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Mashpee Planning Board  

Minutes of Meeting  

Wednesday, July 07, 2021 at 6:00PM 

Mashpee Town Hall - Waquoit Meeting Room  

16 Great Neck Road North  

Mashpee, Ma 02649  

 

Broadcast Live on Local Channel 18 

Call-in Conference Number: (508)-539-1400 x 8585 

Streamed Live on the Town of Mashpee website https://www.mashpeema.gov/channel -18 

 

Present: Chairman John Fulone, John (Jack) Phelan, Mary Waygan, Joseph Callahan, Dennis 

Balzarini, Robert (Rob) Hansen 

Also Present: Evan Lehrer – Town Planner 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

Chairman Fulone called the meeting of the Planning Board to order at 6:00PM. The Pledge of 

Allegiance was recited.  

 

APPROVAL OF MINTUES – June 30, 2021  

There were no comments regarding the meeting minutes for June 30, 2021.  

 

MOTION:  

Mr. Balzarini made a motion to accept the minutes for June 30, 2021. Seconded by Ms. Waygan. 

All in favor. 

 

NEW BUSINESS  

Vote to set Public Hearing date for consideration of an application made by Longfellow Design 

Build to construct a retail grocery business at 647 Falmouth Road / 9 Shellback Way (Map 81, 

Lot 132). This Special Permit application will be mandatory referral to the Cape Cod 

Commission as a Development of Reginal Impact.  

 

Everyone has a copy of the notice in their packet.  

 

Mr. Lehrer is looking for a motion to set a Public Hearing date for August 4th at 7:10p.m.   

 

MOTION: 

A motion was made by Mr. Balzarini to set a hearing date for August 4th at 7:10p.m. This was 

seconded by Ms. Waygan. All in favor.  

 

Ms. Waygan asked if the Planning Board opens up the meeting does it then get deferred to the Cape 

Cod Commission? 

 

https://www.mashpeema.gov/channel%20-18
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Mr. Lehrer elaborated the Public Hearing notice will reflect there will be no deliberations, open Public 

Hearing where the Planning Board makes a referral pursuant to requirements and waits for the Cape 

Cod Commission to send it back to Planning Board for local review after theirs.  

 

Discuss and formulate questions relative to the proposed Community Activity Center Overlay 

District in preparation for the topical meetings focused on Density/Height, Neighborhood 

Design including setbacks and lot coverage requirements  

 

Mr. Fulone had asked to put this on the agenda, as the meeting on the 21st with Cape Cod Commission 

and Mashpee Commons will be heavy. He is hoping everyone can read through the zoning proposal so 

a series of questions can be delivered to the Commons in advance for a most productive meeting. 

Questions will absolutely arise during the meeting, but this will guide conversation.  

 

Mr. Phelan suggested their individual questions be sent to the Town Planner so there is no overlap.  

 

Mr. Fulone wants questions be sent to Mr. Lehrer by Friday, as they informed the Commons they want 

the presentation the following Friday before the meeting of 21st, if the Commons can have the 

questions by Tuesday, they will have a chance to respond or incorporate into their presentation.  

 

Ms. Waygan was under the impression it was just an educational meeting on the 21st not getting into 

the bylaw. She sought agreement with Mr. Balzarini, who agreed, she went on to say she thought it 

would be updated on the website and it would be about these concepts, but not about the bylaw. Ms. 

Waygan mentioned Ms. Cox had suggested this as there is no regulating plan or guide book.   

 

Mr. Lehrer’s understanding with wanting to add to the agenda, was yes it is an educational session, but 

the goal is to understand how the proposed dimensional criteria applies to the urban design principals, 

why they are what they are. The Board needs to understand what’s being proposed, but also in the 

context of what was presented in the draft Community Activity Center Overlay District. The questions 

he submitted were about methodology for density, why 0 foot setbacks in the core, or why lot coverage 

percentages? Without getting into details they need to relate to the dimensional criteria as proposed. 

That was his understanding.  

 

Mr. Fulone expects the presentation on the 21st to be educational in the context of what their plan is, 

and a piece of that is the zoning bylaw. We have the ability to direct the conversation to answer our 

specific questions relative to their proposed plan.   

