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Settling in the Salt Lake Valley
 On July 24, 1847, Wilford 
Woodruff drove a horse-drawn carriage 
west over Little Mountain and down 
Emigration Canyon. As the valley on the 
other side opened up to view, he stopped 
his carriage, and one of his passengers, 
Brigham Young, the prophet and president 
of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day 
Saints, or Mormons, got out to survey the 
sight. He saw a valley hemmed in on three 

Editor’s Note: The Mormon story is at once a special 
case in American history, and one almost unexceptional 
as a case study in the American mythos. Persecuted 
for its beliefs, the Mormon community had to carve 
out a space for itself in the Utah landscape. But if the 
story of religious exile and self-rule is also a common 
American theme, so are the patterns of postwar growth 
and decentralization. Eventually, the cultural capital of 
the Mormon community, Salt Lake City, changed and 
expanded, moving far beyond Joseph Smith’s Plat of 
Zion to more far-!ung cities, and "nally to a regional 
vision of walkable communities.

sides with mountains, with an enormous 
saltwater lake to the northwest. Young had 
seen the place before in a vision, and knew 
that this would be the new home for the 
Mormons. “This is the right place,” he said. 
“Drive on” (Hamilton 2006).
 Four days later, Young, along with 
other leaders in the church known as the 
Twelve Apostles, created a plan for the 
future development of Salt Lake City. By the 
next month, they had surveyed and platted 

SALT LAKE CITY
From Zion to
Envision Utah

By Dave Munson



DAVE MUNSON

DAVE MUNSON  •  3512 LANCASTER AVE APT 2E, PHILADELPHIA, PA 19104  •  (724) 316-3919  •  DMUNSON@DESIGN.UPENN.EDU

!"

While only one household could live on a 
lot, a single household may have multiple 
wives and scores of children, not including 
extended family members, making it larger 
than households both before and after 
the widespread practice of polygamy. This 
explains both the fairly high population per 
square mile required in the Plat of Zion and 
its allowance for fairly large city lots.
 The most important lot of the 
plat would be the temple lot. However, 
instead of being at the center of the plat, 
it would be at the base of the mountains 
that bordered the valley on the north. The 
four streets that bordered the temple lot 
were named, and from these further streets 
were numbered in hundreds, 
followed by direction from 
the temple—100 South, 
300 East, and so on (Galli 
2005, 115). Other public 
squares were interspersed 
throughout the plan 
(Bancroft 1889, 580).
 The city would be 
ringed by farms of 20 acres 
wherever topography and 
access to water made them 
possible (Galli 2005, 115). 
As the Mormon community 
continued to grow, families 
were sent to settle other parts of the 
valley. Early settlements were either widely 
dispersed (Sandy was platted at the far 
southern end of the valley and Midvale was 
built between the two) or located at areas 
of strategic importance (Murray was located 
at the mouth of the Cottonwood Canyons 
where the granite for the Salt Lake Temple 
was mined). Each settlement was designed 
to be self-suf!cient and not grow up against 
other settlements. Settlers were also sent 
further a!eld, with Mormons founding 
cities from Mexico to Alberta (Hatch 2005).
 When the Mormons !rst entered 
the Salt Lake Valley in 1847, it was technically 
Mexican territory, but with no prior 
settlements there was no real administrative 
authority other than the church. Even after 
the area became part of the United States after 
the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo ended the 
Mexican–American War in 1848, it would 
be years before any legal system other than 

that of the church would have any in"uence 
on planning. The church was responsible 
for platting out streets and blocks, assigning 
land uses, and then allotting parcels to 
church members. Members were given land 
for free after a $1.50 recording fee, and were 
able to arrange their houses and gardens as 
they saw !t, as long as they met the 20-
foot setback and, later, built their homes 
of adobe brick. However, they were not 
allowed to subdivide their large lots, and real 
estate speculation was strongly discouraged 
(Galli 2005, 120). The reason for this was, 
essentially, to preserve affordable housing for 
newcomers. According to Heber C. Kimball, 
counselor to Brigham Young, “the design of 

President Young was 
that no speculation 
in lands by the 
brethren should be 
allowed whereby the 
!rst comers should 
enrich themselves at 
the expense of their 
brethren who should 
follow. ... In other 
words, the interest 
of the whole was to 
be uppermost in the 
mind of each man” 
(Handley et al 2006). 

