THE LAYOUT PROCESS OF THE INDIVIDUAL HOUSE



Each house is laid on the site by the individual family.
The layout is done by following the rules

., What are the advantages of this process? Why did we 1lntroduc e

?Zé
thls process

The main theme of the rules is to create a center while laying

out the house.

Was this understood and xmp made by the families?

" Did the families come with preconceived ideas about their hoase

form, and tried to place the house on the site without really

paying attention to 1t.

Amy is an example of it. But I think she had the site 1in mind

J) Nahman is another example. They talked a lot between them abut

o their house. She had the site in mind, but more than anythiling

vﬁf he wanted a layout plan that would make possible the use of

"
xﬁf the basement.

Eser had a ready plan. He came this this on the site, and he

staked it without really paying attention to the site.

think that Roudmans and Bell-Kligels were the ¥ two famllies
that understood the idea and the essence of the rules besT;

their attitufle while they were laylng out thelr houses was
really relaxed. They paid attention to the site.



There were issues of proximity between houses that concerned

ﬂ

the families a lot. When they were to lay the boundaries of

their houses one of the first thing they were dolng was to

cuarantee as long distance as possible from the next door house

-f?

or from an adjacent path. In some cases that was fine, 1n some
other cases that was a problem, because such an attitude damaged

the outdoor space central and common to the group of houses.

I had to talk a lot with Nahman and Amy to settle the distance \ pﬂ\
-.__J
O

between their houses. They wanted them too far apart, fact T N
that would spoil their common land. Finally we compromised 1n-
between. Also, the garden wall of Amy's house proved to save

the situation, since it created a buffer zone between the houses,
and i1t was much easire easier to move 1t closer to Nahman's

house, which we agreed to move 1t also closer to Amy's house

for about one meter, so that the view terrace 1n between has

a good slze and shape.

Bellin had a same kind of problem with the adjacent street.
Although it seemed that we had resolved thils 1ssue after the
layout was completed, they came back wmth the same problem,

one month later, after we had send them the prelimlnary drawlngs

of the houses.

far as the privacy of the families concermed, or was 1t an e

Why these kind of problems emerged? Were they leglmimate as Nﬂp\h
u

exageration. The fact is that this created a conflict between d
the 1ssue of privacy between families and the 1issue of posittive
and good shape and intimate size of the common land ofl the

cluster.



Did the people locate thelr houses successfully on the site.
How did the rules help them to do so. How much did the site
its configuration and the already existing houses determilned
b it, and how much other concerns, vliew, privacy detrmined 1t.
Qﬂi}#ﬂ The case of Perlman, the last house 1n the cluster, was a
difficult one. Bryx The problems he had were legimiimate. The
// view was problematic from hos house. His attitude was correct.

He sacrificed view to Shape the cluster?

Eytan's house was located w very successfully. E&ch familly

did its best, I think to meet 1ts needs and desilires about
privacy (major concern), view (another one) and contribute to

the shaping of the cluster. Alper was a difficult case. We

| had to move the houses 1n front of hls house slightly apart

from each other so that we would place hlis house 1n the place

that made more sense.

s
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" There were no lots defined in the moshav, owned by specific

families, before the layout process started. That was probab

Each family had chosen its house location at the time the layout

$) wé&\ of the moshav took place. Most of the families at thils time

\ujffa chose places on the edge of the hill to benefit the maximum

J

from the view. All new famillies had to be located behinfl these

houses, so that the clusters could get completed.

Anyway the point that I want to ralse 1s that that the 1dea
that lot definition follows the layout of the house favors
helps to layout and form the public space better, take 1t 1nto

serious conside ration . However, the problem 1s not as simple.



It creates a feeling of unlimlited freedom. Everybody wants the
maximum best. There 1s no price on the land, which would be

a constrailnt on where to locate one's hp house. Therefore,

people, felt free to move back anf forthxmIEmmm to get the best

wilithout really considerating the overall structure of the moshav.

What I am trylng to say 1s 1n a case where there are not lots
defined ahead of time, 1s the rule "place the bullding so that
1t contributes the most to the creation of public

space" enough. Is 1t a strong lncentive for the people to place

thelr house only according to this consideration? As we have

seen privacy, proximity, views, pmkhim proximity to public

bulldings was another factor that influenced them a lot,.

They considered them more than the contribution to the public

spece. And anyway, generally people 1n the case of the moshav

were conslderate, they took the public space rather seriously

1n most cases. There was no major damage because of this.

