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EDITORIAL

IT 1S SO EASY FOR ARCHITECTS to be complacent with such prosperity in the profession, and such cause
for confidence of even greater expansion and development of our country in the years to come. We hear
and read, and we can see, that Canada is the present great land of opportunity. The picture is very bright
but are we, as architects, taking full advantage of our good fortune?

I am reminded of the seeming philosophy of a good many architects about vacations. When we
are busy we cannot afford the time, and, when we have little work, we cannot afford the money. Are
we now so busy with large projects that we have not time to see the present path of architecture, and
where it will lead in the years to come? Are we all too busy making architecture big business, and for-
getting its contribution to the nation’s welfare and culture? Are we grinding out copies without enough
thought, research and honest effort to obtain the best in buildings simply because we can keep our offices
busy without it? If this is so, it is a sobering thought and question to take with us into the coming year.

It may not be very apparent, but the present state of prosperity is reflected in the contents of your
Journal. There were times, during the unhappy days of the depression, when your editorial board had to
reach to the bottom of the barrel for photographs of buildings, but architects had time to write articles
and contribute their various talents to the success of the Journal. The situation has now changed. As the
volume of work increases, the architect has less and less time for writing. Professional and commercial
magazines in the technical fields in North America must all have experienced the difficulty of obtaining
articles. The Journal is no exception, but a review of the year’s work will show that the busiest architects
still feel a responsibility to write, or send us valuable papers given by others. 1 cannot appeal to them to
continue too strongly and for others, including provincial secretaries, to follow their example.

At the turn of the year, we should give some thought to the future of architecture. The traditionalist
uses something that is static. Something that is time-tested and safe from criticism. Safety of that kind
has a wide public appeal, but that is not the way of progress. Contemporary designers should abandon
all obsolete or useless links with the past and solve their own problems, but there is abundant evidence
that this ideal is not always followed. There are many so-called modern buildings that are just as slavish
copies, though of a much more recent past, as the Georgian house. What other explanation can be
offered for a Californian solution to a building problem in the rigour of a Canadian winter, or for a
great, upswept roof overhang on the west side of a house in Toronto? We should develop a Canadian
architecture by the simple expedient of solving our own problems in the best way, changing as time, con-
ditions and materials themselves change.

By tradition, the December editorial is by the chairman. It is his only opportunity to give full public
expression of his keen appreciation of the work and effort given by all members of the editorial board,
the provincial representatives, the editor, the publisher and his staff, in making your Journal possible. It
is my pleasure to extend, on their behalf, best wishes to all readers and advertisers for a Merry Christmas,
a Happy New Year, and better architecture throughout all Canada.

EARLE MORGAN
Chairman of the Editorial Board



PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR RESIDENTIAL
ZONING AND SUBDIVISION CONTROLS

A Master in City Planning Thesis

K. lzumi

INTRODUCTION

CONSIDERING THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF EVOLUTION, most
zoning and subdivision regulations are a reasonable and
fair attempt to deal with a complex problem. But, the
results of residential development under present controls
leave much to be desired. It is probably impossible to pro-
hibit “bad” design or to pass a fiat that a certain design
must be followed. However, it is desirable and highly
possible that what controls we have could be more “posi-
tive” in effect to encourage and facilitate good imaginative
design.

Further, this new approach to controls, with the neces-
sary flexibility is a must if we are to take advantage of the
past, present and future technological developments; to
keep up with and give expression to the ever-changing
and improving “way of life”; and to maintain as much as
possible the individual’s freedom of choice and expression,
above all in his own home. Then, and only then, will we
be able to reap the profits of the cost-cutting devices
offered by technology; to give expression and spread the
benefits of the good features of the diverse “way of life”
so far limited to the select few; and to make available the
variety of lots and dwellings to the mass.

To help accomplish these ends, first, the controls should
not place limitations on good design as do the present
regulations. While establishing a minimum, they should
not prohibit the “maximum”. Second, the provisions need
to be couched in terms, quite definite but also “suggestive”.
For example, instead of a specification for a roadway read-
ing, “required a 20" width pavement”, it could be stated
in this tashion, “required two moving lanes of 10" width
each”. While just as if not more specific, the latter con-
veys another message. “Two moving lanes” says quite
definitely that they are not for parking and implies need
for providing additional space for this purpose. Admit-
tedly, should off-street parking be desired, this should be
stated, but it is obvious that the direct reference to per-
formance is precise and more positive as a means to stimu-
late and encourage thinking of better designs.

Intent and Scope of Thesis

Intent
The intent of this thesis is to show that the “perform-
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ance approach” in evolving zoning and subdivision regula-
tions will help to fulfil the need discussed in the foregoing,

In the course of the following, many “value” judgments
are made which warrant more thorou gh research and dis-
cussion but for reasons of limitations of time and research
facilities, these are not undertaken. For illustrative pur-
poses only, many of the figures proposed and used, particu-
larly those relative to spatial requirements, are comparable
to those of prevailing practice. This is to facilitate the
illustrative comparison contained later and should not be
assumed that they are the standards advocated.

In several instances the reader will differ with respect
to the use of a particular “Standard” but where these seem
significant, they are noted and briefly discussed.

Scope

To illustrate this “Approach” in reasonable detail, the
portion that the thesis covers is the physical design of that
type of residential area usually classified as “A”, “RI”,
“RAI” and so on, signifying the “highest” form of dwelling
areas. These are the areas limited to the so-called one-
family detached houses. Since design restrictions become
more real as the lots get smaller, about 7,000 square feet
and under, specific interest is shown in these types of lots.

Since the basic element of any residential district is the
individual unit composed of the dwelling, its yard and
access street, the requirements of this “unit” should be
paramount in establishing any regulations to control its
design. Therefore, the analysis is centred on this unit,
basing any proposals or recommendations for controls
mainly from this point of view. As a matter of fact, some
factors important to the unit affect the larger residential
area directly and vice versa. Where these occur, they are
discussed with necessary qualifications.

The Present Situation

The major drawbacks of present regulations are mostly
due to the assumption that the same regulation will have
the same effect on every parcel of land with which it deals.
This has led to the resolution of control measures to exact
spatial dimensions. Also, for reasons of administration, this
was thought to be the best. But, a recent survey shows that
62 out of 68 cities have had to grant variances to these
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rigid requirements.” It should be obvious that a 30-foot set-
back requirement on a 100-foot depth lot has not the same
effect as the same set-back on a 150 or even 110-foot depth
lot. Similarly, a side yard aggregate width requirement of

12 feet on a 50-foot width lot presents difficulties infinitely
greater than the same restriction on a 70 or even a 55-foot
lot. The cumulative effect has a discouraging effect on the
designer and the result, to say the least.

THE PERFORMANCE APPROACH

This approach is not unlike the method used by the
up-to-date specifications of many engineering societies
and institutes.” For example, the specifications for design-
ing a typical floor are usually stated as follows:

1. Live load requirement in lbs. per square foot,

2. Fire resistance rating in degrees per hour,

3. Sound insulation rating in decibels, and so on.

With these, the designer is free to choose the type of
material, the method of construction, the design formulas
and so on. Hence, he is able to evolve any span or bay
system, thickness of floor, finish, etc., to suit his design,
so long as he fulfils the basic performance requirements
of supporting the live load, resisting fire for the required
number of hours, providing the proper amount of sound
insulation, etc.

This is comparable to specifying the number of moving
lanes, parking facilities required, pedestrian ways, buffer
and planting strips, etc., for the design of the street right-
of-way instead of stating the exact width for the street
and pavement. With the former, the designer has some
freedom to decide what combination will best suit his
design.

It is indicative of the validity of this approach to note
that Mamaroneck, Westchester County, New York,* has
legally adopted a “performance type™ building code for
one and two-family dwellings. This is in direct contrast
to most existing building codes which set up rigid specifi-
cations. For example, these may require walls to be of a
certain thickness even though a lighter construction may
prove to be just as, if not more, effective to adequately
support the weight or to provide the necessary insulation.

The Factors to be Considered

The difficulty in evolving this type of specification for
zoning and subdivision controls lies in the proper segrega-
tion of factors, to gather together under a specification all
those elements with a common denominator. However,
for ease of analysis, the factors to be considered are cast
as shown in the table. They are placed in order of their
relative capacity (number of ways) to influence the physi-
cal design of the “unit”. The social policy is singular, that
is to say, society agrees usually to a standard or a group
of standards, so it is assumed that the social policy makes
a “singular” impact. On the other hand, since there is no
agreement in the same sense, technology’s influence on
design varies as to what and how much is used. Similarly,
the “way of life” has diverse influences, varying as to the
habits, customs, social status and so on, of the party con-
cerned.
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PHYSICAL DESIGN STANDARDS
FOR LOT — DWELLING — ACCESS

SOCIAL POLICY
Provisions of the police power
as expressed, for example, in the
standards of bodies such as the
American Public Health Assoc.

TECHNOLOGY
Household Equipment
Building Materials and Methods
Architectural Detailing
Others

WAY OF LIFE
Social Progress
Customs and Fashions

SITE CONDITIONS
Topographical
Vegetation

Soil

Contours, etc.
Climatological

Sun

‘Wind

Rainfall

Snowfall, etc.
Views

PERSONAL DESIRES
Availability of choice .
Freedom to develop site

Site conditions are next in this hierarchy, the various
elements changing from lot to lot, region to region, placing
to another degree its demand on physical design. Finally,
as the manifestations of the personal desires are infinite in
number and least accountable, it is placed at the bottom.

A study of this hierarchy shows that as we progress from
the top down, we need greater flexibility in our controls.
In other words, the certainty of the grounds for control
decreases and hence a wider latitude is necessary. The
point of departure for further analysis suggests itself, the

1 Burnham, O. W, and Johnson, M. E., “The Use of Special
Exceptions in Zoning Practice”, (M.C.P. Thesis, MIT, 1951) p. 47.
2 The manuals and handbooks of the American Institute of Steel
Construction (AISC), the American Welding Society (AWS), the
American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM), the American
Concrete Institute (ACI), the British National Research Board
are a few.
Boston Post Traveler, Nov. 23, 1951, news item.
The BOCA (Building Officials Conference of America), NAHB
(National Association of Home Builders) have published a basic
building code and a plumbing code of the performance type
respectively.
The National Board of Fire Underwriters, the American Institute
of Architects, American Public Health Association have also made
contributions.

-
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social policy which has the least diversification. Hence the
analysis proceeds as follows. A desired set of provisions,
reflecting the social policy is assumed. Next, these are
augmented by the demands of technology and the “way
of life”. Then the site conditions are taken into account
and finally the requirements of the personal desires noted.
From the results of the demands of each on the physical
design of the dwelling unit, its yards and street access,
suggestions are made as to the type of provisions which
will best accomplish the desired ends.

The Social Policy

Any social policy is derivative of the economic, political,
technological and myriad elements which form the social
“climate” of the time. However, the “timeless” considera-
tions are put forth in the constitutional basis for the police
power which states that regulations must be “to secure the
health, safety, morals, comfort, convenience and general
welfare of the community.™

At any given time these are expressed by minimum
space and other standards for housing evolved by various
governmental agencies. In general, the standards recom-
mended by non-governmental agencies tend to be more
generous. For this thesis, the provisions as set forth by the
American Public Health Association, Committee on the
Hygiene of Housing are assumed to reflect the social
policy. These are published as “Standards for Healthful
Housing”, in three volumes titled:

Planning the Neighborhood (1948),

Planning the Home for Occupancy (1950),

Construction and Equipment of the Home (1951).