As long as the church had total control of 
development, this system worked; however, 
that total control would be short-lived.

Social and Physical Changes Affect 
Planning in Salt Lake City
 The fast rate of growth was a major 
early factor of change in Salt Lake City. 
Within three years of the initial settlement, 
the population had surpassed 6,000, and 
then grew over 50 percent each decade from 
1850 to 1890 (Galli 2005, 115). With this 
fast rate of growth, the church was unable 
to establish new cities and allot properties 
fast enough, and it became necessary to 
allow people to subdivide and transfer land 
without the supervision of the church. 
In 1850 the Utah territorial legislature 
(virtually all Mormon but not an of!cial 
arm of the church) authorized the surveyor 
general to issue certi!cates that would 
demonstrate legal possession and transfer 

the city. This quick, simple plan regulated 
the development of the city for over 50 
years, as well as the growth of surrounding 
cities (Galli 2005, 115). With growth and 
greater population diversity came change, 
and eventually the original framework 
gave way to new models. Today the secular, 
public-private partnership Envision Utah 
continues to set an example in local and 
regional planning for the rest of the country, 
using public participation to create tools for 
local communities to grow sustainably.

Salt Lake City and the Plat of Zion
 The context of planning in Salt Lake 
City is a unique one—the Mormon Church 
was the !nal authority on land-use planning 
and urban design, and had an extensive role 
in shaping almost all elements of the city. 
The foundational element of planning in 
the Salt Lake Valley was Joseph Smith’s Plat 
of Zion, which was adapted to local needs.
 Virtually all Mormon settlements 
are based on the Plat of Zion, a vision received 
by Joseph Smith, the !rst president, prophet 
and founder of the Mormon Church, in 
1833. The plat was one mile square, with 
most blocks 10 acres and divided into half-
acre lots. All roads would be 132 feet wide. 
The three blocks at the center of the plat 
would be set aside for public and religious 
buildings. These buildings were meant 
to serve a population between 15,000 
and 20,000. If the population grew above 
this line, a new, identical city would be 
built a small distance away, with what we 
would now call a green belt between. All 
agricultural uses were to be set off to the 
outside of the plat, so that residents would 
have access both to agricultural land as well 
as urban amenities (Smith 1833). This plat 
was meant as a blueprint, and adaptations 
were made in later settlements by Smith and 
his successors. 
 Young made such adaptations 
to the Plat of Zion when laying out Salt 
Lake City, including adding sidewalks and 
reducing the number of lots per block 
from 20 to eight 1.25-acre lots. Although 
this sounds like it would be decreasing 
density, a signi!cant change in the Mormon 
household had taken place between 1833 
and 1847: the institution of polygamy. 

The context of planning in 
Salt Lake City is a unique 
one—the Mormon Church 
was the !nal authority on 
land-use planning and urban 
design, and had an extensive 
role in shaping almost all 
elements of the city.
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of land. This was a temporary !x, and in 
1859 the legislature petitioned Congress to 
include Utah in the National Land System 
for greater protection of legal title to 
property. In 1865 the federal surveyor for 
Utah lent his support to the proposition, 
and by March of 1869 a federal land of!ce 
opened in the territory. Although the initial 
point for the land survey in Utah was the 
southeast corner of the temple block, the 
Mormon Church had ceded some power 
to the federal government. This was only 
the beginning of the changes that would 
impact planning in Salt Lake City.
 While internal forces did lead to 
change, a single external force had a much 
larger impact. The transcontinental railroad 
was completed in May of 1869, and a branch 
brought freight and passenger rail service to 
the Salt Lake Valley. This added to the growth 
issue within the church, but concurrent 
discoveries of copper and other minerals 
brought “gentiles,” or non-Mormons, to 
Salt Lake City for the !rst time in large 
numbers. Salt Lake City’s function as a stop 
on the road to California during the gold 
rush had previously brought money and 
some non-Mormons, but the new mines 
brought permanent residents who were not 