But, 1t needs a lot of discussilion and effort to persuade people
on what 1s the right thing to do as far as the formation

of the publlic space concerns.

Is there any additional rule that would make easier the location

of 1ndividual houses to contribute to the formation of public

space, when lots are y undefined. Any way that was a particular

feature of the moshav, because of 1ts socilal structure, and

1ts filnancing structure. It happens rea rarely in common cases.

However, 1t 1s an interesting proble. Location of a house in

- such a way as to contribute the most to the formation of common

ipublic space should not contradict and be 1n conflict with p

personal desilres. What to do about ig?



I'he famillies were asked through the rules to contribute to the

formation of the common land of the cluster, and to create c

centers, major, minor 1in it, beautiful places, to make it real,

alive, pleasant.

Before the layout of the house started the family had to do

some thlngs 1n the common land.

Very few families were effective. Some proposed things, but

I am not certaln they were real. I had the feeling that they

U~ did so becasuse they were asked, to do so.

3

rﬁy This was one of the major problems of the layout. Anyway,

thlngs
\

about the cluster were known beforehand in a general way. RBx
Familles had to make them real tr through small acts. Amy and
Nahman proposed somethlng, a trellis and a bicycle and tool
shed. On the upper cluster there was a suggestion about a

outdoors barbeque place. On Andy's cluster somebody proposed

a bench. However, mmXhxmg few things were real.

Probably, the time was not appropriate for these kind of things.

People were more concerned with thelr houses. Probably that

was difficult, especially to see the relationship between this

and the layout of the private house.

The thing that the famileis did successfully, after a lot of
effort from my side, was to define the boundaries of their

garden walls, and therefore to define the boundary between p

private and common land.

We asked each famlily to propose something independently from

the other family, and to put a stake on the ground and defilne



what the thing was. Very few stakes were placed like thils. I

am not certain this is the right approach and the right time

for something like this. People were anxious to get thelr houses

straight. T

After the families completed the layout of thelr house and T
felt more relaxed, am and after I had realized that not enough
had been accmplished on this direction, I asked the families

of each cluster to get together on the site and declide about
their common land. Some groups did 1t. Not with real enthousslam

really. Some were more active. Some did not particilpate.

But evem the fact that the familes became consilious of the fat

fact that the houses contributed to the formation of the common

d

lan through the walls of the garden and the house, and

that this had to be nice and articulate was a blig step forward

And we should not forget that a lot of these thlings wgxg
concerning the common land were defined on a general way before

hand. Bmxm The only way 1t progressed was that the shape of

‘he common land of the cluster was successful 1n most caeses.

Beyond this nothing strang happen. I repeat, probably the time

don't know. The question 1s 1f 1t 1s an 1lmportant part of the

The question is if the public staff layout on suchg a detaill
is an important part of the layout process at thls time, and

if so, how to make it more effective. C Does 1t have a general

applicability and validity for all layout processes for individual houses




The formation of urban positive space 1in the common land of the cluster

- how did the rules helped on 1t. Layout of house together with
layout of urban space

- how successful it was. Weak points

- concerns about distances.Not part of the rules. Positive or
negative.

- no lot definition. Advantages, disadvantages

- a step process. Initial indications of public space together
with layout of the whole moshav. Shapling together with houses.
Is there any positive element 1in 1t.

- conflicts between the needs of the space 1tself and the needs
of the people. Does a conflict like thils really exlist@® or

1s 1t an 1ntellectual construct.
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The 1mportance of the volumes on the layout process. It comes

rather early 1n the layout process. It establisges the major

center of the house as a whole.

The famllies defined the volumes &% only in the ground. The

height of the volumes wkgrg was not completely clear at the

time of the layout. Probably the highest of the volumes, and

thls not 1n all cases. It was worked out afterwards.

The 1dea was that each house has a major volume. That was not

followed. Probably 1t was complécate. Probably it did not fit

the functional needs of the families.

Anyway at thls polnt I do not know how do judge the volumetric

configuration of the houses, as distinct units each one of them,

and as a whole.

It 1s a rather complicate question thatneeds clear answer. I
have the feeling that i1t has produced more complexity for a

small house of 74sq.mt. and an unnecessary complexity for the

whole settlement. It needs careful thought this matter. And also

how thilis could be better. How w®X should we deal with this matet

matter 1n the next project.




The use of the rules for the family started after the location

of each house within the settlement had been fixed, and more

1mportant than this, after its relationship with the cluster

had been defined.

