
MICHAEL FIFIELD
University of Oregon

ACSA Distinguished Professor
2014-2015 Winner: Submission Materials



S u p p o r t i n g  M a t e r i a l            
 
ACSA Distinguished Professor Nominee:  Michael Fifield, FAIA, AICP 
      Professor and Interim Department Head 
      Department of Architecture 
      University of Oregon, Eugene and Portland 
 
 
T a b l e  o f  C o n t e n t s  
 
Candidates Statement page 1 
Summary of achievements / notable contributions  
 
Intentions page 2 
• Educational Philosophy  
• Educating Students 
• Supporting Faculty page 3 
• Promoting Public Understanding of the Value of Good Design 
• Advancing the Profession page 4 
• My Academic, Professional and Public Contributions 
 
Student Work – Arizona State University page 5 
 
Student Work – University of Oregon page 6 
 
Student Work – University of Oregon page 7 
 
Housing Prototypes Course page 8 
 
Community Design Course page 9 
 
Minimal Dwelling Course page 10 
 
Teaching and Educational Effectiveness page 11 
 
Professional Built Work as an Educational Tool page 12 
 
Other Professional Work as an Educational Tool page 13 
 
Applied Research as an Educational Tool page 14 
 
Un-Built Work as an Educational Tool page 15 
 
Written Work Based on Built Work as an Educational Tool page 16 
 
Published Written Work as an Educational Tool page 17 
 
Educational Effectiveness – Beyond the Classroom page 18 



A C S A  D i s t i n g u i s h e d  P r o f e s s o r  N o m i n e e :        Michael Fifield, FAIA, AICP 
 
 
Candidate’s Statement  
As an educator, I advance design excellence through teaching, administration, mentorship, applied research, writing, 
lecturing, architecture and urban design practice, and service and leadership to the university, community and the 
profession.  

Summary of achievements / notable contributions  
I have aspired to provide leadership for the university, profession, and the community. In all of these endeavors, 
education has been a primary focus – not only in terms of providing information and knowledge, but more importantly, 
in stimulating intellectual growth and development regarding important aspects of the value of meaningful design in 
the built environment. As recognized by multiple university teaching awards, I have been a major proponent for 
significant design through 30 years of formal teaching at various architectural institutions, and through leadership in 
university administration. I have been tenured at three architectural schools, appointed as a full professor at two, held 
significant administrative positions at all three, and as a result of teaching in three geographical regions (i.e., 
Northwest, Southwest, and Northeast) hopefully have had a national impact, not only on students and faculty, but on 
the profession and on communities.  

At Arizona State University, I served as Director of Graduate Architectural Programs and furthered innovation as 
Director of the Joint Urban Design Program; at Penn State University while serving as Department Head, I tried to 
provide inspiration for all students and faculty; and at the University of Oregon, where I continue to teach, I also 
served as Department Head for six years.  I am now serving in the same position on an interim basis. In my career I 
have focused on the formation of students as critical thinkers and future leaders of the profession.  In academic 
positions, I extended my educational role beyond the university classroom to provide design assistance in various 
forms to a wide range of governmental organizations and communities such as two national AIA Search for Shelter 
Projects, two R/UDAT’s (one as a member, one as director), and as director for numerous other notable community 
design projects and charrettes, including the National Endowment for the Arts sponsored “Metropolitan Canals: A 
Regional Design Framework.” This project’s success has been documented with numerous local, state, and national 
awards, including a Progressive Architecture Research Award Citation in 1995.  

My teaching, research, and service, has focused on urban/community design and housing.  I bring my award-winning 
housing practice, applied research, and work with communities into the classroom to help educate students with real-
world experiences.  As Co-Director of the Housing Concentration in the University of Oregon Department of 
Architecture, I developed a focus that not only addresses meaningful housing design, but also smart growth and 
compact design, all of which have contributed to the U of O B.Arch. Degree Program being rated as one of the top 
schools nationally in sustainable design education. My focus in housing education has resulted in numerous 
invitations to speak nationally and internationally, and to direct a national housing competition that served as a 
tremendous educational tool for designers and communities alike.  I have served as a national GSA Peer Reviewer 
and as a key member of numerous accreditation teams for programs abroad (Cyprus). I was recruited by Architects 
Without Borders to conduct housing need assessments in Sri Lanka after the tsunami. As a recent President of AIA-
Southwestern Oregon, I have continued to promote the value of good design.  All of these service endeavors 
contribute to educating students, the academy, the profession and the public.  
 
In 2011, I was elevated to the College of Fellows in the American Institute of Architects in the category of Education.  
Of the ten educators honored as new AIA Fellows that year, my nomination package was the only one cited as a 
“Best Example” in the Education category. 
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E d u c a t i o n a l  P h i l o s o p h y :  
 I became a better architect and urban designer when I started teaching. Critiquing student work requires identifying first, 

what the criteria for evaluation actually are.  I tell my students that, for me, the main criteria are how well designers 
understand the uniqueness or essence of a project, how they develop a meaningful set of intentions, and then how they 
translate those intentions into appropriate, meaningful designs. The practice of architecture therefore should not be 
arbitrary, self-referential or subjective.  I use the same criteria when reviewing professional work as a member of various 
design review committees (e.g., as a GSA Peer Reviewer, a campus planning committee facilitator, or for AIA design 
awards). Thus, by demanding a strong statement of intentions from others, I find my own work, as a practicing 
professional, as an applied researcher, or in my writing, is much stronger.  

 
 Every course I teach emphasizes the need to develop strong intentions after thoroughly analyzing the program, site, 

client’s needs, codes, precedents, building type, costs, etc. I stress to students the need to understand the difference 
between data collection and actual analysis. I ask my students to extract the most important aspects of the data, digest it, 
and determine how it will inform one’s design. This approach is used not only in design studios, but also in almost all of 
the subject area courses I have taught, from Environmental Analysis, to all of my housing courses such as Housing 
Environments, Housing Prototypes, Community Design, and Minimal Dwelling. How have others been successful in 
developing meaningful projects?  My professional background and education in architecture and urban design, with a 
considerable amount of work in housing, as well as prior experience in residential construction and as a residential 
building inspector, have all contributed to real-world experiences that have been brought into the studio.  My background 
as a city planner working on residential site plan reviews has also contributed to my understanding of housing and 
community design as a holistic endeavor that includes not only building design, but understanding site design, social 
issues and addressing community values. And by working with communities (either as a consultant, as Director of the 
Joint Urban Design Program at ASU, or with students on community design studio projects), I have given students a view 
of architecture that is, hopefully, extremely valuable.  

 
 I emphasize design process and encourage my students to not only design great buildings, but also to be able to verbally 

and in writing, communicate their design intentions.   
 
E d u c a t i n g  S t u d e n t s :   
 As a teacher, and as a Department Head at both Penn State University and the University of Oregon, I have placed less 

emphasis on architecture as a vocation, and more on producing critical thinkers who will aspire to leadership positions in 
the profession. This is not to say that the nuts and bolts of architecture are not important, in fact the University of Oregon 
has one of the highest pass rates on the ARE exam of any school of architecture in the country.  But what is important is 
producing leaders in the profession and the community. My work on housing for low-income communities, Indian 
Reservations in New Mexico, and in foreign countries such as Sri Lanka, have all provided, by example, how a 
professional architect can have a positive influence our communities and the built environment beyond the more 
traditional role of architecture we have seen in the past. I believe I was doing exactly what the Boyer Report, Building 
Community, espoused for a decade before the report was published in 1996.  Former students have gone on to become 
Rose Architecture Fellows working with local non-profit housing agencies, have received AIA sponsored traveling 
fellowships to foreign countries to conduct research, or have joined the Peace Corps to work on community development 
projects.   In addition, as a Faculty Minority Mentor in architecture at Arizona State University, I was instrumental in 
mentoring minority students by assisting them in their efforts to achieve admission to graduate school.  One such student 
initially had very little support from other faculty members but I helped my colleagues understand his potential.  He was 
admitted, completed his degree, and has been an activist on behalf of his East Los Angeles community. 

 
 I have pursued this work by teaching students in individual classes, but also through administrative leadership by 

providing programs that bring together a variety of complementary opportunities for learning.  At Penn State, I initiated the 
Thursday Night Madness Program that exposed all students in the department to guest lecturers, symposiums, 
discussions on design, and studio reviews, so that all students could learn outside of the classroom.  I also initiated a 
highly successful Summer Internship Program, placing students in offices throughout the Northeast.
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 At the University of Oregon, as Department Head and AIAS Faculty Advisor, I developed a Visiting Firm Day program that 

resulted in many state and west coast firms attending, each contributing much needed funding where part of the funding 
went directly to the AIAS chapter.  Not only did this experience enrich the students, but also the two Co-Presidents, were 
awarded the national AIA Student Chapter President of the Year Award in 2003 for programs they developed.  