 

Ms. Waygan noted they don’t have any of these visuals and no regulating plan. Ms. Cox said we would 

put the bylaw on hold. She has a million questions about the bylaw she has not expressed yet because 

she doesn’t have the regulating plan or design guide. She said Ms. Cox offered to stop talking about 

the bylaw and do an educational piece. She would like to know what’s going on. This is all going around 

and around, back and forth. Ms. Waygan thinks they should stop talking about the bylaw until they have 

the regulating plan. If the Board doesn’t put their foot down and say no to this applicant, who doesn’t 

even have a complete application with the CCC, we will never see the regulating plan or design guide. 

She accepted this plan because it would just be educational only.  
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Mr. Phelan is wanting to know about the diagrams in the back. He does not understand what they 

mean. He is not talking about the bylaw, he wants to know how they get to the numbers of densities. 

The bylaw is intermingled, it will always be there because it is how this is all driven.  

 

Ms. Waygan does not want to talk about the bylaw until she has the regulating plan.  

 

Mr. Fulone said they agreed they were going to run parallel paths with the DA and bylaw. This was 

agreed upon at the joint meeting with the Selectmen. He offered her to go back and refer to previous 

minutes. The process will be running a parallel path even without the DA in hand. If the meeting on the 

21st is going to be relevant and productive, the Commons has been reasonably specific with what they 

are proposing. He would like to at least provide them with questions so when they present on the 21st 

its relevant to what everyone is trying to understand.  

 

Mr. Balzarini wants to see the street layout so he can see the story buildings. A few of them have asked 

5, 6, 7 times for these items, and every meeting they say they will get that next meeting. Next meeting 

comes and they don’t have it.  

 

Mr. Lehrer answered from staff’s perspective, he doesn’t think what Ms. Waygan is asking for and what 

is being discussed are different, and everyone is on the same page. The 21st is an educational 

opportunity, but to completely divorce it from what’s being proposed, he doesn’t see the benefit in 

stopping discussion on zoning. This is a long term process that we are just skimming the surface of 

now. You have a bylaw with specific criteria, why that? What’s the methodology where that was 

derived? He feels very confident the questions provided to the Commons are more than adequate to 

give a thoughtful presentation. If there are no more questions, then let’s wait until the 21st as the Board 

has defined.  

 

Ms. Waygan feels the Board will not understand until they have the design guide and regulating plan.  

 

Chairman Fulone and Mr. Lehrer disagree, those items do not need to be in hand to gain clarity. 

Chairman would prefer to have an educational conversation about actuality not talking about 

theoreticals.  

 

Mr. Callahan reiterated when they have the questions prior they can be incorporated into the 

presentation.  

 

Mr. Lehrer doesn’t anticipate having these regulating plans or design guidelines on the 21st.  

 

Mr. Balzarini would like to see if they provide any of the information that has been asked of them many 

times.  

 

Ms. Waygan would like clarity on the 21st being the last meeting about these topics until the regulating 

plan and design guide are complete. If they don’t give us the information we are asking for we should 

just say come back when you are ready.  
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Mr. Lehrer commented with exception to parking ratios, it is the last meeting.  

 

Chairman Fulone stated there are two more meetings scheduled. Parking is the last meeting.  

 

Mr. Lehrer will provide the list of already asked questions Friday, then additional questions will need to 

be given to him Monday, he will send them over to Mashpee Commons for Tuesday.  

 

Review recommendations for Local Comprehensive Plan consultants and score proposals in 

accordance with Comparative Evaluation Criteria of issued RFP.  

The following conversation between the Planning Board is in regards to scoring the two proposals for 

consultants in regards to the RFP. Transcription is modified as conversation included running down a 

list of questions and simply just stating yes or no. Dialogue would be hard to follow.  

- Weston and Sampson  

- Principle Group 

 

Weston and Sampson 

Mr. Fulone questioned when the subcommittee met was there a CD or thumb drive, that requirement 

was missing from Principle.  

 

Mr. Lehrer noted they were both equally not responsive to that request. He asked if partial points are 

being awarded there is an explanation as to why.  

 

Total score of 92. 

 

Principle Group 

Ms. Waygan commented on their community engagement plan being an example of what they did in a 

different town.  

 

Mr. Phelan noted it called for a general outline.  

 

Mr. Fulone said it was a benchmark and it was a similar town to Mashpee.  

 

Mr. Lehrer stated the intent of providing the draft was to let them know our vision. It was also made 

clear in the RFP as well as the pre-proposal discussion, we aren’t married to this 100% and they need 

to deliver something at least this good. If it is not that good, don’t award the points. We spent time 

producing an RFP that was clear and concise, we want a response to this.  

