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“Standards” will be a regu-
lay feature of Places. It will
report on bow methods and
practices of design and
building (particularly those
that bave evolved into regu-
lations or standavds) influ-

ence the character of places
consciously or unconsciously,
inadvertently or for purpose,
for good or for bad. It will
also be concerned with the
origins of and rationales for
standards, and with finding
ways of developing and
expressing standards that
allow individual phaces ro
flourish. We invite readers to
submit ideas and materials
that would be of intevest for
Sutuve “Standards” columns.
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In Defense
of Street Trees

Allan B. Facobs

In too many American cities today, it
would be close to impossible to design
a really good street and have the
design implemented. The design
would run afoul of the city’s own stan-
dards and practices: impossibly wide
lane widths, continuous turning lanes
at intersections, required ill-designed
light standards and fixture types, sign
regulations, building set-back lines,
tree planting standards and a lot more.

Take just one example, street trees,
a favorite subject of mine these days.
If, in an American city, you wanted to
make a major positive impact on an
existing street and had a limited bud-
get, you might well recommend plant-
ing trees as the way to get the most
impact for your money.

When you begin deciding where to
put trees along a street, there are a lot
of dimensions and planting character-
istics you would want to know. For
example, I have found, after measuring
the distance between trees on innu-
merable streets, that they have the
most positive impact where they are
spaced from 15 feet to 25 feet apart.
To be sure, there are some fine streets
on which the trees are farther apart
(but seldom more than 35 feet) and
some where they are closer (sometimes
as little as 10 feet).

Observations of streets have turned
up other rules of thumb. On the best
streets, trees come right up to the cor-
ners. The lines of trees are usually
continuous; they do not stop because

of building entrances, curb cuts, or bus

stops, or because someone thinks they
have a special building that should
stand out. The species are not random,
determined by each property owner.
More often than not the trees are close
to a curb so that trunks become a line
of columns between the cars and the
walkway, creating a pedestrian
precinct. Size is important; lollipops
do not make good street trees.

Having come to these conclusions,
or ones similar to them, just try to
design them into a street.

Consider the “distance from the
corner” standard. Simply, trees will not
be permitted within 40 or 50 feet of an
intersection, presumably because of
safety concerns having to do with sight
distances for drivers. On a 300- or
400- foot block, that 100-foot prohibi-
tion (50 feet on each end) is a lot.

But how much sense does that stan-
dard make? Are trees near corners
really dangerous and, if so, how dan-
gerous? How come there are so many
examples of street trees (planted hefore
this standard came along) that come
right up to the corner, without anyone
tearing them out? Or, if trees are dan-
gerous, then why is a light pole or traf-
fic signal pole with a diameter larger
than a redwood and with a large elec-
tronic box attached to it permitted at
the corner? Or what, God forbid, if
people stand at the corner?

Turn to spacing. For impact, street
trees should be close together. There
are exceptions, of course, but generally
speaking, I will stick to my 15-foot to
25-foot spacing. Yet someone, usually
an engineer in a public works depart-
ment, but often an urban forester or a
landscape architect, will say trees
should be 40 to 60 feet apart. There
are strange reasons, one being health,
the health of trees that is. If I give
examples of streets where trees are
closer together, such as Viale Manilo

Gelsomini in Rome where the London

PLACES 6:2



PLACES 6:2

122" | r3ct | 322" s
22| ,

199!

Royal Palm Way, West Palm
Beach, Florida.

Photos by Alian B. Jacobs.

Graphics by Rick Williams, from
field notes by Allan B. Jacobs.
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Avenue Rio Branco,

Rio de Janiero.

7 i
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Planes can have three-foot diameters
and are on 18-foot centers; or
Pennsylvania Avenue in Washington,
D.C., where trees are 15 to 18 feet
apart; or on any number of streets in
San Diego, where the palms are 10
feet apart; I am likely to be told those
are unhealthy trees. Someone should
tell the trees.