 
 Also at the University of Oregon, I concentrated on developing a housing and community design concentration in the 

department where students interested in this area could always find a variety of courses to take. This has been very 
successful and many of these courses (e.g., Community Design, with 70 students in it, taught by me and which also 
counts as a required applied elective in sustainability for students in the Environmental Studies Program) have 
contributed, in addition to the many UO technology courses in sustainability, to the UO Department of Architecture being 
ranked as one of the top three architecture schools in the nation in sustainable design. 

 
S u p p o r t i n g  F a c u l t y :   
 As Department Head at both Penn State and Oregon, I provided leadership by example.  I encouraged faculty members 

to do their best and provided junior faculty members with teaching guidance, opportunities to develop new courses, and 
adequate release time to conduct research. This helped them become outstanding teachers and productive researchers.  
Leadership by example has also resulted in a number of former faculty members becoming leaders in architectural 
education administration, such as Michael Jemtrud, who became Director at McGill University, and Caleb Crawford, who 
became Director at Mississippi State University. At both institutions I helped raise faculty salaries, particularly for women 
junior faculty members who were disproportionally underpaid.  My recent reappointment as Department Head, on an 
interim basis, demonstrates the value the faculty and administration place on my leadership. 

 
P r o m o t i n g  P u b l i c  U n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  V a l u e  o f  G o o d  D e s i g n :   
 Throughout my career, I have worked to raise the public’s awareness about the value of design excellence in our built 

environment.  My work as both Director of the Joint Urban Design Program at Arizona State University, and at the same 
time as Chair of the AIA-Rio Salado Chapter Urban Design Committee, resulted in numerous projects, many award 
winning, that helped to not only change the physical form of the Phoenix Metropolitan area, but helped to develop a 
culture about good community design. Through many design charrettes for communities, my leadership in Urban Design 
Assistance Team projects, AIA Search for Shelter Projects, and numerous funded community design projects, including 
funding by HUD, the DOE and the NEA, all resulted in increasing the public awareness of the value of good design.  

 
 My participation in campus planning, both at Penn State and the University of Oregon, has been considerable and 

influenced students, faculty, and administrations. At Penn State I helped change the culture of architect selection and 
increased the number of campus buildings designed by nationally acclaimed firms.  As the University Faculty 
Representative to the Campus Master Planning process, I was active in working closely with the campus planning 
consultants to insure the best possible campus master plan.  At the University of Oregon, I have continued in a similar 
role as Chair of the Campus Planning Committee and chair at one time or another, of all the campus planning committee 
sub-committees. At a campus where organic growth is seen as a model, my involvement in campus planning has helped 
raise the university community’s awareness of the many attributes of the original master plan of axes and quads and why 
the design integrity of these campus elements should be retained.  I have argued that Christopher Alexander’s Oregon 
Experiment was being interpreted inappropriately thereby slowly eroding away the design legibility of the campus, and 
advocated to retain the intentions of the original plan.  I was subsequently hired by the President of the University of 
Oregon as a consultant to conduct a study on "Best Practices in Campus Design" and provide recommendations for 
possible changes in the campus planning practices and procedures.. 
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A d v a n c i n g  t h e  P r o f e s s i o n :  
 Serving in a variety of AIA positions over the years (e.g., AIA Board Member at four different local chapters, chairing a 

local AIA Urban Design Committee, AIA-Southwest Oregon Chapter President, Board Member of the Center for 
Architecture in Portland, Board Member and President of the AIA non-profit Architects Building Community), I have had 
an opportunity to continue the discussion about the value of good design. As AIA Chapter President, I focused on issues 
of design excellence, bringing in nationally known architects and designers to discuss their work.  Doing this with no or 
little budget has been challenging at times, but many of the monthly chapter featured speakers were professional 
colleagues of mine who accepted our invitations at minimal costs to the chapter. For example, the featured speaker in in 
one chapter meeting was Jonathan Segal, FAIA, from San Diego. I taught Jonathan during my first year on the faculty at 
the University of Idaho. He assisted me with a presentation drawing for a national housing design competition in 1984 for 
which I received some recognition. All the monthly speakers and programs emphasized the value of design. As a result, 
the monthly attendance at chapter meetings was the highest it has ever been and the chapter membership actually 
increased during a time while many chapters' membership numbers declined.  

 
 This discussion of the value of design continued at the 2010 AIA Northwest and Pacific Region Conference (including 

Oregon, Washington, Idaho, Montana, Hawaii, Alaska, Japan, Hong Kong, and Guam).  Speakers included Clark Manus, 
FAIA, Donlyn Lyndon, FAIA, Ed Feiner, FAIA, David Lake, FAIA, David Miller, FAIA, Don Stastny, FAIA, Julie Eizenberg, 
AIA, Shelley Poticha, Director of Sustainable Communities at HUD, Thom Mayne, FAIA, and many others.  I was one of 
three invited discussants, along with Thom Mayne and Judge Michael Hogan, at the Thursday night dinner program at 
the US Federal Courthouse in Eugene (I was the GSA Peer Reviewer for the project as well as the chair of the design 
jury that included Bill Pederson, FAIA, and Robert Ivy, FAIA). This opportunity to discuss the value of design examined 
the influence of GSA’s Design Excellence Program.  

 
 Also at the Regional Conference, I moderated a panel of architecture school administrators on “The Future of 

Architectural Education” where AIA members and educators in the audience engaged in discussions regarding the role of 
the academy in the profession and the role of the profession in providing education in a rapidly changing world and 
profession.  

 
 In collaboration with a junior colleague, Professor Mark Gillem, we received a commission through my professional office 

(Fifield Architecture + Urban Design) to run a national design competition, “The Portland Courtyard Housing Design 
Competition.” The competition was structured to emphasize the need to develop design principles and diagrams as the 
basis for design solutions.  We extracted the best design principles and reworked them to form the basis of the catalog of 
winning entries in an attempt to provide greater value to future designers, potential clients, and planning departments – 
not just a brochure of the winning designs. Thus, the final competition brochure is a tool for developing courtyard housing. 
This may be the first time this type of approach was used in a national design competition. In this type of work, I advance 
the profession and serve communities by promoting discussion of good design.  

 
M y  A c a d e m i c ,  P r o f e s s i o n a l  a n d  P u b l i c  C o n t r i b u t i o n s :   
 As a professor of architecture my contributions include teaching students, supporting faculty colleagues, promoting 

community dialog and the advancing the profession.  It is particularly rewarding to see the influence of my work lead to 
the career achievements of others, and extend beyond those directly affected, as former students, colleagues and 
collaborators go on to educate, practice and advocate. I have attempted to do this for over 30 years, and hopefully, this 
influence has been noteworthy.  
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School   Arizona State University
Project Title  “Phoenix Downtown Housing Studio”
   Graduate Urban Design Studio
Completion Date June 1985
Role of Nominee Studio Professor / Project Director of $10,000 Grant
Publications  written up in various newspaper articles and discussed on the local radio and TV

T h e  P h o e n i x  D o w n t o w n  H o u s i n g  S t u d i o

studio.  Sponsored with a $10,000 grant from the Phoenix Community Alliance (a quasi public community design 
-

acting as the master plan design coordinator, and then each student developed a separate section of the overall 
scheme in more detail, to the level of schematic architectural design.  Money from the grant was used to travel to 
visit other mixed-use housing projects as well as to produce large posters of the overall scheme and individual 
areas of the master plan.  In addition, a large massing model was made that became the centerpiece of the Phoe-

Considerable local press was given to this project due to its attempt to provide a legible and memorable plan for 
the area that would act as a demonstration project for future development.

The project demonstrated how you could achieve a relatively high density of 55 d.u. / acre with a variety of hous-
ing types and commercial uses.

This is an excellent example of not only educating students, but educating the community and the profession at 
the same time.

This project also was instrumental in establishing a precedent of funding for projects in the future.



Mission Hill 
A MULTIFAMILY URBAN HABITAT 

ROBERT WAXMAN
LOCATION: 
TYPE:
UNITS:
PROGRAM:

SITE:
D.U.A.:

MISSION BAY SOUTH, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA
PODIUM, MOSTLY MARKET RATE MULTIFAMILY HOUSING
STACKED TOWNHOUSES AND FLATS
RESIDENTIAL: 83 UNITS - 132,250 FT2 INCLUDING GARAGE
AND STORAGE
48,400 FT2

76 UNITS/ACRE

Can people of all ages share a habitat that responds to the social and 
environmental challenges of the 21st Century?  In the new neighborhood 
of Mission Bay in San Francisco at the intersection between public/
private and outdoor/inside realms, Mission Hill provides an eclectic 
assortment of housing for a variety of needs, tastes and budgets.  
Every unit is either immediately accessible from the street or from the 
building’s courtyard. Most units feature exposure in two complimentary 
directions, optimizing ventilation and daylight. Strategies for shade 
and water retention are not simply technological features but are an 
integral and visible part of the environment. Units accessible to the 
street are convertible to nonresidential uses in the future. Residents 
share outdoor spaces that are functional and serendipitous. At Mission 
Hill, nature, neighbors and the world at large are never more than a step 
away.  The future is at our feet. 