 

Total score of 64.5.  

 

Mr. Lehrer asked the Board if they wanted to submit the scoring worksheets to the Chief Procurement 

Officer or make a recommendation by virtue of scoring sheets. 
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Everyone agreed to make a recommendation as a Board, as some score sheets had numerous 

markups.  

 

Mr. Fulone asked everyone if they were okay to recommend.  

 

MOTION: 

Ms. Waygan put forth a motion to recommend Weston and Sampson to the Chief Procurement 

Officer as the chosen consultant based on their score of 92 for the LCP. Mr. Balzarini seconded 

this motion. All in favor.   

 

Mr. Lehrer collected everyone’s scoring sheets to compile a master copy.  

 

BOARD MEMBER COMMITTEE REPORTS  

 

Cape Cod Commission –     No Report  

Community Preservation Committee –  Met on June 24th, CPC made a recommendation 

Town Meeting fund Ockway Bay boat ramp, ramp 

itself replaced for $425,000. Next year due to Real 

Estate activity, the State anticipates our match for 

community preservation surcharge will be 32% 

from the State. For FY22, $1.3 Million to spend on 

affordable housing, open space, recreation, and 

historic preservation.  

Design Review –      No Meeting  

Plan Review –      No Meeting  

Environmental Oversight Committee –   No Meeting  

Historic District Commission –    No Meeting  

Military Civilian Advisory Council –  As of last week, Mr. Phelan is officially appointed 

by the Governor to the Community Advisory 

Council, a sworn in voting member.  

ADJOURNMENT  

MOTION: Mr. Balzarini made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 6:58p.m. Ms. Waygan seconded 

this motion. All in favor.  

 

The meeting ended at 6:58PM.  

 

 

Next Meeting: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 6:00PM 
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CORRESPONDENCE  

- Town of Sandwich Notices  

- Town of Barnstable Notices  

- Town of Falmouth Notices  

- May 2021 Discharge Monitoring Report for South Cape Villages – N=3.6  

- April 2021 Discharge Monitoring Report for South Cape Villages – N=6.3 

- March 2021 Discharge Monitoring Report for South Cape Villages – N=4.1 

 

 

Respectfully Submitted,  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Christine M. MacDonald  

Board Secretary  
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In this chapter, we discuss how strong neighborhoods become places where people want to spend their 
daily lives. They offer pleasant places for neighbors to socialize, entertain, exercise, garden, run errands, 
relax, and take an enjoyable walk with their dog. A variety of nonresidential uses and community 
services, such as parks and retail, make these neighborhoods more complete. A builder can create 
significant value through a site plan that encourages residents to socialize. After all, good neighbors are 
one of the most valuable assets in any neighborhood. Here we focus on a few simple design principles 
that will help developers and builders create significant value through site plans that encourage residents 
to meet and socialize. We discuss the critical elements of a healthy neighborhood, which include short 
blocks to enhance connectivity and pedestrian circulation, and a diverse system of plazas, common 
greens, parks, and well-appointed streets, all of which work together to create a thriving public realm. 
We also review neighborhood design principles and suggest simple guidelines to address the architecture 
of a block face, which is an essential factor in creating an attractive and harmonious neighborhood. 

IN THIS CHAPTER
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COMPACT
Compactness refers not only to the density of buildings, 
but also to how they increase the intensity of social life and 
encourage neighborly interaction. For example, a high-
rise building may have considerable unit density, but if it 
is surrounded by a sea of parking, it may promote little 
interaction between residents. By contrast, a green court, 
well-appointed street, or small plaza surrounded by front 
entrances and porches can create a strong sense of place and 
encourage interaction between residents. A well-connected 
street grid with smaller blocks increases the intensity of 
neighborly interaction because small blocks create a more 
appealing and interesting environment for walking. Mid-
block green court pedestrian connections, pocket parks, 
and small plazas enrich the pedestrian experience (see for 
example figure 1.7). In a traditional neighborhood, deep and 
narrow lots with narrow houses increase the number of front 
doors and porches along the sidewalk. Instead of street-
facing garages, garages with access from an alley behind 
the houses can handle cars and encourage pedestrian use 
of sidewalks. Serving buildings from alleys also eliminates 
curb cuts so the sidewalk continues uninterrupted. Buildings 
placed close to the sidewalk provide visual interest and bring 
neighbors closer to the action. This scheme makes sidewalks 
safer and more attractive and allows space for on-street 
parking, which also calms traffic.