members of the faith. These new residents 
were not subject to the restrictions of the 
Mormon faith, including those related to 
planning.
 As their numbers grew and they 
gained greater representation in the state 
legislature, and as the church became 
distracted from planning issues due to the 
persecution of church leaders over polygamy, 
the Mormon hegemony over planning 
began to fall apart. This social and political 
change led to the creation of a real estate 
market, which fueled land development 
and speculation in areas previously set aside 
as green belts or otherwise undeveloped by 
Mormons. The grid structure of these new 
areas did not follow the previous pattern. 
The Marmalade District, just to the north of 
the temple block, was built according to the 
city’s topography, and The Avenues to the 
northeast were developed on a much denser 
street grid with smaller blocks. South of 900 
South Street, blocks became rectangular and 
irregular, while blocks on the east edge of 
the city, as well as some in the very center 
of the city, began to get subdivided. The 
areas east and west of the city were largely 
undeveloped until after World War II, at 
which point they began following the 

suburban dendritic road pattern. As the 
city became denser, the urban industrial 
problems of dirt, disease, and crime began 
to drive residents to other cities or to 
homestead new lands. In an effort to get to 
land before the gentiles did, some members 
of the church began to homestead in areas 
beyond those designated by church leaders.
In the power vacuum left behind by the 
church in planning matters, secular civic 
groups composed of both Mormons and 
non-Mormons took control of development 
in the city. The Chamber of Commerce, the 
Improvement League, and the women’s 
clubs all developed between the 1890s 
and 1920s, and lobbied for improvements 
in drinking water, sewers, street lighting, 
mosquito abatement, parks, playgrounds, 
and other systems. They were inspired by 
the City Beautiful movement, as can be seen 
in the Hotel Utah (now the Joseph Smith 
Memorial Building), Liberty Park, and 
other developments of the era.
 As in much of the rest of the 
country, the Salt Lake Valley experienced 
major growth after World War II. 
Unfortunately, much of this development 
happened outside of Salt Lake City on cheap 
land in the suburbs. With the increased car 
traf!c of 6,000 new households outside of 
the city and virtually no mass transit (Salt 
Lake City’s exemplary streetcar network 
had closed in 1941), new highways 
were thought to be the answer, and the 
construction of interstates 15 and 80 began 
in 1956. As in many other cities, this led to 
further "ight from the city center. Salt Lake 
City’s population growth peaked in 1960 at 
190,000, and has yet to recover. Before the 
freeways, 70 percent of the population of 
the Salt Lake Valley lived in Salt Lake City. 
By 1970, only 30 percent did (Galli 2005, 
122–26).
 Plans were made to address the 
decline of Salt Lake City, but to little effect. 
The most notable was the Second Century Plan of 
1962, which focused mainly on large-scale 
improvements in downtown Salt Lake City. 
Few of the improvements developed in the 
plan were ever implemented (Downtown 
Planning Association, Inc 1962). Although 
Salt Lake City itself stagnated in the postwar 
era, it remained the center of a growing 

The original plat of Salt Lake City showed large, regular lots, centered around the temple block.
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metropolitan area known as the Wasatch 
Front. While new suburbs such as West Valley 
City, South Jordan, and Draper popped up 
around the Salt Lake Valley, the new freeways 
allowed people to live beyond the valley 
and still work in Salt Lake City. Previously 
autonomous cities, such as Ogden in the 
north, Provo in the south, Park City in the 
east, and Tooele in the west began seeing 
a number of new residents who spent 
their working hours in Salt Lake City. By 
the end of the century, Salt Lake City had 
a population of 180,000, but the Wasatch 
Front had a population of roughly 2.4 
million. This growth led to a greater strain 
on the natural and man-made resources of 
the region. Air quality in the area became 
extremely poor, and smog was common. 
Water and agricultural resources were being 
stretched to their limits. Traf!c congestion 
on the few highways was time-consuming 
and dangerous. It became apparent that for 
Salt Lake City to grow, it needed to stop 
working only locally and begin planning on 
a regional scale (Galli 2005, 126).