It 1s a major part of the architect's role to define the relationship
between houses. Or, the formation of centers in public space

through houses. Then, what did we ask specifically from the

families in the first part of the rules? To make the clusters

and thelr common land =X livable places.

There 1s no layout of a house, without the house defining its

preclse relationship with the world that surronds it.

3

‘ypere does the layout of
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any house should start?

The role of the archigect in the layout of the houses by the

families. Did I influence them. Did I give them good advice?

Was I really helpful?

Is the layout process of the house by the families a time-ef

efficient method. Two houses per day.

And then there 1s the time spent to develop the rules. Long

t\\\\iid difficult task.

mf

In the beginning the rules where very resrictive, because th e

they deflned the relationships between rooms in the house, and

the realtionshlip between rooms and gardens 1n a conflnling way.



~ The problem of the garden. One front garden, two gardens, frnt garden

back garden. We had a hard time devloping the rules. Part of

} the difficulty was due to the fact that there were to clear

patterns to be followed . The lack of a coherent pattern language
in the Israell project. What weaknesses did 1t create?

Sizes as speclified 1n the rules were not kept. Size of volumes,

size of rooms were not followed, by the famlillies in the layout.

Somehow, I have the feellng that our estimates about sizes of

house volumes and si1ze of maln room were not realistic from a

\ functional polint of viliew, though they made a lot of sense

-

from the polint of

view of creatling centers. But probably. on

a crude way.

The 1dea of using to kind of stakes, one red to identify the

centers 1n the beginning, and then one set of white to 1denttify

the corners of the rooms, or the boundaries of the centers,
was not very successful. It was a probably too long and borring
to go twlce thriugh the rules, one to 1dentify the centers on

|
i
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_§§ the site, and aglin through the same rules to defline the spces,
g according to the centers. Anyway, the way the rules are written and the wom
| way the layout worked or should work operationally as a two-

sequence process, was not really correct. The sequence of the

steps and what they asked was the same for the twoparts of the

process, though each part asked for something else. Perhaps

the first part of the process could be much shorter, and more

to the point. Anyway, the



The layout process on the way 1t was supposed to operate reflected
the need for identification of centers on the site; 1t took

it really seriously. Now, that I am thinging back, I thilnk

that in the beginning families were following this two-sequence

process, but probably not for all the steps.

One indication that families did not use stakes for thlis was

that half of the stakes we order remalned unused.

Anyway, the idea of the red and white stakes was not very good,
it did not really work. Probably 1t was not explalned well.

However, the i1dea to 1dentify the centers of the house and the

common land was very good. But, I do not think that the placement

of one stake there has accomplished the task.

o~
' Why the process of house layout by the family through the rules
. was used?

- does it make the houses better when you have to design a 1

\ large number of houses and you don't want to make all of them

the same; but still you want a variety that 1s not contrieved,

that does not come out of one mind. And thils 1s difficult

to be achieved by one architect. The problem in making housing

‘ﬁyghin.large numbers today, even 10 houses, 1s that even 1f we r
{

fﬁ realize that they should not be the same but different, for

l“'i_"""

obvious reasons discussed 1n another place, but that they

should be different one from the other, then we get into another

problem. How to make houses different.one from the other.




This 1s a tough problem. How z#mzEmxXx 1S varlety generated today
in a large number of houses that will be bulilt by one

One approach 1s to reduce varlety 1n types; what archiltects

are dolng today. Types correspond malnly to size of families.
SO0, one reason to involve the famllles 1n the layout i1s for
the sake of variety. One architect cannot produce 1t to seem

alive and real, and puts the familles to do so. It There 1s

somethling strange 1n thlis explanation. The 1nvolvement of the
famlilles 1n the layout 1s done for the sake of the architect
or for the sake of the famililies. I can argue for the second.
The family knows 1ts needs better, better than the archilitect,

and can put them to work together better than an architect,

given a guldance. The truth of thls statement 1s doubtful.
An architect can deslign a house, find the connectlons and

realtionships between rooms on a better and more efficlient wway

than a family.

Actually, 1f an architect makes the declslon that on a housing
project he does not want to have the same house all over, and

also that he does not want to use house types, but that he wants

each house to be unlgue and geniliounly different from the other

ones, then there are two solutions:

- elther he has to spent an enormous amount of time to design
each house, as he does for every single house project

- or he will have the familles do 1t under xx his guildance.

The first 1s too expensive. The second 1s feaslble. The Israli

project has showed 1t. It 1s economically feasible for 20 houses.



It 1s opearationally feasible for 20 houses, also.