The following are the various considerations culled
from their text,

For the Dwelling Unit

1. A dwelling unit for each family in any residential area
based on social and psychological needs.

2. Adequate dwelling space:

For one person.. ... 400 square feet.
For tWo PeTSONS....cvmmiisimoniise 750 square feet.
For three Persons........uwiivs 1,000 square feet.

For four persons...............1500 square feet.
For five persons.................... 1,400 square feet.
For six Persons...................... 1,550 square feet.
Provision for household activities, personal and family.
4, Provision for suitable conditions of temperature, and

light:

Winter heating,

Summer cooling,

Ventilation,

Daylight.
5. Provision for sanitation and health.
6. Provision for privacy and personal satisfaction.

For the Lot

1. Protection against noise, odor and invasion of privacy.
2. Provision of natural illumination.

3. Provision of cross and through ventilation.

@

1 Bassett, E. M. “Zoning”, (Russell Sage Foundation, N.Y., 1940)
p. 18,

2 Public Administration Service, 1313 East Sixtieth St., Chicago 37,
Hlinois.
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4. Provision of adequate egress, access to street, access to
rear of lot.
5. Provision of optimum size and use of lot for:
Outdoor living space,
Play space for pre-school children,
Space for drying and airing of clothes, etc.,
Space for off-street parking.
6. Provision for other facilities on the lot:
Garage or carport.
Porch and/or garden shelter,
Storage shed,
Workshop,
Incinerator,
Garbage can shelter.
7. Provision for adequate relationship to adjacent lots and
dwelling units.
8. Provision for proper ground drainage.

For the Access Street
L. Access street, easement or other public way for:
a. Public utilities :
Sewerage lines,
Water supply,
Gas lines,
Power lines.
b. Public service:
Street cleaning,
Snow removal,
Garbage collection,
Access for ambulance, fire fighting apparatus
and other emergency services,
Access for delivery of mail, fuel, etc.
¢. Automobile and other vehicles :
Adequate space for movement,
Parking facilities,
d. Pedestrian ways :
Sidewalks and crosswalks.
e. Others:
Planting,
Street lights,
Hydrants,
Mail boxes, etc.

Many of the above items requiring space are automati-
cally provided for when adequate space is apportioned
for the lot and street. The important space provisions are
the space standards for the dwelling unit starting from
400 sq. ft. for one person to 1,550 sq. ft. for 6 persons. The
space required for other structural elements on the lot
will be fairly constant.

For one garage or carport, 250° sq. ft. areneeded, fortwo,
400 sq. ft. In addition, another 150 sq. ft. should take care
of the other items, making totals of 400 to 550 sq. ft. which

* The variable here is dependent upon many factors of a regional,
cultural and other bases. For example, the availability of good
public transit to educational, shopping, recreational, etc., facilities
will affect the number of cars the family will have, The fact that
in Los Angeles the ratio of cars to people is about 1 to 2, while
the average in other cities (like Winnipeg, Canada) is about 1 to 8
indicates the need to take into account lot space requirements for
cars. The use of 400 sq. ft. for two cars in the above is purely for
convenience and should not he construed to mean that the thesis
recommends these space allocations indefinitely. The possibility
that cars will be smaller or larger cannot be ignored.
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need to be added to the space required for the main dwell-
ing unit.

The space requirements for outdoor living facilities and
other purposes are highly conjectural. The author makes
a value judgment and suggests the relation to be twice the
floor area of the total building space, for purposes of illus-
tration. This makes the total lot requirement, three times
the total building area. (This is an estimate made from a
perusal of published designs which are thought to have
an optimum relationship of open to closed space.)

The following table then shows the minimum lot areas
evolved for the various space standards for the dwelling
unit. The maximum requirements of 550 sq. ft. for other
building space requirements is used in all cases.

For one person ... ( 400 plus 550) 3=2,850 sq. ft.

For two persons ... (750 plus 550) 3=38,900 sq. ft.

For three persons ... (1,000 plus 550)  3=4,650 sq. ft.

For four persons ... (1,150 plus 550) 3=5,100 sq. ft.
For five persons (1,400 plus 550) 3==5,850 sq. ft.
For six persons ... .. (1,550 plus 550)  3=6,300 sq. ft.
For over siit Perfons . cosnranianin i 6,500 sq. ft.

(The space provisions for street access will be assessed
in a later section, along with those required by other fac-
tors still to be reviewed.)

Technology

Technology provides better and an increasing variety of
material and methods to help achieve the optimum physi-
cal environment. Through technology, natural features
and requirements are enhanced, changed, even com-
pletely displaced, like substituting the ultra-violet lamp
for daylight as a disinfecting factor.

The following is a list of the more common technological
improvements evident today. For convenience, they are
listed under four headings, household equipment, build-
ing materials and methods and architectural detailing
and “others”. Each item listed is followed by a comment
of its effect on the physical design of the “unit”. It is noted
that there are many new advancements whose impacts are
yet to be assessed. Some of the more obvious are discussed
in the latter part of this thesis.

Household Equipment
1. Better heating and cooking facilities:
Less fire hazards,
Elimination of need for basement “furnace rooms”,
New fuels eliminate large storage facilities,
The kitchen can be more compact.
2. Forced ventilation and air-conditioning:
Less dependency on windows and other openings
for air,
Less space needed for required volume of air
or “air change effect”,
3. Refrigeration:
Elimination of cold storage cellars,
Less kitchen space needed for cooking and storage
through use of compact “prepared” food stuffs.
4. Better artificial illumination:
Less dependency on natural light.

5. Ultra-violet lamps:
Less need for daylight as a factor for disinfecting of
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rooms, etc.
6. Laundry equipment, automatic dryers:
Less space needed for this facility,
Less or no space required for outdoor drying.
7. Garbage disposal and incinerators:
Less garbage and trash removal service,
Less need for provision of facilities for storage.

Building Materials and Methods
1. Reinforced concrete:

Permits slab on ground construction, facilitating the
spreading out of the dwelling.

Concrete as a fire resistant material displaces space
as a fire protection measure.

2, Insulation:

Permits closer juxtapositioning of units since there
would be no need for space as an insuletion factor
for noise and heat.

3. Fire resistant building materials:

Permits closer relationship of units.

4. Roofing material:

The use of flat roofs cuts down the height and the
bulk of the building.

5. Post and lintel construction with fill-in walls:

Permits flexible construction, allowing the adding or
subtracting of floor area.

Architectural Detailing

1. Use of large areas of glass for visual integration of
outdoor and indoor living space requires better
use of site conditions, i.e., more freedom in placing
the dwelling unit in relation to lot, etc.

2. Clerestorey, strip windows, louvres for light and
ventilation :

Permits closer building relationship for light and
privacy.

3. Skylight and forced vents:

Permits planning and use of interior rooms.

4, Built-in features:

Cuts down on storage space and other space require-
ments in general.

5. Coupled with the development of many wall and
other building materials, in general architectural
detailing of walls, partitions, stairs, etc., have
tended to cut down actual construction volume.

Others

1. The automobile:

Need for immediate access, shelter for vehicle as
close to the dwelling unit as possible requires close
relationship of dwelling unit to street.

2. Radiant heating:

Used integrally with paving construction eliminates
the hazard and inconvenience of ice and snow,
permitting use of steeper grades and requires less
space for snow piling or removal.

We might summarize the effects of technology as being
two. First, the space standards for the dwelling may be
modified by the many facilities which help to cut down
or substitute certain space requirements. Second, the
cumulative effect of technology is greater flexibility of
construction which permits a greater variety in the final
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form of the building. This means that the site or lot should
be of such size and shape to accommodate the maximum
variety of plan forms. This suggests the need for greater
flexibility of controls so that the “tailoring” of the site
conditions to the dwelling unit or vice versa can be accom-
plished.

Way of Life

In many cases the trend towards ever-increasing com-
mun]ty activities indicates less use of the “home™ as a place
to “live”. Itis just a place to “bunk™ for many. On the other
hand, other factors point just as significantly to the con-
trary and the tcndem,y is to fulfil the English adage.
“that home is the man’s castle”, providing the setting for
all but a few of man’s activities. But, between these two
tendencies, certain phenomena can be observed which
have a decided and measurable effect on the physical de-
sign of the dwelling unit and its environs. In general, these
factors express the need for greater efficiency in the de-
sign of the dwelling and its site. The following are the most
conspicuous of trends and their influence on the physical
design.

Social Reform — Very few are now in a position to afford
full-time household help, Only the select few have govern-
esses to look after their children. Many of the household
duties have been “commercialized” and are completely
eliminated in other instances. The effects on the physical
design of the unit are as follows:

1. More compact plans (multiple use of space).

2. All ground level construction to facilitate household
duties and supervision of pre-school children.

3. Increasing use of mechanical equipment which has
the effects listed under the section discussing tech-
nology. In general, space saving devices and easy
maintenance equipment is used.

4. Greater use of prepared food and other commercial-
ized services, again eliminating need for large storage
space and space for work.

Since the “elevation” of service to a higher social status,
if you will, the trend has been to eliminate the back door
and use the front for this facility. Hence, the need for
easier access to the dwelling unit from the street front for
deliveries and service calls i‘equire.s some new thought on
the design of the dwelling unit, and as a corollary of the
street.

Customs and Fashions — The trend has been towards
“informal” living habits. The “techniques” of entertaining,
wsultmg from the decreasing use of help, has eliminated
“parlour” rooms, the large hall space. The general tend-
ency has been towards the multiple use and integration of
various rooms. The most common being the combining
of the living and dining rooms. The popularity of outdoor
living and the trend towards the integration of outdoor
and indoor living space, visually and physically, has the
following effects:
1. Ground level construction.
2. Use of large areas of glass making orientation to sun
an imp()rt:int feature.
3. Wind direction and views become very important
considerations.
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4. The prescrvatim] and exploitatiou of minute natural

features.

Again, the demand here is greater freedom to choose
and develop the site and dwelling unit as one wishes, The
major concern here is how the other elements, such as lot
space requirements and right-of-way provisions, are regu-
lated.

Site Conditions

“No two building lots are orientated identically with
respect to any other lot or to all lots, nor with respect to
the wind and sun”," states Ratcliff in discussing urban land
economics, In many respects, this unigueness of land is
more important in the considerations of the residential lot
than in the highly commercialized urban lot of the finan-
cial or retail trade areas. To a much greater degree than
in commercial buildings, the added value of the residen-
tial building is dependent on the many seemingly intang-
ible relationships of the dwelling unit to its site. The orien-
tation to wind and sun, the relationship of trees and other
vegetation, the view and many other “natural” features of
the site need individual attention if the best “use” is to be
made of the lot. Hence, any controls must recognize the
fact that no two lots are the same, This demands a maxi-
mum of flexibility in the controls.

