
RICE UNIVERSITY 

THE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT IN 

SUBURBAN PLANNING 

by 

Michael Garrison 

A THESIS SUBMITTED 
IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE 
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF 

MASTER OF ARCHITECTURE 

(May, 1971) 

| 3 1272 00185 9816 



Abstract 
TITLE: THE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT IN SUBURBAN PLANNING 

NAME: MICHAEL L. GARRISON 

PREMISE: The planned unit development of suburban communities can accom¬ 

plish three primary housing goals: first, the reduction of the per unit 

cost of housing; second, the inclusion of more public open space and; 

third, the provision of a more rational land use pattern of growth, 

PRESENTATION: Part one introduces the thesis and describes the present 

suburban housing problem in perspective. It discusses one particular as¬ 

pect of the suburban housing problem—"the rising cost of land." Finally, 

Part one proposes the planned unit development as a possible alternative 

to the rising cost of land and states the criteria for this proposition. 

Part two proves the proposition by comparing the advantages of the 

planned unit development over the conventional subdivision's uniform zon¬ 

ing to three divergent groups: the developer, the town, and the buyer. 

Part three concludes the thesis by analyzing the record of the 

planned unit development for solving the suburban housing problem and 

points up some of the implications which the planned unit development has 

upon suburban form. 



CONTENTS 

I. THE PROBLEM IN PERSPECTIVE 

A. Background    1 
B. The Problem     5 
C. The PUD as an Answer .  9 

II. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS (PUD VS CONVENTIONAL SUBDIVISION) 

A. Advantages for a Developer  28 
1. Waste treatment plant. ......   35 
2. Distribution systems  36 
3. Streets    36 
4. Amenities. ....'   39 
5. Marketability  43 

B. Advantages for the Town   . 45 
1. Taxes.     53 
2. Schools   . 55 
3. Roads   56 
4. Utilities   57 
5. Environment    57 
6. Courts     60 

C. Advantages for the Buyer    63 
1. Community   63 
2. Privacy     66 
3. Diversity and Choice     72 

HI. CONCLUSION 

A. The PUD’s Record for Solving the Problem ...... 80 
B. Implications     91 

IV. BIBLIOGRAPHY  97 



part 1 

THE PROBLEM 
I INI 



Background 
Americans searching for home ownership and increased space have been 

moving into the suburban areas of our larger cities at a phenomenal rate  

faster in fact than into any other area of the United States. This in¬ 

flow has made the suburban population the largest single group in the 

country—outnumbering both the city and rural residents. This fact was 

supported recently by the 1970 Census which reported that there currently 

exists some 74.9 million people classified as suburbanites compared to 

71.3 million people classified as city dwellers and 50.6 million people 

classified as rural residents.1 Between 1950 and 1960 the rate of in¬ 

crease in suburban population was 15 per cent; however, between 1960 and 

1970 the rate increased to 25 per cent.2 So, many Americans have already 

achieved the suburban goal of home ownership. 
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In spite of this rapid suburbanization, there is still a large number 

of potential buyers who desire suburban housing but cannot find ac¬ 

comodations. The Bureau of the Census and the National Association of 

Home Builders (NAHB) estimated that the total demand for housing in 1970 

exceeded the supply by some 1.5 million units thus creating a severe 

housing shortage. The real problem, however, is more complicated than 

the theoretical "housing gap." The home building industry has been un¬ 

able to produce enough homes at prices people can afford to pay. 

HOUSING DEFICIT GAP 

IN MILLIONS OF DWELLING UNITS 

Source: Bureau of the Census and NAHB Economics Department 
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The average price of a house in America is calculated at close to 

$35,000 and the median price is estimated at $26,700. But, the median 

income of American families in the market for new housing is somewhat 

. 4 
less than $9,500. The National Home Savings and Loan Association rec¬ 

ommends that member lending institutions not loan money to potential 

home buyers where the price of the home exceeds 2.5 times the buyer's 

annual income. The Association maintains that when this ratio is ex- 
/ 

ceeded, the record of repayment defaults increase sharply. Thus a poten¬ 

tial buyer who attempts to exceed this ratio will find most home mortgage 

institutions reluctant to loan him money. When this ratio is applied to 

the income of the new housing market (2.5 X $9,500 * $23,750) the re¬ 

sulting price falls below the median price of available housing by al¬ 

most 12 per cent. However, this has not always been true. In 1960 

the median income of a potential home buyer exceeded the median price of 

5 
available housing by over 8 per cent. The fact is that the cost of 

housing in the last decade has risen faster than income; therefore, a 

large segment of median income families are economically prevented from 

buying median priced housing. This fact was supported in a nationwide 

survey of housing prices conducted by NAHB Marketing Consultant Bill 

Smolkin which reported, "When housing exceeded $20,000 in price, it ex¬ 

cluded 80 per cent of the home buying families where the head of the 

household was under 35." 

The problem is further aggravated by the sharp increase in the size 

of this under 35 age group in the last decade. The Bureau of the Census 

statistics indicate that the number of people between the ages of 20 and 

35 has increased over 35 per cent since 1960 whereas the total population 
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UNDER 15-20,0 0 0 20-25,ooo 25-30,ooo OVER 
15,0 0 0 ' 30,ooo 

Source: Residential Research Corporation 1970 

has increased only 11 per cent. Similarly, the NAHB, in a nationwide 

survey of home purchases, reported "that of the 1.5 million homes sold 

last year, over 50 per cent were bought by families where the head of the 

household was under the age of 35."® As a result, the housing market is 

being dominated by younger families in search of new housing. However, 

the median priced home has become unattainable to a large segment of 

these younger, median income families who comprise the major portion of 

the potential housing market. 
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the problem 

The housing shortage is not a result of the higher cost of housing, 

but the result of an increase in the cost of financing, skilled labor, 

materials, taxes and land which have caused this housing price to rise. 

The part of the housing problem that will be studied in this thesis is 

"the rising cost of land.” 

Between 1951 and 1966 the cost of land rose 234 per cent while the 

9 
sale price of the average house and lot rose just over 87 per cent. 

This increased cost has previously been passed on to the home buyers. 

But, as NAHB official Lee Syracuse remarked in Houston during the NA.HB 

1971 Convention, "In the price of housing we have reached a market ceil¬ 

ing." Thus, even before tight money, developers and builders were in a 

bind. 

Many communities have discouraged new development and, as such, have 

employed large lot deed restrictions as their main defense. They have 

reasoned, through the guise of planning and zoning enacted for the com¬ 

munity health, safety and welfare, that if they could force developers 

to provide larger lots for each individual dwelling unit, there would be 

fewer homes. The residents of large lot subdivisions believe that the 

potential immigration of large numbers of residents, with accompanying 

problems of noise, overcrowding and conjestion, would be an invasion by 

the forces of urbanization. Urbanization, however, was one of the main 

reasons the people moved to the suburbs; therefore, they discourage any 

new development that would upset the status quo. 
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Minimum lot sizeB vary, but most are as large as pride and wealth 

can afford. By requiring larger lots, communities assume this land will 

be too expensive for anyone except people of similar incomes. In a 

nationwide NAHB survey on the cost of housing, two facts indicate that a 

correlation exists between large lot size and the high price of housing. 

First, the median large lot size (one acre) near an urban center costs 

approximately $12,000. Second, the cost of this large lot represents 

close to 30 per cent of the cost of the house. Thus, the homes on these 

large lots are generally above the price range which median income buyers 

are able to pay. 

The initial response of most developers to these large.lot barriers 

was to leapfrog over them and seek the open country space where land was 

cheaper and there were no restrictions. Hence, developers quickly began 

to fill this outlying farm land next to major highways with a vast as¬ 

sortment of brick homes. Land values quickly appreciated and the de¬ 

velopers moved still further out in search of cheaper land. The land 

syndicates, however, were always one step ahead of them forcing land 

prices to rise still further. 

William Levitt, Jr., developer of many large residential develop¬ 

ments including Levittown, New York; Levittown, New Jersey; Levittown, 

Pennsylvania; and most recently Levittown, France; said recently, "Only 

God creates ground and as land is used up, its price increases geometri¬ 

cally. The land on Long Island, New York, that I developed after World 

War II cost about $250 an acre. Now it costs $40,000 an acre, if you 

can find some for sale. Every family is entitled to a house and un¬ 

fortunately land costs and land use are making that impossible."10 Most 
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developers who were able to find cheaper land were too far away from the 

city and consequently they were no longer building a house in the suburbs, 

but they were building one in the country. Urban planning experts, in¬ 

cluding William H. Whyte, have called this unordered, discontinuous 

growth, "sprawl”. 

This type of development is not necessarily bad. Moreover it can 

be argued that many suburban residents are acutely aware of sprawl but 

are willing to pay for its costs in order to insure the type of single 

family detached, low density housing that results. Nevertheless, there 

are some specific disadvantages of sprawl. Perhaps the most blatant dis¬ 

advantage is that the provision of public utilities and public facilities 

are more costly. 

For instance, roads, utility lines and other facilities have to be 

extended over increased distances and this pattern cannot be character¬ 

ized as the most economical. Unnecessary branches of utilities may have 

to be provided. Furthermore, in constructing these facilities for a 

sprawling pattern of development, it is more difficult to anticipate ul¬ 

timate demand. This may result in construction of undersized distribution 

lines which may have to be replaced at a later date or the construction 

of oversized lines which operate at under capacity for a long period of 

time. Transportation problems, likewise, are also increased by sprawl. 

To service outlying areas requires increases in fares, time and highway 

expenditures. 

Many commentators argue that we have more than ample space to dis¬ 

perse our cities and in relation to other countries, the United States 

is fairly well endowed with land. The problem has been that much of this 
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land was Inaccessible or that the costs of development or the appreciated 

land value were too high. Strict large lot zoning and land use regula¬ 

tions have aggravated this problem by making requirements so excessive 

that it becomes too expensive to develop the land and it is passed over 

for cheaper land thus adding to an extremely discontinuous land use policy. 

Dr. Marion Clawson, a land economist, points out that "the process of 

urbanization in the United States has been very wasteful of land—the 

average expanding city taking out of use as much land again as it actually 

occupies in the form of vacant lots, rights-of-way and inaccessible par¬ 

cels. This 'leapfrogging* process of the subdivider contributes to the 

grave condition of sprawl as does the process of holding land speculatively 

on the edges for future, higher cost development."11 

Since land around urban cities is a static commodity and the need 

and cost for that land is increasing at an expotential rate, the old ex¬ 

cuse of "we've got plenty of land" is no longer valid especially in view 

of the present cost for that developed land. Max S. Wehrly, Executive 

Director of the Urban Land Institute, believes that naive attitude may, 

in fact, aggravate the problem and he stated recently, "It has been said 

that the United States has no shortage of land. I think the continua¬ 

tion of this notion, as it applies to urban areas especially, has been 

long responsible for much of our wasteful and inefficient use of land 

for urban purposes."12 In conclusion, the rising cost of land acquisi¬ 

tion and improvement, together with the rapid population growth on the 

fringes of urban areas, dictate the need for the greatest economic utili¬ 

zation of land and avoidance of waste. 
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the"pud” as an answer 

It becomes increasingly obvious that with the rising cost of raw 

land and its development something drastic must be done to provide mo¬ 

derately priced lots for housing. One solution lies in the most effi¬ 

cient use of the land itself. A new scheme commonly called the planned 

unit development may reverse that pattern of land waste which is found 

in most conventional subdivisions. 