The reasons for the 1nvolvement of the families in the house

layout will have to be discussed thoxroughly.

What uniflies the different houses. What makes the different

houses to be and to create a unified whole.

Probably a weak polnt in the israeli houses; am not so sure

actually.
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Short description of

~_the layout process of the house

- the family 1s laying out 1its own house on the basis of a set
of rules on the actual site

- before the famliles start the layout they know the cluster
they belong to, and the approximate location of the house

1n the cluster.
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Why the house layout process by the families is important; to -

what does it contribute; what does it improve. . et = Footo g0t

the

;*if\}The rules for house layout process and K thelr guidin rinciples
,.- /- H"f ¥ »r 5,4-{1.{7 prvoces by rsardn g ‘
o - create 'centers; centering and rules

- the formation of the common land of the cluster together with
the house layout; the embellishment of the common land
- the actual location of the house and the garden on the site

- the deflnlition of the house volume

were
NEAKNENSHow did the rules wmrkk for house layout work and XKEEE=
by the familly; were they used as expected.

implemented ¥ XBIBXXNBEYXFXRBKREXNRAXXWEARXEXPERIRBXXHEXK XN RR KX ZRA

7 RXRRREXEXARPEREXEXREXANBXEKRIBEXXX

- Level of understanding of the rules by the families

- Did the families follow the rules on the house layout or not;
how much really?
- The part of the rules concerning the layout of the common

land. How did the familles deal with 1t°?

s 5
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{5 The assessment of the rules

- The weaknesses and strong aspects

too complicate
not right segmence of the steps - b ol el el pubel ne T2
too strongly connected with theory
they ask for details of house layout (i . ‘vt cootes )~ | L
they conslder the house as part of a larger context hf;ﬂm;wim
too long, red and whilte stakes.
too restrictive
WEe  yOARNALSY, |  odaremng.

- conflict between KK The need ﬁﬁxpﬁssxxxmm for the formation
of a positive common land and the needs of the individual
famililes.

- patterns and rules; nox strong relationship

£

What was specific about the Israeli rules; What has a general
validity and applicability.

fhe specific aspects: m®m lot definition follows house layout

the famlliles
the communilty

The general aspects:

How were the rules developed; what did influence them, or should?

- The role of paaterns on the development of the rules.

- The role of the site on the development of rules
- The knowledge of the overall scheme mmrxxk®& before the development

of Tthe rules.

- Assessment



.

7} JWhat did the rules produce? Assessment of the level of success

A

Did the rules achleved to produce a coherent whole and settlement.

. ;E

The degree of individuallity exXxpressed 1n each house 1s the d

deslrable one or not.

??\ The houses as lailid out; preliminary drawlngs and the definition

of the volumegric configuration of the house. Elevations.

-_— T A

Changes after the preliminary; Talks with families agailn;

Discussion with G.K. The Working drawlngs.

From the layout of the house on the site to the beginning of

the construction., or to the aqulire aquisition of the permit.
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One of the most 1lmportant features of the prr design process

for the settlement was the layout process for the individual

houses. Each 1ndividual house was lald out on the actual site
by the family on the baslis of a specific set of rules developed
by CES for thlis particular purpose.

Each famlly spent one to two days on the site laying out its

house on a step by step process defined on a set of rules.



‘Why'isijt imporatant

What is \the significance and the 1mportance of the house layout

process by the family, as it was specified in the Israeli projeet?

Before I go on 1n explalning the detalls of the house layout
process, 1ts accomplishments and weaknesses, I will try to
explain why thils part of the design and building process is a

very 1lmporatant and significant part of the house production

process. And then I willl try to state more precisely what we
were really alming at through this process in the Israeli pr

project.

¥x In Israel we wanted to pmmoxmm make the
One of the basie goals of the project was to build twenty houses

for the first families, who were already identified. (18 out

of 20). The usual practice in the design of the settlements

1n Ismael was and 1s to provide for the families types of houses

the same house placed on different ways on the site, or types

of houses depending on the size of the family.

The problem with this kind of housing 1s that in the newly e
established moshavs they create a sterile and alienated environment.
because of the repetition of the same element regardless of
different location and different family needs. On the older

moshavs, after the familles have been settled in the place T

ffor some years there 1s a substantial improvement in their

environment, and the place starts to zaxmrm mhe be differentiated

and aqulre personal and individual character, since each family

does something 1n front of thelr house, they plant trees, fl

flowers. And slowly some extensions and changes 1n the houses

take place. But even thils 1s not an easy process since the h



houses are far away, the construction 1s not easy and probably
costly to get bullders 1n the remote moshavs, and probably b

because the real owner of the houses 1s the state, who is fi

financing the houses, and want the houses as unpersonal as p

possible to be adapted to any famlly needs. What a fault.

