact ana
privacy with property rights:

* Create regulations that when applied do not preclude
“modest” and “acceptable” renovations/addirions by
homeowners; and

¢ Ensure that when new guidelines are implemented,
older homes do not become nonconforming, thus .
exacerbating fears of current owners or making tear-
downs a more attractive option than renovation.

In his book House Form and Culture (1969), cultural
geographer Amos Rapoport provides a detailed exploration
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of the comples determinants of prinuve and vernacular
building form. Rapoport speculated abour cmerging,
modern trends in the form of houses in the United States.
and about our evolving culture. He made the following

observation:

Tradition as a regularor has disappeared— notably in
our own culture—for a number of reasons. The first
reason is the greater number of building types, many oi
which are o complex to build in tradicional fashion.
... The second reason is loss of the common shared
value system and image of the world, wich a consequent
loss of an accepted and shared hierarchy—and generally
a loss of goals shared by designers and the public. This
results in the disappearance of that spirit of cooperation
which makes people respect the rights of adjoining peo-
ple and their buildings, and ultimately the rights of the
sertlement as a whole. Lack of cooperation leads to the
introduction of such controls (going beyond parttern
books) as codes, regulations and zoning rules concern-
ing alignments and setbacks, which also existed in some
pre-industrial towns. (p. 6)

Perhaps the regulations that our communicies seek
in the mansionization challenge are part of a search for
a “shared hierarchy.” As the built form of single-family
neighborhoods continues to change and evolve, and plan-
ners are asked to address the spectrum of perceived impacts
that are associated with the transformarion of the estab-
lished housing stock, there seems to be no magic bullet or
panacea, no single appropriate intervention. To compen-
sate for the loss of an accepred or shared hierarchy, there
are at least alrernative, customizable approaches deserving
of consideration. But any furure systematic evaluation of

the interventions applied mav depend upon how each
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Notes

1. Mansionization comes in two primary forms in the suburban United
States: new large construction on previously undeveloped lots and large
replacement homes or additions on lots previously occupied by homes
of more modest size. This article focuses on the latter. As used in this

article, the term mansionization represents new construction or build
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Menlo Park

Regulation Objective Winnetka Sunnyvale Rescinded  Revised
Floor area ratio (FAR) Limits total bulk and size of building Yes No Yes Yes
or floor area limic (FAL)
FAR as review trigger Activates special review when FAR exceeds defined limit No Yes Yes No
FAR exclusions/bonus Establishes incentives/added floor area for renovating Yes N/A No Yes
features existing structure, subordinating garage space, or specially
placing accessory elements
[mpervious surface Limits impervious surface or paved surfaces to a specified % Yest No Yes Yes
coverage of lot
Lot coverage Limits building footprint coverage Yes YesP Yes© Yes!
Second-story ratio Limits floor area on second story to a specific size or % of No Yest Yes Yes
first floor area to minimize appearance of bulk/build our in
single-story neighborhoods
Daylight plane Reduces building mass and projections; ensures light for No No Yes Yes
adjoining property
Second-story setback Reduces appearance of bulk; provides articulation; avoids No Yes No No'
“blank wall” effect
Other special setback Limits building projections in front, side, or rear yard to Yes# Yes No Yes
requirements address privacy or scale issues related to build out
Special height limies Reduces excessive Hoor-to-ceiling height or height resulting Yesh No Yes Yes
from basement projections
Design guidelines Encourages compatibility of new construction in existing No! Yes Yes No
neighborhoods
Ensures greater compatibility or consistency with guidelines No Yes Yes No

Design review

requirement

when designated thresholds are exceeded

Sources: City of Menlo Park (2001a, b, 20024, b, ¢, d, 20034, ¢, d), City of Sunnyvale (20004, ¢, 200

a

2

Additional information and clarification gathered from interviews with planners and/or public officials from those communirics.

a. Excludes certain porch area from lot and impervious surface coverage requirement in smaller lot districts.

I

Greater lot coverage allowance is authorized for 1-story homes.
Greater lot coverage flexibility permitted to accommodate additions to 1-story homes.
Under new Menlc Park proposal, increased flexibility to exceed lot coverage.
New design guidelines state that 2nd story should not be more than 35% of total first floor area.

articulation for buildings more than 40 feet long.

New regulation proposes a limit to the length of walls on second floors before a variation is required.
Allows front yard setback “averaging” in most districts, resulting in no less than the average setbacks of adjoining lots.
To discourage teardowns, existing homes have greater heighe allowance.
Winnetka does not have design guidelines but does have a standard in its zoning regulations for front-facing garages and building sidewall

oo3b), Vitlage of Winnetka {(2002. 2003b).

Table 2. Mansionization interventions and their objectives in study communities.
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our that results in at least a doubling of the Hoor area of the former
structure.

2. In her book House s @ Mirror of Self: Exploring the Deeper Meaning

of Home (1995), Clare Cooper Marcus focused principally on moveable,
interior objects within the home as expressions of self, a province unseen
to most planners at work in a regulatory capacity. She nonetheless began
her inquiry with an acute awareness of the home as a “vessel of memo-
ries” and “refuge from the outside world” (p. 2). The ftederal government
continues to nurture home ownership today, as it did in the post-World
War IT era, through mortgage and tax policies. While some critics have
written persuasively about the adverse gender and spatial consequences
of the suburban *hom: as haven” strategy in the United Srates (Hayden.
2002, p. 87), consume-s in America continue to reinvent the interior
space of their suburban homes, despite consequences to neighbors and
neighborhood.

3. For many citizens, the regulacion of new home construction or altera-
tions to an existing home may be the first and/or the closest intersection
they will have with lard use regulation of any kind.

4. For purposes of this article, | define mansionization regulations as
comprehensive if they address building volume, scale, massing, and
siting. Absent overall building volume control (such as floor area ratio),
design guidelines and a design review process must be applicable for
home sizes that reach un absolute size threshold for regulations to be
considered comprehensive.

5. [ published “Look Before You Leap,” an article on the large home by-
law created by the Town of Lincoln, MA, in Planning (1999) and was a
participant in the APA Audio Conference Teardowns, Monster Homes,
and Appropriate Infill (December, 2001).

6. An interview with Winnetka’s community development director,
Mike D’Onofrio (February, 2003), provided the background on the
evolution of the village's zoning amendments.

7. GFA allowance is similar to FAR, but allows a multiplier to be
applied to initial perm ssible floor area based on the range into which
the lot size falls.

8. Community Development Director D’Onofrio observed that a pre-
sentarion made to Village Council members revealed that many homes
of significant floor area were evaluated positively, and were deemed bet-
ter fits with their respective neighborhoods than homes of smaller GFA.
9. Information on Sunnyvale’s response to mansionization comes in
large part from an interview with planning officer Trudy Ryan (Feb-
ruary and November-ecember, 2003).

10. A series of interviews with sentor planner Tracy Cramer (Februarv-
Mav. and November—December. 2001) provided information on vienin
Park’s etforrs in this area.

11. Cupertino, another Silicon Vallev community. utilizes 1 highlh
denailed, comprehensive approach similar w Mento Park s original

approach, and may alsa be of incerest.
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