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1. INTRODUCTION 

The architectural profession ha? heen criticized i ;~r it? xihite. 
middle clas-. Eurocentric hegrmon! and its entrenched ".star 
s~ stern" xzhich limit dix ersit! of at ~ep tab le  outcomes. 4rcllitec- 
turd1 studio educatiorl has been blamed for continuir~g to 
reinforce ~ h i t e ,  midtlle claw. Eurocentric xalues and experi- 
ence? as the foundation for design deciiiorrs.' Changing both 
studio education and professional design practice xiill take 
x\idespread acceptance of a fundament all^) re-enx isioned design 
procesa Foundations for transfi~rnration of real norld practice 
n1u.t begin in unix ersi t~ training. Cantor and Sthomherg note 
that if unkersitiea are h~~damen td l l )  rornmitted to re-enx ision- 
ing the "'real uorld" the! nluzt hr  sin~ultaneouslj places "set 
apart"' xzhilr also 11ei11g dctixel! and resptrnsibl) connected to 
the xiorld helond campus. Gixen this charge. the question for 
drc hitectural edur ators becon~es. hoxi do x\ e encourage our 
itudents to re-enrision and trarrsfornl the "real  xzorld"! 
Indicating. "Producti~e transformation? come from a mix of 
freedom and realism. distance and connectedness."^ Cantor and 
Scliornberg put forth the concept of extended classrooms as 
corriexts for 'hur ldar \  crossirlpi" that can facilitate re-enxi- 
sionirig and transformation of the status quo.' 

Thii paper describe& a re-enxisiorled design studio pedagog 
that is huilt on the idea of clasbroomi that are extended in two 
dinrerisions uncommon in tlr4e11 itudios: interdisciplinan 
teac liirig/learr~i~ig ant3 participator! cwmmunit\ design. The 
initial conception ot thi. studio model began uitll a strong 
cornn~itrnent to idea< inc orporated in berxite learning. Some 
might suggest that "wrx icr learning" is not a niarginalized 
pedagog in the de4gn studio. but is a rnainita? of the 
dkcipline. Hoxiexer. fur a nuniher of reasons the model 
de.tri11ed here is not deiign studio serxite learning as generall! 
practiced in ad\arlted architrctural ~ t u d i o s . ~  This rnodel 
extend? studii~ serxit e learning into a 101%-income. almost 

t ornpleteh uric an- Irnerii an context. incorporating students 
and fdtult! fro111 arc hitrcture. larldi~ape architecture. and 
urban planning in a full! participaton, process nit11 nrighbor- 
hood residents. 111 the studio. students step into the role of 
cornmunit! designers. C onlrnunitj designers focui on exer!da, 
ern ironnlents most important to people's xiell-being: the\ ~ i o r l i  
xiith dixerw client groupi. often wit11 people n11o haxe a histor\ 
of little control ox er their rnx ironment. Comrnunit\ designers 
work L L ~ I  people not for people. bringing out and supporting 
the ( om111unit!̂ a ideas. Comrnunit! designers ha le  lreeri a s n d l  
xoice in the design profession since the mid 1960s. Ho~iexer in 
that time. realifrn has replaced idealism as c omrr~unit! deiigri- 
ers haxr diic overed that not all ?ocial inequities ran he iolx ed 
b! design alone: design must at times he in sen  ice to actix ism.l 
The pedagug, it+ implementation in the atudio. and its 
outconles Are first preientrd. In concluding. the pedagogical 
approach to intt.rdisciplinaq senice  learning is critiqued and 
refi~mnent siiggested. 