Sonoma County Co-Housing 
INTER-GENERATIONAL GREEN SUBURBAN LIVING 

JILLIAN KLASSEN 
LOCATION: 
TYPE:
UNITS:
PROGRAM:

SITE:
D.U.A.:

OLD REDWOOD HWY /// SANTA ROSA  CA
SUBURBAN CO- HOUSING
SINGLE FAMILY, AND LOFTS 
RESIDENTIAL: 56 UNITS - 66,250 FT2;
COMMON HOUSE: 3,000 FT2 ; RETAIL: 9,500 FT2 
2.8 ACRE
20 UNITS/ACRE

Sonoma County Co-housing takes another look into the unsustainable 

,through poor land use these developments become destination homes 
rather than integrating with their community. Typically suburban 
dwellers prefer a  sense of ownership of their home and property, safety, 
open outdoor spaces, and a sense of smaller community sometimes 
lacking in city life. 

Co-Housing provides residents with their individual unit while providing 
open outdoor spaces to encourage interaction with community 
gardens, play areas and common house. The Common house allows 

residents daily activities. Co-Housing provides the opportunity to layer 
spaces from private, common to public, giving its occupants a sense of 
security, safety, community and privacy!   
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School   University of Oregon
Project Title  2010 Terminal Studio Projects
Completion Date June 2010
Role of Nominee Studio Professor
Publications  Studio Brochure (summary of all studio projects in one brochure)

T h e  H I P  ( H o u s i n g  I n n o v a t i o n s  P r o j e c t )  Te r m i n a l  S t u d i o

This is a summary documentation of the projects which emerged from a Winter / Spring 2010 Terminal Studio 

All students enrolled in the studio were required to have some background in housing prior to the beginning of 

programs and chose their own sites.  Sites chosen were mostly on the west coast (e.g., San Francisco, Portland, 
Seattle, San Diego, northern California) but also included Detroit and Denver.  Each student had to work within 
existing zoning and applicable building codes, but the ultimate program was determined by the students based 

intended for their project.

To assist the students with another level of professional guidance, ach student had an outside "consultant," 
typically a practicing architect dealing with housing design who assisted in reviewing various phases of the 
project.  Consultants included Jonathan Segal, FAIA, Mike Pyatok, FAIA, William Leddy, FAIA, Ron Van der Veen, 
Marsha Maytum, FAIA and many others. 

Following are just a few summary samples from the brochure:
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School   University of Oregon.  
   Student:  Brent Sturlaugson
Project Title  “Housing the Homeless”
   2008 Housing Terminal Studio
Completion Date June 2008
Role of Nominee Studio Professor /
   Honors College Thesis Committee Chair
Publications  Final Design Brochure and Honors College  
               Thesis Publication
Awards   President’s Award for Best Thesis in the UO  
               Honors College
   Studio Award for Best Project in the studio

H o u s i n g  t h e  H o m e l e s s   
Mapping the Design Process of  Service-Enriched Housing

their own sites and develop their own programs.  However the studio 

students were either required to have taken a previous housing course such 

In addition, all students were paired with an outside consultant from various 

details and costs estimates in some cases, were seen by another set of profes-

sional “eyes.”  In Brent’s project, he also developed a very thorough written 
thesis as part of his Honor College thesis project (one of two Honors College 
students in the studio).  Brent developed a truly outstanding project that 
examined the various transitions from homelessness to permanent housing.  

-

needed societal issue and went far beyond the typical terminal studio 
project.



ARCH 410/510 Housing Prototypes

Fall 2009  
Depar tment of Architecture – Eugene  
University of Oregon  

Credits:  3  
Time:  M 6:00 – 8:50 PM   
Prerequisites:  None  

C OU RSE D ESCRI PTI ON :  
This course explores mode rn housing prototypes (1920s – present) with an emphasis on understanding 
the many and varied factors involved in the production of quality housing.  Special emphasis will focus on 
the review of appropriate housing models for the future, given demands for increased density and 
responding to diminishing natural resources.  Case studies primarily from the U.S., but also from Europe,
the
as a result of density  issues (e.g., from s.f.d. to high -rise point towers); site, building, unit design 

construction technology; zoning and building codes; new and emerging life styles (changing 
demographics); New Urbanism; homelessness; manufactured housing; special user groups (e.g. elderly); 
social and behavioral factors as form determinants; origins of suburbia and multi -family housing; providing 
a sense of community, identity , and memorable image in neighborhood design.  

C OU RSE O BJECTI VES :  
Students are expected to develop an:  
•  Awareness  of the many and complex factors involved in the design of various housing types.  
•  Understanding  of the theoretical, traditional, symbolic,  practical, and technical considerations of various 

housing types and their application.  
• Ability to analyze and design appropriate housing projects based on the emphasis and issues 

addressed in this course.  

C OU RSE R EQU I REM EN TS :  
Although there are recomm ended reading assignments, the main thrust of the course will be based on 
projects.  

Class attendance and participation  
Project #1:    Local documentation and analysis (30%) of housing types.  
Project #2:    Individual Project for 40% of cour se grade  

ARCH 410: Take -Home Final Exam (or Research Paper)  
ARCH 510: Research Paper  

Note:  Only students enrolled in 410 are eligible to choose the Take Home Final option.  
Project #3

*Note: Students planning on developing a thesis/terminal project with an emphasis on housing may 
utilize Project #2 as a programming/documentation of their proposed project.  

C OU RSE F ORM A T :  
Issues will be presented primarily in a  lecture format followed by further seminar discussion or student 

T EXTS :  
An expanded course syllabus detailing important issues will be required (at a nominal costs for 
duplicating); and handouts (at costs of duplicating).  

Example of Student Case Study Project

Course Description
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School   University of Oregon
Project Title  "Housing Prototypes" Lecture Course
Completion Date Every Fall Term
Role of Nominee Professor / 80+ students

   
H o u s i n g  P r o t o t y p e s   
An examination of modern housing prototypes (1920s - present) with an emphasis on 
understanding the many and varied factors involved in the production of quality housing.

Course Evaluations (sample of student comments):

Please comment on the instructor's strengths and areas for possible improvement.:
"MIchael Fifield knows housing...he is an incredible resource on all things housing and his 
lectures were very informative. The class was excellent preparation for terminals." -- 
Michael Ober

Comment on the long range value of the class.:
"This class is an eye opener to how our society handles environmental issues and why we 
handle the issues the way we do. Before this class I knew that we needed to change our 
ways for the good of our planet and the future generation. Now I have a deeper under-
standing of the social impact on these issues, which is even more disturbing. I am really 
glad I took this class, it has deepened my understanding and got me thinking even more." 
-- Natasha Owens

Please comment on the strengths and areas of possible improvement for the course 
as a whole.:
"This is a great class. I found it to be well structured and well presented." -- Natasha Owens

Please comment on the instructor's strengths and areas for possible improvement.:
"Michael Fifield knows housing, it is his strength, he is very clear and thorough. i cant 
imagine what he could possibly improve" -- Shayan Saghari

Please comment on the instructor's strengths and areas for possible improvement.:
"Michael Fifield organized this course very effectively and was a very intellectually 
stimulating lecturer. Rather than just teaching us the facts, he really emphasized the impor-
tance of analyzing the past and present models of housing. We were given a great deal of 
freedom in the types of projects we wished to present, as well as in our personal choice for 
the final." -- Mackenzie Neitling

Comment on the long range value of the class.:
"This class has been very helpful in opening my eyes to the various forms of housing. I feel 
that it will be very helpful in my comprehensive thesis project, for I am designing an elderly 
care community, and will need to investigate the various forms of elderly housing. This 
course has given me new ideas and insight. " -- Mackenzie Neitling



ARCH 410/510 Community Design
Winter 2009  
Department of Architecture  
University of Oregon  
Instructor:  Profess
Credits:  3  
Time:  Tuesdays / Thursdays, 8:30 – 9:50 AM  
Prerequisites:  None.   

G EN ERA L C OU RSE D ESCRI PTI ON :
Multidisciplinary examination of the history, theory and practice in the design and development of
meaningful and sustainable neighborhoods.  Special focus selected by faculty.  