Conventional subdivisions are roughly characterized as similar to 

those post World War II developments which contained only single family 

detached houses of homogeneous price range, placed on large lots, all 

located along regular grid or curvilinear streets in long monotonous 

rows. It has been a well known fact, however, that we Americans have a 

strong desire to possess a free standing homestead on an open country 

lot. The centuries old detached house (which we use today) was designed 

to be surrounded by acres of land. Today the house stands on a quarter 

of an acre of land surrounded by other houses and the occupants do not 

always get the privacy they expected. However, even if homeowners 

wanted something different, they were handicapped by the individual lot 

homestead assumption incorporated into the Federal Housing Administration 

13 
standards that many home mortgage companies follow. 

The planned unit development has been the result of a joint 10-year 

program by the ULI and the National Association of Home Builders (the 

people who actually plan and build these housing developments). The PUD 



10 

concept incorporates a broader approach and is designed to encourage de¬ 

parture from the normal lot size requirements. The planned unit de¬ 

velopment permits the developer to reduce individual lot sizes by pro¬ 

viding common open space. This allows greater latitude in the siting 

of homes and placement of facilities. The basic concept involves trad¬ 

ing land and switching some portion of the tract which would otherwise 

be divided among the individual lots into one or more common areas. 

This process may allow developers to increase density as a bonus for 

open spaces which will in turn increase the carrying capacity of land. 

The planned unit development (PUD) is really a misnomer. In real¬ 

ity, the PUD is not a product but a planning process. The FHA, having 

amended earlier requirements, is currently encouraging the PUD type of 

planning in new developments. They have defined the "planned unit re¬ 

sidential development as an area of land, controlled by a landowner, to 

be developed as a single entity for a number of dwelling units, the plan 

of which does not correspond in lot size, bulk or type of dwelling, 

density, lot coverage and required open space to the regulations estab¬ 

lished in any one residential district created from time to time under 

the provisions of a municipal zoning ordinance." The key word in 

this description is entity. A planned unit development process has the 

particular advantage—that it is planned as an entity. Because of this, 

needs, services and other requirements can be accurately estimated and 

planned. For example, in planning a large tract of land for a new com¬ 

munity using a PUD process, we have some idea of where various land uses 

exist. As such, we can design roads based on projected traffic rather 

than on some city-wide specification. And, the same is true for sewer 

lines and recreational spaces. 
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The old lot-by-lot regulations under existing zoning were designed 

primarily to prevent the use of one lot from injuring the present or 

future use of an adjoining lot. However, such regulation is inappro¬ 

priate and unduly restrictive for areas where development of all lots 

occur at approximately the same time and by a single party. The planned 

unit development approach allows the use of more innovative, efficient 

and topographically suited building patterns, including commercial uses, 

where this can be accomplished in a healthy, wholesome and attractive 

manner. There is some doubt, however, whether planned unit developments 

can be undertaken in localities where standard enabling acts specify 

"uniformity'1. But, what appears to be happening is that planned unit 

developments can be located within zoned municipalities and in several 

states if they are under a zoning variance or set up as a special use 

district. The PUD development technique, in effect, discards the rigid 

dimensional standards and use regulations of conventional land use con¬ 

trols and thereby serves as an important inducement to new, large scale 

community development. It is an option available to all and thus 

uniformity exists. 

The most significant economic advantage to developers is the bonus 

provision which is incorporated into most PUDs. Bonuses are commonly 

used in central business district zoning where a developer may exceed 

the maximum allowable floor area if he leaves open space on the ground 

level rather than cover 100 per cent of the lot with his building. Bonuses 

can also be used in outlying developments. For example, in a municipality 

whose zoning allows for only four units per acre, a permit might increase 

it to five units per acre if 15 per cent of the land is set aside for t 
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space. Under conventional zoning the developer could erect 400 lots on 

100 acres of potential land. On the other hand, under the bonus pro¬ 

vision, if he sets aside 15 acres for common open space, he would be 

permitted to build 425 somewhat smaller lots on the remaining 85 acres. 

In short, the PUD process reduces the per unit cost of the land because 

there will be more units sharing in that cost. Therefore, the distinguish¬ 

ing characteristic of the PUD development technique is that it combines 

zoning and subdivision control procedures thus permitting greater flexi¬ 

bility in design. 

By replacing the rigid numerical zoning standards with the broad flexi¬ 

bility in land use allocations, there is detailed administrative review 

and approval of specific plans. Design review, however, is ordinarily 

specified very broadly; thus, the PUD method establishes standards but 

does not designate a specific design scheme for a developer. Under this 

standard, a rezoning hearing is held for changing the classification of 

a particular tract to a PUD zoning. The application for rezoning is ac¬ 

companied by a tentative plan of development which is reviewed by the 

planning commission before a governing body. In this plan such things 
t 

as major roadways and land use patterns are generally set forth. After 

rezoning, a final plat is filed for the section to be developed showing 

specific densities, road sizes, amenities and various usage locations. 

This plan is then accepted or rejected on its merits. In turn, each 

section of the tract is submitted as a PUD as it is developed. The de¬ 

veloper has the advantage under this process to change any section set 

forth in the tentative plan if, for instance, market demands happen to 

change 
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Thus, the PUD is designed to produce large scale development by in¬ 

corporating a variety of residential and related uses. It is planned 

and developed as a unit rather than as an aggregation of individual units 

on separate lots. Municipalities differ on the criteria used to judge 

the units. At one extreme Loudown County, Virginia, requires 1,000 acres 

as the minimum area for a PUD. On the other hand a three acre minimum 

standard was proposed for a PUD in Philadelphia.^ The reason for this 

disparity might be political, economic or a result of the amount of land 

available for a development. But, as a rule, local ordinances will 

specify a minimum size and other standards for a PUD. 

Still another PUD feature that localities have resisted is the 

greater variety in residential land use. Most planned unit developments 

encourage a broad mix of housing accomodations such as single family de¬ 

tached, attached row houses, duplexes, garden townhouses and high rise 

apartments, but there is no generalized formula used to control the mix¬ 

ture of these variations. A sample ordinance, published by the Urban 

Land Institute (ULl) recommends that in an area of 50 acres or more, at 

15 
least 20 per cent of the dwellings be multiple. 

Under most ordinances density is the main standard. The Fairflax 

County, Virginia, PUD Ordinance specifies high, medium and low density 

areas of 60, 14 and 3.8 people per acre for gross densities, with the 

16 
overall density limited to 13 people per acre. There are other ordi¬ 

nances that allow for greater land use under the provision of open space 

and amenities. These ordinances provide that densities may be increased 

in a reasonable relationship to the open space provided on the site. In 

most cases minimum areas of open space are not specified for a PUD. A 
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planned unit development is assured of open space because of high concen¬ 

trations of building as opposed to the overall density. Some ordinances 

call for open space equal to the amount of the lot reduction. But this 

does not allow for any increased density; therefore, many more ordinances 

allow for increased density for this open space. In addition, this open 

space can be used for parks, school sites or conservation easements. 

The land developer sets aside for the common green area that land which 

is difficult to develop due to high development costs. For example: 

heavily wooded areas, extremely steep topography and flood plains. Neigh¬ 

borhood associations maintain this green area which offers residents pri¬ 

vacy of use and at the same time keeps the open space on the tax rosters. 

The deed of each home grants the ownership and right to use the open 

space to each home buyer. This prevents the development of the land for 

building and preserves the much needed open space. 

Some would point out that for all the lofty aims of the PUD it will 

effectively use up land in a sprawling fashion similar to a conventional 

subdivision. It need not be true that suburban land will continue to be 

bypassed for cheaper and more accessible distant land. With the increase 

in densities the close-in, bypassed land becomes economically suitable 

for development. For example, in the Woodlake PUD in Houston, developed 

by Friendswood Development Company, bypassed land that cost $35,000 an 

acre was developed for residential usage by increasing the project’s 

density and providing more open space. Friendswood uses as a general rule 

of thumb that raw land costing above $6,000 an acre is impossible to de¬ 

velop for single family detached units. So, by allowing increased build¬ 

ing intensity, land that would have been bypassed could be utilized. The 

net result is a more efficient use of what land we have left. 
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Older subdivisions that have become urbanized contain the same 

broad mix of housing types, commercial centers and industrial sites as 

do many PUD plans. These projects are more or less unplanned or not 

planned to the degree required by most PUDs. Because of this unplanned 

scheme, multi-family and townhouse projects located within the residen¬ 

tial sections tend toward social conflict. For example, when apartments 

and townhouses were introduced in the last phase of development in 

Sharpstown, a conventional suburb of Houston, animosity developed among 

the homeowners who did not consider the apartment dwellers as bonafide 

residents of the community. 

In summary, the planned unit development (PUD) advocates a pattern 
% 

of development with more efficient land use and a more pleasant environ¬ 

ment in spite of it. Higher density and more open space developments, if 

^accepted by the people, may be the solution to the housing dilemma. By 

increasing the ntimber of units on any given acreage, the per unit land 

cost and eventually the per unit cost of housing can be lowered. When 

the cost of housing is not a crucial factor, a better environmental, eco¬ 

nomical and socially planned community will be provided. The PUD, by 

every reasonable test from the economical to the aesthetic, offers more 

advantages than the conventional subdivisions, but more importantly, it 

offers a choice 
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Clustered Detached Units 

Garden Townhouses 

Median Cost Townhouses 

WOODLAKE PUD 
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Commercial Center 

Business Center 

Mixed Usage 
Residential- 
Commercial 
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The emergence of the planned unit development or open space suburb 

has occurred too recently to draw definite conclusions. The number of 

planned unit communities actually built is still small. But, in spite 

of this newness, there are already some lessons to be learned which 

might aid further research in the implementation of this new concept of 

residential housing. 

To fully comprehend the implications of this new innovation—the 

planned unit development—a comparative analysis between some existing 

conventional subdivisions and a number of newer, open space communities 

designed as a planned unit development will be set forth in this chapter. 

This analysis will show those projects with the greatest economic, 

physical and social advantages to three groups: the developer, the com¬ 

munity (town) and the buyer. These projects will use as examples the 

following: Inverness Forest, a suburb of Houston; Sixty-01, a suburb of 

Seattle; Heritage Village, a suburb of New York City; and Narraticon, a 

suburb of Philadelphia. The design criteria of these developments varies 

from project to project depending upon local conditions; therefore, a 

direct point by point comparison of the projects is difficult. Neverthe¬ 

less, these particular projects were chosen for analysis to point out 

specific information which each development embodies. For instance, In¬ 

verness Forest was chosen to represent a conventional bedroom subdivision 

consisting of only single family detached units on half acre lots or 

greater. On the other hand, Sixty-01 is a West Coast PUD characterized 

by row housing, all of which is rented. Heritage Village, an East Coast 

PUD, is characterized by cluster-type townhousing which is sold as con¬ 

dominiums. Finally, Narraticon is an East Coast PUD that includes a mix 
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of housing including both single family and multi-family units for rent 

or sale worked in an overall design scheme which reduces the cost of 

housing. The analysis of these projects will constitute a case study to 

show the implications for suburban form as affected by the planned unit 

development and emphasis will be placed on the advantages which are in¬ 

herent in the planned unit development concept. 
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Heritage Village 

K*7
V 

\JY aik-jcv »—••—-  •'•'■ - , , 
FIRST SECTION of Heritage Village contains 119 units—comprising 
a single condominium. It is across the lake from the activities area, 

/SAavJiU /AW-* 

model house group, anil sales office. Each group of buildings is clustered 
around a common green to create small-scale, cohesive neighborhoods 
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Heritage Village - town- 
houses clustered around 
a common green area 

Heritage Village - Lake¬ 
side view of cluster 
housing 

Heritage Village - Town 
housing bordering on 
natural, undisturbed 
green areas 
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Heritage Village - 

Higher priced housing 
$40,000 - located along 
golf course fairways 

Heritage Village - 
Mid-priced housing 
$30,000 - clusters 

Heritage Village - 
Housing for under 
$20,000 
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Sixty ■ 01 
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TOWNIIOUSING AT SIXTY-01 
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SI a ADVANTAGES FOR THE 
DEVELOPER 
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developer 