Personal Desires

Admittedly, there is available the variety of lots and the
freedom to develop these lots but only for the select few
and at a certain sacrifice of social integration. It should
be possible, within greater limits, to make available this
variety and freedom to develop one’s lot as one wishes for
practically all “grades” of home-owners. Then, with
respect to this development of the site, the contradictory
and unpredictability of individual preferences is illus-
trated by the use of plate glass. It was not long ago that
the intent of the “picture window” was for the visual
appreciation of the outside from within, along with the
desire for more sunlight in the room. Today, this picture
window may appear on the north facade of the dwelling
and the view is towards the inside from the outside. This
also illustrates the sophistry in the employment of privacy.
Suffice to say, the controls must respect individual preroga-
tives as mnch as possible. Actually, this has so many in-
angible relationships with any physical design concepts
that we cannot specifically make provisions for it. Again,
the need is flexibility of controls to take care of any
reasonable demands of the individual.

Summary of Influences and Trends

In the following, the influence of the various factors dis-
cussed are listed in a chart form under several headings
which are self-explanatory. By no means C()l'l‘il)l't‘.}lellsi\f-t‘,
it nevertheless serves to indicate the variety of influences
that need to be considered. While some factors demand
more space, others tend to require less space and even dis-
place space. Plate 1 graphically illustrates the general
trend in the development of the dwelling unit, its yards
and street access,

! Rateliff, R. U, ©
Hill, 1949) p. 3,

Urban Land Economics”™ (New York, MeGraw
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PLATE I

GENERAL
DWELLING

PAST

PAST

PRESENT

PROPOSED

TREND OF DEVELOPMENWT OF TYPICAL

UNIT, LOT AND STREET ACCESS

22

Summary of Trends of Development of the Unit from the
Foregoing Analysis
(See Plate I)

L.

2.

The dwelling unit covers a larger ground area but with
less bulk, i.e., cubage contents.

The front street now serves for both “formal” and ser-
vice calls, Further, the increasing use of the automobile
requires more service, i.e., snow removal, maintenance,
etc., besides parking facilities close to the dwelling unit.

. The "new” uses of the site require greater flexibility in

the placing of lot lines, relationship of site to access
street.

Many technological improvements and developments
in household equipment, building materials, methods
of construction, architectural detai]ing substitute and,
in some cases, completely displace space requirements.

FACTORS RELATED TO DWELLING UNIT THAT:

B

!_\'J

4,

ot

Decrease Total Floor Area

Integratiml of various rooms.
Elimination of large halls, stairways,
ete., more r_‘nmpuct pl:mr]iug.
New household equipment, e.g., re-
frigerators, gas and electric range,

]

Decerease Building Volume

. Flat root construction,
. Forced type heating systems, refrige-

ration, eliminating basement furnace
rooms, fuel storage bins and cold
storage cellars.

Increase Building Coverage

. All ground floor construction for

reasons of : safety, convenience, easy
maintenance, ete,

. Trends towards integration of out-

door and indoor areas.

washing machines, ete. 3. Air-conditioning and forced air equip- 3. Reinforced concrete facilitating
Built-in fixtures and storage facilities. ment requires less room volumes for ground level construction,
Use of multi-purpose and “put-away” air-change. 4. Forced heating systems permit spread-
furnitures. 4. New building materials cut down ing out of construction,

construction volume, i.e., space taken 5. Garage, carport, breezeway and other

FACTORS RELATED

Eliminate or Displace Protective
Space Requirements

. Fire-resistant building materials and

automatic fire fighting apparatus re-
quire less or no “side yard” require-
ments.

Artificial illumination eliminates need
of daylight for lighting purposes.
Ultra-violet ray lamps eliminate
necessity of day light as a disinfect-
ing factor.

Clerestoreys, louvres, skylights, forced
vents require less or no exposed wall
space for light or air.

Better noise insulation permit abut-
ting of buildings.
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up by structural and other materials,

TO SITE THAT:

Lo

Affect Site Requirements in
Other Ways

. Automatic dryers, garbage disposal

units, incinerators require less out-
door space for clothes drying, garbage
cans, trash storage. '
Trend towards elimination of rear
alleys requires both service and
formal entrance facilities on front of
house (or vice versa) demands greater
width of lot.

. Trend towards placing of living areas

towards rear of lots require proper
orientation.

¥ ]nr:reasing dependency on automo-

biles require new relationship of street
access to dwelling unit.

facilities.

FACTORS RELATED TO
STREET DESIGN THAT
REQUIRE NEW APPROACH

. Increasing use of motor vehicles re-

quire:
free and clear roadways,
parking facilities.

. Utilities,
. Street landscaping,
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SOME SUGGESTED PROVISIONS

Recapitulating, the community’s interest can be broadly
stated in two categorics.

1. The physical provision of adequate space for building
and access,

2. The provision of maximum freedom in the choice and
development of the lot, dwelling and access street.
The problem is also twofold. The first is, how many

types of specifications and the second is, in what terms.
The minima resort to spatial dimensions is desirable but
unfortunately, there seems to be no substitute for space
standards that will convey the desired “qualitative” pro-
visions while assuring provisions of adequate absolute
space. In view of the above, the following attempts to
evolve a method of specification that will assure the pro-
vision of adequate space and the other material require-
ments, while maintaining that freedom so essential for the
designer and the individual.

Provision for Space
In a previous section (Social Policy) using the APHA
space standards for the dwelling units, basic space stand-
ards for the lot were developed. The table is reproduced
below.
For 1 person ...........( 400 plus 550)
For 2 persons ... ... (750 plus 550) 3=

—2,850 sq. ft.
—3,900 sq. ft.

For 3 persons .. .. (1,000 plus 550) 3==4,650 sq. ft.
For 4 persons ... (1,150 plus 550)  3==5,100 sq. ft.
For 5 persons .......... (1,400 plus 550) 3—>5.850 sq. ft.
For 6 persons ... . (1,550 plus 550)  3=6,300 sq. ft.
For over 6 persons..................coo, 6,500 sq. fi.

Obviously, this variety of space standards cannot be used
in any one subdivision without actual knowledge of the
future occupants’ requirements. And since this is improb-
able in most cases, the most “flexible” median must be
found. An insistance on the maximum as a minimum will
be wasteful but provisions for this maximum must also
be made. Many families desire more space than others in
the way of dwelling space, while others desire less space
for outdoor activities. This thesis suggests 4,500 square
feet as an absolute minimum. (This again is a value judg-
ment based on the author’s limited experience, and is used
here for a specific reason which will be apparent in the
later section showing a comparison of the proposed pro-
visions with present regulations.)

This minimum must then be modified by several con-
siderations relative to the locality and the larger residen-
tial areas. They are as follows:

1. A more detailed population analysis as regards to
median family size, ratio of cars to people (see footnote
on page 349), etc., for the locality, may suggest a larger
minimum,.

2. The type of utilities available or intended, such as
whether they are piped water and sewerage system or
independent well water supply and septic tank system,
will dictate another minimum subject to soil, drainage
and other factors.

3. The topographical and climatological conditions will
have their influence on the minimum size of lots. Soil
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and drainage conditions have been mentioned. Con-

tours, vegetation and other features, will affect the

amount of buildable area available.

4. The relationship to the rest of the area, as to the pro-
posed plan of development, particularly any density
policy, will have its effects on the minimum for any
given area.

The last brings us to the next desired provision, that of
the availability of a variety of lot sizes and types or shapes
in any one area. This means that the density established
by the minimum must be modified to allow for the variety
since any variation from the minimum will require addi-
tional area. The suggestion is that the overall density
requirement be expressed in terms of dwelling units per
gross acre’, in relation to the minimum lot area specifica-
tion. For example, “6 dwelling units per acre, minimum
lot area 4,500 square feet”. Such a combination will permit
a variety of lot sizes in an area, with the smallest being the
minimum. (See Plate V) The added provision of the mini-
mum number of lots per unit area, may be desired. For
example, 12 lots per every two acres for the 6 dwelling
units per acre will assure, more or less an equitable distri-
bution. In other words, this will prevent the crowding of
all the minimum size lots in one section, and the larger in
another, in a large 50 acre development. In the case men-
tioned, we are assured of 12 lots of various sizes distri-
buted in every two acres. (See Plate V)

A fifth basis may be added to the group of four listed as
considerations at the beginning of the section, as an essen-
tial consideration for density provisions. This is the con-
sideration of other services as distinct from utilities such as
schools, transportation, parks and playgrounds and other
communal facilities, etc.

The suggested definition of the dwelling unit is a

resldultlal building on a surveyed lot registered for this

purpose.” This does not limit the number of families or
groups of persons living in a dwelling unit. If limitations of
density in the real sense, ie., the number of persons per
unit area is desirable, a floor area per person as recom-
mended by APHA can be incorporated, coupled with the
desired Floor Area Ratio which will be discussed in the
following sections.

Other Provisions for the Lot

A minimum width for the lot may be incorporated as a
measure of expedience. The recommended minimum is 40
feet clear for building purposes. Any other space require-
ments such as access to rear of lot should be added to this.
The 40 foot suggestion is another tentative value judg-
ment based on the perusal of the better dwelling plans
published in various architectural magazines. For reasons
illustrated in Plate XI, the minimum lot width should not
be a frontage requirement. Rather it could be the width
required at a point one third of the distance from the
street or frontage.

L Gross acre as used here includes streets, alleys, easements, and
other access ways, but not parks, playground or totlots, ete.
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The three-dimensional aspect of the lot must now be
considered. The provision of light and air and other ele-
ments dependent upon the vertical projection of area will
require maximum flexibility in the control measures, if
imaginary lines of restrictions are not to become real ob-
stacles.

The Floor Area Ratio (FAR): the total floor area of all
storeys used for residential purposes (including garage,
sheltered car-port, garden houses, enclosed porches, tool
sheds, etc.) divided by the area of the residential land, to
control density with an additional index of floor area per
person is recommended by both the American Public
Health Association and the Harrison, Ballard and Allen
report for the rezoning of New York'. As a result of this
type of control of building bulk, it is illustrated that both
light and air are automatically provided for without any
further rear, front or side yard requirements.

But, we have seen that with the use of technological
facilities, natural space requirements can be decreased or
in cases completely displaced. Therefore. the FAR is sug-
gested here as a measure to control only the relationship
of bmldmg to open area or to put it in destgn terms, mass
to space. Further, no restrictions as to placing this mass are
suggested, except for the minimum frontage of building
over one storey or 10 feet on any rear or side lot as illus-
trated in Plate II for the following reasons.

PLATE I

BUILDABLE AREA ON LOT - MINIAUMN BUILDING FRONTAGE
FOL SIDE ¢

¢ REAR LOT LINES - FLOOR AREA RATIO (FAR)

QEQUIRED ACCLSE
¢ . To BiAR OF LOT
ORE S04 OR
OTHER

COMSTRUCTION “YOLUNE
FOR ONE STOREY 110

CONSTRUCTION VOLUAE

FOL OVER ONE STORLY
TFROWTAGE OF BUILDIMC oM NORT
LOT LINES AWAY FROM NOOK SUM
LmTED TO 20-0°
FRONTAGE OM <SouTd LOT LINES
FAS MG MOON SUM LIMITED TO
35-0"

TOTAL BUHLDNE FLOOR
ARLR DATIO OF
Lot

PERMITTED FLOOR AREA
I ONE STORLY
SHOWING VARYING PROPORTION

OF BUILDING MASS § A%
OBSTRUCTION TO LICET ® IR

SAME FLOOR ARLA SAME FLOOR AREM

IN TWO STOREYS N THREE sTORLYS
SUDWING INCREASING SPACE REIOUIRED
FOR VARTICAL CIRCULATION CUTTiNG
TDOWN OGN USABLL LINING 3PACE
BUTONATIEALLY  LIMITING dE1CAT OF
BUILDING
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1. The possibility of any residential building over 3

storeys is remote because :

a. With FAR restriction on the typical A residential
area, the amount of usable floor area per storey de-
creases too rapidly with every additional one. (See
Plate I1) The amount of space taken up by vertical
circulation will actually eliminate all floor space when
carried to its maximum.