ThEmfmrammmaaRmm

The major goal was to make the houses fit the particular individual

needs for each family. Therefore, participation of the family

on the design of the house to a considerable degree. The family

designs the house. This could attribute to each house a feelin

UQ

a 1ndividuality, uniqueness, personal character.

However, all the houses together had to structure a coherent
whole. A community with a strong character, a moshav where

the feellng of community 1s strong. Each individual family

1s unligque but also an unseparated part of the moshav. It makes
1t. The same for the houses. Each one should be different fo
from the other, but not @&k on an excesslive way. There should
be features 1n the houses that would make them belong inMho

the same settlement, the same larger entity. Social cause

and need. And also physical cause and need.

This requilrement made us think that something was necessary

to gulde the famllies 1n the dd design of the individual houses,
that would give them enough freedom to express their individual
needs and dreams and at the same time restrict them within s
speclfic limits of freedom, so that wax what was going to

be produced would be coherent, part of a larger whole, both

1n soclal and physical terms. Therefore, we had to set the 1

e et

limits of variation @Erd that each family was allowed to express.



Beyond this we knew that it was impossible to design each house

as a custom house. To spend with each family weeks or months
to design xk each house as usually is being done with single

family houses designed by an architect together with the family.

That was economically not feasible. The limits of the contract

and the reality of projects where a large volume of housing
was to be produced on an economical way, slnce xkax they are
"mass produced" houses. The time and therefore the fees Tor
architectural services would be too high to compete with the
regular way of one-type or two-types housing development, 1in
which the time spent to develop one or two houses as types 1s

rather short compared with designing twenty different houses.

The possibility of us designing twenty different houses, without
the families was not possible. Not only because as a matter
of principle was contrary to the first idea, but also because

the variation that would come from one or two people

designing twenty differnt houses, even after discussing wilth

them would be a contrieved variation. And we wanted to avoid

this faulty and contrieved variety of houses.

Also, we knew that families are not well trained and experilenced
to design houses. By asking them without any guldance ar®& to

do something like this would probably create a chaotic situation.

Therefore, the process had to be well-structured.

Therefore, because of all these reasons, we came to the conclusion

that we had to develop a set of rules, as a basis for the design

follow this set of

of all houses. Each family should have To

rules to lay out 1its house.



Also, we knew the site. It was a special site, with a lot of

variation, specific places, trees, views, slopes. A beautiful

and difficult site. Therefore, although each family knew the
approximate location of its house before hand foom the time

of the layout of the whole moshav , we knew that for the

houses to be really part of the site, to sit there on a way

that would respect the structure of the existing site, and still

enhance 1ts structure, the layout had to happen on the site .

Also, we knew that the particularity of the site, the different

orlemtations of the houses, the different possible views...

%
would contribute to create 2 genlulne variatio and varlieyt
among the houses, which would not happen if the houses were

not laild on the site. Also, the different physical context of

each house, different cluster, could attribute the necessary

varliety to the house.

The reasons:



Therefore, we developed a set of rules;:

1. The rules provided for_gwstggmpy step procee that a famil y

had to follow to lay out the house.

2. The structure of the process was hierarchical. It started

A - A
B ——— i

wlith the establishement of the major things, and went on
to smaller things. You know what you have to pay attention
to at each point, you do not loose control and understanding
01 the process. You know exactly what you have accomplished.
You know why things are the way they are.........

3. We established through the rules a basic set of similaritie;,m

W T W T gy o

structural similarities, similarities like patterns for each

house. We did not develop specifically a set of patterns

fo for the project. Too difficult , too complicate for an

Israell settlement that sits among arab villages. They do

not have still a clear pattern language from which we could

have based our suggestions. Therefore, we were loose in it.

The similar generic features we introduced through the rules

were based on the relationship of each house to the cluster

1t beloned to, the volumetric configuration of the house,

emphasis on a main big room in each house, of about 1/3 of

the whole house, Relationships bewween rooms, garden,

private outdoor places, like porch, veranda, staircase.
potemtially

4, However, the introduced similarities were of such nature

that would permit each family to vary its house according

T T T e s s gy it _ e R bt [ S RS e T e

to 1ts specilfic needs, according to each relationship to

the cluster, according to the specific site, view,.