2. ENGAGIKG REAL WORLD PROBLEMS WITH A 
RE-EXVISIONED PEDAGOGY 

Schiin indit ate? that xihen the  acadern! engages in bcl~olarsl~ip 
in the real uorld, the manageable prohlerns of the ."lahorator~" 
are often uriirrlportarit to indixiduals and sotieties at-large. 
although the) are of great interest nithin th r  acadern!. Redl 
world prohlen~i are r n e ~ s j  arid confusing: the) cross oxer 
disciplinar! boundaries: they require different methods of 
inforrnation gathering and anal! sis. Hon ex er. real x i  orltl prolr- 
lems represent those of greatest human concern.' Engaging in 
real xiorld prolrlemi requires nmi method? of inquin, and a 
broader perspec tit e than is reprebented lq the relatix ell 
unchanged master-apprentic e studio pedagog irllreritrd from 
the beaux arts tradition. x\hich has remained standard in 
arc~hitectural education for oxer a centun." 
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Rrc auwh of the exohtion ot the 111rixeriit~'s irrxolxemrut \+it11 
~ ~ ~ i ~ l ~ l ~ c ~ r l ~ o c d  o r p ~ l i z ' ~ t i i ) ~ ~ ~ ~  drwril114 al)oxc. r \er>one in- 
x ol\ etl irl CSL 1Rl' rnipl~asize- the x alue of rt.iidrrrt irrx olx r- 
~nr r l t  and itud('~1t c.\pe,iuIe to corn~~lex. ~rdl -x \o~ld  e orriminit\ 
c~mditionq. 111 manj ca'-cA> rr.identi arc the hest initructor. 
student. tan Iiaxe ior acquirir~g the .hill- ~ ~ r c d e d  to iind 
e-t-tectix e ~olut ior~s  to presqing r~eiphhorl~ood pro1)lerns. Thii 
unix e1 b i t 1  - c  o~ilnlurlit! c ollaboraticm I? nut o1111 dhollt &ol\ irig 
specific Iwul~lem~.  hut ii also ahout eri l ianti~~r the c a p e  it! of 
romlnunit\ urganizatior~i to engage rieigllhorhood dex elopment 
issues. and tea('hi1lg the qtude11ts abut real liir d j  rlar1iic.s a d  
\\.ark situationc. CSL1RP has alloued the School of Arc-hitc~ - 
ture at the I nixersitj of Illinoi~ to e\terid the stud! of 
architecture into a iotidll! respondde context. emplojirlg a 
sociallj re.porlsihle design protesb. ESLlRP nur tu~es  and 
suppurt. both c omrnunit~ ~ n r ~ n l - ~ e r i  >eeliing assistance and 
fac ult! and ~tudents  M 110 seek applied learning. ESL l R P  ha,. 
ox er the ! eari. hecome a fixture n ithin the I1ni\ ersitj of Illinois 
at Lrbana-C:lrdmpaign communit~, through increasing suppurt 
from the 1 nix ersity's Administration. ESLiRP is often used ai  
the prime example of the Uni\ersit!'b wnic e learning mission 
and therefole has also been gixeu significant funding to carrj 

Tlie ( ~ I I X I .  ESL-\RP oftice o\rriees a( atlernic reirarc 11 ant1 
t our,r>. inc lucling arc Iiitecture. lantlicape arc hitrctu~e.  plan- 
ning. lilxdl\ i c  ic'nc ?>. Id\+. and other& 111 addition. the' carrlpus 
office arrange, " E s L I R P  outrrath ~ee l \ ends"  that inxite 
studenti to y e u d  a \+rrlrerid tloir~p clean up arid I~uildirrg 
projrcta in Cast St. Louis. The  Neighborliood Tecllnical 
lisi-tdric e C enter (hTlC:) includes fix e full time staft ~nemlrer* 
\t 110 \t orli c lowl\ uitb rrsiclerlts and c o m r n ~ n i t ~  organizatio~r s 
011 cleanup and huilding c>ampaignb, project clexeloprnent, 
grant-\+riting. arid 0 t h  matters. hT-\C: staff n~eniheri  proxide 
the uni\er-it!', c on-tant preqence in East St. Loui. and sustain 
erlgagenlrnt nit11 the neighborhood residents arid organizations. 