With FAR, if the owner still wishes to build up, the

proportions of the “tower” residence is such that it is no

more a major obstruction to light and air than the
average-sized tree.

3. The fact that his neighbor can also build as he desires
will persuade the home owner to place his own dwell-
ing so as to protect his own access to light and air,
should he have window adjacent to his neighbor.

The suggested provision of the limitation on the build-
ing frontage on the rear and side lot lines need not be in-
cluded, but this may be desirable where the FAR specifi-
cation is large. In this case, this “frontage” could be a
percentage of the lot width, but 30 feet is recommended
for frontage on the south side and 20 feet on the north.
(See Plate I1)

The FAR is directly related to lot area and density, the
index becoming smaller as the density decreases. Con-
sideration may be given to the open space of the street in
any calculation. For the example illustrating this provision
in the comparative analysis, the FAR index suggested is .4,
which is comparable to the building area permitted in
present regulations for a 6,000 square foot lot.

Since the practice has been to eliminate the rear alley,
an essential provision for reasons of safety is an access to
all parts of the lot without the necessity of going through
the building. If an alley or an unobstructed easement is
pmvided from the ends of the block, building in a solid
row is permitted. The width of this clear access should be
determined by local considerations and recommendations
of the fire department, ambulance corps, police, etc., but
an 8 foot clear passage will permit adequate access for the
stretcher bearers, pulmotors, an iron lung, ete. This pro-
vision is over and above the minimum building lot width.

As a measure to facilitate the provision of the vartcty of
lot sizes and shapes, instead of the usual 90 degree require-
ment, a minimum re-entrant ang_,le of 75 (l(,gr{'e,h between
lot lines is suggested. This will also facilitate orientation of
the lot to the elements and to take advantage of any topo-
graphical nature of the area when other limitations are
imposed. For example, where the grade of a street on a
sloping site cannot be changed and the utility lines placed
in the street, conditions arise where the lots on one side
of the street cannot be served adequately by the utility
line because of the difference in elevation. The deviation
of the lot line from the normal helps to avoid this diffi-
culty as illustrated in Plate VIL

The actual loss in buildable lot width is clearly shown
in Plate I11.

S}

I APHA Standards for Healthful Living, “Planning the Neighbor-
hood” (Public Administration ‘urucv, Chicago, INinois, 1948) p. 40,
And Harrison, Ballard and Allen, “Plan for Rezoning the City of
New York™ (City Planning Commission, New York, 1950) p. 45,
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PLATE m

WIDTH Y + Sing 7%° x Z
2 096593 » Z
LOSS N WIDTH + VERSED SINE 15°% Z
» 0.03407 ¥ Z
EXAMPLE: 60 FRONTAGE LOT

WIOTH 4 +0.96593x 602 5T.9¢
LOSS 1IN W +0.03407560: 2.04'

Provisions for the Access Street

The remaining consideration is the access street. The

basic function of the street as a means for access for
pedestrians and vehicles and a place for laying of utility
lines has not been changed, but with the advent of the
automobile, the spatial requirements have been greatly
modified. The trend has been to use the front street for
service since the trend towards elimination of the rear
alley. The suggested type of provision is to stipulate the
desired functions based on the desired features. The pro-
visions would be as follows:

i

)

The number of moving lanes desired based on probable
number and type and desired speed of vehicles using
the street. The thesis suggested a minimum of two
moving lanes of 9 ft. width, which is recommended for
the desired maximum of 20 m.p.h. in residential areas.
Where a short loop street is used, probably one lane
with a solid shoulder in one direction will suffice.

Parking requirements will cause the greatest variation
in the design of the right-of-way. The usual 30 foot
pavement requirement provided street parking sup-
plied by the community. The proposal is that the com-
munity assume rvspnnsﬂnlltv for one space per dwel-
ling unit and any additional requirement be the re-
sponsibility of the home owner. Further, it is suggested
that while the community assumes full responsibility
for repairs and service of the moving lanes, the respon-
sibility of repairs and service of the parking bays be
divided. The home owners should assume the respon-
sibility of keeping the parking space clean and free of
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. Provisions for planting, street illumination, ete.

snow. Only off-street parking will permit this type of
arrangement, but since there are no restrictions as to
the exact width of the right-of-way, various designs are
possible, permitting the placing of the parking facilities
appl(lpzmtef\ near the street, yet convenient to the
dwelling. A few possibilities are shown in Plate VIII,
IX and X.

The common practice has been to place sewerage and
water mains under the hard surfaced roadway, as a re-
sult of inadequate right-of-way width. This has made
subsequent maintenance and repair expensive and a
hazard totraffic. Theright-of-way should provideasepa-
rate strip, coupled with another funetion such as space
for snow piling, etc., for this need. It is suggested that
the community assume the cost of supplying utility
lines, water and sewerage up to within 5 feet of the
dwelling, or to the point where most building codes re-
quire the change of tile to cast iron pipes in the case of
the sewerage line. This is recommended as an incentive
for builders and home owners to place their dwelling
units with more concern for design. Though it may
seem a trivial item, the fact that, in many cases, thL‘
monotonous ‘lhg.,nment of blnldmgs on too many streets
is due to the reluctance of the builders to assume the
small additional cost of snpp]vmg the extra lengths of
utility lines if the building is set back beyond that re-
qulred As a matter of fact, they are ]ushﬁed since in
most cases the set-back is excessive. With the proposed
provisions, the small extra cost to the community would
be offset by the savings made in paving width, easier
maintenance and access of lines. In any case, the added
value, aesthetic if you will, should justify the com-
munity absorbing the relatively small cost.

. Provision for snow removal or piling. The space re-

quirements for this provision will depend upon the local
snow fall data, method and type of snow removal
equipment, ete. Where radiant hcating coils are used,
this provision will not be necessary.

. Provision for pedestrian sidewalks. The number and

type will depend on the general density of the area. For
the typical area of 5 or more lots per acre, possibly two
will be desirable, but the designer should be free to
place these anywhere on the right-of-way to suit his
design, as long as there is no danger to the pedestrian
from traffic and the sidewalks are convenient as ac-
cesses to the street and dwelling. A minimum buffer
strip, say, 5 feet, between the sidewalk and the right-
of-way line (now the building line also) may be incorpo-
rated for building convenience, i.e., placing of footings,
sewerage connections, etc.

This
provision will depend upon the overall policy of the
community to perform the functions of “civic” gardener.
The street light system should be planned with the tree
planting, since it is obvious that improper placing of
lights or careless planting of trees will negate the value
of street illumination. Much, of course, will depend
upon existent vegetation and soil condition. The width
of the planting strip should be geared to the type of
trees intended or permitted to be planted.
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Summary of Provisions and Comparable Existing
Regulations

The foregoing provisions are summarized under two
categories, the lot and street access, but are numbered
consecutively for convenience, and to suggest that these
should be treated in entirety and not separately, as is the
case with present day zoning and subdivision regulations.
The present regulations that these would displace are
noted immediately after each provision.

For the Lot
Provision 1:

a. Overall density in terms of dwelling units per gross
acre,

b. Minimum lot area,

c. Minimum buildable lot width,

d. Number of lots per unit area,

instead of the single minimum size lot, frontage and

proportion of lot.

Provision 2:

a. Floor Area Ratio (FAR),

b. Minimum “frontage” of building over one storey
of 10 feet on any side or rear lot lines, the allowable
dcpendmg upon orientation,

instead of the side, rear and front yard set-back

requlrements.

Provision 3:

a. Minimum re-entrant angle of 75 degrees for lot
lines.

instead of the 90 degrees required in present regula-

tions.

Provision 4:

a. A free and clear access to all parts of the lot other
than through the building. Width determined by
local requirements and is over and above the mini-
mum lot width of provision lc.

There is no counterpart in the present regulations to

this provision, unless the side yard requirement is

construed as accomplishing this purpose.

For the Street Access
Provision 5:
. Number of moving lanes,
. Number and type of parking space facilities,
. Number, width and type of pedestrian walkways,
. Buffer strip requirement between sidewalk and
building line,
e. Space for snow piling,
f. Specifications for placing of utility lines,
instead of the regulation specifying the exact widths
of roadway and right of way.
Several basic differences are noted. First, of course, is
that the proposed type of provisions is more detailed. This
is in accordance with the principle of the performance

Ao oe
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type standards where a specification is limited to its own
particular concern. Provision 5 is the best illustration.
Second. no minimum lot frontage on the street is required.
A nominal width of 20 feet may be specified which will
assure access by truck or car, but it is felt that there is
no need for this, since the value of the lot from any point
of view, depends upon the provision of so obvious an ele-
ment. (The resultant flexibility of this provision is illus-
trated in Plate XI). Then, the building line and the street
right-of-way now coincide. This coincidence is deliberate
for several reasons. (Many of the advantages are illus-
trated in Plates VIII, IX and X).
1. With the excessive set-back requirements and condi-
tions of the present regulations, the owner of the lot
need not own his front yard, since the community, in
effect, takes over the use for all practical purposes, and
vet does not use it. The illustration shows how advan-
tageously this area can be used. (See also No. 4 below
in this connection.)

With the proposed provision, or even with present regu-

lations, building up to the property line does not

“crowd” the street, and space between opposing lines

of buildings is more than adequate for light and air.

3. The excessive set-back as a means to establish, or help
establish the desired “character” of the residential area
is not as valid as it seems. There are other elements
more effective and of real significance that “stamp” the
character and assure the integrity of the residential dis-
trict. These are the proper relationship of mass to open
space, of trees, of other forms of vegetation, the street
design making utmost use of topographical features; in
short, the design aspect which may, or may not, depend
on a front yard set-back.

4. From the illustrations, it is fairly obvious that the pro-
vision of off-street parking between the sidewalk and
roadway is not only aesthetically satisfying but is more
functional than providing it on the lot. It is further
suggested that placing the sidewalk in this position is
much more residential in character, resulting from the
proper segregation of the automobile towards the road-
way and the intimacy gained from being able to walk
close to the homes, away from traffic. Also clearing the
street and providing off-street parking in this manner,
greatly facilitates street cleaning and snow removal.

5. While it is a basic premise of good phnning to provide
flexibility, the main idea of planning is to secure that
stability which arises from permanence of use. Any one
street may have an excessive set-back 1mp{)'aed for
reasons of probability of future requirements, but
surely not all the residential streets need be designed
for the same reason. Only when that permanence is
established through good design can the stability of

“character” of the value of the residential area remain
for both real estate and taxation purposes.