5. The major intention of the rules was to try to communicate

to the famlllies the 1idea of a "center". What it 1s, how 1t

—

should be done. The 1ntention was to create a sequnce of
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of centers, starting from the bigger and most important centers.

o rei———" vl derwieed
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The hlerarchy of centers according to which the house should

i P s i
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have been laid out was speclfled 1n the rules. IXXAEEXIXAXKE

The sequence was gardenshouse poslition-house volume-front entrance-
maln room- maln room center- maln room windows-window alcove-
entrance room- kilitchen-kitchen table-warm winter terrace-

bedr ooms
cool summer wilindroom- master bedroom- master bedroom alcove-

childrens playroom- chilldrens sleeplng alcCovVeS....v oo,

Some of them where the major centers; llike mERX® main room,

garden........ Then 1mmediately after the introduction of one

ma jor center the smaller centers that would contribute to th

the formation of the blgger center were introduced.

Therefore the 1ntroduction of centers was; larger centers (garden

& house volume), smaller centers (entrance, main room, kitchen)

even smaller centers(......... ) .

The sequence of the 1ntroduction of the centers during the

layout process? IT needs assessment.

6. Another major goal of the rules was to shape the common land
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of the cluster together with the layout of the house. The house
was descrlibed in the beginning as a continuation of the public

places of the moshav, maln square, main path, secondary paths

K Layout of ceanters of common land and publlc spaces was inter-

woven with the first steps of house layout. It became clear

- _m"-#”ﬁhwmﬁi-q-ﬂ

that the location of the house will contrlbute to the formatlon

A R ———
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of the common land, that garden, garden wall, house position,

garden gate, entrance, volumes, all these steps of house layout

were critical and essential to the layout of the common land.



In the beginning of the layout process there was an 1lnterchange

of layout acts between house 1itself and common land,. It was

clear h that one could not exist without the other.

Also, the establishment of the overall shape and location of

the house before the specificities of 1ts 1nterior layout were

known, 1s an unconventional way of house design, but necessary

to the formation of the possitive outdoor space.

7. Therefore, the shape and position and volumetrlc Qogflguratlon
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T
of the house was one of the Very flrst steps, to be accompllshed
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as a way tTo deflne and contribute to the formatlon of common
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land, to make it positive, aRAXRRX a major center, and not

"r

to create 1t in an additive way after layout acts for specific
room. Overall shape and volume comes first wilthout knowlng
what is inside. Reasons: you know the bligger centers first,

in realtionship to its surrounding, xR&m then you embellish 1t

with smaller centers. Also, because of shaping of common land.

What are the needs of the common land? What boundarles does 1%
need? How the house should be shaped to respond to 1t on the

most appropriate way. And at the same time the house has to

have good shape, be a center......

Ll 7 e i S IR T



IRXRRME Priorltles among the famllles varled; for some the need

ffor separate bedrooms for each child 1nfluenced to a considerable

degree the layout of thelr house by tryling to arrange three
or four bedrooms 1n a small house; (Nahman). Others were more

relaxed about thils 1issue, and they solved the problem by providing

a blg rRxIdxzrx bedroom for thelr children, often with defined

bed alcoves (Alper). Therefore, the rules although the provided

for a well structured framework within which each family operated,

they allowed Xwx each famlly to pass 1ts aspilirations ZRAXKERRX

through them and to adapt them to 1ts particular needs.

»

.. However, what 1s particularly interesting to discuss 1s how

AN

,

she familles dealt with the layout of the house ABXAXREYKEREE

REXXRREAXINZEXRERXEEKKRX Wlith respect to 1ts gulding principle of

-

e

9 field of centers.

—

There was one family, the Ezers, who did not pay any attention

to 1t. They prepared a plan xm at home, probably after going

through the rules, and then Oded came on the site and put stakes

on the ground by followlng eXactly the plan. They had violated

the making
the major aspect of the centering process; that IKXREREEXXR
of '
XZK® somethlng that 1s a center xx can "ot be accomplished

physice
successfully unless XXXXIRXBRRR 1ts actual context is taken seriously

into consideration. Kexkadxzgr’m Although he knew “the site wk

of the house, and the house cluster, by doing the pl- of the

house away from the site, he failed to take the best ad tage
the

of 1t,1n terms of its views,z&®r® local slopes and its relatlenships

to the rest of the cluster. The house 1s not well connected

wlith the cluster as a whole. And beyond this, as a house in



The families followed the rules in the layout processj; they
1ooked at them from their owrn perspective, they interpreted

them ®AEERXREEX according to their own needs, they gave tTO them
feeling and life. Some familles made the main center of theilr
house the front garden by embracing 1t by the house and enclosing