S PECI FI C F OCU S T H I S T ERM :  
The class will begin with an examination of the changes in suburban neighborhood design over the past 
100 years as a result of changes in technology, governmental policies, life styles, demographics, and 
values. Special emphasis will focus on the review of appropriate housing/neighborhood models for the 
future, given demands for increased density and responding to diminishing natural resou rces. Case 
studies primarily from the U.S., but also from England will be examined. Issues addressed will include:

ssues (e.g., site,
nvironment to natural environment

through whole sy
and eme rging lifestyles (changing demographics); New Urbanism and neo -traditional town planning; 
social and behavioral factors as form determinants; origins of suburbiaand multi -family housing; providing 
a sense of community, identity, and memorable image in nei ghborhood design.  

C OU RSE O BJECTI VES :  
Students are expected to develop an:  
•  Awareness  of the many and complex factors involved in the design of various neighborhood types.  
•  Understanding  of the theoretical, traditional, symbolic, practical, and technic al considerations of various 

housing types and their application to good community design.  
• Ability to analyze and design appropriate neighborhood projects based on the emphasis and issues 

addressed in this course.  

C OU RSE R EQU I REM EN TS :  
Class attendance a nd participation 
Project #1: Case Study (small group project)  
Project #2: Research Paper (Issue based for 510) 
Or Take -Home Final Exam in lieu of Project #2 for 410  

C OU RSE F ORM A T :  
Issues will be presented primarily in a lecture format  
followed by further seminar discussion.

C OU RSE E VA LU A TI ON :  
Project #1     50% 
Project #2 or Final Exam:   40% 
Project #3 Neighborhood Meeting:  10% 

VILLAGE HOMES 
DAVIS, CALIFORNIA

Developers:    Michael and Judy Corbett

Designed:    1973-75

Construction:   1975-1982  

Size:      60 acres

Composi tion:   222 houses
      20 apartments
      15  offices
      restaurant
      daycare
      dance studio
      community center  
      swimming pool

Open Space:   agriculture
      2 large co mmon areas     
 
      Small common areas
 
Management:   Village Homeowners 
      Association

Developers: Michael and Judy Corbett

Designed: 1973-75

Construction: 1975-1982  

Size:    60 acres

Composi tion: 222 houses
     20 apartments
      15 offices
     restaurant
     daycare
     dance studio
     community center
     swimming pool

Open Space: agriculture
     2 large common areas   

     Small common areas

Management: Village Homeowners 
     Association

VILLAGE HOMES VILLAGE
D AVIS, CALIFORNIAAA

VILLAGEVILLAGE
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BACKGROUND
Michael and Judy Corbett, developers of Village Homes, were graduate students at the University of 
California at Davis in the early 1970s. Mike had studied architecture and Judy was pursuing an ecology
degree. They initiated a group called “The Village,” consisting of 30 people who met weekly to discuss
the creation of an ideal community. Conversations focused on a sense of dislocation, disconnection,
powerlessness, andconcern for theenvironment. TheCorbettsspent more than a yearcompiling thoughts
and ideas into a design for what would become Village Homes.  Although the original group dissolved,
the Corbetts decided to go ahead with the project, thinking that it was unlikely to get built, but that they
could at least write a book about their process and theorieson community design (Corbett, 21).

In 1972, several factors combined to move the project along. First, they found an infill property in west
Davis. Then in April, thefirst Whole Earth Dayoccurred, increasingpublicawarenessabout environmental 
issues. Finally, local elections were held, which dramatically altered the dynamics of the Davis City 
Council.  Threenew members residing on City Council were found to beadvocates for the VillageHomes
project.  As a result of the new mindset held by the Council, a new General Plan was written, which 
incorporated principles such asreducing urban sprawl, preserving agricultural land, decreasing parking,
and increasing density.   

In spite of thechangeswithin the local government,support of the local officials, and a new General Plan,
city st was resistant to many of the design features of Village Homes. They felt that the streets were
too narrow for emergency vehicles to navigate and didn’t like the inward facing houses or the long cul-de-
sac streets. They thought the houseswere too close to one another, felt that the proximity of agricultural
lands to housing was inappropriate, and were wary of the proposal for open channel drainage.

In the face of tremendous local opposition, approval for the project took two and a half years. The delay
gave the Corbetts time to raise money for the project. They obtained the initial investment of $120,000
from friends and family who contributed $10,000 each. This covered the land, but construction would
require abank loan. They approached 32 banks and saving and loan institutions all of who declined their
loan request. The Corbetts also approached the Federal Housing Administration (FHA), who questioned
many of their proposals, just as the City had, including -street parking in public bays, mixing house
types, sizes, and income levels and the structure of ownership for commercial property. They didn’t like 
the greenbelt design and refused loans for housing that was not oriented perpendicular to the street, 
which would have gone against the solar orientation that was vital to the design of the Village Homes
(Thayer, 224).  The Corbetts would not compromise on most aspects of their site plan design.  The 
Corbetts decided to forego FHA funds as a consequence. In the end, the Corbetts did reword their
proposal, emphasizing only features that had worked well in other developments, and leaving out any of 
their community based intentions. This proved successful, and a loan was granted (Corbett, 34).

TheCorbettsinvolved residents in theplanning and design of theproject to the extent possible in order to 
increase user satisfaction. An overall plan and a set of planning conceptswere established, and then the 
details were worked out as the development progressed with user input at every stage. By Thanksgiving
of 1975, the roadsand grading were complete and the first houseswere under construction.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
        
Village Homes is a “…mixed use residential ‘garden village’ incorporating innovative ecological and
social features” (Corbett, 21). Situated on an infill site between 2 existing developments, the project is
across the street from theUniversity of California at Davis. It iswithin walking distance of a neighborhood
shopping centerand a 15-minute bike-ride to downtown. Theproject encouragesalternatives to automobile
transportation, which fits within the trend of transportation in theCity of Davis, asmore than 25percent of 
all tripsare made by bike (Corbett, 36). Yet, the design of the Village Homes transportation system was
totally out of the ordinary for the City of Davis.

At 4 units per acre, the development is described as “…a semi-rural environment in which residentsare
physically and socially comfortable” (Corbett, 133). Although the project is built on prime agricultural
land and does draw from the underground aquifers, 50% of the land is dedicated to growing plantseither
for food or landscape purposes. A range of housing types was planned to encourage economic and
social diversity in the community. These include a student-built 9 bedroom cooperative, 20 units of rental 
apartments, and single family homes that range from 600 square foot common wall dwellings to 2,800
square foot detached housing. The commercial facilities in the development are owned by the Village
Homeowner’sAssociation and are rented asa source of income for the community. 

DESIGN CONCEPT
Village Homes was conceived of as a “garden city,” strongly influenced by Ebenezer Howard’s garden
city plan published in 1902 in Garden Cities of To-morrow.  Added to the garden city concept were the 
social and ecological concerns of the 1970s.

The guiding concepts utilized by the Corbetts in the design of the Village Homes Development were
“designing a neighborhood which would reduce the amount of energy required to carry out the family’s
daily activities, and establishing a sense of community” (Francis, 2002).  Additionally, The Corbetts
identified six elements, which were influential in the construction of the site plan itself: community, a 
“design closer to nature,” neighborhood agriculture, natural drainage, energy conservation and use of 
solar energy, and promoting walking and bicycling within the community (Francis, 2002). Village Homes
is one of the more successful and better-known communities of the time, achieving full build out and
successfully meeting many of its goals. 

HOLDING THE V ISION: The Corbetts would not compromise 
on mo st aspe cts of their site plan desi gn.

PARTICIPATIO N : The Corbetts involved resid ents in the pla nning 
a nd design of the project to the extent possible in order to 
increase user s a tisfaction. 

Village Homes is a 
“…mixed  use residential  garden  village  
incorporating innovative ecological and 

social features...”

INFLUENCES: Added to the garden city concept were the 
social a nd ecological concerns of the 1970 s.

IN TENT: Create ”...a neighborhood which would reduce the a mount 
of energy  required  to carry  out the family s daily  activities,  and  
establishing a sense of community.”