.The .initial implementation of any new development scheme begins with 

the developer. He is the one who supplies the money. Developers, with 

the help of planners, often analyze the suburban market to find a way to 

attract new buyers and become more competitive in price. The developer's 

ultimate goal is to increase his profit by balancing the development costs 

with the project's marketability. The PUD is one such innovation which 

will allow the developer to achieve this goal. With a PUD, the developer 

can expect lower land developing costs, greater market flexibility and a 

more salable community at a higher profit. In short, for the developer, 

a PUD offers a sound and more profitable way of operating. In turn, it 

affects the way the developer operates—his financing, his relationships 

with the community, his building and how he markets his product. 
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To fully understand the advantages of a PUD over a conventional sub¬ 

division in terms of development costs, one must look at these costs as 

they currently exist. Although these disbursements vary from region to 

region, it is generally believed that they are on the increase. Norman 

Young, a staff member of the William Levitt Development and Home Build¬ 

ing Organization, points out that standard development expenditures for 

roads, sewage, utilities, etc. have skyrocketed 200 per cent in the last 

ten years. Young further states "that raw land and development costs 

currently comprise almost 25 per cent of the median subdivision house 

price and if that rising cost situation is allowed to continue, the hous¬ 

ing market will cease to be profitable."^ 

There are some technical innovations which could alleviate the de¬ 

velopment cost problem somewhat. These innovations, however, will only 

bring temporary relief since the main developing expense is in the elon¬ 

gated and inefficient length of utility and road systems. Thus, the 

PUD’s primary way of reducing these capital expenditures is by shorten¬ 

ing the length of these systems. It is simply more economical to service 

a group of people concentrated together than to try to service a group 

widely dispersed over a large area. 

To support this proposition, a comparison of the development costs 

in the first stage of Inverness Forest Subdivision will be analyzed: 

first, as it was developed in a conventional pattern (single family de¬ 

tached houses on one-half acre lots) and; second as a planned unit develop¬ 

ment. The PUD will use Sixty-01 as a model. By analyzing these develop¬ 

ment costs in this way we can be free of varying local conditions and ex¬ 

pense factors which, might affect the costs. Thus, the assumption will 
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be made that both projects will occupy the same site, face the same mar¬ 

ket and, in short, be equal for comparison. 
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PHASE I - INVERNESS FOREST "AS IS" 

80 acres - 2.5 units/acre - 200 units/750 people 

I. Development Costs 

A. Water District Costs 

1. Treatment plant (500,000 gal.) 
2. Water pumping plant 
3. Operating cost per year 
4. Distribution lines 

a. 6,600* secondary lines 
b. 5,200* primary lines 
c. 1,500* main trunk line 

B. Non-Water District Costs 
(in dollars per front foot) Average lot 90* X 135* 

$365,000 

150.000 
55,000 
400.000 

1. Roadway 6" concrete with bed 

2. Curbing 
3. Sidewalk 
4. Lawn seeding, street trees 
5. Miscellaneous costs 

(engineering, cleaning, 
advertisement, etc.) 

Total 

5.50 
2.00 
1.50 
1.00 
4.00 

14.00 

200 X 90 X 14  equals 

5,800 feet of non-residential roadway 

C. Community Center 

Total Development Costs 

D. Sales 

1. Water district bonds 
2. Sale of lots @ $4,500 a lot 

Profit 

. 320,000 

150.000 

100.000 

$-1,550,000 

950.000 
900.000 

$300,000 

* Information based on Harris County Land Development Company Statistics 
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INVERNESS FOREST AS A PUD 



PHASE I - INVERNESS FOREST "AS A PUD" 

80 acres - 10 units/acre - 800 units/2,000 people 

II. Development Cost for Stage I - Inverness Forest 
As a PUD (Sixty-01) 

A. Water District Costs 

1. Waste treatment plant 
(advanced treatment module 200,000 

$140,000 

gallons per day) 
2. Water pumping plant 60,000 
3. Operating costs per year 40,000 
4. 15-acre lake (serves as storm 

water basin) 300,000 
5. Distribution lines 70,000 

a. 3,500* secondary lines 
b. 3,000* primary lines 

B. Non-Water District Costs 

1. Roadway 3" asphalt ($3.50/ft.) 42,000 
2. Landscaping, clearing, lighting, 

sidewalks, etc.) 78,000 

C. Amenities 200,000 
(health club, recreational areas, 
security system, community center) 

Total $-930,000 

D. Sales 

1. Sale of bonds 610,000 
2. Sale and approximate rental 

value of lots @ $2,000/lot 1,600,000 

Profit $1,110,000 

* Information based on W-0 Development Company Statistics 
W-0 Development Company, Seattle, Washington 
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waste treatment plant 

Based on the preceeding figures, the PUD is more suitable than the 

conventional subdivision. Although this analogy does not hold true for 

every project, in this case by virtue of lowering the per unit develop¬ 

ment costs, it is true. Water district costs can be lowered by providing 

a smaller waste treatment plant and shorter lines. The "as is" treatment 

plant is designed for the entire subdivision acreage but is implemented 

in the first stage and thus initially operates at less than 20 per cent 

of its potential treatment capacity and at a substantial loss. In ad¬ 

dition, if market factors change and land use density patterns increase— 

producing more waste water—the plant might become overtaxed. Another 

major factor in determining the size of the "as is" plant is that a ma¬ 

jority of the waste water comes from ground water infiltration through the 

distribution lines. In the PUD treatment plant, however, the exact re¬ 

quirements are known beforehand and thus a smaller system can be used in 

each phase operating at a 100 per cent capacity. As the plant grows, 

new systems can be added with a reduction in ground water infiltration. 

Of course the same plan could have been used with similar cost savings in 

the "as is" plan. But, since most conventional subdivisions pump their 

waste through large trunk lines to municipal plants some distance away, 

these plants must be significantly larger in the beginning to handle the 

inflow at a later date. 
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distribution systems 

Perhaps even a greater cost savings in the planned unit development 

is achieved by reducing the length of the distribution system. Specific¬ 

ally, the length of these lines is shortened from the "as is" distance 

of 10,500 feet to the FUD's distance of 6,500 feet. To the non-engineer, 

this feat may seem difficult to understand; however, it is relatively 

simple. By increasing the density in one area and leaving remaining 

acreage open, we may concentrate the lines in the dense areas as opposed 

to dispersing them over the entire area and thereby reduce the length. 

The lines will be larger, but since most of the water coming into the 

lines is by way of infiltration due to ground water, the increased cost 

is not significantly higher; in fact, in the Inverness Forest Case Study 

it was over $100,000 less. These facts are not limited to this study 

alone. For example, at Heritage Village, the water district cost for 

, 2 
nearly 1,000 acres and 2,000 units was tinder $1 million. 

streets 

The roadway system is the key to greater savings in the non-water 

district costs. By employing the same basic concept used in the distri¬ 

bution lines system, its length and width can be reduced. Most of the 

conventional subdivision's roadway systems are enacted by municipal zon¬ 

ing to accomodate an inflow of traffic generated not only by the 



37 

subdivision but by the surrounding community as well. Under this system 

roads are dedicated to the municipality or county as a pre-condition to 

plot approval and these roads must conform to that region's master plan 

for road systems. To many developers or municipal board members this 

merely means using a grid pattern of 60-foot rights-a-way which will per¬ 

mit an orderly flow of traffic. Some developers have tried to alter these 

street patterns by curving them in an effort to curtail traffic and break 

the monotony of the configuration. However, too often configurations 

have become just as monotonous and their chaotic meandering loses what 

sense of order the grid originally possessed. 

In contrast, the Inverness Forest PUD road system, initially dedi¬ 

cates to the city only those major parkways set up around super blocks thus 

providing easy access. The streets within the super block are designated 

as private streets and, as such, do not have to maintain the rigid re¬ 

quirements for street dedication which the municipality demands. 

Here is where the greatest savings in road costs takes place. The 

private roads are 3 inch asphalt, 24-feet wide instead of 6-inch concrete 

28-feet wide and the corresponding cost savings is almost $7 per foot of 

roadway. Many may argue that these roads are too small and upkeep prices 

too extensive. However, this is not necessarily true. Planner Christopher 

Alexander states that anything more than a 20-foot wide interior sub- 

•Z 

division street is unnecessary. Alexander further states "In most cases 

these types of streets were more than adequate to carry local subdivision 

traffic." Likewise, the Urban Land Institute concluded in an engineering 

study that subdivision streets could be substantially narrowed in PUD 

4 
projects. Lee A. Syracuse, Director of the NAHB Land Use and Development 
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Department, agrees with this concept and stated "Doctors have long com¬ 

plained of patients who assume that if the prescribed dosage of medicine 

is beneficial, a double dosage will do twice as much good. This same 

style of thinking prevails in the minds of those who regulate the street 

standards in residential neighborhoods. Many seem to believe that if a 

24-foot wide pavement is good, then a 28-foot pavement must be better. 

However, the fact is that wide avenues are designed to move heavy traffic 

through an area as fast as possible whereas children and pedestrians in 

a residential neighborhood benefit by slow, vehicular movement on narrow 

roads. This fact has too often been ignored. Therefore, the quality and 

width of the streets can be reduced without significant inconveniences or 

safety hazards even with corresponding increases in population. 

Sixty-01 is a test of this theory. The asphalt road systems have 

eliminated through traffic and have reduced many inconveniences such as 

noise and danger to children. They have accomplished this while handling 

6 
traffic conveniently and have spent very little on road maintenance. 

The reduction in actual roadway length is another advantage which the 

PUD possesses for the developer. For example, under the "as is" system, 

the roadway stretches almost 12,000 linear feet whereas in the PUD net¬ 

work that length is reduced to 8,500 linear feet and at a substantial 

savings. In a similar example, Valley Run, a PUD in Wilmington, Delaware, 

tripled the housing density over the conventional zoning and still the 

development costs were lowered. In this 60-acre PUD, roads were 10,000 

feet as compared to 15,000 feet if developed as a conventional subdivision, 

resulting in a savings of $80,000. Sidewalks and curbs were eliminated 

at a savings of $150,000 and storm drains were cut back another $122,000 

producing a total savings for the project of $352,000. 
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The PUD does not shift the burden of cost to the builder. He may 

also share in the development cost savings by building garages next to 

private street lines thereby eliminating the cost of driveways. The PUD 

is simply serving more people with less roadway and without a loss in 

convenience. Of course, there is a balance between the length of road¬ 

way and the number of dwelling units and since the former represented 

costs and the latter profits, each developer must determine that figure 

based on his particular plan. However, the fact remains that a developer 

with a well executed plan may make some substantial development cost 

savings. 

amenities 

Developers feeling the pinch of increased competition have been re¬ 

investing much of the cost savings into projects in terms of amenities. 

In the PUD at Inverness Forest, for example, these increased amenities 

include, in addition to open space: recreational facilities, a security 

system, a community center, extensive landscaping, pedestrian walkways, 

lighting and a 10-acre lake site. The total bill for these extra features 

comes to around $500,000. This is more than half the total development 

bill. However, some of these costs are compensated by their services. 

For example, the $300,000 which the lake costs allowed the developer 

to eliminate a storm drainage system which cost $250,000. The lake be¬ 

comes a temporary reservoir for storm water with all the catch basins 

draining into it. The basic depth is seven feet but grading allows an 

additional rise of 10 inches and this rise will handle 10 million gallons 
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of water during heavy rains. This will eliminate a storm drainage system. 