1o
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GRAPHIC COMPARISON OF THE PRESENT
WITH THE PROPOSED TYPE OF
PROVISIONS

A graphic comparison of the design possibilities of the
present and the proposed type of provisions follows to
clarify further the foregoing analysis and the subsequent
provisions. The comparison takes the form of listing the
common disadvantages of the present regulations, and
shows how the proposed type provides the necessary flexi-
bility to overcome these difficulties. For ease of presenta-
tion and clarity, each provision is illustrated and compared
separately or grouped together where the specific advan-
tages accrue from a combination of provisions.

To make the comparison, a typical “A” residential dis-
trict is chosen, requiring 6,000 square feet for the lot area,
a frontage of 50 feet, a street width of 50 feet with a road-
way requirement of 30 feet. The zoning regulations’ fur-
ther stipulate side, back and front yard set-backs, height
and other restrictions. The comparable set of provisions
of the proposed type is evolved as shown in the following
discussion and illustration.

PLATE IV

COMPARISON OF PLAN RESULTS OF PRESENT AND
PROPOSED TYPE OF PROVISIONS
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The density of the assumed type of area is approxi-
mately 6 per gross acre (including street space. See Plates
IV and V). The minimum lot size proposed under the pro-
posed provisions is 4,500 square feet, with a minimum lot
width of 40 feet plus the free and clear access space of 5
feet. As the illustration will show, this is about twice the
building area, though the entire lot area is not to be used
for building. The other corresponding provisions are quite
clearly shown below and Plate IV graphically illustrates
the results of the present and proposed type of regulations.

Comparative Specifications of Present and Proposed Type
for Zoning and Subdivision Controls

Present
Density ... ... ... .6 lots per gross acre.
Minimum lot size ... .. 6,000 square feet.
Minimum frontage ... 50 feet.
Height restriction ... .35 feet.
Building coverage ... 33% for main building,
8% for accessory buildings.
Total 41% or 2,460 square feet.
Front yard set-back............ 25 feet.
Rear yard set-back ... 25% of lot depth or 25 feet.
Sideyard ... 3 feet minimum or aggregate

of 12 feet.

Buildable area on 50 by 120 ft. lot is area 38 by 70 ft.
2,660 square feet.

Lot lines to be at 90 degrees to street line.

Street width ... .. 50 feet.

Paving width ... 30 feet.

Sidewalks ... ... 2 at 5 feet.

Utilities buried in centre of street.

Proposed

DI 11 o R SR Sy s 6 lots per gross acre.

Minimum lot size..... ... 4,500 square feet.
Number of lots required ... ol 12 per 2 gross acres.
Minimum re-entrant angle for lot lines ... 75 degrees.
Floor area ratio of .45 which means an area of 2,025 sq. ft.
Access, free and clear to rear of lot . 5 feet width.

Street Provisions:

. 2 moving lanes of 9 ft. width each.

. 2 sidewalks of 5 ft. widths.

. One off-street parking per dwelling unit.

. Strip for snow piling 16 cubic feet per lin. ft. of street.
. Utilities to be placed as desired.

Ot = OO o=

The actual set of regulations used is that put forth by the
National Research Council of Canada in their “Model Zoning
Bylaw”, Ottawa, 1939.
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Drawbacks of Present Regulations and Comparative
Advantages of Proposed Provision 1.
Present

1,

Even though the general character of the land may be
the same, the rigid lot size specification will not permit
parcelling of land to exploit minute natural features of
the land such as trees, rock outcroppings, and other
small-scale promontories, valleys, ete.

. Monotonous alignment of building is further accentu-

ated by the fact that the alternate open space and build-
ing mass tend to be the same. The width remaining for
building purposes after space is taken for side yard
requirements from the average size lot, is cramped.
Therefore, full use must be made which results in the
repetition of the same size space between all buildings
on the same size lots. See page 355.

. The needed variety of choice of type, size and form of
Y ype,

lots in the same area is not available.

Proposed

1.

8]

The Hlexibility through availability of various lot sizes
permits greater facility in exploiting minute natural
features of the site. The lot can be “tailored” to site
conditions,

. With a variety of lot sizes, even though the same mass

or width of building is used, variations are possible,
since the remaining open spaces will differ. If the open

PLATE V

CONPARISON OF DESIGN POSSIBILITIES UNDER PRESENT
REGULATIONG AND PROPOSED PROVISION I
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space is kept constant, the mass must vary,
Further, the incentive provided in the proposed provi-
sion V, where the community assumes the cost of
supplying utilities up to 5 feet of the building, conform-
ity to the building line for economic reasons is not
necessary. See page 355.

3. The desired variety of lot sizes, types and forms is made
available on a relatively small scale.

Drawbacks of Present Regulations and Comparative

Advantages of Proposed Provisions | and II.

Present

1. With excessive set-backs, provision of garage or shel-
tered carport consumes much area, discouraging or
prohibiting any advantageous use of lot for other pur-
poses.

2. Side yard requirements force the dwelling unit into a
narrow building area, resulting in cramped designs,
necessitating recourse to many alternatives, such as
narrower hallways and doorways, shallower closets,
shorter kitchen counters and the like, to retain a work-
able plan.

3. Many small pockets of lot space, difficult to utilize,
cutting down excessively on the available space of the
narrow lot result from side yard regulations.

4. Integration of outdoor and indoor living space is made
difficult, since consolidation of space is impossible.

PLATE VI

CONPARISON OF DESIGN POSSIBILITIES UNDER PRESENT
REGULATIONS AND PROPOSED PROVISIONS 1 & I
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Proposed

1. Provision of garage or carport, convenient to both
street and dwelling, is possible with very little en-

croachment on valuable lot space.

2. Provides more building space, permitting “uncramped"
planning of dwelling, facilitating evolving the “in-

formal” plan so desired for the “new type” of living.

3. All open spaces may be consolidated in any one area for

the desired use.

4. Greater opportunity is provided for the exploitation of
the natural assets of the site permitting the best out-

door-indoor relationship desired.

Drawbacks of Present Regulations and Comparative
Advantages of Proposed Provisions Il and V.
Present

1. To serve lot with sewerage system on the low side of the
street, excessive depth of main is required at the street

centre.
. Utility lines must be buried under hard pavement.

(8]

3. Depending upon slope of ground and soil condition,
ground drainage runs into adjacent lot or may not be
easily trapped and drained, since difference in elevation

of trap to storm sewer may be too excessive.

4. Orientation to sun, wind and view, may be hampered
through the necessity of lot lines conforming to the 90

PLATE VI

COMPARISON OF DESIGN POSSIBILITIES UNDER PRESENT
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degree requirement. The street line may have to be in
that position for other unavoidable reasons.

Proposed

1. Where lot frontage is narrow, angling of lot lines
coupled with the greater latitude in placing utility lines
in the right-of-way as provided, permits taking advant-
age of slope of land requiring less depth for the main.

2. Utility lines may be placed under “softer” surfacing,
making access for repairs and maintenance less expen-
sive and hazardous to traffic conditions.

3. With judicious placing of lot lines, ground drainage can
be confined or controlled and drained in its own lot
space.

4. Angling of lot lines permits some flexibility for orienta-
tion purposes.

Drawbacks of Present Regulations and Comparative

Advantages of Proposed Provision V,

Present

1. More paved surface is installed than is actually neces-
sary.

2. Not enough space is available for snow piling.

3. With street parking, snow removal and street cleaning
are made very difficult, if not impossible.

4. Besides interference with traffic, provision of street

PLATE vl

COMPARISON OF DESIGN POSSIBILITIES UNDER PRESENT
REGULATIONS AND PROPOSED PROVIGION V.
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parking is very expensive.

5. Tree planting is almost impossible, since adequate
ground space is not available on the right-of-way.

6. Generally, the present street is aesthetically unsatisfy-
ing as a result of the above.

Proposed

1. No more paving than necessary need be provided.

2. Sufficient space for snow piling is provided.

3. With no street parking, snow plowing and street clean-
ing are greatly facilitated.

4. Adequate space for off-street parking is provided on the
right-of-way, convenient to both road and dwelling,
without interfering with either pedestrian or traffic.
Gravel parking bays can be provided much cheaper.

5. The greater latitude permitted in placing the paved
roadway allows mass tree planting, helping to create
a park-like atmosphere.

6. Variation in roadway alignment is possible to lend
variety and to control speed of traffic.

7. Additional parking space may be had at a very small
cost, by providing individually, or communally, grav-
elled parking courts on the right-of-way. These can be
very easily landscaped and maintained.

Note: The distance between buildings on the opposing

side of the streets is less than that required under present

regulations.

PLATE 1%

OTHER STREET DESIGN POSSIBILITIES WITH PROPOSED
TYPE PROYISIONS
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PLATE XI

NEW SUBDIVISION POSSIBILITIES

Plate XI illustrates a possibility in subdivision design
using land more efficiently. This type of development is
not possible under present regulations where minimum
lot frontages are imposed rigorously. This particular de-
sign recognizes the need for providing access to fit the
needs of the dwelling rather than fitting the dwelling to
the access street. The street is minimum and is strictly for
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movement of traffic. Parking facilities are provided in the
common motor court which gives direct access to the four
lots served. This court may also be minimum, i.e., re-
stricted as a large “driveway” or may be larger to provide
for additional parking. In this connection, periodic exces-
sive parking requirements can be taken care of by use of
the buffer strip on the street right-of-way, which will be a
minimum of 10 feet in width. A portion of this strip near
the approach to the court may be gravelled for this pur-
pose. Each owner can still provide additional parking
facilities on his own lot, if he pleases.

The community could assume the responsibility of
maintenance and repair of the court, while the servicing,
i.e., cleaning and snow removal, be the responsibility of
the owners. An arrangement might be made with the
community whereby even this can be taken over by the
community. But with this type of design, the recommen-
dation is the use of radiant heating to keep the court free
of ice and snow. Since the street is completely free of any
parking, the cleaning and snow ploughing will be greatly
facilitated.

Other Ramifications of Present and Proposed Type
Provisions
Drawbacks of Present Regulation Stating Minimum Floor
Area Requirements

To be able to afford the floor space, to live in the desired
area, many deserving home owners are forced to forgo
other amenities and even necessities. Some of these are ex-
ternal to the “home”, but many are distinct features of the
dwelling that help directly to make it a more livable place.
Such items are a fire place, built-in features, better insu-
lation, glazing, finishing, and the many technological para-
phenalia discussed previously.

The minimum 1,200 square feet does not necessarily
mean a healthier, safer, more comfortable or convenient,
etc., home, than a 1,000 square foot home. Obviously,
there is a limit beyond which this argument is no longer
valid, and is not intended as an argument against space in
low cost houses. On the contrary, we must do everything
we can to increase space standards but the fact remains
that the substitution of any one of the items mentioned
for the extra 100 square feet of floor space, at this level, in
terms of livability, may make all the difference in the
world. Then, take the case of the rich man who needs only
a small home, a 600 square foot efficiency unit that has in-
corporated all the latest technological household gadgets.
It is not justifiable to prohibit the building of such a home
solely on the grounds that he has not provided the mini-
mum floor area,

There is no substitute for this regulation in the proposed
provisions. The real need is for an adequate performance
code which takes into consideration the design for liva-
bility! aspects of the home. However, if the minimum floor
area specification is justified on the basis that this is to
maintain a certain “character” in the area and thus assure
the stable physical base for tax assessment and real estate

! See Reimer, Suend, “Livability — A New Factor in Home Value”,
(Appraisal Journal, ARR. 1946) p. 148 158,

2 Diggs, Charles H., “Zoning by Design”, (Annals of the American
Acade my of Pnhhc al and Social Science, Philadelphia, 1931) p. 83.
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values, the contention is that the new provisions couid be
just as effective in maintaining character. Usually, the “in-
appropriate” design stems from the fact that the desired
type and size of site is not available. These sites could be
provided on a greater scale if the necessary flexibility is
contained in the controls. The proposed provisions are an
attempt to approximate fundamental design principles as
near as possible to guide the subdivider to evolve a plan
so that, in the words of Charles Diggs, “the street system
and the lot layout are such to facilitate and render almost
automatic the appropriate use of the various portions of
the subdivision or the community™ Beyond this, no
amount of justifiable controls (,ould assure the desired
“character”, in the opinion of this thesis.