The most puzzling rationale for
distance has to do with parking. Take
Oakland, California, but only as an
example. Oakland is not so much dif-
ferent from other cities. Consider one
of the rationales for spacing trees
found in Greenstreets, a report written
for the city in 1981 by the Urban
Design Trees Group:

Trees should be located in sidewalks at
the painted space marks on the street. This
will prevent car doors from bitting trees
and will usually be three feet away from
parking meters. Since pavking spaces are
22 feet long, the resulting tree spacing
will either be 44 feet (every rwo parking
spaces) or 66 feet (every three spaces). !

My God! Why should parking
spaces have anything to do with it?
Why is it important for the tree to
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avoid the car door? Why not the other
way around? What lasts longer and is
more meaningful to the design of the
street, parking meters, parking spaces,
or trees? Why 44 feet or 66 feet
instead of 22 feet? What tail is wag-
ging what dog? What dog is letting its
tail be wagged? It is the closeness of
many trees in a line that makes the
impact, that gives the cover, the pro-
vides the movement to engage the
eyes, that creates a pedestrian precinct.
If we want to design good streets
(and remember that streets account for
from one-fourth to one-third of all
urban land) then we might do well to
focus on the streets themselves, not so
much the buildings on them, and not
traffic and parking concerns. Tiees are
only one element of street design but
they can be terribly important, and
they last a lot longer than cars, curb
cuts and, these days, many buildings.
On many streets their positive impact
could be stronger, but not if good pro-
posals are watered down to meet imag-

ined imperatives of traffic engineers.
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And, finally, it is worth remembering
that people and activities can and do
adapt. It is not very hard to adapt to
the existence of a well chosen and
placed tree, but difficult to adapt the
tree to serve changing phenomena like
curb cuts, building entrances, or park-
ing meters.

At this moment, street trees and
how to locate them are a favorite con-
cern of mine in the design of streets
and cities. There are a host of other
concerns that one cannot help but get
involved in: building lines, street
enclosure, transparency at ground
level, entrances, the sizes of buildings,
turning lanes, lane widths, open space
standards, side yard and lot coverage
standards, 10 name a few.

My fear is that most of the city
standards and current practices actual-
ly run counter to notions of “urban”
design (as opposed to suburban or
non-urban) and that the major reason
is the publicly required bigness of
most things, making them larger than
they need be with the impact of dis-
tancing and spreading rather than join-
ing people in communities. It is in that
larger context that street tree standards
are most important.

Two views of Via Terme di

Caracalla, Rome.

Note

1. Urban Trees Design
Group, Greenstreets: The
Street Tiee Plan for Oakland
(Oakland, CA: City of
Oakland, 1981).

87



SPEAKING OF PLACES ¢

Where Gaia
and Ouranos
Make Love

Bruno Queysanne

This story begins in Pienza, a little
town in the south of Tuscany, where a
humanist Pope, Pius II, wanted to set
up a kind of laboratory for Renaissance
culture, of which he was one of the
most passionate promoters.

Pienza is situated on the extreme
edge of a plateau, overlooking the
wide and deep Val d’Orcia and facing
the Monte Amiata. In laying out the
new town, its architect, Bernardo
Rossellino, retained the roughly
orthogonal grid plan of the old village
Corsignano, on whose site it was built.
Pienza is shaped like an elongated
rectangle, oriented east-west along a
central Corso, itself parallel to the
sides of the plateau but winding slight-
ly in its middle. The secondary streets
that cross the Corso run roughly
north-south, emerging at the edge of
the town above the Val d’Orcia.

Fortifications act like buttresses to
the plateau; they hardly rise above
ground level, only to the top of a para-
pet which borders the path running
around the town. They do not inter-
rupt the view beyond to the south; the
land outside Pienza is invisible from
within the town, since it lies way
below the town. From these narrow
streets, squeezed in between house
fronts, the sky alone is visible. But the
sky is seen in a horizontal format,
rather than a vertical one, through the
“crack” left between overhanging
roofs. In Pienza the sky is not only
above our heads but in front of us and,
even, most astonishingly, beneath us.
For anyone inside the town the sky
fills the Val d’Orcia, whose floor
remains out of sight.