Enter Envision Utah
 In 1997, Envision Utah, a 
nonpro!t, public-private partnership, was 
created to begin evaluating the needs of the 
region. As opposed to the early Mormon 
Church’s top-down, prescriptive method 
of planning, Envision Utah began its 
planning process by gathering committees 
and sending out surveys to !gure out 
what the citizens of the Wasatch Front 
were interested in accomplishing. Based 
on the responses received, they decided to 
focus on seven criteria for their plans: air 
quality, transportation, critical lands, water 
conservation, housing options, ef!cient 
infrastructure, and economic development. 
They then hired Calthorpe Associates to 
help them create different scenarios for 
the future of the Wasatch Front. Calthorpe 
worked to gain even more public input, and 
with it created four different development 
scenarios. Scenario A was the base scenario 
of continued urban sprawl. Scenario B was 
what would happen if cities successfully 
implemented their 1997 municipal plans, 
and would lead to continued sprawl as well, 

but not to the degree that Scenario A would 
have. Scenario C focused on walkable, mixed-
use communities. Scenario D also focused on 
walkability and mixed use, but also required 
that half of all new development be within 
existing urban areas. Calthorpe analyzed 
what effect each scenario would have on 
housing, land consumption, transportation, 
cost, and air and water quality. After a very 
thorough public outreach campaign and 
many public meetings, it was determined 
that Scenario C was the preferred alternative.
 With that in mind, Envision 
Utah released the Quality Growth Strategy in 
1999. This document had nine chapters—
“Protecting Sensitive Lands,” “Meeting 
Housing Needs,” “Making Our Community 
a Good Place to Walk,” “Reuse and In!ll,” 
“Water Conservation,” “Urban Forestry,” 
“Energy Conservation,” “Strategies for 
Walkable Commercial Development,” 
and “Public Safety and Residential Street 
Design”—that showed how to achieve 
the goals from Scenario C of the plan. 
Each chapter explained the concept, why 
it mattered, and how it applied to Utah 
speci!cally, as well as best practices and tips 
for implementation. Envision Utah visited 
89 city councils and county commissions to 
personally introduce the plan. Cities had the 
option to implement the plans or not, but 
the organization made it as easy as possible, 
later even creating model ordinances for 
cities to use. The foundation has also worked 
with smaller municipalities to create local 
comprehensive plans and other planning 
documents. In 2002 and again in 2008, 
Envision Utah worked with the Governor’s 
Of!ce of Planning and Budget to evaluate 
the progress of the plan, and has published 
supplements accordingly. Envision Utah 
has been instrumental in regional land-use 
coordination, agricultural land preservation, 
and most notably the introduction of 
regional public transportation through the 
Salt Lake Valley’s TRAX light rail system 
and FrontRunner commuter rail system 
(Envision Utah 2011).
 The plan format of the Quality Growth 
Strategy differed signi!cantly from that of the 
early Mormon plans for Salt Lake City and its 

environs. The early plans were prescriptive 
blueprints that laid out almost all the details 
of streets, blocks, parcels, and lot coverage. 
The Mormon system could be called quite 
restrictive, with strict controls on design as 
well as subdivision, and public participation 
was completely unheard of. That being said, 
it could be called somewhat of an opt-in 
system, since in many ways it only applied 
to Mormons, and non-Mormons were not 
held to the same restrictions. The Quality 
Growth Strategy was also an opt-in system, in 
that it required nothing of the municipalities 
it was designed for. However, because 
Envision Utah did such thorough outreach 
and participation, many municipalities 
and even citizens felt very invested in the 
plan, and over 12 years have been able to 
see positive results in its implementation. 
It was a true comprehensive plan, covering 
all aspects deemed important by the public 
who participated, and covering them 
exhaustively so as to make implementation, 
should it be desired, as easy as possible.
 Political issues have arisen that 
have impeded implementation in certain 
areas. Much of Utah is very politically 
conservative, and was mistrustful of 
Envision Utah and its designs. For instance, 
a small tax increase was proposed to fund 
FrontRunner, the commuter rail system that 

Scenario A
Auto-Oriented

Scenario D
Transit-Oriented

Scenarios A and D from Envision Utah, 
showing how different growth patterns could 
reduce land consumption.
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connects Weber, Davis and Utah counties to 
Salt Lake City. Salt Lake, Weber, and Davis 
counties, being more progressive, each 
voted in favor of the tax increase, while 
conservative Utah County voted against 
it. This is why FrontRunner was !rst built 
in Weber and Davis counties. After seeing 
the opportunities for commuting and for 
economic development around stations in 
Weber and Davis counties, Utah County 
reversed its decision—FrontRunner is 
now being built there. There is still some 
mistrust of Envision Utah in more rural, 
conservative communities, but the success 
in the communities that have implemented 
their strategies is undeniable.