GENERAL NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN

Figures 1.3, 1.4, and 1.5: Placing buildings close to the sidewalk with the presence of pedestrian activity helps to slow down vehicular traffic and create an 
appealing walking and socialization environment on the sidewalks. Above are views from Boulder, Colorado (from left to right a view from 8th and Pearl and 
two views from North Court at Holiday Neighborhood).

WALKABLE 
Strong neighborhoods offer pleasant environments for 
walking. Walking is an essential daily activity, not only for 
traveling to destinations, but also for sustaining a healthy 
level of fitness and social interaction. Residential streets 
in a healthy community are important amenities, where 
significant levels of recreation and socialization take 
place. For a residential street to embrace life and provide a 
safe place for families and older or physically challenged 
neighbors, traffic needs to be slowed down or calmed. 
Designing streets according to the desired speed of traffic 
is essential. This means providing narrower streets with 
tighter turning curb radii at intersections. Trees planted 
at short intervals and close to the curb, in tree lawns 
separating the street from detached sidewalks, provide 
shade for pedestrians and help drivers slow down without 
speed bumps. On-street parking also slows drivers and 
provides pedestrians a safer and more appealing sidewalk 
environment, as well as protection from the moving 
cars. Street furniture such as a bench or a table also can 
communicate a subliminal message to drivers: People live 
here, slow down. Buildings placed close to the sidewalk 
also communicate the presence of people. These are all 
simple design principles, but they are essential in creating a 
safe and thriving neighborhood.

Figure 1.1: Buildings placed close to the sidewalk with ample porches, 
detached sidewalks, street trees, and on-street parking create an appealing 
walking environment.

Figure 1.2: “Facing the street” for a house means creating a strong 
connection between the social parts of the house (kitchen, dining, and living 
rooms) and the sidewalk.



ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN FOR TRADITIONAL NEIGHBORHOODS 

1   NEIGHBORHOOD DESIGN

5

Figure 1.6: On the left is a top view of eight people meeting around a table, 
and on the right is a partial plan of a neighborhood street with houses 
facing the street. Like the way we need to face each other to communicate 
effectively, buildings need to face each other to create a street that 
accommodates and encourages neighborly interaction.

STREET-ORIENTED DESIGN  
Just as we face each other to communicate, buildings 
need to face each other to relate. When buildings face the 
street, the street becomes a place that accommodates and 
encourages interaction. The two site plans presented in 
figure 1.7 (right) show a comparison between a typical 
suburban pattern designed to isolate homes on large lots 
and a street-oriented traditional neighborhood plan that 
encourages community interactions. While suburban 
neighborhood plans often provide only one entrance and 
access roads branching from it, traditional neighborhoods 
offer multiple access points via a street grid. Furthermore, 
this street gird is overlapped by a grid of pedestrian 
walkways and greens. 

The suburban plan offers a lot of pavement via wide streets 
and driveways. It is easy and quick to drive through. 
Sidewalks are attached to the street. The buildings sit 
back, away from the sidewalk, with ample lawns. Wide 
driveways and large garages facing the street create distance 
between homes. The private green space in front of and 
between homes acts as a buffer providing privacy but 
little connection. You rarely see people strolling in these 
neighborhoods, unless they are walking the dog. It is just 
not that pleasant to walk around. 

In traditional neighborhood plans, the street right-of-
way is wide but the streets themselves are narrow. The 
buildings are placed close to the sidewalk to communicate 
presence of life to the drivers. Figure 1.1 (left) depicts the 
quality of street and sidewalk environments created via 
on-street parking, street trees, and large porches placed 
close to the sidewalk. To further encourage neighborly 
interaction, the front yard setback illustrated in Figure 1.2 
(left) creates continuity between the sidewalk, the front 
porch, and the social spaces within the house. Finally, in 
the traditional neighborhood plan, the green spaces take 
the form of neighborhood parks and green courts. Sited in 
a central location and celebrated as a gathering place, the 
neighborhood park shown in Figure 1.7 is embraced by 
surrounding buildings, encouraging residents to step outside 
and connect. 