It was there that I witnessed the
meeting of Earth and Sky for the first
time, Sky apparently sharing with.
Earth a dwelling in lower regions,
which are usually reserved for the lat-
ter by itself.

This experience in Pienza was the
moment at which I understood what
spatial design means, at an architec-
tural scale as much as at an urban or
landscape scale. Itis to offer Earth-
Gaia and Sky-Ouranos a place where
they celebrate anew their fruitful love.
According to Greek mythology, the
result of that love is the universe itself
with its gods, men and landscapes:

First of all, there was Void; then came
Earth, with ber generous flanks, forever
providing the living with a stable domain,
and Eros, the most beautiful among
Dnmortals... Void gave birth to Erebe and
dark Night. In ber turn, Night gave
birth to Ether and daylight. Earth first
gave bivth to a being equal to her [and]
able to cover ber entively, starlit Sky, who
forever provided the blessed Gods with a
stable domain. She gave birth also to the
bigh Mountains.

Then, from ber embrace with Sk,
Ocean came into life, with bis deep
whirlpools.... Then came Chronos, the god
with double-dealing thoughts, the most
redoubtable of her children; and Chronos
began to bate his flourishing father. She
gave birth also to the violent-begrted
Cyclops, with their brutal souls, similar to
the Gods apart from their single eyebrow.
Then came the hundred-armed Giants
and other tervifying beings, thanks to
their power and skill. For they were tervi-
ble sons, those born from the embrace of
Earth and Sky.!

To us it seems quite normal that
Earth and Sky, who were permanently
in love with each other while still
being mother and son, could only give
birth to monstrous creatures—the
Cyclops. And let us not forget that
these Cyclops were the first builders,
as though the art of building is the
outcome of a union between those
elements that should not be united,
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Sky and Earth. Thus, building cannot
be anything other than a violent act, a
matter of breaking the established
order of classification and of risking to
bring together that which was in the
first place separated.

This was exactly the tale that I rec-
ognized in Pienza, albeit retold in a
gentle way, as if to reassure our human
weaknesses.

But Pienza is a small town, an
exceptional experiment carried out in
the Early Renaissance by a generous
Pope together with an excellent archi-
tect. It is thus a fragile testimony, con-
strained by our limited ability to build
within earshot of the gods.

Hence my surprise, and delight, in
rediscovering the same spatial effects
in San Francisco—this time not at the
scale of a small town, miraculously
spared from the voracious ebb and
flow of human history, but at the scale
of a city, and in the capital of one of
the fastest changing regions in the
world. The same effect I had found
tacitly in Pienza’s calm, I rediscovered
alla grande in the much more intense
ambience of a great American city.

Everyone knows the streets of
American towns are laid out on an
orthogonal grid. Everyone knows San
Francisco is built on hills. Everyone
has seen—in detective films at the cin-
ema or on television—cars chasing
each other up and down the city’s steep
streets. But not everyone has seriously
considered the spatial consequences of
applying, absolutely rigorously, a strict
grid to a hilly site, one where the gra-
dients are sometimes extremely severe.

Usually towns laid out like checker-
boards are to be found on flat land,
where an orthogonal grid can develop
unhindered. When a town is to be
built on a sloping area, the usual layout
is in a spiral form, in order to let the
streets unroll—in volutes—around the
slopes; thus, these slopes neither deny
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their intrinsic physical structure nor

impede man from moving around
them easily. Anyone who has been in a
hill town like Siena knows how to
weigh the longer distance of a route
that offers easier walking against the
shorter but more tiring route along
streets that follow the line of the steep-
est gradients.