The water can then he drained off over a longer period of time and treated 

as opposed to overtaxing the conventional system. The lake also allows 

the developer to reduce the size of the waste treatment plant, the number 

of lines and their capacity, all at a substantial savings. The lake is a 

low maintenance open space and it will increase the adjoining land values 

up to five times their normal value. In short, the lake is costing only 

$50,000 and the appreciated property value, because of the lake, surpasses 

that sum substantially. 

Arguments can be made for the other amenities, but it seems that the 

real reason for adding these amenities is that buyers have become accus¬ 

tomed to them in urban apartments and, as such, demand them in their com¬ 

munities as well. Developers may also be pressured by municipal bodies to 

provide them as a pre-condition to higher density approval. The number 

of amenities and their corresponding expenses must be carefully scrutinized 

in order to keep development costs and the cost of housing at a marketable 

level. 

Another underlying economic factor is that these amenities usually 

must be implemented before housing units are actually sold and thus become 

front end costs. These front end costs are extremely important to developers 

because most large scale subdivision developments work on a system of cash 

flow. This system simply states that the money generated in the sales of 

the first section is used to develop the second stage. Problems arise, 

however, if too much money is used to develop the amenities thus increas¬ 

ing the cost of housing and cutting sales. Or, perhaps the money generated 

from the sales is not sufficient to pay for the development of the next 
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stage and consequently the developer is forced to borrow additional capital 

at substantially higher interest rates. This is one of the causes of the 

difficulty at Reston, Virginia, and also led to the bankruptcy of a Joppatowne 

developer.7 

Because of these and other similar examples, many developers are leary. 

However, they have reached many wrong conclusions. Gulf Oil Company, which 

has taken over Reston from its founder, quickly pointed out that it was not 

the concept of the open space cluster community development that put the 

project $45 million in the red, but rather it was the lack of an accompany- 

Q 
ing economic cash flow plan and staging problems that caused its failure. 

At Reston they were selling townhousing projects at 20 per cent above the 

surrounding market price and were still finding many people willing to pay 

the price in order to enjoy the type of community it offers. However, at 

Reston, it is a choice that only people in higher income brackets can make. 

If some of the more extravagant amenities provided were reduced (champion¬ 

ship golf courses, boat marinas and other extensive and elegant amenities) 

then the cost of housing might also be reduced by some 20 per cent. 

This is not to say that amenities cannot be provided by a developer 

who wants to make a profit: they can. Take, for example, the Inverness 

Forest PUD scheme in which numerous amenities were provided and the de¬ 

veloper still doubled his profit. People are buying more than a home; 

they are buying a community and the provision of amenities is becomming in¬ 

creasingly essential to the success of that concept. Bud Meyernoff, a 

Baltimore builder and developer, pointed out this fact to a government com¬ 

mittee probing into the housing situation when he said, "If any develop¬ 

ment is to become successful, it must provide a better environment which 
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includes amenities; but, many zoning boards are making unrealistic ameni¬ 

ties requirements as a condition for approval." Regardless of where the 

fault lies, amenities must be carefully approached if the cost of hous¬ 

ing is to be kept at a marketable price. Even in the "as is" PUD, a com¬ 

munity center was constructed and, in the words of Don McGregor, "the mar¬ 

ket required it." In the Inverness Forest PUD additional amenities were 

provided and still development costs were cut and this meant economic ad¬ 

vantages to the developer. So, it can be realistically pointed out that 

these services are going to become a common development cost to all. 

The economic savings which are available in the PUD process are not 

just confined to this specific study. Developers across the country have 

been experiencing similar cost advantages. Randy Parish, Assistant Pro¬ 

ject Director of Woodlake Subdivision (a PUD project in Houston which con¬ 

tains a broad mix of both housing types and commercial facilities) pointed 

out that his organization, Friendswood Development Company, cut their ex¬ 

penses by one-third by using the PUD process and, as such, they were able 

to develop some very expensive land costing $35,000 an acre for residen- 

g 
tial usage. Thus, the PUD process allowed land previously leapfrogged 

over to be developed. Similarly, the process was so successful in the Los 

Angeles region that the local FHA Office, swamped with PUD applications by 

developers, had to shut the doors to catch up on the back log.^ 

Narraticon, a New Jersey PUD, may be the best example of a well de¬ 

signed PUD. This project contains single family detached units, town- 

houses and apartments all working together with amenities, open space and 

commercial facilities. The total projected savings in the development 

costs alone comes to nearly $3.5 million and a large part of this savings 
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will enable the average cost of housing to be reduced and thus provide 

the developer with a more salable community. 

marketability 

In addition to lower development costs, there are other advantages to 

a developer. For instance, by providing a wide selection of housing types 

at various prices, the project is available to a wider range of buyers. 

It also provides a developer with a highly flexible operation if the higher 

priced housing units go sour. A developer can then concentrate on the 

lower priced units or rental apartments. And, if everything goes sour, a 

developer has a commercial area to build. Finally, by providing variations 

in land use, such as commercial and rental facilities, a developer has a 

chance to share in the profit in the future. For example, if a developer 

builds a good project and sells it out, someone else will benefit from his 

good planning. But, by having commercial and rental units, he can share in 

some of the appreciation himself. Similarly apartments may be constructed 

in such a way that they may be sold later as condominium units and thus the 

profits made from their appreciated value would be taxed as long term capi¬ 

tal gains rather than as straight income. 

Perhaps the greatest tax advantage for the apartments is that the in¬ 

come from the project can be sheltered by rental apartment tax write-offs. 

Thus, the developer can increase his net profit. According to Steve Camp¬ 

bell, Vice President for Sales of the Tompson Brown Company in Detroit, 

"The open space concept is a fantastically salable feature and the impetus 

of this open space has made the difference to them in maintaining high 
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sales which would not have been possible in a conventional subdivision. 

Sales, in fact, are running almost 50 per cent higher than those surround¬ 

ing conventional subdivisions. 

In summary, the planned unit development process offers some real 

economic advantages to the economically plagued developer. Executed 

properly, the PUD project has lower development costs, operates with 

greater market flexibility and because of its environment, the project is 

a more salable community. Since these communities are developed as an 

entity, they can be built in areas where no supporting facilities currently 

exist. Also, by increasing densities, developers may develop land for 

residential purposes which would otherwise be too expensive for single 

family detached uses. In addition to these factors, the developer's 

greatest advantage is that by passing a large part of his land development 

savings on to the consumer, he will be providing housing lots to a mass 

market who cannot afford current housing costs and thereby admitting a 

much wider market. In short, the PUD is becomming the most sound and most 

profitable path for a developer. 
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town 

In view of the increasingly higher profit potentials which the planned 

unit development possesses for the developer, it is difficult to under¬ 

stand why more of them are not being built. The reason may be that many 

suburban municipalities are reluctant to have such a project within their 

jurisdiction. To these communities a PUD represents higher taxes, in¬ 

creased costs of services, heavier school loads and overcrowded living 

conditions. In short, the municipality views the PUD as an intrusion of 

the very thing they moved away from the city to escape. Therefore, the 

municipality has used large lot zoning not only to postpone development, 

but to prevent the type of development that might bring unwanted economic 

and racial groups, with their accompanying problems, into their community. 

However, most of these problems are merely a product of a popularly held 

myth. In reality, for the municipality the planned unit development (PUD) 

offers a better and less wasteful way to grow. 
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In this section several examples will be analyzed to prove this prop¬ 

osition. An example of a municipality that changed its opinion about the 

planned unit development is the Narraticon PUD in New Jersey. The special 

district Board of Education of the town went on record against the PUD 

and its increased densities when the project was first proposed. The 

board said that tax revenues from such properties were not enough to sup¬ 

port the public school program. In addition, the board argued that wel¬ 

fare and social problems in these higher density homes were greater than 

similar problems in homes built on large lots. The possibility that the 

development would turn into a slum was also questioned. One board mem- . 

ber stated, "Only houses costing $29,000 or more could pay their way in 

school taxes." Similarly, a zoning board official blasted, "What guar¬ 

antees do the people have that these builders will follow their announced 

plans? They might find it economically impossible to follow their plans 

and sell all the land for row houses and that, gentlemen, would put this 

community in the red." The answer is not the board objecting to growth 

which was taking place regardless of the proposition that anyone who could t 

afford a $29,000 home is not welcome to move into the community. The 

correct answer is to develop a scheme to control that growth in such a way 

that it does not cause conflicts. 

A comparative analysis of two types of existing developments is out¬ 

lined in the following text to help settle the question of whether the PUD 

helps the municipality by producing more tax revenues than service expen¬ 

ditures. The conventional subdivision shall again be that of the Inver¬ 

ness Forest model (all single family detached units existing on l/2 acre 

lots where house and lot together cost over $29,000). The PUD example 
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will, in this particular case, use Narratlcon as a model. Narraticon pos¬ 

sesses various housing types, housing costs, land use intensity and land 

areas. This analysis will show the economic, physical and social advan¬ 

tages inherent in a well executed PUD design and will hopefully abolish 

some of the myths currently blocking the implementation and widespread 

use of the PUD 
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NARR ATICOIM 
A CONVENTIONAL SUBU 

Community Costs vs Community Services 

PHASE I - NARRATICON _ "AS IS" - CONVENTIONAL SUBDIVISION 

20-acre block out of a subdivision for use. Contains under single 
family zoning 28 single family detached units. 20 acres of land 
bought @ $3,000 an acre with improvements. The land value appre¬ 
ciated up to $13,500 an acre producing about a $4,000 an acre profit 
for the developer. 

1. Purchase price of typical home 
a. 2,000 sq. ft. house $30,000 

$7,500 - labor 
7,500 - transportation costs 
7,500 - materials 
7,500 - cost of lot 

2. School revenues: 

* a. school tax 9.00/l,000 assessed - $270/year/unit 
b. $270 per unit X 28 units - $7,560 yearly/20 acres 

c. 28 units averaging 1.5 school age children per unit 
produced 42 pupils 
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$7,560 7 42 pupils * $180 per child for school 

3. Community services 
(police, fire, garbage, roads, maintenance, storm sewage, etc.) 
a. tax $10.00/1,000 assessed = $300/unit yearly 
b. 28 units X $300 per unit = $8,400/year/20 acres 
c. expenditures 

(police, fire, garbage essentially the same) 
(road maintenance would be substantially different) 
(1) conventional subdivision 

(5,000 linear feet of road) 
road maintenance over a 25-year period averages 
$4,000 per mile per year 

(2) .95 miles X $4,000 = $3,800 
25$ of the $8,900 tax was set aside for road 
maintenance or $2,100 creating a shortage of 
$1,700 yearly. 

* Based on 1970 Houston Assessment Figures 
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NARRATICOIV9 
PLAN UNIT DEVELOPMENT 

Community Costs vs Community Services 

NARRATICON - "AS A PUD" 

20-acre block out of PUD containing a mix of 152 housing units 
20 - single family detached; 50 - townhouses; 82 - apartments. 
20 acres of land bought @ $3,000 an acre with improvements. The 
land value appreciated up to $17,000 an acre producing about $8,000 
an acre profit for the developer. 