EIGHT ASSUMPTIONS
Developed by the Corbetts in Design of Village Homes

 
1. 
Every living thing survives by numerous  and subtle  relationships  with  all 
the inanimate environment.
2. 
Ecosystems  and parts of ecosystems composed  of a wide  variety  of species  to adapt
to environmental changes or human tampering than do those compose
3. 
Part of the ecosystem is a complex system of energy transfe rs that depen
energy input.
4. 
In the long run, every one of humanity s physical  needs must  be satisfied 
use of non-renewable resources or through recovery and reuse o f
5. 
Although humans  seem to be the most adaptable of living things,  we still certain inherent 
physical and psychological needs that must  be met by the ecosystem,
environment, an d the social environment 
6. 
Humans are for the most part genetically adapted to the environment existed about 
200 to 2,000 years ago. This adaptation involves not just the physical  but also the 
modes of perception  and behavio r and relates  to the social environment as the physical 
environment. 
7. 
The relationship bet ween  people  and the environment  goes  both ways: 
is shaped by its envi ronment. 
8. 
Humans can adapt to a wide  range of environmental  conditions,  but the  the adaptation 
to inhospitable con ditions is tempo rary or chronic st ress. 
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 GARDEN CITY OF TODAY

2 3

AFFORDABILITY

The initial goal was to include 16% low-income homeowners. This was accomplished primarily via sweat 
equity during construction, and also by providing a range of home types and sizes. Init ially, house costs
were comparable to similar homes in Davis, although operat ing costs were less due to the solar space
and water heating features. By 1999, the homes were so desirable that they had become some of the
most expensive in Davis, selling for $11 per square foot  more than average. Village Homes tend to come
on the market less frequently and sell twice as fast as others in Davis. This has resulted in a wealthier
clientele than was originally intended. According to the developers, the popularity of Village Homes has
more to do with neighborhood than the homes themselves. 

SHORTCOMINGS
Certain design intentions for the community have not been realized. A greywater system for landscape
irrigation was rejected by the Davis Department of Health. Ideas for a cooperat ive store and elementary
school never came about. Finally, during the Reagan Administrat ion, federal tax credits for solar energy
were cut and solar development was hindered (NAHB). 

Of the project ingeneral, Robert Thayer, resident and landscape architect , is very complimentary. However,
he feels that Mike Corbett made a mistake in not hiring a landscape architect  to work on the project .
Corbett was confident that he could do it himself, and in general did a good job, but  recurring problems
have resulted from his decision to set the building pads as low as he did. This resulted in drainage not to 
the greenbelt as intended, but to neighbors’ yards instead.

Those families that leave Village Homes, but stay in Davis, usually do so because they have outgrown the
home. Over time, many things have matured and improved. The community is not  as diverse as it  once
was because itsdesirability hasdriven up the price, although some ordable and rental units have been
maintained. The demand for the apartments is extraordinary, and the Corbet ts say they would increase 
the density if they could do it again. There has been decreased involvement  with the Homeowner’s
Association, but attendance at community gatherings is st ill high. 

COMPARISON WITH RADBURN, NEW JERSEY

Designed by Clarence Stein and Henry Wright 
1929

SIMILAR
•Use of Garden City conce pts
•Emphasis on pedestrian/bike over ca r
•Cul-de-sacs
•Gradient of open space
•Community open space and recreation 
opportunities

DIFFERENT
•Village Homes emphasizes sustainability in land 
planning and home design
•Village Homes incorporates agriculture
•Village Homes is a neighborhood, while Radburn is 
a city; Radburn includes commercial, industrial, and 
civic amenities and is self-sufficient, while Village 
Homes relies on Davis as its commercial center

GARDEN CITY CONCEPTS

1. Commercial core with public transit accessible to all residents
2. Internal circulation for bik es and pedestrians; minimize attention on car
3. Land set aside for agricultural use
4. Commercial/industrial enterp rises to empl oy residents
5. Mix of housing types and income l evels
6. Full range of primary and secondary schools
7. Full range of recreational opportunities
8. Street design/planning to decrease infrastructu re costs
9. Locally available renewable energy sources/energy conservation me asures that make  
possible
10. Ecologically sound patterns of agriculture, waste management, an d resource use

CHARTER FOR THE NEW URBANISM
Adopted 1996, Congress for the New Ur banism (excerpt)

“…We stand for the restoration of existing urban cente rs and towns within coherent metropolitan regions, the reconfiguration of 
sprawling suburbs into communities of real neighborhoo ds and di verse districts, the conse r nvironments, and the 
preservation of our built legacy…

“…We advocate the restructuring of public policy and d evelopment practices to suppo rt the follo
be diverse in use and population; communities should be designed for the pedestrian and transit as well as the car; cities an wns 
should be shaped by physically defined and uni versally accessible public spaces an d community ins
framed by architecture and landscape design that celebrate local histo ry, climate, ecolog y, and building

HOW WELL DID IT WORK?

Some of the goals of Village Homeswere tested in the following study (Francis, 2002) : IMPACTS
The creation of t he Village Homes Development significantly impacted planning policy, both in Davis
and beyond. On a local level, Davis reduced street width requirements after witnessing the success of
narrower streets in Village Homes. Other local subdivisions were inspired to include solar features in their 
projects. A small federal grant was used to fund an energy ordinance in Davis that mandated the lot and
house orientation of Village Homes, limited the area of glazing a home could have, and set  standards
for insulation. Eventually, these practices were adopted by the State of California and mandated in the
building code. 

The community has

successfully  reduced  car  dependence,  created  a  strong sense  
of community,  limited infrastructure  costs,  proven  use of natural  
systems (e.g.  open  channel  draina ge),  and  conserved  energy.  

It has shown that a mixture of uses, including various types of resident ial, agricultural, and commercial,
can func be economically feasible (NAHB). 

Several communities were modeled after Village Homes, and include Civano in Tuscon, Arizona; Prairie
Crossing in Chicago, Illinois; Haymount, Virginia; Co ee Creek Cener, Indiana; and Dewees Island, South
Carolina.

Besides  the solar  strategies,  however,  the design  and  philosophy  of 
Village Homes was not replicated. 

People liked the ideas, but many features would be even harder to get  approved in other jurisdict ions,
proving the project unfeasible for many. Around 2000, however, The Nat ional Associat ion of Homebuilders 
and the Natural Resources Defense Council published Village Homes as a model for new development. 

The developers of Village Homes went on to influence land use policy and alternat ives to urban sprawl
nationwide. Judy Corbett founded the Local Government Commission of Sacramento in the early
1990s, which produced a manual for local government officials on land use policy, called the Ahwahnee
Principles. 

The Ahwahnee Principles were written by Mike and Judy Corbett  of Village Homes, Elizabeth Plater-
Zyberk and Andres Duany of Seaside, and several other planners, developers, and architects. The
Principles combined aesthetic and social concerns, transportation and regional issues, and ecological 
considerations. They were adopted by more than 100 cit ies and 18 count ies in California. The manual
and the principles were based largely on the successes of Village Homes, as well as Seaside, Florida.

With the exception of Mike Corbett, this same group went on to publish the Charter for the New Urbanism
several years later. In both of these documents, the Corbetts disagreed with the others about  one thing:
the street layout. TheCorbettspreferred the garden city concept they had used in Village Homes, allowing
streets to adapt to local conditions as long as all dest inat ions could be reached by bike/pedest rian path.
The others were in favor of a gridded street plan. Both the Ahwahnee Principles and the Charter for t he
New Urbanism have received wide public attention. Most of the new communit ies built  on those principles 
have conformed to the grid layout, and Village Homes has been lit t le replicated in spite of it s success and
popularity. 

WORKS CITED
Corbett, Judy and Michael Corbett. Designing Sustainable Communities: Learning from Village Homes . Island Press:
Washington D.C., 2000.
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COMPARISON WITH SEASIDE, FLORIDA

Designed by Andres Duany and 
Elizabeth Plater-Zyberk with developer Robert Davis
1981

 SIMILAR
•Common goals of reducing dependence on cars 
and increasing a sense of community
•Narrow streets and walkability
•Their successes were used to craft the Ahwahnee 
Principles and the Charter for the New Urbanism

DIFFERENT
•Seaside emphasizes the street via front porches, 
while Village Homes turns its attention to shared 
open space opposite the street
•Seaside is built on a grid, while Village Homes uses 
the cul-de-sac design of a garden city
•Seaside has a central focus that includes a post 
office, school, and retail, while Village Homes had 
amenities spread throughout the neighborhood and 
at a variety of scales
•Village Homes incorporates agriculture 
•Village Homes emphasizes sustainable landscape 
and house design
•Seaside is a resort community, while Village Homes 
is a long term dwelling place for many people

AHWAHNEE PRINCIPLES FOR RESOU RCE-EFFICIENT COMMUNITIES
Adopt ed in 1991
Authors: Peter Calthorpe, Michael Cor bett, Andre s Dua ny, Elizabeth Mo ule, Elizabeth Plater-Zyberk, and Stefanos 
Edi tor: Peter Katz,  Judy Cor bett, and  Steve Weissman

PREAMBLE

Existing patterns of urban and suburban  development  seriously impair our quality of life.  mptoms  are: more 
congestion and air pollution resulting  from  our increased depen dence on automobiles,  the loss
need for costly improvements to roads and public services, the inequitable distribution  of  resources,  and the loss 
of a sense  of community. By drawing upon the best  from  the past  and the present,  we can plan 
successfully serve the needs of those who live and work within them. Such  planning should  certain fundamental 
principles.