San Francisco began with the impo-
sition of a relentless grid on the hills.
Then, little by litte, this checkerboard
spread over the many hills and equally
over flat areas along the peninsula
between the Pacific Ocean and the
inland bay. Only within the last two
decades have some parts of the town
been built up following the natural
contours. Nevertheless, this refusal to
confront the slope is most exceptional
and seems unacceptable to the genius
loci.2 Tt thus cannot dilute the genuine
character of San Francisco.

What interests me is the richness of
the spatiality made possible by stub-
bornly applying a grid to a terrain
whose very nature contradicts it. It is
precisely in this conflict between urban
planning patterns and the hilly charac-

A view down a street in Pienza

into the sky beyond.

Photos courtesy Bruno

Queysanne.




San Francisco’s grid is warped
by the city’s hills, yet the point
at which a street meets the
summit and touches the sky is a

place of exhilaration.

ter of this landscape that places are

created where Gaia and Ouranos meet
each other again and again. The vio-
lence of their divine coupling echoes
the town’s spatial construction. That
Earth and Sky “embrace” is about as
“natural” as this conjunction of grid
and hills.

The wonder of San Francisco
derives precisely from this artifice, this
“dis-natural” device, which violates the
inherently hilly nature of the place in
which it takes place. The same effect
that occurred at a small scale in
Pienza, as if in a laboratory, happens
here a thousand times over, in an
obsessive way. Thanks to the align-
ment of the steep slopes, each street
offers a glimpse and holds out a
promise of this cosmic embrace at its
summit. The sky is not only above the
earth but also beneath it, behind the
hill. It billows up from below, rather
than descending to it.

To be sure, not all the hills have the
same character. Some are hard and
some are soft. Some are covered with
little wooden houses, and others with
concrete blocks of flats. So the aper-

tures that streets open up, towards
their hilltops, present a wide variety of
frames. But the sky always lies behind,
forming the backdrop yet never offer-
ing the same setting.

In order to witness this divine cou-
pling one has to pay a certain price, to
suffer through the very human act of
walking, but one’s entire being is exhil-
arated. It is almost disappointing when
people give up laying out the city, tak-
ing an easier mean than the steepest
slope—when the straight street has
been replaced with steps, or with hair-
pin bends as in Lombard Street. For
then they have given up the effort
required for enjoying the company of
the gods in exchange for picturesque
pleasure.

I exaggerate, for a number of these
stairways, which enable the conquest
of hilltops that are really too steep, are
charming places. But they are only
human places; Gaia and Quranos, at
our coast certainly, prefer to meet each
other at the top of straight, continuous
streets that obey the implacable grid.

Notes

1. Hesiod, Theogeny
(116-155).

2. Let’s remember that
Arne Novak, in his won-
derful Prague Bavoque
(1938) was the first to re-
enliven the notion of

“gentus loci.”
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Places Are Not Impositions
William Turnbull, Fr.

Reviewing the entries for the International City Design
Competition in Milwaukee, I was struck by the similarity of
the attitudes expressed to those of previous generations who
had addressed this problem, whether in literary form, as in
George Orwells 1984, or in architectural drawings, as in Tony
Garnier’s ideal city of 1917.

Frustration with the failure of the design community to
meet reasonable environmental expectations has led the
explorers of the future to make bold strokes of prognosis. Just
as Big Brother is the literary outgrowth of big bureaucracy,
megastructures are the descendants of the linear city and
Corbusean ideals.

What seems to be missing in the competition essays into
futurism is an awareness that we have already looked at the
future and found it to be us.

“Us” is not metaphorical. “Us” is the multiplication of the
species. More and more humans inhabit a limited planet that
is stressed by our atmospheric pollution and ozone depletion.