Lessons
 Some planners wish that they 
had the sort of prescriptive power that was 
exercised in the early Mormon settlements 
of Utah. For instance, some New Urbanists 
recommend the use of regulating plans 
and very strict form-based codes to reach a 
perfect vision of a community (Katz 1994, 
xxxix). However, this is unlikely to happen 
without signi!cantly stronger government 
(unlikely in the United States), homogenous 
communities, or strong levels of buy-in. 
There are a number of ways to create this 
sort of buy-in, be they religious or simply 

consumer preference, but they do not lead 
to particularly diverse communities.
 The lessons learned from Envision 
Utah are quite different. From them we learn 
that you can get signi!cant buy-in if those 
who are responsible for implementation 
feel some sort of investment in the plan. 
These may be your !rst-generation 
implementers, and hopefully those 
who were initially reluctant will see the 
success of these groups and then choose 
to implement themselves. On the other 
hand, a regional strategy implemented by a 
nongovernmental entity really has no teeth, 
and to have it only implemented by Salt Lake 
City would do little to address the larger, 
regional issues that the plan was designed 
to address. To give the plan more teeth, it 
would have to be implemented by a sort 
of regional government that has the power 
to mandate local implementation. Though 
this is unlikely in the current political 
environment, especially in conservative 
states such as Utah, it is a strong argument 
for the creation of this level of government.
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URBANISM: LANDSCAPE V. NEW

July 4, 2011
munsonscity.wordpress.com

I haven't gotten involved in the blogosphere's Landscape 
Urbanism v. New Urbanism debate because, frankly, I have 
not been able to understand what Landscape Urbanism 
is. When I first heard the term and looked it up on 
Wikipedia, it read, "Landscape Urbanism is a theory of 
urbanism arguing that landscape, rather than architecture, is 
more capable of organizing the city and enhancing the 
urban experience." OK... I have no idea what that means. 
What does it look like? What do Landscape Urbanists 
hope to achieve? How is it different from other urban 
theories? 

At the time I didn't feel like investing much more effort 
into learning about it and figured it would go away soon 
enough. But after this article came out and detailed the 
appearance of Charles Waldheim, a leading proponent of 
Landscape Urbanism, at CNU 19 (available on YouTube, 
Part 1 and Part 2) and the subsequent discussion 
between him and Andres Duany, founding member of the 
Congress for the New Urbanism, I felt that I should finally 
try and understand for myself. I'll start with my efforts to 
understand what Landscape Urbanism is, followed by my 
assessment of Waldheim's presentation and Duany's 
response.

WHAT IS LANDSCAPE URBANISM?
Unlike New Urbanism, the doctrines of Landscape 
Urbanism are quite opaque and academic, as is evidenced 
by one of the first results I got when I typed "Landscape 
Urbanism" into Google, the Landscape Urbanism Bullshit 
Generator (sorry, went for the direct quote there). 
However, one of the more useful results was The 
Landscape Urbanism Reader, a compilation of essays 
assembled by Waldheim to show the fundamentals of 
Landscape Urbanism.

One of the essays, “Terra Fluxus” by James Corner, was 
quoted almost everywhere else I looked as the closest 
thing to a doctrine of Landscape Urbanism. According to 
Corner, there are four foundations of Landscape 
Urbanism: "processes over time, the staging of surfaces, 
the operational or working method, and the imaginary." 
Simple enough, right?
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Corner goes on to explain the first principle by stating 
that the processes of urbanization are more important 
than the urban forms in themselves, and that urbanism 
must be thought of both in time and space, drawing from 
Louis Kahn's idea for the development of Center City 
Philadelphia, in which he compared the movements of 
people to the flows of water.

The second is concerned with the horizontal surfaces of a 
city, including infrastructures. Corner discusses how the 
grid of a city allows for its future use without determining 
exactly what will fill the blocks created by the grid.

The third principle addresses the design process applied 
in cities today, and while Corner seems to not approve of 
how the utopian models of many designers seem to 
devolve into the dross of the contemporary urban world, 
he doesn't seem to give a real, working alternative.

In expanding on the fourth principle, Corner says that "the 
collective imagination ... must continue to be the primary 
motivation of any creative endeavor."

The High Line, from thehighline.org.

Well, alright, that all sounds very nice, if not overly 
scholarly. But again I ask, what does it look like?