Source: http: // www.lgc.org/ ahwahnee/principles.h tml

The initial goal was to include 16% low-
income homeowners

The creation of the Village Homes 
Development  significantly  impacted  

planning  policy,  both in Davis  and  beyond.  

VILLAGE HOMES COM PARED TO A GARDEN CITY AND A NEW URBANI ST CITY

Com par ison of V illage  Homes and  Con ventional N eighbor hood (Lenz ,  1 990)

Villa g e Homes
Contr ol

N eighbor hood
Demog raphics
N umber of households 242 54
Cars per household 1.8 2. 1
Bikes per household 3.5 3.6
Famil y households 71.9% 93.3%
Mean household income 51,600 65,3 00
Mean house sq uar e f oo tage 1500 1820
Percentage of homeo wners 86.5% 93.3%

Evaluation o f Houses (0 =  completely dissatisfied;  1 0 = com pletely satisfied)
A verage of all e valuat ed it ems 7.3 6.8
Ov erall design e val ua tion b y r espondents 7.9 7

Evaluation o f N eighbor hoods
A verage of all e valuat ed it ems 8.2 7.7
Ov erall de sign e va luation b y r espondents 8.6 7.1

Evaluation o f F riends and  Socializing
N umber of best fr iends wit hin neighbor hood 4 0.4
N umber of fr iends 16 8
N umber of persons kno wn 42 17
Time spent wit h fr iends fr om wit hin the neighbor hood (hours per w eek) 3.5 0.9
Time spent wit h fr iends fr om outside t he neighbor hood (hours per w eek) 8.7 3.7

Agriculture
A verage number of fr uit and v ege tab les gr own 10 8
Average contr ibution to total a nnual consum ption 24% 18%

Transpor tation
Average annual m iles per car 11300 13400
A verage miles  per household 210 270
A verage gas mileage of v ehicles 27 m pg 23.5 m pg
Gasoline  consum ption per  car per y ear 422  gallons 57 7 ga llons
Gasoline  consum ption per  household per y ear 753  gallons 1171 ga llons

Ener gy Consum ption
Total  year ly energy c onsum ption per household (kW/h) 44,9 00 67,700

Recy cling (0 =  do no t recy cle; 1 0 = alw a ys r ecy cle)
Glass 7.5 6.4
Paper 4.3 1.7
Organic W aste 3.4 2

Example of Student Case Study Project

Course Description

S t u d e n t  W o r k  -  C o u r s e  E v a l u a t i o n s                                        p a g e  9

ACSA Distinguished Professor Nominee: Michael Fifield, FAIA, AICP

School   University of Oregon
Project Title  “Community Design” Lecture Course
Completion Date Every other Winter Term
Role of Nominee Professor / 50+ students

   
C o m m u n i t y  D e s i g n   
Multidisciplinary examination of the history, theory and practice in the design and develop-
ment of meaningful and sustainable neighborhoods.  

This is a course, developed by Professor Fifield, in the Housing Concentration, coordi-
nated by Professor Fifield, of the Department of Architecture that addresses issues of 
smart growth and makes an argument for more compact and sustainable neighborhoods.  
It typically attracts students from architecture, landscape architecture, and planning.  Thus 
it helps to educate not just future architects, but others in the co-lateral professions.

Course Evaluations (sample of student comments):

Please comment on the instructor's strengths and areas for possible improvement.:
"Great teacher, engaging, interesting." -- David Vu

Please comment on the instructor's strengths and areas for possible improvement.:
"Michael is very knowledgeable about the topic of community design and has valuable 
connections as well as interesting stories to relate class topics to." -- Serena Coltrane-
Briscoe

Please comment on the instructor's strengths and areas for possible improvement.:
"Excellent and engaging lectures. Michael is the best kind of instructor: incredibly knowl-
edgeable and very approachable. Oh, and the reading list on the syllabus is worth the price 
of admission alone. Michael has loads of experience and anecdotes to draw from...so 
therefore my only beef was that he did not lecture every single class (though the guest 
lecturers were not without merit)." -- Michael Ober

Other comments::
"I have recommend this course to first year planning students for next year. Planning 
students are often interested in design, yet the PPPM Department does not teach design. 
It took me a while to figure out I could walk down to Lawrence to learn about design. I 
would encourage you to continue to advertise your classes to planners. You're really good 
at teaching how planning and design relate to each other. " -- Larisa Varela



ARCH 410/510 Minimal Dwelling     
Winter 2010  
Department of Architecture  

Credits: 3
Time:  Mondays  6:00 - 8:50 PM  
Location:  206 Lawrence Hall  
Prerequisites:  Junior Standing in architecture, interior architecture,  
art, or land scape architecture.  

G ENERA L C OURSE D ESCRI PTI ON :
Examination of the design of small dwelling units for a variety of user 
groups and special situations.  

S PECI FI C F OCUS :  
This course is a combination lecture, seminar, workshop in the 
examination of smal l unit design at higher densities as a strategy to 
deal with compact growth.  In addition, shelters for the homeless, 
disaster relief housing, migrant farm worker housing, S.R.O. hotels, 
capsule hotels, manufactured/mobile homes, will be examined.  

The co urse will review various examples of small unit design and 
students will research, design, or construct prototypes, depending on 
individual student interests.  

C OURSE R EQUI REM ENTS :  
Class attendance and participation for all students, as well as:  

•  Compr ehensive Case Study  or Research of minimal dwelling 
housing type  or a prototypical design:  50%  

•  Exercises (weekly) designing and/or building various prototypes:  50%  
   (5 Exercises @ 10% each)  

•  Minimal Dwelling Strategies Exercise  
•  Accessory Dwel ling Unit Exercise  
•  Prefabrication/Modular Design Exercise  
•  
•  Temporary Housing Design Exercise  

C OURSE F ORM A T :  

presentations of weekly projects.  Because of the nature of the student 
presentations and discussion, even though the class enrollment tends 

or those needing 
“Seminar” credit s.  

  

Example of Student Case Study Project

Example of Student Case Study Project

Course Description
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ACSA Distinguished Professor Nominee: Michael Fifield, FAIA, AICP

School   University of Oregon
Project Title   “Minimal Dwelling” Lecture / Workshop Course
Completion Date Every other Winter Term
Role of Nominee Professor / 30-45  students
   
M i n i m a l  D w e l l i n g   
Examination of the design of small dwelling units for a variety of user groups and special 
situations.

This is a course, developed by Professor Fifield, in the Housing Concentration, coordi-
nated by Professor Fifield, which alternates each winter term with the Community Design 
course.  It is an examination of small unit design at higher densities as a strategy to deal 
with compact growth and affordability.  In addition, shelters for the homeless, disaster relief 
housing, migrant farm worker housing, S.R.O. hotels, capsule hotels, 
manufactured/mobile homes, are examined. 

Course Evaluations (sample of student comments… verbatim, w/ spelling errors, etc. ):

Please comment on the instructor's strengths and areas for possible improve
-

ment.:
"Amazing Class, One of the best I have ever taken" -- Christopher Murray

Please comment on the instructor's strengths and areas for possible improvement.:
"I thought that the instructor was well versed in the subject and was in little or no need of 
improvement." -- Ian Hoffman

Please comment on the strengths and areas of possible improvement for the course 
as a whole.:
"We were given the ability to research and learn about topics we were interested in" -- 
Shane Harper

Comment on the long range value of the class.:
"Great. Learned a whole nother perspective on housing." -- Cara Hiyakumoto

Other comments::
"I wish this could be a year long class" -- Christopher Smith

Comment on the long range value of the class.:
"I have taken what I have learned from this class and have applied it to my life as of now. I 
know that I will use what I have learned in this class to teach others the importance of living 
efficiently." -- Ian Hoffman

Comment on the long range value of the class.:
"As someone who hasn't taken many housing studios, the knowledge about housing I 
gained in course will no doubt be useful in a variety of contexts in the future." -- Hugh Bitzer

Comment on the long range value of the class.:
"Great class covered a lot of material" -- Kent Wu
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ACSA Distinguished Professor Nominee: Michael Fifield, FAIA, AICP

Project Title  various examples
Completion Date varies
Role of Nominee Professor of Architecture

University 
Teaching 
Awards

Example of Student Course Evaluation of Studio
On a basis of 1 to 10, with 10 being the highest, Professor Fifield 

received a “10” from every single student in the studio.

“The Students of the Department of Architecture, The Pennsylvania State Univer-
sity, 1997, would like to express our sincere appreciation to you, Michael Fifield.  