In spring of 2001. for the first t i ~ n e  facult! from arc hitrcture. 
landsape architecture. and urban planning choose to uurh in 
the Lansdowne \eighborhood simultaneouslj . The niotix ation 
for doing thi* ir~cluded ox ercuming the separation beheen  the 
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Fig. 1. \eiglzborhood .11ul~ of East S/. Louis. Illinoi, (crraled 6 ~ .  Drannn Koe~aig,?. used with prl-misszor~). 
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from this i11terdi.t iplirrarj al)proat h l)ut alio noted ye\ eral 
problerr~s. Some of tllr rlidin (wnc.ern\ \ \err :  1) I)t+ig~l ituderiti 

.emester. 2) Tratiitiorrdll\ planning *tlidenti' A-signrnents made 
them firit to delelop relationship nit11 the neighborhood 
organizations. hut in a niulti-discipliriar~ approdch. studenti lelt 
that it Mai unlair. Planning stutlents felt the! Mere doing all the 
outreach mllile dr4g11 studenti felt that ( ontrol was talken altar 
from them be(-du-e the\ had no role in mreting preparation. 3) 
The various need. of the t ~ o  groups nere hard to a( complish 
\tithin the short tin~efralne of one semester \\ith only one 
rnontlil! meeting nith r e d e n t - .  l i t h  the addition of ne\\ 
facult! in architecture. land>capr architecture. arid planning 
that \\ere intere,ted in furthering the collaborati\e ESLARP 
process: the Yeigl~l)orhooc~rlco Planninp Studio in Spring 2002 
introduced se\ eral change- to en( onrage more integration. The  
follo~\ing section% of the paper de.tri11e this experiment in 
more detail and discu-s the les-on- learned. 

The 5011th End i. a primdrilj re - ide~i t i~~l  r~eighl~oi l~ood antJ tlir 
tratfition,~lli Ulic an- 11neric an arc4 ol Ed-t St. 1,oui.. Si11iild1 to 
the reit of Ea-t St. Louis. the South E I I ~  struggle. to (olrnterac t 
the *oc~al and er i~ i ionn~rnta l  conwcjurnce- of  depopulatior~. 
lac 1' of ;(I\ t~rriniental wr\  ic rh. u~lelx\l)lo\iile~lt. dnd en\ iron- 
n i ~ ~ n t a l  problems. hcortling to data collected 11y ~ t l i d ~ r ~ t s .  
approximatel\ 43% ol thc Idnd in the South End is ~ d c a n t .  15?10 
is single i a n ~ i h  re-idential. ant1 the ~ernaining i. q u a l l j  
distrihutrtl lwtv een niultifan~ih. o n n e r c i a l  ~ l i o ~ , l s /  
churche~/hocial senic e. dnd I)drl~s. T h r  ppildtjo11 i i  declining. 
Fort! -four percent oi the p ~ ~ u l a t i o r ~  l i ~  cs L I ~ ~ O M  the pol ert) 
levcl arid the 1990 median farnil! irit onle \\as $12.500. 

4. THE SOCTH END NEIGHBORHOOD DESIGN 
STUDIO 

Building on more than a 12-!ear histor! of uorking nit11 
r~eighlrorhood orpanizatiorrs in East St. Louis. in the spring of 
200%. the East St. Louii hrighborhood Lksign Studio began to 
delelop a neighlrorhood plan nit11 the South End Neighbor- 
hood De\elopment 01ganizatio11 (SEADO). Thirt!-se~rn stu- 
dents (11  L A .  17 Irch. 6 LP) and four facult\ from the three 
disciplines participated. The fifteen-\\eel\ course produced a 
Neighborhood In\ enton of the wc ial. ec onon~ic.. and en\ iron- 
mental influences on the South Errd: a Neighborhood Plan 
B orliing Document: and sel en creati~ e and ambitious Neigh- 
borhood Plan 1)ebigni. The student-' norli Mas presented to 
110th uni\ersit\ facult\ and to the SENDO rnenll,rrs for 
di%iussion. Currenth. the nei$iborhood plan is a ~ o r l t i n g  
doc urrlent that is facilitating further diwussion and refinement. 
The \+orli i5 contmuing in Spring 2003 \+ith a n e ~  group ot 
*tudents - along \\it11 1 ~ 1 t h  neu and returning facult, - u h o  are 
vorlting closel! rtith 5EhL)O nlernbers to complete d ~ r i t t e n  
plan and phjsical desieri. In desc ribing the pro( eis. we must 
necesiarily address our two roles: first. our work for a 
r o~nmunitg. and -econd our responiil~ilitg as facult! teaching a 
u n i ~  ersitg course. 
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4.2 C O U R S E  CONTENT 