The images that accompany Corner's essay are beautiful: 
the High Line and Fresh Kills in New York; East Darling 
Harbor in Sydney; The Botanical Garden of San Juan, and 
others. The problem is, they're all parks—not complete 
urban developments. Many of the images used to describe 
Landscape Urbanism, both in the Reader and online, are 
also of parks, and very few of them really involve any 
urbanism.
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One such development, later selected by Waldheim as a 
prime example of Landscape Urbanism, is West 8's 
Borneo-Sporenburg in Amsterdam Harbor.

BORNEO-SPORENBURG

Aerial image of Borneo-Sporenburg, from west8.nl.

Borneo-Sporenburg was developed on two piers on the 
east end of the Amsterdam Docklands. They happen to be 
just south of Java Eiland, another recent development that 
I raved about in an earlier post and which has a few 
marked differences from development at Borneo-
Sporenburg. I will use some of these differences to 
highlight issues at the latter.

Borneo-Sporenburg, like Java Eiland, consists mainly of a 
mix of residential types, mostly townhouses and a few 
apartment buildings. The long, skinny nature of both 
developments lends itself to having a few long roads 
running parallel to the piers (or island, as is the case at 
Java) with smaller streets interspersed running 
perpendicular. They are both completely ringed by docks, 
almost all of which have a small (or sometimes not-so-
small) boat moored at them. Both have narrow, cozy, tree-
lined streets, with bikes locked up in front of nearly every 
building. The buildings form solid street walls, have 
entrances directly on the street, and generally maintain a 
similar cornice line. Both are served by a trolley.

The differences, however, are what make me want to live 
on Java Eiland—and not so much Borneo-Sporenburg.

On Borneo-Sporenburg, both piers are interrupted about 
halfway through by large apartment buildings set off from 
the grid and surrounded by plazas. While these do 
interrupt the view and help to create outdoor rooms and 
terminated vistas, the vista is often nothing too impressive.
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The view along Seinwachterstraat. From maps.google.com.

The plazas created around the buildings are leftover 
spaces, and aren't truly civic or public spaces. They are 
almost completely hardscaped and have very little 
greenery other than small trees in some of the plazas.

Plaza along Stuurmankade. From maps.google.com.

You would think that, being developed by Landscape 
Urbanists, that there would be more landscaping. Yet there 
are only two parks, one per peninsula, in the 
development: a linear park along Feike de Boerlaan:

From maps.google.com.

http://www.west8.nl/
http://www.west8.nl/
http://www.west8.nl/projects/all/borneo_sporenburg/
http://www.west8.nl/projects/all/borneo_sporenburg/
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http://www.west8.nl
http://munsonscity.wordpress.com/2010/09/29/a-week-of-biking-joyously/
http://munsonscity.wordpress.com/2010/09/29/a-week-of-biking-joyously/
http://maps.google.com
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http://maps.google.com
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...and one that cuts across the three main streets on 
Sporenburg:

From maps.google.com.

Java Eiland, on the other hand, has a variety of green spaces, 
ranging from parks on the interior of housing blocks:

Kratontuin, from panoramio.com.

...to large open fields:

From maps.google.com.
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...to playing fields:

From http://www.panoramio.com/photo/33401008.

...to linear parks.

From http://www.panoramio.com/photo/45905954.

The West 8 website mentions that the houses at Borneo-
Sporenburg are "strongly oriented to the private realm by 
incorporating patios and roof gardens." This idea is 
strongly anti-urban. After all, one aspect of what gives a 
place a good urban character is having great, public green 
spaces. The idea of trading in public space for private 
green space is one that is suburban in character ; people 
who strongly value private green space will buy a ranch 
house in the suburbs. Although the architecture and some 
of the public settings, such as the beautiful and highly 
sculptural bridges, are very attractive, I highly doubt 
anyone is moving there for a private patio.

West 8 also mentions that the development was built 
with "water-related activities" in mind, and some might 

http://maps.google.com
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suppose that these will replace some of the opportunities 
for recreation that are lost through the lack of significant 
public open space. However, those "water-related 
activities" are fairly limited. This isn't a beach, this is a 
former working harbor, with deep water and heavy boat 
traffic. You aren't letting your six-year-old jump in with 
their water wings. Pretty much the only water activity 
allowed is boating, which certainly limits those who can 
use this resource to a certain demographic. Even with that 
in mind, the design of Borneo-Sporenburg only really 
allows for those who front the edges of the peninsulas to 
have ready access to water (although there is a small dock 
between the piers).