Purchase house (single family) 

2,000 sq. ft. house excluding 
the cost of the lot 

$22,500 
4,500 

Total $27,000 

Purchase (townhouse) 
(1,600 sq. ft. excluding site) 
Cost of lot 

16,000 
2,000 

Total $18,000 



$14,000 

1,000 
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Value of the apartment 
(1,100 sq. ft. average cost of land 
per unit) 

Total $15,000 

3. School Revenues 
a. school tax 9.0l/l,000 assessed 

single family ($236 X 20 units) = $4,750 
townhouses ($160 X 50 units) = 8,000 
apartments ($120 X 82 units) ■ 9,000 
open space = 750 

$22,500 yearly for 20 acres 

b. 20 single family @ 15 children per unit = 30 pupils 
50 townhouses @ .5 children per unit = 25 pupils 
82 apartments @ .2 children per unit = 15 pupils 

70 pupils 

$22,500 f 70 pupils » $520 per child for schools 

4. Community services 
(police, fire, garbage, sewers, road maintenance, etc.) 

(police, fire, garbage will be somewhat higher, however 
there is an economy of scale but road maintenance and 
sewer lines will be substantially reduced), 
a. tax 10/l,000 assessed = $24,000 for services 

(1) PUD - 3,200 feet of road 
road maintenance over a 25-year 
period averages $4,000 per mile 
per year 

(2) .6 miles X $4,000 = $2,400 
25$ of the $2,400 tax was set aside for 
road maintenance of $6,000 creating a 
surplus of $3,600 annually. 
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To fully understand the implications of these figures, the prior at¬ 

titudes of the New Deptford, New Jersey Planning Board must he thoroughly 

understood. The board laid out a master plan calling for no less than 

one-half acre lots since it was generally believed that this size lot was 

the minimum they could allow and still insure their economic stability. 

Therefore, the PUD's plan to quadruple densities and also mix in new com¬ 

mercial and office facilities received an unenthusiastic reception by the 

board. The board simply liked the way things were and saw no reason to 

change. In short, they wanted no new development. 

However, there were some extenuating circumstances overlooked by the 

board. First, studies indicated that the area was already experiencing a 

large surge of growth, almost 500 families a year. To house that popula¬ 

tion it would require the addition of 171 acres of land yearly. What is 

important here is that large amounts of municipal expenditures would be 

required to service that growth—especially if it took a sprawl pattern. 

Secondly, those same studies pointed out that like many other suburban 

areas, the under 20 and over 65 age groups had increased rapidly and, in 

fact, the younger age groups made up over 40 per cent of the population 

and generally they could not afford expensive, single family detached 

houses.^ 

Nevertheless, the board was not moved. They were dedicated to the 

master plan of only single family detached units. They insisted that any 

additional growth could not pay its way in tax revenues and therefore was 

a source of danger to the existing status quo. Then the board made a 

reversal decision and decided to approve the PUD. Why did they change 

their minds? It was simply that when they were shown an analysis between 



53 

the development as a PUD and as a conventional subdivision by the FUD's 

developer they began to realize that the planned unit development held more 

advantages for them than did a conventional plan. Besides selling the con¬ 

cept to the school and planning boards, the developer held some 30 public 

meetings to sell the concept of the PUD. The Mayor of the township, 

Kenneth A. Gewertz, even became an advocate of the principle simply stating 

that this kind of project, rather than hurting the atmosphere of the com- 

15 
munity, it might improve it. The analysis of this acceptance of the PUD 

centered around five topics: tax revenues, school children, road traffic 

and maintenance,, utility services and environment. 

taxes 

The tax issue was the first source of misunderstanding. To begin with, 

it was believed that higher densities meant increased expenditures and 

tax deficits. But this is not always the case with a PUD. The single 

family conventional zoning would allow for only 282 homes on 171 acres 

whereas the PUD plan called for utilizing an additional 171 acres by in¬ 

creasing the densities to almost 1,400 units—140 of which would be sold 

and the remaining rented. The single family units would require expendi¬ 

tures of $183,000 for services (police, fire, garbage, etc.) and only 

$170,000 in tax revenues thus creating a $13,000 deficit. Although requir¬ 

ing an additional $255,500 in increased municipal expenditures, the PUD 

would bring in an estimated $452,000 producing almost $200,000 extra which 

would be spent on supporting the existing single family tax deficits within 

16 
the municipality. The people within the PUD would also pay a double tax. 
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The cost of the open space is passed on to the buyer in the purchase price 

of the house and since the land price is figured into the house assess¬ 

ment, the buyer must also pay taxes on the land. The community associa¬ 

tion is provided with open space which it also must pay taxes on. In ad¬ 

dition, commercial offices and other service facilities would pay a sizeable 

amount in taxes. 

This example is not singular. Sixty-01 and Heritage Village both 

generated more in tax revenues than they required in services. The PUD, 

with its large proportion of multi-family units, would bring in more money 

in school taxes than the pupil load would require. Again this project is 

not unlike other PUDs; for example, in Sixty-01 there is a high proportion 

of singles, producing more than three times the revenues required. Like¬ 

wise, Heritage Village had a large number of retired people without child¬ 

ren and, as such, produced very few school age children. It did, however, 

produce a sizeable amount of school taxes. By including commercial, office 

and light industrial facilities, the tax load would be less burdensome on 

homeowners. 

Sociologist Herbert Gans states that, "As long as local taxation is 

the main support for community services, homogeneity at community levels 

encourages inadequacies." Another consideration is the recent disapproval 

which many courts have shown toward large lot exclusive zoning. In short, 

with the acceptance' of the PUD, a municipality can effectively utilize the 

planned unit development concept without it overtaxing their facilities; 

in fact, the PUD would bring financial help to many existing deficits. 
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schools 

The board's true reluctance in approving the planned unit develop¬ 

ment (PUD) was the school problem. They argued that they could not eco¬ 

nomically afford to build new schools or make do with their old ones in 

order to provide for the mass increase in children produced by such a 

project. The developer quickly pointed out that this was not the case— 

the PUD would essentially produce the same, or perhaps only a few more 

school age children as a conventional project. The point is that in the 

newer conventional subdivisions almost every home is occupied by families 

with at least two or more children. On the other hand, a PUD contains a 

broader mix of housing units which appeals to younger families without 

school age children and retired people as well as those with families. 

The net result is essentially that the number of people living in each unit 

would be smaller than in the conventional subdivision. The balance is such 

that the PUD would produce essentially the same amount of children as the 

conventional subdivision eventhough the conventional subdivision had less 

than one-fourth the density of the PUD. An analysis of some 1,500 apart¬ 

ments in the area supported this. The average school load was something 

18 
less than .2 children per unit. . The analysis went on to point out that 

the project would produce no more than 550 students from the 1,400 units 

and that number could easily be accomodated by the existing school district. 

The fact is that the school board would be making money on the arrangement. 
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roads 

Many municipalities are somewhat leary of the amount of traffic a 

PUD would generate and what it would do to the road system. They are con¬ 

vinced that it means increased costs in road maintenance and safety plus 

traffic congestion. However, this need not be true. Clustering permits 

reduced road lengths as compared to conventional subdivisions. The pri¬ 

vate PUD cul-de-sacs roads, with their low traffic loads, are usually not 

as wide as conventional layouts that must provide for through traffic. In 

short, fewer and more narrow road lengths mean less road maintenance costs. 

Traffic for the project could be adequately handled by a major loop 

which would run throughout the entire site picking up traffic from collec¬ 

tor streets and moving it to the New Jersey Turnpike. Also, within the 

site there will be provisions for a rapid transit stop which will eliminate 

a majority of the commuting traffic. The major loop, the collector street 

and the cul-de-sac street in the single family areas would be dedicated to 

the municipality while those streets within the multi-family area would be 

private streets with the cost of maintenance paid for by the developer. In 

short, the street pattern would be sufficient to handle the traffic plus 

it would produce an estimated three to four times as much revenue as the 

conventional subdivision road maintenance system. 
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utilities 

In a PUD plan, the provision for service utilities also held similar 

savings for the municipality. For instance, as noted earlier, a PUD re¬ 

quires less road coverage and, with large areas of land left undisturbed 

as open space, run-off from rains is substantially reduced. In addition, 

it requires fewer and smaller storm sewers. When incorporated into the 

municipality, the PUD becomes the town's responsibility and, in most 

cases, at a substantial savings. With the implementation of a conventional 

subdivision most, if not all, vegetation is removed; hence, the ground 

loses its ability to hold or absorb ground water thereby not only increas¬ 

ing rain run-off, but causing serious imbalances. Some examples of this 

are erosion, flooding and, most importantly to the town, the inability to 

hold ground water. This may become a crucial factor if the town relies on 

ground water for its fresh water supply. 

enviroment 

This brings us to what is perhaps the greatest single advantage which 

the PUD possesses—the physical conservation of the natural environment. 

The words ecology and environment are popularly used words especially with 

the people who live in the suburbs. Too many of these people moved out to 

the suburbs in the first place because of the environment. These same 

people are beginning to view the quality of the environment as a right and 
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Slope, or topographic, analysis is basic 
to planning a PUD. Townhouses, for 
example, with lowerdevel family rooms 
should be built on steeper or 15-20% 
slopes,- garden apartments with two 
stories in front and three in back can 
go on 10-15% slopes. Roads, parking 
areas, walkways, and commercial and 
industrial centers should be confined 
t;o areas with little or no slope. 

FLOOD PLAIN 

SHWT OH' 

SHWT 1-3* 

Soil and water study shows which areas 
are safe to build on, which to avoid. 
Narraticon's soil, for example, has a 
thick sandy surface that erodes easily 
under heavy rainfall. A clay bed about 
10" below surface creates standing water. 
High water table during winter months 
makes low-lying areas unsuitable for 
building; they can, however, be used 
for open space. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING AT 

NARRATICON 
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not a privilege. Politicians, including town boards, are feeling this 

pressure and currently are searching for ways to protect the remaining 

wilderness. It is impractical and too expensive at this time to decide 

that every parcel of land should become part of a public park in order to 

preserve open space, especially in view of the current housing shortage. 

Therefore, it is realistic to assume that a large part of that land will 

become useful for development. 

To a conservation-minded municipal governing board, the PUD offers 

the most logical solution for the protection of the open spaces where de¬ 

velopment will occur. The open space allowed in a cluster-type PUD will 

be the vanguard of the PUD's conservation philosophy because less will be 

disturbed in its natural state by the construction of a PUD. Since a 

planned unit development leaves large areas of open space, that land which 

is least capable of supporting building could be used for housing. Conven¬ 

tional subdivisions simply superimpose grids on sites often without tinder- 

standing that the site is an unsound risk. For example, almost 30 per cent 

of the housing units constructed in the Inverness Forest Subdivision are 

under the 40-year flood plain of nearby Cypress Creek and the governing law 

19 
is powerless to do anything about it. The PUD, on the other hand, would 

be approved or disapproved on its merits and if the board objected to the 

location of certain buildings, it could disapprove of the plan. Because 

the PUD is planned, the study of the site, with the accompanying economic 

staging plan, would show the best location for building intensity. Thus, 

studies of topography, vegetation, micro-climate, soil and water dictate 

somewhat the type of intensity of each project. For example, the studies 

conducted for Narraticon showed that the upward area of the site was best 
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for building. The low land area, besides being subject to flooding, de¬ 

pended on the existing vegetation to impede erosion. The PUD was simply 

the best available private enterprise method of guarantying the preserva¬ 

tion of the low land area. The developer did not do this simply in the 

name of ecology—he was conscious of the fact that this kind of community 

is more easily sold to both the public and the town. 

In short, the planned unit development process defeated almost every 

objection raised by the board thus discrediting the PUD as the wrong pro¬ 

cess. After the advantages of the PUD were presented, it was quickly ap¬ 

proved by the board eventhough they did not have a PUD ordinance at that 

time; they simply wrote one. The developer saved $3.5 in development costs. 

The intricacies of this case are not singular. The fact is that a PUD done 

well will almost invariably become the town's most advantageous economic 

method of growth. 