(Bell-Kliglers)
it by the garden wall, others laid out the house ln such a

energy of 1n
way as to focus tThe erRgYxRExir the house xg the kitchen, RXRBERR

(Ragol), the majority, anyway, made the living room the center

of the house. HEEXXXXWAXXRKERXERXBEAXRYXXKE K A number of ffamililes

cave a specific importance to the activity of eating, and therefore

the provided a separate dining room,unlike others that incorporated

this activity either in a big kithen or 1n the living room.



were
How ®&x& the rules recelved by the families, how they were used,
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understood.
e —

Each famlily spend one to two days on the site to lay out its

house. Usually both, the wife and the husband participated

on the layout of the house. Each family had read the rules b
before hand to understand the concepts described in it. Also,
each one had a rough 1dea of how they wanted to distribute the
74sq,mt. of the house in the different rooms.

Before the actual layout process of the house had taken place
on the site, the family already had chosen the mg the cluster
where they would be living, as well as the approximate location

of theilr house wlithin the house.

Xr there are three ways accordling to which we can judge at this
point the level of understanding of the rules by the families,
how usuful they were.

1. from thelr attitude and the way they operated on the site.
2. from the results ®X shown 1n the plans of the houses and

the cluster.

There were two exteeme attitudes that the families took on the
house layout process: famlillies who really without any preconception

about the form and shape of thelr house, came on the site, D

being enthouslastic and happy, Roudmans, Bell-Kliglers, Nahman,
Amy. They made a real an ingenious effort to understand the
site, the needs of the cluster, and the followed the rules step
by step. XREYXRrRX they put a lot of feeling into their houses,

and actually thls can be seen clearly on the plans of the houses

they had produced.



The other extreme was families, actual one, Ezers, who had p
prepared a plan at home and they put 1t on the ground. For

sure the family knew the site, but even so, XhEmhrxgg there

is something from thilis house.

Most of the families also did the layout of the house really
on the site. But, I think they came with preconceptions, malnly

coming from the houses they were living before. These preconceptions

were really expressed clearly to me during the process ol the
layout; like #"I want a sunken living room", (Schtulman), or

"I want a counter between the kitchen and the living room"

Hammer also.
(Rosenfeld). In other cases the preconceptions were not really

expressed in this way, but it can be recognized 1n some plans

which carry strong images from typlcal houses.

Did the families understood the idea of the "center", and did

they carry 1t successfully.

People used this word a lot while laying out thelr houses.

Hogever, the only way to judge it 1s from the plans. Some

plans are very successful on this respect. Nahman, introduces

a big family room-kitchen around which the rooms of xxhouse

open into. Probably a simplistic approach, but a strong act.

Amy was more sophisticated. In Amy's house we can sSee more

that the centers do not stay on the big level, on the blg scale.
In the house there are centers on different levels of scale,
relationships between rooms, windows, doors. The garden a strong
center, kitchen, living room.......... (Both of these families
gave to me very detalled plans of thelr houses, they themselves

kept a detailed record of the layout and afterwards thought

and worked on it, without changing what had been defined on



the site, but they worked on the details of

thelr houses.

Bell-Kligers house 1s very sucessful also in terms of its centers, .

of the volumes, the living with the alcove

from 1t, the corridor with the windows.....

The garden, and the house 1n relationship to it,the articulation

and the porch off

In some other houses the ldentification and making of centers

is more crude. They are there on a crude way.(Gilford), or

they are there on a subdued way but not fully developed (Ornstein),

The making of the common land by the famileis

The point that the families understood the

had to shape and the garden and the overall configuartion of

the house 1n such a way as to contribute th
of the common land, as a whole, and to the

places 1n 1t. My participation on this step

the maximum. I wanted to make sure that thi
successfully, and I could see some problems

had; malnly problems of proximity between h

best was that the y

e most to the formation

formation of small

of the process was
S step was to work

that the families

ouses and privacy

1n the garden and the house. A lot of effort was put from my

side 1nto understanding the need for a garden wall. Most of

the famlillies coming from US. and Canada were used to front 1

lawns wilthout physical definiton, and therefore they wanted

the same treatment there, that; thils could not be very successful

1in thet specific case, first because of hte

have towards deflning clearly their garden,

attitude people

both 1n the Israeli

and Arab parts of Israel, and also because the definiton of

the common land could not have been success-

‘ul unless the garden



played an imporatnt role on the definiton of its boundaries,

since the frontage of the available houses was not enough to
deflne the public space, and since the houses were detached,

because on what the site suggested and because of the wishes

of the families. (Also that would add to the cost: they were very
considerate and causious)

Anyway, that was not a difficult issue; it was discussed separately
wlith each family, each one understto for this its speciflc case

the need for the garden wall and the garden.