Drawbuacks of Present Regulations Segregating Types of
Dwelling

Another common ordinance is concerning “use” in the
residential area, which segregates dwe ling types into one,
two, three or more family type units. This is to control
density, to establish the types of “residential character”,
single family, duplex, row-house, etc.., and to maintain
values in auurdanc(‘ with these {,h(u(u,tm istics. However,
insistance on the single-family unit in the area under con-
cern, prohibits, or at least discourages. the carrying out of
some very basic tenets of family and social responsibilities.
For example, much is made of the problem of housing the
aged, and the cyclical expanding and contracting pheno-
menom of the family during its life span. A floor space re-
quirement discussed before, prohibits such “luxury” as
raising one’s family in that area by the very type of penph'
most desirable who cannot or do not want a large house
initially. It should be possible to build units to accommo-
date this cyclical change in family space requirements, and
to allow the young L(Jl!p](’ to help finance their home by
being able to build a “multi-purpose” home. renting space
as not needed to the other young couples or to the aged,
before and after their family raising period. This means
no rigid specifications as to type, number of families per
dwelling unit should be imposed.

The issue is how dependent is the maintenance of
character and property value on the fact that a single type
of dwelling exists in a certain district. The fact that resi-
dential real estate values are built on this premise may be
valid but very unfortunate. The argument here is that the
true values are as put forth in the considerations of site
conditions, “the seemingly intangible relationship of the
dwelling unit to its lot”. In other words, it does not matter
whether there is a duplex sitting next to a group of single-
family units. The important point is the design of these
units in themselves and in relationship to each other,

The proposed type of provision would allow building
right up to the lot lines, which means that two units can
be combined. But this “duplex” occupies two lots. The
density remains the same as far as the number of units in
the area is concerned. Then the proposed type of provi-
sions do not specify the number of families per unit. Rather
the recommendation is to state a minimum floor area per
person as a supplement to the Floor Area Ratio to control
actual density. Though this is still not right (since some
families can, and prefer to, live in quarters that seem
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cramped to others), with this type of provision, the afore-
mentioned young couple and the aged can be accommo-
dated. So long as the FAR is not exceeded and the mini-
mum floor area per person is maintained, the couple is

free to build a“convertible " unit as discussed above. Again,
the basic need is for a performance type building or other
code which takes into consideration the design for livabil-
ity features of the home.

REQUIRED NEW BACKGROUND DATA AND
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

To fully benefit from the proposed type of provisions
new data, besides a new attitude towards existing data,
are required.

Local Level

The use of the following data have been discussed dur-
ing the course of the above analysis. This data should be
available from local engineers, surveyors, meteorologists,
ete. If a planning agency exists, these should be available
already compiled.

1. Demographic 3. Climatological

2. Topographic Wind
Soil condition Sun
Vegetation Snowtall
Drainage Rainfall
Contours 4. Other site features
Views

Then the customs, habits and fashions, etc., the general
social background is most essential as material to estab-
lish physical design standards for the area. For example,
mention has been made as to the provision of outdoor
space for living purposes. Apart from the climatological
restrictions, local customs and habits as to how this area
is used for outdoor living purposes will have great influ-
ence on the space requirements of the lot area.

Regional and ‘'or National Level(s)

Specifically, much research is needed in the realm of
lot space standards. The thesis recommended a minimum
40 foot lot width and a lot area three times the total build-
ing area. This was primarily for the purpose to make a
fair comparison with the present type regulations. But the
basis for such minimum provisions need factual back-
ground as to efficient plan forms of dwelling under varying
site and other conditions, ete.

Other data that should be collected are of the same type
but much of it is “informed” opinions. In this connection,
much has been done by committees and organizations,
such as the APHA, who have compiled architectural,
engineering and other technological information as related
to the design of dwellings and passed “informed” opinions.
Other organizations such as the Bureau of Standards, the
American Standards Association, the American Society for
Testing Materials, and so on, have much data on the
engineering aspects with “informed” opinions. These
need to be compiled in form useful for purposes of evolv-
ing zoning and subdivision controls.

In the field of manufactured goods, the Consumers
Union performs one of the most valuable information
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services we have. They frankly assess and rate competi-
tive products solely on their relative merits based on per-
formance. A similar qualifying bureau needs to be set up
for the evaluation of good residential design. Architects,
planners, builders, social workers, etc., must co-operate
for the proper evaluation of design, but each could pass
informed opinions on many available examples strictly
from their particular point of view. From these, a central

bureau might clab';:fy and extract the essential data. A

rough outline for a “page” of the handbook on design

would have the following parts:

1. Background data as to location, size of development,
cost and various conditions pertinent to the design.

2. Enough graphic illustrations, composed of plans, sec-
tions and photographs, to show the various features of
the design.

3. A brief outline as to why the particular solution.

4. A critical assessment of important facets of the design.

The last is the most important item, as this information

will be the basis on which value judgments will be made

at the local level.

Future Technology

Many aspects of future technology are still very much
in the conjectural stage. Atomic power has now been har-
nessed. If this form of energy becomes available on the
large and cheap scale predicted, many new concepts of the
residential area will develop. Snow and ice problems
would no longer exist. Control of micro-climates may be
a possibility. New methods of transportation will prob-
ably make the street obsolete. The future residential area
may be completely independent of the land.

Highly conjectural, but at a “lower” level, there are al-
ready a large number of fairly well developed facilities
which were thought to be impossible just yesterday that
now need to be considered. Radiant he'ltmt_. of streets is
gaining popularity in the large urban areas, eliminating
the problem of ice and snow. The Fuller type house will
demand a new subdivision concept. This circular house,
completely transparent, will require new attitudes towards
the definition of what is indoors and what is out. Com-
pletely self-contained packages water and sewerage dis-
posal systems, chemically operated, are being investigated.
This development will completely release us from the
tentacles of the piped systems. Self-generated power units
are already in vogue, even in areas where transmitted
power is available for reasons of increased independence.
The heliocopter, the new “flying tubes™ with airfoil de-
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signs based on the principle of venturi tubes. which permit
hovering, are already being manufactured; supplies
limited only because of the present war emergency. These
and others will make new demands on the use of the resi-
dential lots, hangars instead of garages, and a roof-top
landing platform instead of the sun deck, and so on.

The demands of technology are usually accompanied by
an additional freedom if we can assimilate them I)I‘O[JE]‘I)&
A flexible framework is essential.

Some other Immediate Considerations

There are many immediate situations that are becoming
increasingly p(‘rp]f‘xmg These are, as yet, to be fully
accepted as problems related to residential zoning and
subdivision controls, but they will need the proper atten-
tion if they are to be solved.

It is probable that in the future, for that matter today,
we wish to assimilate public housing, veterans housing,
defense housing, ete., into the fabric of the community.
To integrate socially and economically these into a homo-
geneous residential pattern will make their demands on
zoning or a new form of controls. To facilitate slum clear-
ance and rehabilitation, temporary housing is needed for
the “evicted”. Only a proper zoning technique, based on
performance standards will facilitate the fulfilling of such
humane desires democratically.

Mass-housing, though nothing new, is beginning to pro-
vide more and more of the housing units. The completely
pre-fabricated house presents its own peculiar problems.
Basically, they are two forms of standardization used. In
the first case, the standardization is carried to the extent

that the entire house is of a standard size, plan and form.
The second standardizes only units or sections of the
house. The second case will demand the optimum lot size
and shape to p(!rmit as many variations as possible on that
lot. The first presents another problem. The possibility
arises that a variety of types and sizes is not available in
any one area by the very nature of the product. Its bulk,
distribution of producers, etc., may make it impractical
to g_,(tther a4 v dl’lt‘t\’ at any one pumt If t)nlv to assure that
the endless monotony of the standardized unit will not be
further accentuated b_v endless repetition, zoning and sub-
division controls should have some measures to help the
“uneducated” site planner, the small-scale speculator-
builder and the layman, in making an aesthetic decision,
if you will. It is not too difficult to imagine the probable
character of any area without this proper guidance. Aes-
thetics do have an economic value.

Another trend in “homes™ is the increasing use of trail-
ers. It is estimated that there are over 500,000" permanent
trailer homes, housing some 1,500,000 persons in the
United States. However temporary this may be, these
“residents” should be entitled to the benefits of any good
residential area. Though the present number of ‘mobile”
homes is largely due to the war emergency, and actually
affect only a few “defense” areas, there is no assurance
that a large number of these homes will not remain. We
are concerned now with the tremendous increase in the
mobility of the people,® and it is possible that we will be
confronted with the problem of the “mobile homes™ on a
still larger scale.

CONCLUSION

The thesis has followed through the steps of the per-
formance approach to establish residential zoning and
subdivision controls. Throughout the analysis, the main
concern was to provide flexibility in the provisions, to ad-
just automatically as it were, to the unique conditions of
the site, of technology. of social policies and. above all,
the demands of the individual’s idiosyncrasies.

An attempt has been made to show in the graphic com-
parison that the application of the new type of provisions
need not cost any more. In fact. in many instances, the
precision type of specification has indicated areas in which
savings can be made. Such items were paving cost, instal-
lation of utility lines, servicing of streets and so on. De-
pending on one’s point of view, any economic advantage
or disadvantage is believed to be a matter of shifting of
responsibility from the community to the individual.

Admittedly, the proposed provisions do not guarantee

I Boston Globe, November 10, 1951.

2 The previous discussion on floor area and use restrictions shows
that zoning restrictions do contribute to this problem of in-
creased mu[nllt\« of the pe ()})1{ The fsum]_\f is forced to move
around to find suitable accommodation at every stage of the
family evcle.
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good design any more than the present regulations. Nor
would the strict application of the provisions result in
poorer designs. But, under the proposed type provisions,
as far as can be shown, the designer has much more free-
dom, so essential if we are to enjoy better residential
areas. Any limitations still apparent (and there are many)
are mainly due to the inability to extract the essential ele-
ments to control. For example, the resort to specific spatial
dimension to assure certain space requirements of lot size,
width, lot lines indicate this drawback.

Many shortcomings of the thesis are apparent which in
most cases can be eliminated. Certain views are, compara-
tively speaking, subjective in nature. For example, many
would object to the substitution of mechanical ventilation
for natural, the indices used for outdoor space, etc. Also,
there is too much reliance on the graphic illustrations to
prove a point. This in itself is not a major fault, but the
illustrations themselves leave much to be desired. Refer-
ence to actual designs would be better to illustrate these
points.