Figure 1.7: A comparison of a conventional suburban pattern (left) 
with a street-oriented traditional neighborhood site design (right). The 
conventional plan has a single entrance with branching access roads where 
parking is provided at the front of homes (either as surface parking or 
attached garages) and where buildings are located away from the roads. 
The traditional neighborhood plan provides multiple access points via a 
street grid, and the civic buildings are highlighted by a centrally located 
neighborhood park. Alleys provide vehicular access and allow sidewalks to 
serve uninterrupted as pedestrian pathways. Buildings are placed closer to 
the sidewalks, shaded by street trees located in the tree lawns.

Figure 1.8: Section-perspective drawing of a three-story apartment building 
placed close to the sidewalk, creating an urban character that may be 
proper for certain parts of the neighborhood. From The Design Book: The 
Northern Neighborhoods, Stapleton. 
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Figure 1.9: View of a corner green court with small community gardens located on the corner. Note how the community gardens are contained and 
celebrated by small entry trellis structures and low fences. When designed well and placed at a visible public location, community gardens encourage 
neighborly interaction. From Design Book: The Northern Neighborhoods Stapleton.

NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS AND COMMON GREENS
Developers of traditional neighborhoods are aware that they 
do not just sell houses –  they sell the community as well. 
Green places in a traditional neighborhood are designed 
to accommodate daily life so the neighborhood becomes 
a vital place. Parks and common greens are one of the key 
elements in creating a strong sense of arrival, ownership, and 
place in residential neighborhoods. Well-designed and well-
maintained parks become places where everyone wants to be, 
and properties facing these parks increase in value. The value 
of facing a great park actually increases for each unit as the 
number of units increase. This increased value typically 
exceeds park construction and maintenance costs and pays 
for the park overhead. The central park shown in Figure 1.7 
is framed by a large number of residential and nonresidential 
buildings, allowing more residents and businesses to 
appreciate a view of and direct access to the park.

Retail shops, offices, and other nonresidential uses are 
not feasible at all locations in a residential neighborhood. 
Creating gathering places with a strong sense of arrival does 
not necessarily require the presence of coffee shops and 
boutiques. Neighborhood pocket parks, common greens, 
and green courts can create places that are well-used and 
well-loved by residents. Especially when these open green 
spaces accommodate community functions, such as concerts 
and festivals, they become culturally significant for the 
residents and create fond memories and expectations for the 
next year’s festival. Providing amenities such as community 
gardens and park furniture is another way to activate the use 
of these places without a large investment. 

PUBLIC REALM

Figure 1.10: View of a green court from a ground-floor porch. When a 
diverse set of residential and nonresidential units faces a court, the court 
becomes a vibrant amenity.

NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS
Living close to neighborhood amenities and services 
is becoming more in demand as urban areas become 
increasingly desirable. Many younger and older people now 
prefer to live in smaller houses on smaller lots if that means 
they can shop, socialize, eat out, and take care of daily 
needs in their neighborhood. As research shows (Leinberger, 
2009; NAHB, 2019; Nelson, 2013), from 2020 through the 
mid-century, demographics in the United States will shift 
with housing preferences toward traditional neighborhoods, 
favoring walkable communities with easy access to grocery 
stores, community services, entertainment, and “third places,” 
such as local coffee houses, cafes, and breweries, where 
neighbors can relax, socialize, and everybody knows your 
name. A strong public realm motivates residents to spend 
more time in their neighborhood.
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GRAIN OF DIVERSITY
Strong neighborhoods display diversity in many ways 
through building types, services, and activities. Diversity 
of building types is crucial to creating a strong community 
because when a neighborhood accommodates, for instance, 
detached homes, duplexes, townhouses, apartments, and 
mixed-use buildings in varied configurations, it offers 
residents a wide range of lifestyle choices and economic 
options. In a neighborhood with social and economic 
diversity on a single block, synergies develop among 
demographic groups. For example, an elderly couple may 
take care of their neighbor’s kids. A young couple who 
travels a lot may appreciate the stay-at-home family next 
door that can keep an eye on their property. But for these 
synergies to develop and foster strong community relations, 
residents need to live in proximity. 

The conventional plan (Figure 1.7) shows two building 
types, detached houses and apartment buildings, on sites 
separated from each other. This site layout does not 
encourage interaction between the residents living in these 
two building types. On the other hand, a well-designed 
traditional neighborhood plan (Figure 1.7) positions 
several adjacent building types, in many cases on the same 
block face. In other words, instead of trying to separate 
and put distances between various building types, typical 
for suburban-style zoning and housing development, 
the traditional neighborhood plan adopts diversity and 
proximity as design principles. The financial theory behind 
this approach is that proximity creates value. Especially 
in urban real estate markets, where value creation is often 
linked to “location, location, location,” the closer a property 
is to certain amenities, the higher its value. Well-designed 
proximity is the most important principle to follow when 
designing traditional neighborhood site plans.