In contrast, Java Eiland allows much greater access by 
providing traditional canals between blocks in the 
principally residential sections. This way, virtually everyone 
in these sections has access to water, as opposed to just 
those that front the edges.

Java Eiland canalscape. From panoramio.com.

Probably most troubling to me about Borneo-Sporenburg 
is the limited mix of uses. With the exception of a very 
few restaurants, the land uses are only residential and 
recreational.

Java Eiland, on the other hand, has a variety of residential, 
recreational, retail and office uses, with corner stores on 
almost every block in the principally residential sections. 
Again, if people are concerned about non-residential uses 
encroaching on their homes, they will move to the 
suburbs. Probably the principal joy of living in a city is 
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having easy access to a variety of uses, such as on Java 
Eiland.

By maintaining a high density but not including significant 
public open space or mixed uses, the developers of 
Borneo-Sporenburg have kept something that drives 
people away from cities—without providing what draws 
people to them. Although the attractive, high-end 
architecture will attract people for years, I worry about 
the future of this development when the architecture 
goes out of style.

Java Eiland, on the other hand, while not claiming to be a 
New Urbanist development, provides a number of 
amenities associated with traditional urbanism: high-quality 
public open space, a mix of uses, and familiar urban 
design, which in Amsterdam includes canals.

If I had to pick a place to live, Java Eiland would win, hands 
down. If Borneo-Sporenburg is supposed to be one of the 
leading examples of Landscape Urbanism, I don't think it's 
a movement I want to be a part of.

WALDHEIM AND DUANY:
THE SHOWDOWN
And now we come back to what spurred this whole 
thing; Waldheim's visit to CNU 19. First, Waldheim said 
that Landscape Urbanists are not "apologists for sprawl," 
as they have been characterized by New Urbanists, and 
that they support dense, low-emission development. As 
an example, Waldheim produced Lafayette Park, a 
development in Detroit built in the ‘50s and ‘60s.

Plan of Lafayette Park. From moma.org.

http://www.panoramio.com/photo/3173363
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The plan for Lafayette Park includes a very large park with 
housing, in the form of large slabs designed by Mies van 
der Rohe as well as smaller townhouses, inserted into it, 
with no through streets. A small commercial area sits at 
the southeast corner of the development.

Waldheim argues that this development accomplishes 
many of the goals of New Urbanism—compact design, 
mixed housing types and land uses, and a connected 
street network.

For the most part, I would say he is wrong on all fronts. 
First of all, compact design is hard to measure. If what he 
means is that there are a lot of housing units, that is true, 
but it is accomplished by putting them up in the air, far 
away from the action on the street. Looking at Lafayette 
Park from the street, is doesn't feel like a compact, urban 
place. There are multiple housing types, but they are all 
segregated in their different pods: towers here, 
townhouses there, duplexes somewhere else. Those of 
different incomes or tastes are still stratified from each 
other.

As for mixed uses, there is of course a small commercial 
development, but it doesn't bring a lot to the table.

The commercial development at Lafayette Park. From wikipedia.org.

As is evidenced by the vacancies in this image from 2007, 
it isn't exactly a desirable place. The auto-oriented 
development which lacks any sort of attraction has failed 
as a commercial enterprise, making it hard to say that the 
area is truly mixed-use.
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The connected street network that Waldheim alludes to 
seems nonexistent. The entire development has no 
through streets. There are pedestrian connections, but 
these alone aren't enough to get people out of their cars.

Waldheim's point was that Landscape Urbanism 
"accomplishes" these New Urbanist goals while 
emphasizing green frontages, rather than the buildings 
found along major roads in New Urbanist developments. 
Duany countered by pointing out that density, which 
Lafayette Park has, is not the same as urbanism, which it 
lacks. He criticized Landscape Urbanist renderings which 
show pedestrians walking through their developments, 
saying that people usually won't walk unless they have 
attractive frontage.

While some parts of Lafayette Park, especially the ones 
Waldheim showed pictures of, did have very nice, well-
landscaped frontages, there are other parts of the park 
that have not been as well taken care of. Even more so, 
none of them really go anywhere. Unless you're going to 
visit a friend on the other side of the park, there's no 
reason to walk anywhere.