In a report by Arthur D. Little for a city in California, it was found 

that each single family house as we know it cost the city $100 whereas the 

20 
average multi-family dwelling unit earned $3,500 for the city. In spite 

of figures like these, many municipalities are reluctant to approve of any 

new kind of development and therefore enforce strict exclusionary zoning in 

an effort to prohibit it. For example, in the 22 counties that make up the 

region around New York City, a minimum lot requirement of one acre or more 

21 
is maintained in almost 75 per cent of the municipalities. 

courts 
There may be some relief from this exclusionary and burdensome zoning 

in the courts at the present. The courts have been striking out large lot 
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zoning in a number of decisions in various states. This means that the com¬ 

munities on the fringes of our wealthier cities are in for a difficult time 

if they continually rely on exclusionary zoning to curtail new development 

within their area. As an example, the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania struck 

down a New Providence Ordinance which called for two and three acre lots. 

In this case the city argued that they did not have the roads, schools or 

sewers to accomodate additional population. Nevertheless, the court ruled 

22 
.that the ordinance was improper and exclusionary. Similarly, a New 

Jersey court in ruling against an exclusionary ordinance in Englewood 

said, "The breaking of segregated housing patterns will tend to promote 

23 
the public health, safety, morals and general welfare of the community. 

Likewise, the U. S. 9th Circuit Court of Appeals in San Francisco wrote on 

a ruling recently that the result of this exclusionary zoning by referendum 

is discriminatory. Even the Supreme Court has agreed to hear a case 

brought up by the HUD and the Department of Justice against Black Jack, 

Missouri, as "discriminatory and exclusive zoning ordinances," making it 

the first zoning case to be reviewed by the court since the Land Mark 1926 

case which upheld the concept of zoning. 

Thus, the suburbs would best seek an ordinance that will allow execu¬ 

tion of the PUD concept. The alternative is to have high density, lower 

income housing shoved down their throats by litigation. This is not to 

say that the developer can rely totally on the courts for relief from zon¬ 

ing. Towns may only pay nominal heed to court decisions by zoning im¬ 

practical sites for higher density usesj for instance, swamps, river beds, 

quarries, etc. In addition, if this tactic fails, the community has a 

wide arsenal of other restraints to prevent PUDs—such as building codes, 
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labor contracts and subdivision restrictions. Nevertheless, towns will 

eventually have to open themselves up, one way or the other, to develop¬ 

ment although they may be able to politically postpone this for a period 

of time until the population increases in this country alone demand it. 

In summary, for the immediate future, growth in the suburbs is inevitable 

and the PUD is the municipality's best solution for accomodating this 

growth and side-stepping the suburbs degradation. 
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buyer 

The consumer is perhaps the most important key in the planned unit 

development (PUD), for if PUD projects are to become a widespread reality 

then they must possess market acceptability. To date the PUD has been a 

remarkably successful project arid is being recognized as potentially more 

profitable than the conventional single family projects. Done well, it 

sells faster, appeals to a wider range of buyers and renters and offers 

major economic savings in land and development costs. 

The contemporary market is demanding new ideas and something different. 

The product of these new demands requires the development of land which 

will offer innovations and amenities that might have seemed unimportant or 

unnecessary a few year ago. The PUD is one such innovative development. 

It appeals to many potential home buyers for a number of reasons which in¬ 

clude: lower prices, removal of yard maintenance, the provision of ameni¬ 

ties, community organization, ourdoor privacy and open space, and the ad¬ 

ded status of a more prestige community. 

community 
The first advantage which a PUD possesses for a potential buyer is a 

"community environment." The planned unit development is selling more than 

just housing; it is selling a community concurrent with the life style of 

today's home buyer. Carl’ Narcross, in a study for the Urban Land Insti¬ 

tute of 28 existing PUD communities across the United States, found that 
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the majority of people placed an equal or even greater emphasis on the 

community environment than they did on the actual home in choosing a new 

24 
community to settle in. Narcross also stated in the report that the 

more features a community offered the more important the environment was 

as a sales factor. The provision for amenities included such features as 

community open space, trees, parks, recreation areas, good street lay¬ 

outs, lakes, schools, commercial shops, etc. However, if a house is poorly 

designed, too small or inadequate, the community features will not alone 

sell it. On the other hand,, if the housing is adequate and of comparable 

stature and price to a conventional subdivision, many buyers will choose 

a PUD project because it provides a better community environment. Narcross’s 

study reiterated this fact in his report which stated that in all 28 case 

studies the PUD sold substantially better than surrounding conventional sub¬ 

divisions of comparable price range. Because of these and similar results, 

many developers are altering their whole market approach and are favoring 

PUD-type developments. 

These new PUD projects will not change the life style of the poten¬ 

tial buyer but they can provide the environment for a potential life style 

which is currently lacking in many tract developments. The point is that 

although these projects do not substantially influence motivation, they 

can capitalize on it. For instance, a recent trend has been for people to 

spend their increased leisure time enjoying recreational activities, social 

activities, entertainment or merely getting away for the weekends. How¬ 

ever, the single family detached house requires its occupant to spend a 

major portion of that leisure time in yard maintenance. To many of these 

disenchanted people the PUD concept, of removing a major portion of the 
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yard and relocating it in a private, common green area, is appealing. 

This concept may not be the prime motivator of a new life style, but it 

may be capitalizing on a life style which already exists. 

This is not to say that the desire for the single family detached 

house is dead. If, for example, a couple were able to purchase a single 

family detached house on a sizeable acreage of land with all the community 

features, the amenities, the landscaping, the open space environment, the 

maintenance free living, the neighborhood shopping and business centers, 

the community organization, etc., offered at the same price as a PUD de¬ 

velopment, then certainly a great number of people would prefer it over 

the PUD. However, because of the facts mentioned earlier within this study, 

this is virtually impossible at the present cost of the aforementioned 

housing. Thus, the PUD will render a type of community housing which pre¬ 

viously only the rich could afford and, at the same time, provide housing 

for the less affluent who are making between $5,000 and $9,000 a year in¬ 

come and who cannot afford to pay more than between $10,000 and $20,000 

for housing or more than $150 a month in rent. If a developer is able to 

reduce the cost of housing by savings in development costs then many of 

these potential home buyers will have the added advantage of moving into 

the suburbs which exclude them economically at the present time. 

Many potential upper middle income buyers have believed that the in¬ 

clusion of a housing mix in a community would harm the community's status 

image and are therefore reluctant to move into a community that supports 

such a mix. However, the inclusion of a mix has some advantages to a buyer. 

First, a developer charges more for the multi-family housing lots thus al¬ 

lowing single family lot costs to be reduced. Secondly, the provision of 
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multi-family units requires accompanying amenities which the single family 

buyer may also use. In the final analysis, it is the status image that 

really concerns the single family buyer. A PUD project can be a very 

prominent community. The open space and other aesthetic values of a PUD 

are far more prestigous than the majority of monotonous, tract-type, single 

family only developments. 

The point is, people do not buy a home because of those gas lamps, 

shutters or diamond-shaped window panes; they buy because they get a bet¬ 

ter community and house price then they would elsewhere. Thus, the PUD is 

more advantageous to a buyer searching for a "community environment" simply 

because it provides more community facilities for the participation of com¬ 

munity organization in an open space atmosphere plus providing all the ad¬ 

vantages, economic and taxwise, of owning a home. 

privacy 

The PUD is selling more than a community; it is also selling privacy. 

Much of the criticism of higher density developments has been that they 

tend to degrade privacy, especially out-of-doors. But, this need not be 

true. The shared wall between attached units can be constructed of a ma¬ 

terial in such a way that sound cannot penetrate and exterior privacy can 

be maintained by providing each unit with a private, fenced-in patio. In 

many conventional subdivisions, the sliding glass door opens on to a whole 

neighborhood of backyards which is anything but private. Anyone having a 

backyard party or barbequ'e becomes the primary focal point of the community. 

In the higher density PUDs this can be eliminated by not only providing 
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Home Privacy Through Clustering 



ETHAN ALLEN 
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Although Architectural Styles are Used Throughout, Varying Fas cades, 

Housing Plans, Setbacks, and Individual Uniqueness are employed to 
Break the Monotony of the Units. 
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fenced-in patios (which is usually all the exterior areas required anyway) 

but, since setbacks can be varied along with orientation of plans, by pro¬ 

viding a finer, more private court. 

Another form of privacy which the home buyer seeks is uniqueness. One 

misunderstanding many people commonly make about attached housing is that 

they "all look alike." To many people this standardization is inhuman and 

degrades their individual expression. Contrary to this misconception, a 

number of plans, fascades, unit sizes and setting locations are available 

in PUD attached housing—much the same way it is in a conventional subdivi¬ 

sion. For example, Heritage Village offers nine different floor plans, 12 

possible fascades and a number of setting combinations. The only difference 

in a PUD is that usually one architectural style is maintained. However, in 

many conventional subdivisions architectural control is also maintained. 

Sharpstown, for example, employs deed restrictions that require each house 

to have a cedar shake roof and to be constructed of brick. 

diversity & choice 

The planned unit development’s greatest advantage for a buyer is that 

it offers him a choice that has not previously been available. In the past, 

the only choice available to a potential buyer was a single family tract 

development or an urban apartment. Most Americans, who could afford to 

make the choice, overwhelmingly chose the subdivision's single family house. 

Sociologist, Herbert Gans, in his book, People and Plans, maintains that 

the basic desires influencing that suburban choice are: new satisfaction 

due to home ownership and increased family morale resulting from availability 
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of space. Suburban residents give a simple answer to why they moved to 

suburbia as indicated in a nationwide survey made by the Newman Harris 

Pollsters. The majority of suburban residents believed suburbia was an ex- 

26 
cellent, natural environment in which to raise children. 

In reality, this great suburbia comprises anything but a "natural set¬ 

ting." Christopher Alexander sets the tone for many a suburb when he 

writes, 

"the view from the picture window is of the other 
man’s picture window. The individually owned and 
independently maintained outdoor spaces loop around 
the house and dribble miserably over curb edges in¬ 
to the gutters of the street. The bare, unused 
blades of grass serve only the myth of independence. 
This unordered space is neither town nor country; 
behind its romantic fascade suburbia contains neither 
the natural order of a great estate nor the man-made 
order of the historic city. What nature there is, 
neatly trimmed, standardized, bush by bush, flower 
by flower, is never free^rom its noisy, unnatural 
mechanical confinement." 

Perhaps this is a graphic analysis, but the children of the "now gen¬ 

eration" often have a strong distaste for suburbia. Child psychologist, 

Dorthy Barclay, found that "on tests designed to measure such delicate 

matters as 'sense of personal freedom', feeling of belonging, sense of per¬ 

sonal worth, social standards, social skills and family relations the children 

of a privileged homogeneous type suburb rated from slightly to significantly 

worse than children from a suburb which contained a social mix on whom the 

28 
test was standardized. Similarly, in the Harris County Poll, it was 

found that suburban teenagers are "often bored," and 43 per cent say that 

they would like to live somewhere else when they are no longer dependent on 

29 
their parents. On the other hand, most parents seemed relatively satis¬ 

fied with suburbia. In the Harris Poll it was found that over 44 per cent 
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of the adult suburbanites had no reservations at all about their neighbor¬ 

hood. It may, however, be an error to asstime that all suburban adult home 

purchases "wanted" the large lot single family detached house when there 

were few real alternatives available. Until low-priced, foreign autos be¬ 

came available to the American market, Detroit could assume that most Ameri¬ 

cans wanted those large, chrome gas-eaters; but, now with the availability 

of smaller foreign cars, American auto manufacturers have at last realized 

that many American drivers wanted something else. 

The same is true of the planned unit development (PUD); it has appealed 

to many homeowners because the prices are lower and it provides a community 

atmosphere more in harmony with their life style. Because of the many re¬ 

creational amenities, open spaces and diversities that exist in a PUD, de¬ 

velopers feel that they will also be more acceptable to the teenage children 

of many potential buyers. Developers point out that the majority of the 

buying market today is comprised of people who grew up in the suburbs and 

who show displeasure towards those "homogeneous-type" tract developments 

they grew up in. 