In addition to parks, common greens, and community 
gardens, amenities that create value include daily shops and 
services, community activity and event centers, and most 
of all good neighbors who can offer support and a sense of 
community. 

DIVERSITY ON THE BLOCK FACE

ARTICULATION ALONG THE BLOCK FACE
Builders often think of articulation, or defining parts of 
architecture so they stand out, in terms of a single building. 
When located away from other buildings, a single building 
façade may look balanced and harmonious with multiple 
articulations and special effects, such as a sculptural awning, 
columns, a complex roof, or recessed or bay windows. But 
when this same building is located on a block face, among 
other buildings with the same amount of articulation, it may 
be too much, creating clutter rather than harmony. Similarly, 
a building may look bland alone, but when mixed with other 
buildings with similar (although not identical) articulation 
along the block face, the total effect will be harmonious. 
Harmony is the reason why this book proposes simplicity 
and quietness as design principles. 

The challenge for many builders today is to provide 
architectural diversity while achieving the cost-effective 
benefits of repetition. The most successful new communities 
require each block face to have at least three building models 
that offer significant variation in floor plan configurations 
and massing. Not more than two of the same models with 
identical architectural style should be constructed on the 
same block. It is also useful to vary color schemes to further 
differentiate one model from another. 

Figure 1.12: A block face that accommodates row homes, duplex units, and detached houses together. Note that row home and duplex buildings have certain 
elements, such as projections and forward-facing gables, that relate to the scale of the detached homes.

Figure 1.11: A bird’s-eye view perspective drawing of a street intersection 
where several building types come together. From The Design Book: The 
Northern Neighborhoods, Stapleton.
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LOT CONFIGURATIONS

PRESENTATION AT CORNERS
Laying out a traditional neighborhood requires special 
attention to configuring lots, especially at corners. 
Buildings at street corners have the unique opportunity and 
responsibility of facing two sidewalks. A building type that 
can address both streets is ideal. A duplex building, such as 
the one shown in Figure 1.13, or a row home with an end-
unit porch facing the side street, represent good choices. For 
a corner lot with a detached house, a porch that wraps both 
street façades or a porch that is visible from both sidewalks 
provides proper address to the streets. Corner building 
façades should always present appealing fronts at both street 
faces. 

MIXING DETACHED AND ATTACHED GARAGES
Figure 1.14 shows six lots, of which four have detached 
houses and two have duplex dwelling units on the corner, 
like the building shown in Figure 1.13. Note that two of 
the units have their garages attached. The convenience of 
an attached garage and the appeal of a larger back yard is a 
choice related to lifestyle. They both have their place and 
people desire one or the other. A well-designed block can 
offer more than one choice. Mixing detached and attached 
garages offers architectural flexibility and allows better solar 
access for the backyards. Repeated detached garages tend 
to create a corridor effect, which can be interrupted by an 
attached garage for one or more homes.

MIXING LOTS WITH DIFFERENT DEPTHS
Mixing lots with different depths is harder than mixing lots 
with different widths, and thus is not typical in traditional 
neighborhoods. However, unique street layouts, uneven 
park boundaries, and commonly shared green courts present 
opportunities for varying lot depths. The partial plan shown 
in Figure 1.15 exemplifies how both deep and shallow lots 
can come together to create a narrow entrance to a wider 
green court. Shallow-lot building types with attached garages 
and no back yards make sense along the green court because 
the lack of back yard is compensated by the presence of a 
generously sized shared green space. 

STREET-ACCESSED LOTS
For locations that require garages to be accessed from the 
street, it is important to minimize the impact of the garages 
from the sidewalk. The garages should be set back behind 
the front line of the building, and the driveways should be 
narrow where they cross the sidewalk to minimize pedestrian 
disruption. The perspective presented on Figure 1.1 shows a 
lot with a side drive accessed from the street, like the third 
lot from left in Figure 1.16. Since the driveway is narrow 
and the parking is set back, the sidewalk provides a pleasant 
walking experience. 

Figure 1.14: Four detached house lots and two duplex lots accommodated 
on the same block face. Note that some dwelling units employ attached 
garages and others detached.