Waldheim took a shot at New Urbanist's emphasis on a 
connected street grid, which I thought was very 
interesting considering that Corner seemed supportive of 
it. This emphasizes to me the lack of a real defining 
doctrine or unity in the movement. You can get different 
answers from different people about what Landscape 
Urbanism even means.

Duany subsequently brought up the Landscape Urbanist's 
insistence on leaving streams and wetlands undisturbed. 
While this is in many ways an ideal situation, always leaving 
them alone would mean that we would have no Back Bay 
in Boston, made up of a filled-in wetland. We would have 
no Boathouse Row in Philadelphia, which exists because 
the dam used for the city's original waterworks created a 
perfect boating reservoir. Manhattan, Duany points out, 
has 2,700 streams, and if all of them were daylit, the island 
as we know it would not exist.

Waldheim criticized New Urbanism for retro design 
tendencies. "There is still a latent and poor neoclassicism 
at the core of New Urbanism," he said.

Here it becomes important to make a distinction 
between the urban design and the architecture of New 
Urbanism. In my mind, New Urbanism is an urban design 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:LafayetteParkDetroit.jpg
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movement, focused on creating connected street grids 
with mixed land uses so as to recreate traditional, 
pedestrian-oriented cities, towns and villages rather than 
auto-oriented suburbs.

However, there are still many people who see New 
Urbanism as houses with porches, picket fences, and 
throwback architecture. This second idea is based on the 
most visible New Urbanist developments, Seaside, Florida:

Seaside's picket fences, porches, and postmodern neo-classical 
architecture. From authenticplaces.wordpress.com.

...and Kentlands, Maryland.

More direct classicism at Kentlands. From 
discoveringurbanism.blogspot.com.

But this does not take into account more recent 
developments, such as Belmar and Daybreak, which are 
able to incorporate more contemporary architectural 
designs, while still preserving a traditional street grid with 
consistent building frontages.
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Contemporary architecture and New Urbanism at Belmar. From 
americancity.org.

Also, there is a problem with assuming that the designers 
could make all the calls. There are developers, builders and 
architects that all have their own ideas about what should 
be built in a given area. If you think about it, part of the 
reason Kentlands looks the way it does is because the 
market there is for people who can't afford to live in 
Georgetown. By the same token, Belmar is for those who 
can't afford to live in LoDo in Denver, but still want to 
sort of contemporary urban lifestyle available there.

This is also a part of a problem with those who deride 
New Urbanism; they assume that New Urbanists all draw 
their inspiration from Seaside. Although there are certainly 
many who do, the idea of traditional urbanism is much 
older—centuries older—and the goal of New Urbanists is 
to resurrect it. When I look for examples of good design, I 
don't go to Seaside. I go to the village (Williamsburg, 
MA), town (Northampton, MA), and city (Pittsburgh, PA) 
that I grew up in. We have a near endless catalog of good 
urbanism in our traditional cities and towns. Why limit 
ourselves to things that have only happened since the 
1980s?

Both forms of urbanism have a goal of reducing 
greenhouse gases. Waldheim presented a project, the 
Lower Don Lands in Toronto (yet to be built), saying, "I 
would put the density and carbon metrics" of that project 
"against any project in this room." Let's take a look at this 
project.

http://authenticplaces.wordpress.com
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Lower Don Lands. From mvvainc.com.

So, connected street grid, buildings fronting onto streets, 
distinct neighborhoods... Wait, are you sure this isn't New 
Urbanist? In fact, the urban design on the project was 
done by Ken Greenburg, New Urbanist, under the project 
management of Michael Van Valkenburgh, Landscape 
Urbanist. So basically, it's a New Urbanist development 
with a big Landscape Urbanist park in the middle. I could 
roll with that.

While Landscape Urbanism has yet to produce a good, 
full-scale development, they have created some of the 
best parks of the last couple decades. Mix that with New 
Urbanism's ability to create urban, walkable 
neighborhoods, and you've got a killer pair.

New Urbanists and Landscape Urbanists certainly have 
different ideas about how cities should develop. However, 
instead of arguing, both sides need to play to their 
strengths. If we are able to take the best from both of our 
philosophies and combine them, we can create something 
great, like what the Lower Don Lands will hopefully be.
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