The homogeneity that many of the adult buyers have been requiring for 

their suburbs may only have been a temporary condition anyway. For example, 

in 1956 Sharpstown was planned as a totally single family detached community. 

However, by 1970, marketing factors and land economics changed radically. 

Today, instead of the original single family plan, there exists a widely 

diverse community; over 45 per cent of all living units are non-single 

family including townhouses, duplexes, apartments and high rises. In ad- 

dition, the development has a wide variation of land uses including commer¬ 

cial businesses and industrial uses. The reason may be that in Houston 
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there is no true restrictive zoning so the developer was able to change 

his plan prior to plot approval as the market and the buyers demanded 

thus allowing the land to be developed to its alleged highest and best 

use. 

Likewise, in zoned municipalities, the movement towards diversity is 

oncoming. For example, in Levittown, Pennsylvania, the homogeneous single 

family pattern has changed to one containing apartments, commercial facili¬ 

ties, etc. Inverness Forest, following the same trend, currently plans to 

build townhouses, apartments and commercial facilities within its remain¬ 

ing undeveloped acreage. Thus, developers and builders are increasingly 

moving toward a more diversified community than those "homogeneous" pro¬ 

jects built in the 1950's and early 1960's. Developers have found it very 

difficult to sell homes located on busy streets which are ideal for apart¬ 

ments or commercial facilities. 

But, perhaps the greatest factor calling for this housing mix is 

what William H. Whyte calls "the housing cycle.This cycle may be 

roughly portrayed as the types of housing a family may go through in a 

lifetime. For example, when a couple first marry they are making a modest 

income and an apartment is all they can afford and it fulfills the shelter 

demands of their life style. But, at a later date, as their incomes rise 

and they have children they may move into a townhouse. Then later, as 

their family size and income increase even more the desire for a bigger 

and more prestigous single family detached house may cause them to move 

again. Finally, as their income drops at retirement and the children are 

gone, they may move back into the apartment, thus completing the cycle. 

The important point to recognize is that this cycle requires that a broad 
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mix of housing types be available to the buyer. 

In many conventional subdivisions the mixture of housing types with¬ 

in the community causes social relations to become strained. For example, 

in Sharpstown apartments were built adjacent to single family residences. 

The Sharpstown Civic Association, a homeowner association, has expressed 

a pungent distaste for these apartments and their residents and according 

to John Bonett, a past president of the association, the homeowners are 

annoyed by the late night noise, traffic conjestion, and the community 

indifference generated by "those people" who live in apartments. Bonett 

also says that most people did not know the apartments were going in next 

door and if it had been clearly known beforehand, the homeowners would not 

31 
be able to complain. On the other hand, in Narraticon, there is a very 

distinct barrier separating apartments from the single family units. In 

most cases townhousing provides a transition along with major streets, 

open green spaces or a similar type of easement. At the Pine Run, New 

Jersey PUD, a project similar to Narraticon, the same barriers were used 

and conflicts did not occur. According to the developer, not one single 

32 
complaint has been expressed by the Homeowners Association. 

In the final analysis a PUD project, by offering a wide diversity of 

housing and land use types similar to many developed conventional subdi¬ 

visions, can meet current market demand and, because it is planned, can 

reduce a large number of the conflicts implicit in many conventional de¬ 

velopments. The PUD reflects the current predispositions of the younger 

people comprising the new market in economics, homeownership, space, main¬ 

tenance and life style. • 
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the pud’s record for solving the problem 

It has been clearly stated that the development of the planned unit 

development (PUD) can be more economical to the developer and the town 

than the conventional subdivision. In addition, homeowners respond favor¬ 

ably to these open space communities. Careful analysis of the PUD is 

needed, however, to determine if it is providing adequate housing which 

people (including median income buyers) desire and at the price they can 

pay. There is some speculation that only a few of the authentic PUD pro¬ 

visions have been incorporated into a large percentage of current PUD 

projects in an effort to produce visually aesthetic housing available 

only to the upper classes. To determine if this assumption is correct, 

the record of three examples used within this thesis will be analyzed. 

It will also indicate whether or not the actual cost of housing was 

lowered through the implementation of the PUD process, 

include: Heritage Village, Sixty-01 and Narraticon. 

1. Heritage Village - Southbury, Connecticut^ 

The Paparazzo Development Company acquired the 1,000 acre Heritage 

Village complex in 1967 in Southbury, Connecticut. The site was originally 

zoned by the local municipality for single family detached residential 

usage at a density of one unit per acre. After an extensive battle with 

the city planning board the project was approved as a planned unit develop¬ 

ment at a density of 2.5 units per acre. However, several pre-conditions 

These projects 
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were made by the board including the assurance that the project would be 

in keeping with the existing community status quo and that the developer 

would provide numerous amenities for the residents as a pre-condition to 

project approval. 

Paparazzo's solution was to provide clusters of townhouses, of vary¬ 

ing plans, sizes and fascades, offered only to people without children. 

The project was, therefore, set up as an adult community and as such would 

not produce children which the board claimed would overtax their school 

system. The amenities provided were extensive including: three lakes, 

a golf course, private mens' and womens' clubs, arts and crafts, a studio, 

an activities building which included an "Off Broadway" Theatre, a private 

library, a wildlife preserve, a garden complex, a community mini-bus sys¬ 

tem, a conservatory, a bazzar, an art gallery, a guest inn, a swimming 

pool and other recreational facilities, an organization to do all mainten¬ 

ance work and an extensive security system. These amenities cost the de¬ 

veloper $10 million and since his estimated infrastructure savings amounted 

to some $5 million, he had to spend an additional $5 million on develop¬ 

ment costs as compared to a conventional plan. A breakdown on these 

figures includes: 

Raw land costs for 1,000 acres 

Infrastructure Development costs 
Amenities 
Housing Construction costs 

$10,000,000 

5,000,000 
10,000,000 
50,000,000 

Total $55,000,000 

The average cost of the units ranged from $18,900 to $31,300. Al¬ 

though this was below that of surrounding houses on one acre lots (which 

averaged $45,600) most of the Heritage units were smaller. Their actual 
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square footage cost ranged from $20 to $30 a square foot which was close 

to or over that of the surrounding housing. 

The point to be made here was that the price of housing was not 

actually reduced since all the savings were reinvested in the project in 

an excessive amount of amenities. Although the project did provide ade¬ 

quate open space—inherent in the PUD's cluster plan—it failed to pro¬ 

vide the housing mix (strongly disapproved of by the town’s planning 

board) implicit in a PUD design. The project did offer a fantastically 

salable environment and a viable community atmosphere which attracted 

vast numbers of people in search of this type of home. However, it was 

still too expensive for the average income buyer in need of housing; and, 

in that respect it failed. In summary, Heritage Village should not re¬ 

flect on all PUD's because it did not prove in the end to be an authentic 

PUD, but rather an open space townhouse community. 

2 
2. Sixty-01 - Seattle, Washington 

Seventeen minutes from downtown Seattle, the W-0 Development Company 

purchased an 80-acre swamp site previously bypassed for residential uses 

and converted it to a planned unit development project called Sixty-01. 

The swamp was drained and converted into a 10-acre lake. It was used not 

only as a storm sewer, but as a primary recreation facility and, as such, 

became highly desirable property. The area was surrounded by residential 

subdivisions supporting an average density of 2.5 units per acre. Under 

the PUD provision the developer was allowed to increase densities up to 
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10 units per acre vith the understanding that amenities would be provided 

and buffers between the project and nearby family projects would be in¬ 

stalled. The solution contributed by architects Riley and Bissell was to 

provide a number of housing types, including four-story, multi-family 

apartments and townhouses. These buildings were built in a cluster pat¬ 

tern in such a way that the natural ecology of the site was left basically 

undisturbed. The project purposely excluded single family detached houses. 

The developers felt that the additional load of children and their accom¬ 

panying problems would hamper the project’s marketability since it was 

designed to house people with "aesthetic tastes". It also offered exten¬ 

sive amenities which included free maintenance, a riding stable, tennis 

courts, indoor and outdoor swimming pools, a 10-acre lake, sailing and 

boating marina, a community center, a library, a pool hall, a meeting 

room, a.private bar, a village shopping square, an athletic club, a three 

channel closed circuit T.V., and a security guard in a gate house. Be¬ 

cause the board required the amenities, their expense cancelled out any 

substantial development cost savings which the developer received. A 

breakdown of the costs includes: 

The developer felt that the project was attractive to the under 30 

and over 50 age market who are usually a very mobile group and, as such, 

would prefer to rent. Thus Sixty-01 is not a PUD, but in reality an open 

space apartment community. The apartments rent for $145 a month; a bache¬ 

lor "pad", $500 a month; and a spacious penthouse, about $240 a month. 

1. Raw land costs for 80 acres 
2. Infrastructure costs 
3. Amenities 
4. Building costs 

$1,000,000 
1,000,000 
4,500,000 

20,000,000 
Total $25,500,000 
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This project is selling both environment and a community. However, the 

average rent in Sixty-01 is almost 20 per cent higher than comparable 

apartments in the Seattle area. This naturally excludes many people who 

cannot afford to pay for "aesthetic housing." Research needs to be under¬ 

taken into building apartment communities such as this which would include 

designs for families with two or three children. But, for the present, 

Sixty-01 is just not solving the problem of housing people at a cost which 

the average consumer is able to pay. Therefore, this development is sim¬ 

ply a well done apartment community rather than a PUD process for solving 

the problem. 

3 
3. Narraticon - New Deptford, New Jersey 

Developers Bob and Hank Herskowitz first made application for Narra¬ 

ticon as a PUD in 1968. They were trying to obtain the approval of a 171- 

acre tract of land (which was under conventional zoning yielding 240 

single family detached units) as a PUD with a carrying capacity of 1,400 

units; 60 single family detached, 140 single family attached and 1,200 

apartments. After a two year battle with the local zoning board and two 

court cases in the interim, the project was finally approved on January 

8, 1971 and, in the words of the developer, "it was worth it." He not 

only saved an estimated $3.5 million, but he more than tripled his profit 

potential. It is significant here to stress the point that in the end no 

extra specifications were placed on the project by the planning board. 

Planners Rahenkamp, Sachs and Wells provided a plan that left vast 
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amounts of open spaces for shopping and recreational areas and allowed a 

broad mix of housing with adequate buffer areas between. Amenities were 

modest, but adequate and included a rapid transit stop, a shopping area, 

a small lake (made by draining a 6mall stream), a community center and a 

rough park space for children to play. It was projected that there 

would be some $3.5 million in savings of which $500,000 would be spent on 

the amenities and the remaining $3 million divided between the buyers and 

the developer, thus allowing the average cost of housing to be reduced. 

The breakdown on the costs includes: 

The units ranged in cost from $12,000 for a two bedroom townhouse up 

to $35,000 for a three bedroom single family detached unit. The average 

cost of housing in the nearby town was $35,000. The board asked the de¬ 

veloper to delete the single family units within the PUD because it re¬ 

presented a potential friction spot. However, the developer refused on 

the grounds that the surrounding PUDs provided this mix without conflicts 

such as Pine Run. Rents, likewise, were lower with the average unit costing 

$140 a month. 

This PUD was able to provide the kind of open space environment of¬ 

fered in a well executed PUD design and at the same time it lowered the 

cost of housing by 15 per cent. As a result, a significant number of 

people who were previously excluded from buying were offered a chance at 

suburban housing. The town also profited in taxes; the developer in 

1. Raw land costs for 171 acres 
2. Infrastructure development costs 
3. Amenities 
4. Housing construction costs 

$2,500,000 
1,000,000 
500,000 

28,000,000 

Total $32,000,000 
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higher profits and; the buyer in lower house prices. Perhaps this is not 

the ultimate solution to the housing problem, but it is an avenue which 

should be explored on a much broader scale than is currently being done. 