For an increased population to coexist in harmony, not
chaos, requires rules of deportment, rules that are stratified
and organized into regulatory laws and municipal codes. The
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ones that concern the city of the future are municipal zoning

and planning ordinances and building codes dealing with pub-
lic health, safety and welfare. These are our constraints, the
invisible boundaries that normally encompass us and wall in
the enthusiasm, idealism and energy that can be expressed in
design competitions.

Once, not so long ago, these walls were broken down in
the United States by the Federal Government under the pro-
grams of urban renewal. Wholesale house cleaning was the
model of the day in the 1950s and early 1960s. Whole blocks
and older neighborhoods were leveled in cities across the
country; in some the Corbusean ideal of city living was
attempted, others became pastures of urban weeds,

For the most part our fellow citizens, the clients and
inhabiters of our efforts as designers, did not rejoice in these
utopian visions of the future. The comfortable and known,
albeit tired and dirty, had given way to the unfamiliar, unre-
markable and all too often socially disastrous places of inhab-
tation. The visionaries’ dreams of the future disintegrated
with the dynamited remains of the Pruitt-Igoe housing project
in St. Louis.

People responded in the voting booth by electing officials
whose priorities lay elsewhere; they cut off funds to existing
urban renewal programs and evolved new ones with tax incen-
tives to rehabilitate exisiting structures.
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People were saying, in effect, the world around us gives us
security, emotionally as well as physically. The professionals
can play their games of one-upmanship with the latest fash-
ions if the corporate and private patrons will support such
childlike activities. But we the public do not wish these games
played on our turf, in our neighborhoods.

And the people drew this old armor of laws and codes and
zoning around them and settled down more aware than ever
of the physical and social-political values of Little Italy,
Chinatown, Over-the-Rhine, or whatever their ethnic neigh-
borhoods were called.

But the problems of life still exist. Indeed, they are exacer-
bated by the continuing increase in the number of people—
affordable housing, decent education, jobs proximate to where
we live, parks, recreation opportunities and safe streets.

It seems to me, looking over the visionary energy invested
in this competition, that the grass is not always greener on the
other side of the street; the bold stroke cuts the Gordian Knot
but kills the fabric of the community.

A better design attitude might be to take a myriad of little
steps based on an understanding of how people inhabit space,
both their own and that of the common realm. Add to it gen-
tly, repair it when it is broken and reinforce its qualities in the
consciousness of inhabitants. The tyrannies of Haussman
made Paris a great whole, but little people, wrestling with
pragmatic daily problems of keeping afloat,.created the won-
ders of Venice.

To make a “place” need not be an act of imposition; that is
a violence all too easy to acquire. To work with the opportuni-
ties inherent in people, place and circumstance takes longer
and is harder for a young designer, but in the end produces
the physical settings our society chooses to protect and con-
serve. From Beacon Hill to Telegraph Hill, places are for, by
and of the people. To make them you must understand the
inhabitants and their feelings and needs. Only then is our
future believable.

Journey home, my friend, know the flowers in your own
garden before trying to pick the stars from the sky.
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The peninsula south of the office core is envi-
sioned as a lower-scale district with a character
made distinct by its compact, walkable mix of
uses in new and old buildings; it forms a‘
bustling urban waterfront. The development of
the district would follow the arid system, but
pedestrian use of streets and sidewalks would
take precedence over aitomaobile use of those
spaces. The narrow street and alley, the arcade
and through-block gallery, and the court and
atrium are ‘all time-honored urban design
devices used in the district to thread together
and reinforce the pedestrian circulation system.
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The lake front is the receational area of down:
town. There, Wisconsin Avenue terminates at a
plaza, which by .its sheer grandeur acknow-

ledges the importance of the avenue as the

‘most significant commercial artery of down.

town. The vertical element located at the lake-

- frontis notonly a physical embodiment of the

same notion but also a directional marker,

Project team:

Simon Atkinson, Meera
Sanghavi, Naila Shamsi,
Sunalini Hegde, Sandhya
Savant, Shoba Sivakolundu
(Gold Aedalist)




Project team:

Santiago Abasolo, Simon Atkinson, Wayne
Attoe, Robert Mugerauer (Gold Medalist).