In any case, certain recommendations are in order be-
sides those already mentioned in the previous section.
These are listed in order of their immediate applicability.
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L. Integration of zoning and subdivision controls or at
least a better co-ordination between the two is needed.
This is best illustrated in the design of that area be-
tween the building lines or the right-of-way. The
requirements of the street, the lot and dwollmg must
be considered together.

2. The provisions of the street and lot requirements should
be more detailed and precise and not the reduced aver-
age of all conditions, related or not. Only then can the
designer be free to use his imagination to design better
residential areas. In this connection, the language used
could be more connotative as illustrated in the intro-
duction.

3. Performance type building codes should be adopted
and zoning and subdivision controls complement these.
In any case, technological developments should be
recognized.
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Boston Back Bay Center

[N THESE DAYS of civie centres and the reorganization of
urban areas to cope with the motor car and the shopper,
the proposed Boston Center is of more than ordinary in-
terest. The site of thirty acres became available through
the purchase of the yards of the Boston and Albany Rail-
road in the Back Bay section. The group of buildings seems
to have every hope of realization, and will be shared be-
tween private interests which own the site and the city
which may undertake the circular auditorium. The cost is
estimated at $75,000,000.

The plan is still undergoing changes, and may well do
so for some time when one considers the magnitude and
complexity of the problem, Traffic alone involves an under-

Architects Collaborative
Pietro Belluschi

Woalter F. Bogner

Carl Koch & Associates
Hugh A, Stubbins, Jr.

ground railway, 70,000 persons per day and the housing of
6,000 cars under cover,

A real urban innovation is the motel attached to the
hotel. It will be a motel in the usual meaning of the term
with a roadway and two levels of rooms enclosing the hotel
garden.

In spite of the modern tendency to decentralize shop-
ping, the shopping centre plays an important part in the
general plan. All shops will be within a 500 foot circle and
will adjoin the department store. The promoters claim that
the distance from parking to shops is unequalled in any
shopping centre outside the city.

1 Convention Hall 5 Office Buildings
2 Hotel 6 Service Building
3 Motel 7 Department Store
4 8

Shopping Center

Exhibition Building




Reference numbers to the buildings illustrated on these

facing pages are to be found on the model, page 365.
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NEWS FROM THE INSTITUTE

CALENDAR OF EVENTS
Annual Meetings of the Provincial Associations:

Alberta, Macdonald Hotel, Edmonton, January 29th, 1954.
Manitoba, Fort Garry Hotel, Winnipeg, February 20th,
1954

Ontario, Royal York Hotel, Toronto, January 22nd to 23rd,
1954.

Quebec, Chateau Frontenac, Quebec City, February 4th
to 6th, 1954.

Annual Assembly of the RAIC, Mount Royal Hotel, Mont-
real, Quebec, May 11th to 14th, 1954

British Architects Conference, Torquay. May 26th to 29th,
1954.

86th Convention of the American Institute of Architects,
Statler Hotel, Boston, Mass., June 15th to 19th, 1954

ONTARIO

Right now, around the metropolitan Toronto area, there is
developing a surprising set of examples of how buildings
and building types are affected by automobile transport;
visually and functionally; in terms of aesthetics and in
terms of everyday life.

The traveller on the northern cross-town thruway finds
himself involved in a most dramatic shift in scale. The
great road swoops and arcs through a vast tight carpeting
of little ranch houses and bungalows, each in its own cor-

ral. The thruway itself acts like a dividing wall, but unlike
the medieval wall, it gives no quality of the inside and out-
side of the city, it merely interrupts the equal march of the
little houses, which begins again, exactly the same, on the
other side.

A new building form, the shopping centre, appears in
more and more places. A long stretch of one-storey shop
fronts with high intensity lighting. can be seen dlstantlv
across a sea of asphalt or a sea of cars. Divorced from its
surroundings, the shopping centre has a remote island
quality. It suggests its presence at great distance with the
beacon lights of its advertisements. Only after negotiating
the parking lot, leaving the car, and heading for one of the
beacon lights on foot, does the shopping centre begin to
take shape as a building,

In the central city, the traffic-clogged streets now enable
the stalled motorist to appreciate once again the formally
composed and symmetrical building with its elaborate en-
trance treatment. But heavy traffic is creative to a degree.
We have parking meters added to the usual collection of
street furniture. And the block pattern of a hundred years
ago is being twisted and torn to new uses by the cars and
trucks. Instead of a block of small buildings with their own
service plan, two or three blocks together will act as park-
ing lots or service blocks to the next two or three which
will have office towers shooting up, cheek by jowl.
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A whole new set of demands and a new set of relation-
ships are being forced on the designer of buildings, which
go far beyond the structure and its immediate site. What
about the city planner, you say? Well . . .

The real shocker in car-dominated city life is the lonely
and formal pattern that is created. Without a powerful
machine, the individual may be four hours’ walk from the
job or an hour’s walk from the store. He would be equally
remote from the centres of the city’s life. But, of course,
the dispersing effect of automobile transport is now being
counteracted by the centralizing effect of television. One
can always sit back on an old saddle in the ranch house
and watch the singing cowpokes on TV.

W. S. Goulding

ANNUAL MEETING OF THE OAA

January 22nd and 23rd, 1954

The chairman of your 1954 Convention recently had the
opportunity to visit Detroit to make arrangements for the
panel discussion on civic centres.

In discussing the background of the Detroit Civic Cen-
tre, one thing was strikingly evident: It takes a long time
and a great many interested people to bring a worthwhile
scheme to fruition. The Detroit Civie Centre has been a
dream for fifty years but no actual planning was begun un-
til 1923, Construction commenced near the end of World
War II. Now, one building is complete, another is en-
closed, and architectural work is proceeding on two
others. The Detroit Civic Planning Commission, assisted
by an advisory board of architects; all working on their
own time, have provided the overall planning. The Veter-
ans’ Memorial Commission and various firms of architects
are responsible for the administration and execution of the
work.

In the words of Mr W. S. Maybee, secretary of the Veter-
ans’ Memorial Commission:

“You have to think big. You're planning for hundreds of
years into the future. There is no room for petty political
or architectural differences. You have to get all the citizens
to work together and keep at it year after year. We started
out in 1923 with a single bul]dmg_, in mind. Today we are
well on our way to creating a new heart and nerve centre
for our city.”

Our profession bears a great responsibility toward the
community., We cannot be content with designing indivi-
dual buildings for individual sites. We must see our cities
planned for a greater unity and coherence. It is up to us
to influence and direct public opinion which makes these
possible.

That is the theme of your 1954 Convention. Here is a
brief outline of the program:

Friday, January 22nd :
9:30 a.m. — Registration and the annual general meeting.
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Toronto Chapter Luncheon — Our guest speaker will be
George Bain Cummings, Secretary of the American
Institute of Architects. who will discuss the architect’s
responsibility to himself and to the public.

The afternoon session will be devoted to a panel discus-
sion of civic centre planning and design. This panel will
include civic and provincial planning authorities and
members of our own profession to discuss the general
principles of civic centre design for a community of any
size from small town to large city.

Saturday, January 23rd :
The annual tour will visit the Don Mills community —
future satellite town of 35,000, This is the most extensive
and thoroughly planned community of its kind in Can-
ada. It offers many lessons for the future development
of our towns.

After lunch we will have a seminar on shopping centres
conducted by Kenneth C. Welch, AIA, Mr Welch is
consultant on many large developments of this nature.

Finale: Annual Dinner and Dance.
Robert G. Calvert
Chairman, OAA Convention Committee

WESTMINSTER ABBEY APPEAL FUND
Mayor’s Parlour,
Westminster City Hall,
Charing Cross Road, W.C. 2
November 10th, 1953

C. ]. G. Carroll, Esq.,

Secretary,

Royal Architectural Institute of Canada.

Dear Sir:

It gave me the greatest pleasure to receive your letter of
October 21st, together with the Bank of Montreal Draft
No. 21072 for $440.03 and detailed list of contributors
from some of the Provincial Associations of the Royal
Architectural Institute of Canada.

I am indeed grateful to all those who contributed to this
amount, in support of this Fund, for their generosity, and
to you and all the others who helped to organize its collec-
tion.

As you say, it a most fitting project, and it is l)articu]arl_v
heartening to us all to know that our efforts to preserve
our ancient and well-beloved Abbey are being actively
shared by those from Canada.

Would you be kind enough to convey my personal
thanks to everyone concerned.

Yours sincerely,
Charles P. Russell
Mayor and Deputy High Steward
of the City of Westminster

CANADIAN CONFERENCE ON PRESTRESSED CONCRETE
January 28th and 29th, 1954

Architects will share with engineers the interest being
shown in the Canadian Conference on Prestressed Con-
crete being held at the University of Toronto on January
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28th and 29th, 1954, A committee headed by Professor
Carson F. Morrison of the Department of Civil En gineer-
ing has prepared a program which will provide a concise
review of prestressed concrete of definite value to Cana-
dian engineers, architects and contractors.

Among the papers being presented is a discussion of the
economic aspects and applicability of prestressed construc-
tion, by Mr R. F. Shaw, Vice-President, Foundation Com-
pany of Canada. Mr R. B. Young, Concrete Consultant,
Hydro-Electric Power Commission of Ontario, will deal
with Quality Control of Concrete, and Professor M. W.
Huggins, Department of Civil Engineering, University of
Toronto, will discuss Quality Control of Steel. A feature of
the conference will be a paper of great significance, by
Professor G. Magnel of the University of Ghent, a world-
renowned expert in this field. The question of the desir-
ability of establishing, at this time, a Canadian specifica-
tion to regulate the design of prestressed concrete mem-
bers will receive careful consideration.

A joint meeting of the Royal Canadian Institute and the
Toronto Branch of the Engineering Institute of Canada,
open to the public, will be held in Convocation Hall on the
Saturday night. It will feature an address on Prestressed
Concrete Arch Bridges in Venezuela by Mr Robert Shama,
Chief Engineer, Empresas Campenon Bernard de Venezu-
ela, Caracas.

Further information may be obtained from the Depart-
ment of University Extension, University of Toronto, To-
ronto, Ontario.

LETTER TO THE EDITOR
Sir:

On page 343 of your November issue you note the names
of two dlbl’lngﬂl‘ihtd members of the profession who were
honoured with Coronation Medals.

I was similarly honoured, but not, alas, for my profes-
sional prominence, but as the Commanding Officer of a
field artillery regiment (the 29th, Self Propelled, of Toron-
to). Which, in the time honoured fashion, reminds me . . .
I was at one time sitting in an OP north of Ortona, in not-
so-sunny Italy, where the 1st Division stopped for a wet
winter in early 1944; feet up on a window sill, idly direct-
ing the fire of a troop of field guns at some historic old
buildings, which might possibly have had a few jerries in
them, when up came my line maintenance crew bringing
with them the mail. Mine consisted of an invitation to a
tea, in London, being given by the Society for the Preser-
vation of Ancient Buildings.

O Mores! etc.

Yours very truly,
Blake H. M. Tedman

NOTE FROM THE EDITOR

For some time we have thought of pointing out to our
architect contributors a few of the problems of the Journal
where they could be of great assistance. They probably
know that unlike the technical magazines, the Journal is
laid out and set in less than a month before the date of
issue. Every issue, therefore, represents a minor crisis in-
volving telegrams, air mail letters and telephone messages.
But this note is more than a plea for architects to meet a
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deadline either for illustrations or articles. We have been
criticized for publishing rough plans that were never meant
for reproduction, but our critics were unaware that the
JTournal printers were waiting hourly for those plans, and
that no time was available for re-drawing. We believe that
all architects are proud of their Journal, and we would ask
them to take some pains with plans.