Figure 1.15: A partial plan showing how shallow lots (row houses) and deep 
lots (detached houses) can come together to shape a common green court.

Figure 1.16: Four street-accessed lots: Although it is not ideal, if homes 
are street-accessed, garages should sit back on the lots with driveways 
narrowed where they cross the sidewalk to provide safe passage for 
pedestrians. This layout provides gardening opportunities at the rear.

Figure 1.13: A duplex building located on a street corner. Note that the 
corner-unit porch faces the side street, and the adjacent-unit porch faces the 
main street. The building thus addresses both sidewalks.
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B. Streetscape elements 

a. Sidewalks 
b. Planting Strips 
c. Bike Lanes 
d. Alley specific considerations 
e. Lighting 
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BUILDING CONFIGURATION 
 

A. Massing 
o Primary massing 
o Secondary Massing 

 
B. Roof Forms 

o Types 
o Hierarchy of Volumes 
o Pitch Range 

 
C. Façade Arrangement & Balance 

o Organization of Windows & Doors 
o Percentage Solid (Wall) to Void (Window / Door) 

 
D. Garages and Outbuildings 

o Siting 
o Access 
o Relationship to Main Structure 
o Scale 
o Detailing 

 
GENERAL BUILDING ELEMENTS and MATERIALS 
 

A. Foundations 
o Foundation Walls 

i. Design 
ii. Material 

o Foundation Piers 
i. Column Supports 

ii. Detailing of Infill  
iii. Finish Materials 
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B. Exterior Walls 
o Wall Materials 

i. Materiality in Relation to Structure 
ii. Material Placement on Façade 

iii. Transition Elements 
iv. Wood Siding (Shingles, Clapboards, etc.) 

1. Types, use and treatment 
v. Masonry and Stucco (including brick & stone) 

1. Types and critical detailing 
 

C. Roofs 
o Roofing Materials 

i. Asphalt Shingles 
ii. Metal Roofing 

iii. Membrane Roofs 
 

o Rooftop Equipment 
i. Skylights, Equipment, Vents 

ii. Screening requirements and sizes 
iii. Placement 

o Dormers 
i. Spacing & Scale 

ii. Relationship to Overall Roof 
iii. Dormer Details 

o Gutters & Downspouts 
i. Appropriate types and details 

 
 

D. Doors & Windows 
o Residential Entry Doors 

i. Design / Detailing 
ii. Sidelights & Transoms 

iii. Porches & Porticos 
o Garage Doors 

i. Proportions 
ii. Relationship to Architectural Style of Primary Structure 
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o Windows 
i. Proportions 

ii. Materials 
iii. Glazing 
iv. Window Muntins 
v. Casings 

vi. Shutters 
 

E. Front Porches 
o Detailing 
o Columns & Beams 
o Column Bases 
o Railings 

 
F. Chimneys 

o Materials and detailing 
 

G. Trim 
o Material & detailing 

 
MIXED USE AND RETAIL ELEMENTS 
 

A. Building Scale 
o Reflect Scale and Massing of Traditional Streetscapes 
o Smaller Buildings with Larger Connected Internal Spaces 

 
B. Scales of Use in Mixed-Use Buildings 

o Lower Floor / Storefront 
o Upper Floors / Office or Residential 
o Ceiling Heights 
o Scale of Openings 
o Detailing 

 
C. Colonnades 

o Shelter for Pedestrians 
o Unifying Elements 
o Structural Logic and Design 
o Visibility of Storefronts 
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D. Entries 
o Entrances to Public Entries (Retail) Separate from Residential 
o Awnings and Canopies 
o Retail Entrance Doors 
o Residential Entries with Separate Address 

 
E. Retail Doors 

o Location 
o Glazing 

 
F. Retail Windows 

o Proportions 
 

G. Storefront Awnings 
o Material 
o Relationship to Signage 
o Function 
o Geometry 

 
H. Storefronts General 

o Percentage Glazing 
o Durability 

 
I. Storefronts - Signage 

o Types 
o Scale and Relationship to Pedestrians 
o Material 
o Lettering / Legibility 
o Lighting 
o Locations 

 
J. Storefront - Lighting 

o Directional 
o Experience 

i. Pedestrians 
ii. Surrounding ‘residents’ 

iii. Within the greater streetscape 
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K. Flat Roofs / Parapets 

o Common Building Type on Historic Main Streets 
o Decorative Elements 

i. Proportion 
ii. Relationship to Façade Below 

iii. Character 
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