The success of the PUD depends greatly on how widespread its ac¬ 

ceptance becomes and how many restrictions local zoning boards place on 

the project. The NAHB currently lists over 300 FUDs in the United States, 

but the figure is misleading since a great majority are merely open space 

tovnhouses or apartment communities. The actual number of real PUD pro- 

4 
jects may be, according to the NAHB, somewhere around 12. PUD projects 

currently have not been able to put a dent in the problem of providing 

quality suburban housing for the middle income brackets simply because 

there are not enough of them. The reason there has been so few built is 

that the local zoning boards are reluctant to approve such projects. "The 

lack of acceptance of the PUD is due primarily to the conservation of 

local politicians,” says ULI's Director, Max S. Wehrly. "Theyfear that 

sooner or later such a project will harm the quality of life in their 

„5 
community. Similarly, current zoning is entirely too long, unclear and 

arbitrarily restrictive. For most developers, planned unit developments 

represent a way of persuading local authorities to relax some of the ex¬ 

clusionary densities now prevailing everywhere in the suburbs. This 

would be a desirable by-product of a new approach to residential develop¬ 

ment, from not only the planning point of view, but economic and environ¬ 

mentally as well. 

It is important to distinguish the worthwhile results of planning a 

PUD from the means by which it is done and its management. The signifi¬ 

cance of the PUD is that it is a flexible method of combining difficult 
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uses in one approval operation and inside the existing district zoning. 

Mixed commercial activities, community facilities and better land usage 

are the objectives of the design and not necessarily the prominent visual 

features of open spaces, clustering, private streets and recreational 

clubs* Success can be achieved by combining these features while at the 

same time buffering the nuisances which are generated by them. Thus, 

achievement of the desired flexibility generally calls for a more com¬ 

plete approval system by the community officials. 

In summary, the reduction of unnecessary and extensive requirements 

will allow the developer a choice which has been unavailable to him until 

now. He can overload the project with amenities and sell it to upper in¬ 

come groups or he can lower the cost of housing and sell to the whole 

market. As the housing shortage continues to rise, this opportunity—to 

lower the cost of housing—will become a necessary choice. 



*JaciCitie6 
MEETING HOUSE 

Overnight guest accommodations 
Card and music rooms 
Lounge and library 
Gardening workroom 
Kitchen 
Printing shop 

BORGE SWIMMING POOL 
THE LIBRARY 

4,500 books 
Rooms for displays and exhibits 

RIVER GARDENS 
Vegetable and flower plots 
Picnic area and cook-out facilities 

MEN’S CLUB 
Billiard rooms 
Game, card, and reading lounges 
Kitchen 

WOMEN’S CLUB 
Card rooms 
Main lounge 
Upper lounge 
Kitchen 

ACTIVITIES BUILDING 
Gymnasium 
Sauna and whirlpool baths 
Heritage Hall (auditorium) 
Meeting rooms 
Tape and record room 
Projection room 
Photographic laboratory 
Kitchen 

ACTIVITIES SWIMMING POOL 
AMPHITHEATRE 
STABLE STUDIOS 

Arts and crafts workrooms 
Courtyard 

HERITAGE VILLAGE 
COUNTRY CLUB 

18-hole championship course 
Pro Shop 
Snack bar 
Silo' Observation Tower 
Men’s sauna bath 
Locker rooms 
Storage facilities 
Country Tavern Restaurant and 

Lounge 
Putting clock 
Driving range 

W7^ 

AMENITIES AT HERITAGE VILLAGE 
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implications 

The primary implication of the planned unit development (PUD) pro¬ 

cess is that it can be a viable vehicle for suburban housing only if some 

relief from restrictive zoning is guaranteed. This is not to say that all 

zoning is bad or restrictive, but when it ceases to be reasonable it no 

longer serves its intended purpose. 

The Supreme Court of the United States carefully pointed this out 

in the landmark Amber vs Village of Euclid Case (1926) when they stated, 

"Zoning ordinances must be ’reasonable*in their applications to, their 

effect upon and their use in restrictions imposed upon specific parcels, 

g 
in keeping with the health, safety and welfare." However, some communi¬ 

ties believe only people of a certain economic level have the right to 

live in their municipality. In an attempt to guarantee such control, the 

community officials zone most or all of the land into large lots and re¬ 

quire homes on these lots to adhere to a certain square footage. This 

concept becomes tragic when it forces the cost of housing to be too ex¬ 

pensive for the majority of the buying market. These towns are operat¬ 

ing under a myth—clearly, large lot zoning does not always produce more 

prestigous homes. If that were true, consumers might expect to find Cad¬ 

illacs the only cars available to buy. The American system prides itself 

in its ability to offer a large selection of goods and services thereby 

allowing the buyer a choice. 

A large part of the zoning requirements are no longer applicable to 

present day development and their perpetuation results in an "unnecessary 
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conspicious consumption." Most present zoning statutes assume that the 

densities and other zoning requirements established for lot by lot develop¬ 

ment are appropriate for project development. Perhaps this was appropriate 

in a time when most housing was instigated by individual buyers and imple¬ 

mented at essentially the same time as a speculative measure and then sold 

to potential buyers. Thus, since the same person develops all the lots, 

the zoning concept of protecting home buyers from each other ceases to 

remain a practical idea. 

Some relief from these restrictions can be found in the PUDs without 

extensive amenity requirements. A sensible reduction in the number of 

these requirements would not degrade the community health, safety or wel¬ 

fare; therefore, amenities must be considered an extra to be provided for 

by the developer only if he deems it necessary. 

Thus, PUD zoning is the logical way to control the new suburban 

growth and counteract sprawl. Also, by reducing amenity requirements 

some relief from these restrictions can be achieved while at the same 

time increasing the numbers of suburban housing projects currently being 

constructed. 

In a study conducted for the State of California, William T. Lenard, 

President of the California Housing Institute, found that a minimum of 

20,000 new homes could be created each year in California if local com¬ 

munities would refrain from passing arbitrary and non-market related mini¬ 

mum standards for new home developments. In terms of zoning such standards 

include: lot sizes, facilities,’ etc. Local boards have also been pres¬ 

suring developers to incorporate in their plans an unreasonable amount of 

amenities which, in turn, has been keeping median income people from 
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moving into such projects. Lenard's study also stated that for every 

$1,000 deducted from the price of a new single family house, 40,000 ad¬ 

ditional families could become potential home buyers in the San Francisco 

8 
Bay area alone. Thus, the problem of the housing gap between supply and 

demand will continue to widen unless restrictive zoning is amended. 

There are some potential solutions in a new land use policy such as 

the PUD which could conceivably solve the median income buyer's dilemma. 

Builders are torn between the need to produce reasonably priced housing 

and the mounting difficulty of obtaining land for such housing due to 

these unrealistic restrictions. Thus, they have been "sugar-coating" 

their plans with amenities in an effort to get them approved and the re¬ 

sult has been that most of them carry a higher price tag. However, with 

the widespread acceptance and understanding of the PUD, it is hoped that 

planning boards will approve these projects without unreasonable require¬ 

ments and thus allow developers to provide quality suburban housing for 

median income families at a price they can afford. 

The second major implication of the PUD is its impact on urban growth 

The rapid suburbanization of the land around urban centers has led to the 

decentralization of many core cities; for instance, New York, Philadelphia 

St. Louis, etc. These urban metropolitan areas are still growing, however 

the population is becomraing diffused over a wider area. Although the 

St. Louis metropolitan region increased 51 per cent in population between 

1950 and 1960, the city of St. Louis lost in population by nearly 20 per 

9 
cent in the same time period. This shift to the suburbs has been primar¬ 

ily a move on the part of the more affluent leaving the city and is respon 

sible for several dilemmas now facing the city. 
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First, with the reduction of a major part of the city's affluent 

population, the property tax revenues previously paid by these residents 

in the city are lost. Yet, these suburban residents use several of the 

city’s service facilities—theatres, sports stadiums, roads, parks, etc. 

Second, the burden of tax payments must therefore be absorbed by the 

businesses and less affluent residents who remain in the city and they 

generally cannot afford their current property tax payments. 

Third, many businesses are also moving to the suburbs because the 

affluent population has shifted and the city property tax rate has in- 

increased. This trend of locating industrial and commercial facilities in 

outlying areas has resulted in a big shift to employment outside the cen¬ 

tral city. The U. S. Bureau of Public Roads has analyzed Census data and 

found that in certain manufacturing, wholesale, retail and service indus¬ 

tries , central city jobs climbed only about 100,000 between 1947 and 1958. 

Employment outside the central city increased 1,600,000 during the same 

10 
time period. Michael Sumichrast, NAHB Associate Economist, points out 

that this trend has increased since the year studied. An inadequacy exists 

when the people who need to work in these outlying businesses are prevented 

from doing so by large lot deed restrictions which bar them from moving 

into the suburbs. Thus, a condition of "reverse commuting" is perpetuated. 

Fourth, when suburbanization takes a discontinuous growth pattern, it 

results in a very uneconomical and inefficient extension of service facili¬ 

ties such as roads and utilities. 

The planned unit development is one innovation that can alleviate these 

urban growth problems. Since gross densities can be increased in a PUD 

by the inclusion of more open space, land previously bypassed because of 
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high costs can be economically developed for residential purposes; thus, 

one of the major contributing factors to sprawl can be rectified. With 

the inclusion of a broad mix of housing types and housing prices within a 

PUD development, it can support both a broad work force for suburban busi¬ 

nesses and a heterogeneous tax base for property taxation. 

Another major implication of the PUD is linkage. The green spaces of 

a PUD may be aligned with similar green spaces of an adjacent PUD thus 

forming a vast public park. Regionally, this implies numerous linear green 

spaces running the length of the urban-suburban mosaic linking housing, 

office, commercial, industrial and recreational areas. Currently, the only 

connection between these areas is streets. However, with the introduc¬ 

tion of a PUD greenway system a second linkage may be provided. Thus, 

residents may choose to reach a destination by car on the roadway system 

or by foot through the greenway system. 

Still another major implication of the PUD is its influence on the pri 

vate enterprise system to produce housing. With the widescale implementa¬ 

tion of a PUD subdivision, development costs and the price of housing can 

be lowered. Therefore, more housing developments are encouraged and the 

developer can also benefit. To the community the PUD represents more tax 

revenue and the preservation of natural open spaces--currently sparse and 

inadequate in most suburban developments. In the final analysis, the most 

important implication of the planned unit development (PUD) is that it of¬ 

fers potential home buyers something new, a choice. 
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1 
Kate Turit, Paparazzo Development Company, Southbury, Connecticut, 

Personal letter, March, 1971. 

2 
J. William Oldenburg, W-0 Development Company, Inc., 700 Norton 

Building, Seattle, Washington, Personal Letter, March, 1971. 

3 
John Rahenkamp, President: Rahenkamp, Sachs and Wells, Philadelphia, 

Pennsylvania, Personal Letter, April, 1971. 

4 
Lee Syracuse, "Open Space Planning", NAHB File 910, (Aug., 1968), 

p. 75. 

5 
"Who Gives a Damn About Housing", Professional Builder, (Jan., 1968) 

p. 52. 

6 * 

Daniel R. Mandelker,'Managing Our Urban Environment", (Dobbs-Merril 
Company: New York, 19S3), p. 731. 

7 
"The Forgotten Market", American Builder, (Oct., 1967), p. 8. 

8 
Ibid. 

,9 
"Statistical Summary - 1970", (Bureau of the Census, Department of 

Commerce, Washington, D. C.), p. 377. 

10 
"The .Planned Unit Development", Journal of Homebuilding, (July, 1964), 
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