42

Solutions in Search ofjé Problem

l
Amros Rapoport |

Two things influence the comments that follow. First, T was a
member of the committee that developed the program as well
as a member of the jury. Second, on both I represented a dif-
ferent view of design, predicated on research-based knowledge
derived from environment-behavior studies (EBS) and a vari-
ety of related disciplines. These comments, therefore, address
some general and very important issues that [ raised during
the program committee meetings but could not address dur-
ing the jury process. In fact, they are based on notes I made
while on the jury knowing that I would not be able to use
them there and then.

The program asked competitors to select a future involving
assumptions about a variety of economic, occupational, educa-
tonal, demographic and similar variables. Proposals were to
be derived from these assumptions. To me that meant an
acknowledgement that design, particularly of cities, cannot be
arbitrary and subjective, but is a serious problem-solving activ-
ity. 1 therefore, expected an explicit chain of reasoning and
inferences leading from the setting of explicit objectives based
on the assumptions, and the use of research-hased knowledge,
to propasals satisfying these objectives. After all, one can
hardly judge whether a thing is done well unless one knows
what it is supposed to do—and why.

From that perspective the entries were generally disap-

notions of what

pointing. Lacking were clear objectives
things should be like and why-—and any link between assump-
tions and proposals.

Competitors checked the assumptions but seemingly
ignored them, proceeding in the usual non-explicit, arbitrary
way to manipulate shapes and spaces, huildings and vegeta-
tion. The few who did engage in serious analysis also ignored
the assumptions and either neglected proposals or made pro-
posals that neither derived from nor emerged from the analy-
sis. As a result there was no clear rationale for decisions, no
clear or explicit goals, nor any possibility of justfication of any

goals—even if one could infer them. The lack of chains of rea-

soning, of explicit linkages among assumptions, data, relevant
research and proposals made it difficult, if not impossible, to
analyze, discuss and, hence, evaluate the proposals rationally.

Even the problems were never identifiecd—and unknown
problems cannot be solved. Yet problems could be derived
from the assumptions. For example, the assumptions selected
by each competition ream would lead to a certain distribution
of population groups. These population groups could be

expected to have certain lifestyles leading to the need for cer-
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Facing page: ‘
Two distinct areas are proposed for the park:
¢ The "lake,” a very open area with long vis-

tas and a bridge for the railroad.
¢ - The "forest,” a heavily wooded area with
more intimate spaces and a networl of paths

that link different areas of use.

Informal or more picturesque open spaces
would be defined by tree masses that link these
*wo areas and specific sites for sports kﬁeldks; :
The edge of the park would be defined by
some of the existing residential areas as well as .
by new housing units, which are defined as
“urban villas” and provide a visible edge to the
park while preservingka"pemteable" quality

for the residential area.

-

An integral component of planning for the
Older Neighborhood District is re-evaluating the
street system:

*- . The existing street grid would be extended ‘
to the edge of the new park:

¢ . New residential blodis would be half the

size of existing blocks to allow better public

access to the park from the residential areas.

¢ Two curvilinear streets would mark the

edge of the park.

* - An existing street would be continued

through the park and under the railroad.

* A network of pedestrian paths would be
provided in order to link the lake area with
places for sports activities, small squares at the
end of streets and the proposed fransit station.

Lincoln Creek passing through the Older
Neighborhood District competition site.
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tain facilities for instrumental supportiveness and certain
meanings, imagery, etc., for supportiveness of latent functions.
The degree of variability of environments follows from the
projected diversity of such groups, their sub-cultures and
resulting lifestyles. From this, desirable environmental quality
profiles can be inferred with certain attributes expressible
through a set of facilites, forms, shapes, spaces, colors, vegeta-
tion, linkages and so on.