The dedication to the implementation of your vision has produced admirable 
improvements in the program’s structure; the development of the internship 
program; increase of the visibility of the department; remodeling the studios; 

addition of a faculty position in the shop; and the “Fifield’s Thursday Night 
Madness.”  We are confident that you have set a pace that will continue to 

challenge the students.”  (Signed by the student body, December 1997)

Portion of unsolicited email from former student in many of 
Professor Fifield’s housing courses.  Example of how the role of 
education is most effective when your former students put your 

ideas to work.
Subject: On the Value of Design 
To: Michael Fifield <mef@uoregon.edu> 
From: James Cody Birkey <jcbirkey@gmail.com> 
Date: Fri, 24 Sep 2010 08:59:56 -0700 
Hi Michael -

Hope this finds you well! I stumbled across a piece that you wrote for the Southwestern Oregon AIA not too long ago. I thought to myself, "that Fifield character 
hasn't changed, still on about a better built environment in places with no money!" In your classes and studios I remember you arguing that we as architects 
shouldn't just design better, but also smarter. Your story was that our obligations go beyond pretty drawings into an understanding of the built environment that 
has to include economics, contextual relationships, sustainability, and most importantly--people. 

For what its worth, I've recently tried to put a lot of those same ideas of yours on resource-limited design to good use. I'm just now back in the States after 
spending the better part of a year in northern Rwanda, building a hospital out there… It's been a very inspiring project, working with the kids from the Harvard 
Medical School, the Clinton Foundation, and local craftspeople to design-build an exceptional hospital that the World Health Organization wants to use as a "new 
model for sub-saharan Africa." … And I think the critical thinking on cost and value that you've championed was essential in making that reply true. 

The deeper analysis of context that you've also advocated became useful in handling the tricky balancing act between producing a hospital that said "modern" 
and "first-rate" but at the same time said "local" and "built by us."   All the best, Cody



Outlaws, and Granny Flats

66 open to below

Main Floor Plan

Loft Plan

1  entry
2  deck
3  studio
4  kitchen
5  bath
6  loft
7  closet
8  utility
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ACSA Distinguished Professor Nominee: Michael Fifield, FAIA, AICP

Firm of Record Fifield Architecture + Urban Design (a sole proprietorship) 
Project Title "Minimal Live / Work Studio"
Completion Date July 2007
Role of Nominee Project Architect / Project Designer
Awards  Merit Award, AIA SWO / AIA SO Joint Awards Program 
Publications 2011 Neue Top 100 Häuser by Thomas Drexel; 2011 In-Laws,    

 by Michael Litchfield; Summer 2010   
                 Annual Housing Issue of Fine Homebuilding Magazine; "Best Small   
                 Houses," 9/10 2009 Issue of Residential Architect Magazine; 2009
                 Summer Annual Housing Issue of Fine Homebuilding Magazine.

M i n i m a l  L i v e  /  W o r k  S t u d i o

Project Description:
In a world of diminishing natural resources and increasing population, “compact growth” is 
becoming a critical component of sustainability. In addition to sustainable building design 
(e.g., materials, construction systems, passive solar design strategies), smaller residential 
unit design at higher densities can address issues of sustainability far greater than only 
using green building materials. Providing additional smaller units on residential lots with 
existing single-family houses, either as accessory dwelling units or other, can provide a 
much needed housing component (e.g., for an elderly parent, a grown child) or meeting the 
demographic of an increasing percentage of households made up of single adults.

The Minimal Live / Work Studio satisfies a similar need. The client, a Japanese artist who 
lives and works most of the year near Tokyo, spends a few months each year in Eugene, 
Oregon, painting and visiting friends and where she also owns a house she rents out. 
While in Eugene, she works and lives in her studio. 

Some of the methods used to achieve a feeling of a much larger space include: engage-
ment with the outdoors, borrowed landscapes, multiple uses of spaces, and rooms 
designed so views don’t stop at a wall but continue into other areas. Windows in the 
kitchen and bath area allow for views out to neighboring gardens that utilize the concept of 
borrowed landscapes. The loft areas, which serve as storage and sleeping areas, have 
short walls to allow views from the workspace to extend to the exterior walls, making the 
12’ wide studio space feel larger than it is with the sense of the full width of the studio (19’), 
complemented with a high ceiling and clerestory windows. 

It is hoped that this project will serve as model for small accessory building design. The 
interior floor area, including lofts, is only 269 s.f.

P r a c t i c e   a s   a n   E d u c a t i o n a l   T o o l
As an educational tool, this project has served as an excellent example of many of the 
principles that Professor Fifield addresses in his housing courses, especially his Minimal 
Dwelling course. Not only does it demonstrate to students how a small dwelling unit may 
be made to appear much larger than it really is, but class visits to it during construction also 
were a valuable teaching tool regarding detailing and strategies for sustainability. In 
addition, small unit design like this also serves to educate the public, the city planning 
department, and the profession as to the possibilities they might not be aware of.

                



Cover of Final Competition Brochure

One Page of the Design Principles
Developed as Recommendations
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ACSA Distinguished Professor Nominee: Michael Fifield, FAIA, AICP

Firm of Record Fifield Architecture + Urban Design (a sole proprietorship) 
Project Title The City of Portland Courtyard Housing Competition
Completion Date 2008
Role of Nominee Project Advisor and Co-Administrator w/ Mark Gillem
  As competition advisors and co-administrators, Fifield & Gillem  
                 were equally and totally responsible for all aspects of the   
                 competition.
Awards  Certificate of Merit, Oregon American Planning Association (State  
                 Awards Programs for Special Achievement in Planning
Publications •  Competition Brochure of Winning Entries and Design Principles
  •  Mentioned in “Housing and Sustainable Communities – The  
                    Stone’s Warehouse Redevelopment Project for Southeast  
                    Raleigh,” 2009
Exhibitions AIA Center for Architecture / AIA Oregon, Portland, 2009 
Invited Lectures Multiple lectures in various venues, e.g., Portland, Eugene,  
                 Raleigh Urban Design Center, Marywood University, Scranton, PA, 

   
C i t y  o f  P o r t l a n d  C o u r t y a r d  H o u s i n g  C o m p e t i t i o n

The City of Portland sponsored the Portland Courtyard Housing Design Competition for 
two primary reasons:  to promote courtyard housing as an additional infill housing type for 
Portland’s neighborhoods, and to explore how courtyard housing might serve as a higher 
density housing type appropriate for families with children.

Held in 2007, the competition attracted 257 entries from 35 states and 15 foreign countries.  
Fifield and Gillem, through Fifield’s firm, Fifield Architecture + Urban Design, were awarded 
the contract ($100,000+) to essentially run the competition, including producing the final 
brochure, identifying the jury, and working closely with a city staff person, administering all 
aspects of the competition.  

The competition was structured by Fifield and Gillem to emphasize the need to develop 
design principles and diagrams as the basis for design solutions in the competition. 

V a l u e  a s  a n  E d u c a t i o n a l  T o o l

Fifield and Gillem extracted the best design principles and reworked them to form the basis 
of the catalog of winning entries in an attempt to provide greater value to future designers, 
potential clients, and planning departments – not just a brochure of the winning designs.  
Thus, the final competition brochure is meant to act as a teaching tool on how to develop 
meaningful courtyard housing.  This may be the first time this type of approach was used 
in a national design competition.  It is this type of work where Fifield has greatly added to 
the discussion of good design through education to the profession and community.



Page 43

One Page of 70 Pages 
in the Project Final Report

From 
Progressive Architecture Magazine
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ACSA Distinguished Professor Nominee: Michael Fifield, FAIA, AICP

School  College of Architecture and Environmental Design
  Arizona State University
  Funded by NEA ($40,000) and various other sponsors 
                 ($55,500)
Clients  The Salt River Project, the cities of Phoenix, Scottsdale, Tempe,  
                 Mesa, Glendale, Chandler, and the town of Gilbert, AZ
Project Title “Metropolitan Canals:  A Regional Design Framework”
Completion Date 1990
Role of Nominee Project Director / Principal Co-Investigator w/ Madis Pihlak
Publications Final Brochure:  “Metropolitan Canals:  A Regional Design   
                 Framework”; widely referred to in various publications 
Awards  ●  Progressive Architecture Research Award "Citation" 
                                ●  Award of Merit, Valley Forward Association, AZ

                ●  First Place Award, "Best Project" Category, Arizona Planning 
                    Association, State APA Awards Program

   
M e t r o p o l i t a n  C a n a l s :   A  R e g i o n a l  D e s i g n  F r a m e w o r k
The question that this applied research project sought to answer is simple:  could the 
multiple use of an existing system of canals direct and focus future urban form within a 
low-density suburban area?