The 1ssue of proximity between houses, and the issue of view
for each house was 1mportant too. In the rules we did not
speclfy any minimum ® or maximum distances between houses.

We can say there was a conflict in some cases; between the
needs for creating a positive outdoor space for the common land
01T the cluster with the best size and shape, and the need for
the dlsarable distance between houses. Whenever this issue would
come up there was a dlscussion with the family. The idea was

to try to communlcate to them the importance of their house
location to the public space. e.g. Nahman and Amy, Slyper and
Roudman, Ragol and Olman. In most cases the issue was resolved

successfully, without any bad feelings, without feeling xk of

compromlse. Looking at the clusters and the position of the
houses 1n relationship to it and to each other, there is 3

positive feeling that comes from their location. Some could
be more respectful of the common land, but actually that was

the best way to solve all problems involved in the house and

garden locatilon.



The families were less creative on the more precise definition
of the common land, of 1ts maln and secondary centers on an
explicit way, on the definiton of 1ts actual places of what
exactly 1s taklng place there. Beyond that they managed to f
form the boundaries of the common land they did not go beyond
this. Amy's attempt on a piece of paper successfiul.

Hammer cluster sketch.

Probably it was too much to ask from the families.

Probably they came early in the layout process and the famililes
were anxious to go on with the house layout 1tself.

Probably it was too complicate to concelve.

Also, they felt it was not a matter of an lndividual but of

211 the families in the cluster. Yet, 1t 1s not so easy to D

bring four five families to agree on somethlng.

Understanding of volumes. They defined volumes as plans. NoOt
- W

as volumes. Amy, Eyton exceptlons.




was manifested by

The strongest weakness tThat most of the families xkzm® 1n the

layout process was thelr involvement and contribution in

RRX de:

"ining the character of their house cluster in some

detail

The families did not have any particular problem,
overall

besides what was discussed before, with respect to the definition

of tThe

public areas of their house cluster, like the main path

and wher 1t enters the house cluster, or the area of the common

-

land - of

the cluster. However, they did the minimum in defining

the smaller centers 1n thelr house cluster, how its places would

look like, what kind of activities would take place, and what

would be needed 1n terms of spacial arrangements "AZR® so that

these activities would be sustained and enhanced. It seems

to me that they channeled all thelr emphasis in the layout of

thelr house; and the definition of the public areas of the

house cluster was done rather successfully since that was

strongly 1nterconnected with the layout of the house itself.

They had to define precisely the boundaries between the common

land of the cluster and their house and garden, in order to

define

the location of their house. However, when they reached

the rules about the maln center of the common land or about

the smaller centers xkryxxgm there was a tendancy to go through

them 1n haste, by putting some stakes on the ground without

realXy

meaning. I had suspected that the reason for this was



that the families were really anxious 1in getting thelr house
all
laid out, and therefore after the famlilies had completed the

layout of their house I suggested another working session on
the site cluster by cluster,xwm so that they would have the c
chance to think more precisely about the character and feeling
of their house cluster as they did about thelr house. Most of
the families, XK grouped according to thelr clusters, went on

the site; something more was accompllshed there, but not

much. The families did not put themselves 1nto 1t, although

they suggested different things, rather sensible most of the
time; probably the time was not mature enough to get 1nto

such detalils about the zrErmm® house cluster as a whole. But

still it was necessary. One or two 1ndividuals were really =

active, like Amy and Eytan, and they did the most of what has

been accomplished 1n thelr clusters.



HbhYP:

°R: He did not want ot pay attentlon while locating his

house to the view terrace next to it. The angle 1n his

house was made because of this, and after lengthy di
discussions on the site. But finally he did not understand

1t.

I helped him and his wife on the layout, especlally on

the location of the house, and the volumetric configuaration
of the house.

He mxxxkX had established the major centers of the house,
while I visited him on the site. I helped him tTo relate

and connect them. Also, the placement of the balcony

was my suggestion. Hg I explalned to him how 1t would

make the living room much better place. It would contribute
to make 1t a better center. He understood 1t and was

happy to have a balcony 1n the house.

The same with alcove 1n the bedroom.