One way in which this can be done is through scenarios.
These enable thinking in scenes and hence settings which can
be illustrated in three dimensions. This was why the program
asked for such illustrations. Scenarios enable social, demo-
graphic and cultural assumptions to be related to proposals,
avoiding the problem of “planners’ people.”! Not doing so
leads to abstract and vacuous proposals because competitors
do not consider the likely inhabitants, visitors and users of set-
tings. It follows, as is so often the case, that such illustrations
were used mainly as decoration or window-dressing—like the
assumptions made.

As I have long argued, competitors seemed to launch
immediately into manipulating shapes and spaces, buildings
and vegetation; they seemed to be concerned with how to do
things, neglecting the far more important questions: what are
the problems and hence what should be done and why?
Although the program tried very hard to make them address
these questions it did not sueceed.

It was also clear from the program, as it should be general-
ly, that adequate design, especially of cities, cannot be done by
designers alone, even those with some knowledge of EBS.
Hence, entrants were encouraged to form nterdisciplinary
teams involving planners, social scientists and EBS specialists
as well as designers. While I still have no data, I doubt that
such teams were in fact formed. If they were, the approaches
and knowledge of other disciplines did not visibly (and cer-
tainly not explicitly) influence the proposals. That seems to
support my position that mainstream designers are unwilling
and probably unable to use knowledge and others’ expertise.
In fact, it has been shown that even when research is done by
designers themselves it is not used in design.?

All these shortcomings not only weakened the proposals
for Milwaukee but made transferability much less likely—or
even impossible. I doubt that it was even considered. Certain
local, specific and idiosyneratic features dominated (while oth-
ers, such as climate, were generally ignored) but no apparent
consideration was given to Milwaukee as an exemplar of a

class of declining, nineteenth-century industrial cities—as had

been intended. Needed were generic approaches (and even
proposals) modified by local specifics. To give just one exam-

ple, the emphasis on the lake front and the river should have
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been generalized to water edges; their treatment and linkages

derived from assumptions and related to the lifestyles of the
likely users in the downtown, older neighborhood and grow-
ing edge contexts. Only in that way could proposals influence
policy relevant to this particular class of cities.

Finally, in these very brief comments, I find it significant
that there was general agreement that the proposals for the
growing edge were the weakest; in my view these were fol-
lowed by the older neighborhood with the downtown propos-
als being the strongest. I think this is because the latter is
most constrained by local and specific conditions, whereas the
first is the least constrained and hence the most generic. Yet
constraints are essential—the essence of design is a chaice
among alternatives using research-based criteria gradually to
reduce the decision-space. The results show the inadequacy of
arbitrary, subjective, idiosyncratic criteria mainstream design-
ers typically used to make decisions. It also bears on the
unwillingness (or possibly the inability) of designers to derive
constraints from the program, from the research literature and
from the knowledge of other disciplines.

I thus conclude where I began. The competition revealed
the typical and traditional weaknesses and problems of design-
ers and the design professions. It confirmed my position that
fundamental changes are essential; the state of the art in city
design (as of design in general) is pretty woeful.
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Cities of Culture, Cities of Places
Carlos Tejedn

The problem that inspired the competition—the lack of dia-
logue about the city of the future—seems as evident in the
case of Milwaukee as it is in the case of a metropolis many
times more problematic, like Mexico City. The complexity
and fragmentation of urban government precludes the possi-
bility of sustaining a continued dialogue capable of producing
general and plausible concepts for the not-so-distant future.

The ICDC has been a unique and very valuable endeavor,
supported in good measure by the excellent program prepared
by the organizers. It has been a success in terms of response to
the competition because there were around 240 entries from a
wide variety of countries. But concerning the nature and qual-
ity of the projects, the results are not easy to assess.