J u r y  C o m m e n t s  (as written in Progressive Architecture Magazine)
“This research is an accumulation of understanding about a specific region, and how an 
under-utilized element might hold the seeds for responsible growth.  The study is a good 
example of the dialogue between documentation of the built environment and research 
that produces entirely new knowledge.  This is a laudable project for quantifying and 
looking qualitatively at the built environment.”

S i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  t h e  R e s u l t s
The study maintains that the preservation, integration, and enhancement of the canal 
system afford the greatest opportunity to redirect suburban low-density growth, to provide 
a physical catalyst for improved urban environmental quality, and to offer a compelling 
opportunity for place making.  One of the recommendations stated:  All Valley cities should 
consider demonstration projects providing positive examples of development oriented 
toward the canal, and meeting established design criteria.  

The principles and design guidelines in the report were adopted by all seven major cities 
in the Phoenix Metropolitan area.  The study mentions this will be a long-term project, 
considering the 181 linear miles of canals.  Initial projects were primarily open-space 
recreation projects sponsored by the Public Art Program of the Phoenix Arts Commission.  
Slowly, building projects have been implemented adjacent to the canals, based on the 
published design guidelines.  20 years after the report, Scottsdale, especially, has devoted 
many projects along the canal banks, including major mixed-use projects by nationally 
known firms, e.g., Miller Hull Partnership from Seattle.

V a l u e  a s  a n  E d u c a t i o n a l  To o l
While a tremendous educational tool for architecture and urban design students, this study 
resulted in informing the community as to the potential negative consequences of subur-
ban sprawl and how that might be offset with infill development along the underutilized 
canal banks.



U n - B u i l t  W o r k  a s  a n  E d u c a t i o n a l  To o l                                      p a g e  1 5

ACSA Distinguished Professor Nominee: Michael Fifield, FAIA, AICP

Firm of Record Michael Fifield, Architect
Project Title The New American House National Design Competition
Completion Date 1984
Role of Nominee Designer, all graphics (with exception of axo by Jonathan Segal)
Publications Michael Fifield, Honorable Mention" in A New American House.   
  ISBN 0-9611672-0-3.
Awards  Honorable Mention Award
                               "A New American House" National Design Competition
Exhibitions "A New American House" (funded by NEA), l984 National Design  
  Competition Traveling Exhibition of Winning Entries: Minneapolis  
  College of Art and Design, l984; Boston Architectural Center, l985;  
  Carnegie Mellon University, l985; EDRA 5 Conference, New York  
  City, l985; University of California, Los Angeles, l985; University of  
  Pennsylvania, l985; Suburbia Re-examined Conference, Hofstra  
  University, l987.

C o m p e t i t i o n  S u m m a r y  (by Dolores Hayden)
“…Three ideas defined the competition: The dramatic change in the number of households that made up the nuclear family, the 
rising costs of housing, and the need or desire to work at home.  From these came the challenge of ‘A New American House’ to 
design an efficient housing unit, not to exceed 1,000 square feet in area, which would function both as the residence and principal 
professional workplace for at least one of its occupants.  The individual unit served as the basic module for six units on the site in 
Minneapolis’ Whittier neighborhood….”

V a l u e  t o  N o m i n e e  a s  a n  E d u c a t i o n a l  T o o l
This competition helped establish a set of ideas related to housing, smart growth, and compact design that have been the basis of 
Professor Fifield’s teaching, practice, and writing.  His teaching in design studios, and his three subject-area courses (Housing 
Prototypes, Community Design, and Minimal Dwelling) all owe their success to the ideas established in this competition.  This 
project was instrumental in establishing a teaching and research focus that exist 26 years later.  Professor Fifield’s recent profes-
sional work, e.g., co-administering the “The Portland Courtyard Housing Competition,” and his award winning built work, “The 
Minimal Live / Work Studio,” are directly related to ideas first researched in this competition.  The competition is still used today in 
not only Professor Fifield’s teaching, but many others.
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ACSA Distinguished Professor Nominee: Michael Fifield, FAIA, AICP

School  University of Oregon (paper)
Firm  Studio Domus (Michael Fifield’s firm as sole practitioner in AZ)
Paper Title “Lessons Learned in Affordable Housing”
Completion Date 2000 (paper); built work (1996)
Role of Nominee Author, based on built work by nominee
Dissemination ACSA West Regional Conference, teaching, presentations

   
L e s s o n s  L e a r n e d  i n  A f f o r d a b l e  H o u s i n g
“…Through the use of one case study example – the completion of seven s.f.d. scattered-
site houses in the mostly Hispanic-American community of Tolleson, Arizona, 10 miles 
west of Phoenix – this paper will discuss how programmatic considerations and design 
intentions were achieved, while other aspirations went unfulfilled.  Those design intentions 
not achieved resulted more from associations with “perceptions” of values of status than 
from actual costs.  Although I tried to maintain as little as possible any degree of behavioral 
determinism or personal aesthetic as the architect of this project, some of the seemingly 
thoughtful design considerations were rejected by both potential homeowners, and by the 
local municipality.  However, the vast majority of design considerations were realized, 
resulting in a product that was not only affordable, but also meaningful…  This paper 
concludes that architecture can make a difference in an area of design in which they have 
not, historically, provided much leadership.  It also suggests that scattered site, s.f.d. 
affordable housing has the potential, if designed properly, to be considered architecture 
and not simply shelter.”

P r o j e c t  D e s c r i p t i o n  a n d  S o l u t i o n
Having worked previously with Habitat for Humanity in Phoenix, the non-profit Mercy 
Housing of Arizona commissioned Fifield to develop meaningful affordable housing in 
Tolleson, AZ, resulting in seven s.f.d. houses, all with the same design (for affordability) on 
various infill sites.  Thus, a strategy that would accommodate different site and solar 
orientation conditions was developed.  Based on a set of design principles developed 
specifically for this project, issues of security, community, storage, privacy, identity, 
engagement with the outdoors, etc., were implemented.  Built in 1995-1996, the three-
bedroom, two bath, 1,300 s.f. houses were built for $48,000 each.  Working with a 
Spanish-speaking contractor who had never worked with an architect, the “specs” for this 
project consisted of photographs of specified items (e.g., lighting fixtures, hardware) and 
where they were located on which shelves at the local Home Depot.

V a l u e  a s  a n  E d u c a t i o n a l  T o o l
While the final design did not meet all of the aesthetic desires of the nominee (Fifield lost 
the specified corrugated metal roofs similar to other houses in the neighborhood, as well 
as a tandem parking trellis in favor of a one-car carport), this project was an excellent 
example of the relationship between theory and practice and resulted in built work, papers 
and presentations made, and as an excellent example for teaching affordable housing 
design studios based on sound design principles.
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ACSA Distinguished Professor Nominee: Michael Fifield, FAIA, AICP

Project Title Numerous Examples
Completion Date Varies
Role of Nominee Author, or written about, or referred to
Publications Numerous Examples – see CV
Awards  Listed Previously
   
V a l u e  a s  a n  E d u c a t i o n a l  T o o l
Education goes well beyond the classroom to be effective.  Strategies and ideas to make a better-built environment must be 
broadly disseminated in a variety of written forms.  This page consist of a variety of examples of published work in with the author 
either had a major role or his expertise is mentioned in a significant manner.  Some are university teaching related, others are 
professional.
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ACSA Distinguished Professor Nominee: Michael Fifield, FAIA, AICP

Education doesn’t stop in the lecture hall at one’s home university.  To be truly effective, it means mentoring 
students beyond the classroom as well as assisting in making other programs better.  Educational leader-
ship needs to be demonstrated.  It includes professional service where lessons learned can be brought 
back to the classroom.  Professor Fifield has demonstrated national and international leadership in this 
regard.  It also requires being “accessible” so students want to learn.

In Nicosia, Cyprus, as part of an international team 
for accreditation of architecture programs.  Accreditation criteria required one 

representative from either the U.S or Great Britain to be on the team.  Professor 
Fifield was that person each year for five years running.

As invited community design studio critic 
at the University of New Mexico

On site in 2005 in Sri Lanka 
after the tsunami of December 26, 2004, 

conducting housing assessments for Architects Without Borders (AWB)
Photo taken of other team members and displaced residents by Professor Fifield

                                             
                                              On one of many housing fieldtrips – 
                                                       this one in San Francisco 
                                                 with affordable housing expert
                                                                 Sam Davis, 

                                         The 26th Annual Thanksgiving Dinner 
                                                                   and Architecture Discussion for students 

                                                                    hosted by Professor Fifield (far left)

               Student and Faculty tribute for Professor Fifield
                 on leaving Penn State University as Department Head 

         and before taking the position as 
            Department Head at the University of Oregon