On the other hand, many plans have been carefully
drawn for reproduction, but the draftsman gives little
thought to reduction. We prefer to see rooms named on
the plan to figures with a legend, but very rarely is letter-
ing large enough to be legible when reduced. If thought
were given to lettering, we would not be forced to print
the use of rooms beside the plan.

We would also ask our literary contributors to tread
warily with capitals. Words like architect, art, town plan-
ning, architecture, board room, cafeteria, washroom, sec-
retary or manager are ordinary English words that need
no emphasis by capitals. These are but a few examples in
a hundred that have to be changed every month before
they reach the printer. Punctuation will, probably, always
be a function of the Journal office, and it is done willingly,
but the matters referred to above, if watched by the contri-
butor, could save much time and embarrassment.

Having got this off our Chest, we wish both Contribu-
tors and Readers of the Journal a very Merry Christmas
and a Happy New Year.

CONTRIBUTOR TO THIS ISSUE

Kiyoshi lzumi, B. Arch., M.C.P., (M.LT.), A RLB.A.
Since his graduation from the Schoool of Architecture
at the University of Manitoba in May, 1948, Mr
[zumi’s impressive record of accomplishments and honors
in both research and practical work has written the first
chapters of what might well be referred to as a real “suc-
cess” story. Nevertheless, all those who know him and have
worked with him realize that the story of his progress and
achievements is far more than a mere success story. This
progress and these achievements are the result of diligent
effort and sincere thinking based on the deep and abiding
conviction that it is the architectural designer’s duty and
privilege to create better, more healthful, safer and more
efficient surroundings for his fellow man.

Extensive research into the theoriesandpractice of hous-
ing in Europe while studying in England and on the con-
tinent, as the winner of the 1948 Pilkington Glass Scholar-
ship, enabled Mr Izumi to lay the ground work for his
subsequent study and research in the School of Planning at
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. The year and
a half at the latter institution was made possible when he
was chosen, in 1950, as the first winner of the Royal Archi-
tectural Institute of Canada College of Fellows fellow-
ship.

Since his return to Canada, he has worked mostly in
Regina, in the office of H. K. Black, architect and engi-
neer. Recently, he has set up his own office in Regina for
the pmfess!(mdl practice of architecture and planning.
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This experience in Regina, plus his earlier experience in
Calgary in the office of Rule, Wynn and Rule, architects.
has included the design of general and mental hospitals,
schools, a newspaper plant, stores, churches, a university
library, apartments and radio station facilities.

In the field of planning, he has had considerable exper-
ience both with the Winnipeg Town Planning Commission
Metropolitan Plan, and as the principal planner for the
Master Development Plan of the City of Fairmont, Minn.
This experience has included various phases of city plan-
ning from conducting field surveys to final designs for such
projects as subdivisions, mass hmlsmg, school plant distri-
bution, commercial centres, community centres, etc. He
has also worked on urban redevelopment projects, neigh-
bourhood planning, zoning and subdivision regulations.
new town projects, and other detailed aspects of city and
regional planning.

Mr Tzumi is a member of the Royal Architectural Insti-
tute of Canada, an Associate of the Royal Institute of Brit-
ish Architects, and a member of the American Institute of
Planners, the American Society of Planning Officials, the
Community Planning Association of Canada, and the
American Society of Political and Social Sciences.

He is an outstanding young Canadian in the field of
architecture and city planning, one from whom we can
rightly expect vital contributions to the welfare and prog-
ress of our Canadian community.

Ever since its formation in February, 1941, the College
of Fellows has had as its objective ‘the establishing of
scholarships that would be open to graduates of Canadian
schools of architecture and that would make possible fur-
ther study, travel and research designed to improve Cana-
dian architecture generally.

By the year 1949, it became practical financially to offer
the first such Scholarship. with a value of $1500.00, and an
encouraging number of applications were received. The
problem of selection was difficult as it required considera-
tion not only of academic achievement and the purpose to
which the funds would be devoted, but a very serious
effort to appraise character and the likelihood of the suc-
cessful applicant becoming an honourable member of his
chosen profession. This screening process required the
examination of numerous confidential reports which pro-
vided valuable character analysis.

It will be understood, therefore, that the first winner’s
continuing success is a matter of pride and satisfaction to
the College of Fellows.

John A. Russell

FUTURE ISSUES

January Don Mills Development, Ontario

February  Students’ Union, Victoria College,
University of Toronto

March Students’ Issue — University of Manitoba

April Hospitals

May Schools
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Associates, Hugh A. Stubbins, Jr., Architects Dec. p. 365 School, United Church Training, Toronto, Ont., Arthur

Shopping Centre, Etobicoke, Ont., Venchiarutti & Ven- H. Eadie, Architect ] Sept. p. 255
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Nov. p. 326. Carter, Scott, Aug. p. 240. Casson, Sir Hugh, Mar. p.
84; May p. 121. Cawston, J. A., Feb. p. 46. Chapman, Howard D.,
Aug. p. 228. Chivers, John A., Oct.kp. 306. Clarke, Cecil, Nov. p. 341.
Clendenan, E. F., Apr. p. 92 Coo and Bouzan, Sept. p. 256, 261,
266. Cox, E. C. S., Sept. p. 255. Craig & Madill, Jan. p. 20.

Dair, Carl, June p. 176. Davison and Porter, Jan. p. 14, Dewar,
Stevenson & Stanley, Feb. p. 46; Oct. p. 296. Diamond, Dupuis
and Desautels, Feb. p. 44, Dodington, E. L., July p. 211.

Eadie, Arthur H., Sept. p. 255, 256, Elarth, H. A., Oct. p. 292,
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Facey, A. G., June p. 155, July p. 192. Fairfield, Robert, Nov. p.
337, Fairn, Leslie R., July p. 190. Feiss, Carl, Sept. p. 245. Fether-
stonhaugh, Durnford, Bolton & Chadwick, June p. 152; Sept. p.
254, 267. Fiset, Edouard, Oct. p. 283. Fisher, Richard A., Sept. p.
267; Oct, p. 306. Fleming, Arthur L., June p. 175. Fliess, Henry,
Mar, p. 67; Nov. p. 343. Floyd, J. Austin, July p. 204. Fryer, S. T. J.,
Mar. p. 87.

Gardiner & Thornton, Sept. p. 250. Gerson, Wolfgang, Aug. p.
226. Goldin, H., Oct. p. 309. Goulding, W. S., Sept. p. 277; Dec. p.
368. Gowans, Alan, Jan. p. 3. Green, Blankstein, Russell and Asso-
ciates, Oct. p. 290, 291,

Hazelgrove, A. ]., Nov. p. 343, Hodges and Bates, Sept. p. 255.
Hooke, The Hon. Alfred ]., Feb. p. 32,

Tzumi, K., Dec, p. 347.
Johnson, Philip Carter, Jan. p. 18.
King, D. Ross, Sept. p. 255, Knight, Lane, June p. 162,

Lasserre, Fred, Jan. p. 24. Lawson and Belts, Sept. p. 262, Layng,
John, June p. 180. Leupold, Charles S., Nov. p. 334. Love, John B.,
Mar. p. 78,

Mackenzie, Blake, Feb. p. 48. Maclean, Clare G., June p. 157,
Macleod, Malcolm Donald, Feb. p. 40. Madill, H. H., Mar. p. 59.
Main, Rensaa & Minsos, June p. 149. Mainguy, Lucien, Oct. p:
285, Manning, The Hon. Ernest C., Feb. p. 31. Marani & Morris,
June p. 146, 159; Nov. p. 320. Mathers & Haldenby, June p. 156;
Oct. p. 297, 298. McCarter, Nairne & Partners, Sept. p. 253, 258,
Moffat, Robert R., Aug. p. 241. Moody and Moore, July p. 188,
Morgan, Earle C., Apr. p. 100, 102; June Editorial; Dec. Editorial.
Morris, R. Schofield, Jan. Editorial; May p. 119; Aug. p. 237; Nov.
p. 316. Mumford, Lewis, Apr. p. 108; Sept. p. 268. Munn, E. Fitz,
Mar. p. 87. Murray, James A., Apr. p. 96,

Oberlander, H. Peter, May p. 131. Oxley, L. A., Sept., p. 276.
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Page, Forsey, May p. 121; June p. 176. Page & Steele, Sept. p.
254, 260, 263. Paine, A. |. C., Sept. p. 262. Parkin, John B., Associ-
ates, Sept. p. 249, 252, 257, 264, 265. Parkin, John C., July p. 211.
Parrott, Tambling & Witmer, June p. 154. Paterson, Donald M.,
June p. 166. Payette, Maurice, May p. 127. Pentland, McFarland
& Baker, Sept. p. 266, 267. Perry A. Leslie, {u]y p- 202; Sept. p.
266. Powrie, David, Mar. p. 77, 79. Prack, Alvin R., Sept. p. 272,
Prack & Prack, June p. 160; July p. 191. Priest, A. E., July p. 209;
Sept. p. 275; Oct. p. 310.

Raymore, W. G., July p. 208; Oct. p. 309. Richards, ]. M., Apr. p-
89. Roscoe, Stanfey M., Sept. p. 256, 258. Ross, G. E. D., Apr. p.
115. Rounthwaite & Fairfield, Nov. p. 337. Rule, Wynn & Rule,
Oct. p. 297, 298, Russell, John A., May p. 130; July p. 183; Dec. p.
370. Rutherford, Ian James, Feb. p. 56. Ryan, William ., Oct. p.
293, 295,

Sandbrook, Kenneth ]., Aug. p. 233. Semmens & Simpson, Jan.
p. 9; Apr. p. 92; June p. 150. Servos & Cauley, Sept. p. 254. Sharp
& Thompson, Berwick, Pratt, Jan. p. 12, 24, 27; Aug. p. 224; Oct.
p. 303, 304. Shore, L. E., May p. 120. Shore & Moffat, Jan. p. 22;
July p. 201. Smith, John Caulfield, Apr. p. 115, 116; May p. 133.
Smith, John Roxburgh, May p. 119. Somerville, W. L., Feb. p. 45.
Stanley and Stanley, Feb. p. 41. Strutt, James W., June p. 178; Aug,
p. 243,

Thompson, Charles ., Oct. p. 301. Townley and Matheson, June
p. 148.

Venchiarutti & Venchiarutti, Sept. cover, p. 261, 264, 265,

Wade, John, Jan. p. 28; Feb. p. 54. Wade & Stockdill, Sept. p.
262. Wallbridge & Imrie, Feb. p. 42, Whittlesey, Julian, May p.
133. Wiesman, Brahm, Feb. p. 35. Wiggs, G. Lorne, July p. 198;
Nov. p. 329. Wiggs H. Ross, July p. 194. Williams-Ellis, Clough,
Aug. p. 218. Wilson, G. Everett, June p. 176; July Editorial. Wood-
bridge, Frederick ]., July p. 206, Wn'gh{ . Frank Lloyd, Apr. p. 104,

Young, Ira, Feb. p. 51.
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