In spite of the program’s emphasis on the idea of credible
visions and the practical nature of time frames of 20 to 30
years into the future, many entries, perhaps more than half,
were complete flights of fancy, often belonging in the realm of
“eco-fantasy.” Some of these were undoubtedly interesting
scenarios of far distant futures, or just strong images of the
unreal contrived to expand the limits of the imaginable. But
too many were only shallow abstractions of the nature of the
city and life in general, where a vague notion of ecology
seemed to matter much more than urban structure and design.

This is very meaningful because it indicates a rejection, or
ignorance, of the idea of the city as a fundamentally cultural
entity, as human and material concentration in contrast with
nature. [t means also that many competitors evaded the ques-
tion of dealing with the city’s specific problems in design
terms. Maybe part of this vacuum was indirectly caused by one
of the few questionable assumptions of the program, that the
proposals for Milwaukee could be applicable to other similar
cities. As it turned out, the best projects made very particular
proposals for specific sites in Milwaukee. Their applicability to
sites other cities is valid only at the level of general principles
and concepts.

Suburban sprawl was a basic concern that was countered
with the need for effective containment; therefore, the process
of urbanization of the urban edge was transformed in propos-
als for new types of suburban housing integrated with new
industry and agriculture and by the use of the fringe for parks,
recreation and environmental management.

The problem of regenerating old neighborhoods produced
many interesting ideas and was the theme most successfully
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developed by the majority. Most competitors seized the
opportunity to reuse Lincoln Creek, the railway lines and the
old industrial land. The proposals included the creation of a
large park, the use of the river to create a lake and ponds and
the treatment of the waterfront as a very valuable element in
itself. The social and economic fabric of the neighborhood
was strengthened by the creation of new industrial uses and
jobs in vacant industrial sites; the introduction of local shops,
market and schools; and generally, the creation of new neigh-
borhood places.

The revitalization of the city center was dealt with rather
loosely. The stronger ideas were for the use and design of the
river front, the rediscovery of downtown housing and the
need to strengthen the axis along Wisconsin Avenue between
the river and the lake. But there were only two or three pro-
jects that understood clearly the need to link the heart of
downtown with the edge of the lake.

In general, there seems to be a lack of understanding for
the need for civic or ceremonial spaces, for monuments, for
well-defined places. Maybe it’s not in the culture anymore.

It is difficult to judge if interdisciplinary approaches con-
tribute to the substance of submissions, since the identity of
the competitors remained unknown to the jurors. But in the
end substance is a product of strong minds, interdisciplinary
or not.

The insights that arise through design, particularly through
competitions such as this, must enter public discussion and
policy. To do this we need to make these issues part of public
education; we must invite and commit the politicians and offi-
cials (they were absent from this competition); and we must
convince them and the community to get some of these pro-
posals actually built, as examples.

If we judge the state of the art in city design based on this
competition, it is fair to say that the state is delicate. There is
a lot of fanciful escape from the problem. On the other hand,
the works of quality are not opening new frontiers into the
next century. They are returning to classic principles of
design, to the basic forms of urban life that seem to work well
time after time.
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Incremental Utopias

Allan B. Facobs

The ICDC was a difficult and complex competition. It did not
encourage or seem to ask for clear, imageable physical designs.
Its substance was real, messy, complex urban areas and those
who wrote the program were looking for complex solutions.
Competitors were required to focus on not one but three
areas, each different from the other, each with its own very
separate problems and challenges, each distant enough from
the others that their physical, social inter-relatedness was not
always clear. Only one area. at the urban fringe. offered a rea-

work in a required course. My bet is that's who entered in
large numbers. If that’s right, it would explain the large num-
ber of naive and unsophisticated entries.

There wasn’t any problem coming up with three winners,
but the fact that we couldn’t really fll the slots allotted for
medalists is instructive: few outstanding ideas at even one of
the scales, and fewer still that were able to integrate a vision
and some kind of coherent point of view or philosophy with
actual designs, at all three scales.

It would do us well to reread something like Kevin Lynch’s
“place utopia” in his book Good City Forsn and then say “What
would such changes mean in terms of initial changes to the
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