Tlir~ugliout the qerneitt-r. ituder~t- \torl,rd in groups. 111 
student. ~ e n t  to East St. Loui. for tuo  ~ o r l r  rteekends. 
Througho~st the semeitrr, ~a r iouf  groups of 10-20 studenti 
attvnded each of the montlll) 5EYI)O meetings. The studio for 
architecture arid landbcape arc hitecturr \\as scheduled on 
Rlonda~. W ednesdd~. and Frida\ afternoons rzliile the planning 
studenis  orl lied all daj Frida!. l h i l e  itudents \+orlied in 
inter&.( iplinar, teams. the wlledule nec essitated that responsi- 
bilities and tailts were often tliridetl betmeen "planning" and - 
"design" studenti. In terms of ( ontrnt. the course included two 
phases: orieritatior~ to i s~ues  arid production of plan and 
designs. 111 the first phase. students r+orlted iri fulij integrated 
teams. In the second phaie. l l o ~ e \ e r .  the need to finish a plan 
to present to the residents necessitated fplitting the disciplines 
to complete planning and tlesign separatel). Throughout the 
course. each ztuderit kept a slietchhooli/journal to record 
experience5 tlirougli field notes. sltetches. reading reflections. 
and personal entriep. 

4 . 2 A  ORIENTATIOK AND INVENTORY OF ISSUES 

The first o l e r ~ i e ~  area included familiarizing students u i th  
coni~nunitj deqign theon arid practice arid collecting informa- 
tion on the South End Neighborhood. Thew activities took 
approximatelj tuo-thirds of the semester. Q eelil! readings and 
discussions focused on socio-cultural issues related to neigh- 
borhood plarining. including pol e r t ~ .  gender. ethnicitj, eco- 
nonlic de\eloprnent. and empmterment. During this time 
students ~ r r e  dixided into f i ~ e  interdi+~linarj teams with six 
or se\en ~nembers. Each t ea~n  completed the analjsis and 
representation of one aspect ol the neighborhood in\ entorj and 
led aeelrl! reading discu&ms. T e a m  \\ere also responsible for 
outreac 11. 

During a series of site xifit arid ( ornrnunit? meeting5. students 
collected data for GIs  (i;ecyrdphic Information Shstems) 
mapping of neighhorliood conditions. tonducted resident 
interxierts. and facilitated cornmunit! meetings to gather 
information ahout the ph~sical  and social conditions and needs 

i o u r ~ d - .  a11t1 ot11t.r -our( r.. Tht= t f a ~ n ~  r\orlied +i~iiuItaneouil~ 
on different inrrntor! task.. uitli wrnr led I)! the lmdicapc. 
arc llitrcture anti dr( hitrcturr ~tudtmts. and other* led the 
plannel,. The inr enton int luded: e l  er!da> needs. neighbor- 
hood lornl. regional conte\t. metropolitan irarnc\\orl\. Ilistorj. 
(wisus anal!iis. riei;Iil~orliood c.onditions s u n  ej .  resident 
s u n  e~ . ognitir r mapping. Sl OT. 

4.2B PLAKNIKG AhU DESIGN 

The wcond pliaie engaged itudents in planning and deiign. At 
thii point. there \+a+ -011ie di-ciplinarx ~.eparatiori. \\it11 the 
planning studentq derotirig more of their time to tlie nritten 
plan and the architecture and landscape architecture students 
1)eginriing to dr\elop ph~sical  de-igns. The planning students 
~zorked or1 a ~ieiglil~orliood plan based on issues idrritified b~ 
SENDO mernheri: streets arid infrastructure. parks arid open 
spate. neighborhood center and community senices. housing 
arid llo~iie irnprox rrnent. commercial d e ~  elopment and daily 
needs. and comrnunit~ safetj. 'Kithin each topic. the planning 
student, dex eloped a nurnber of programs through comrnunica- 
tion nith residents arid further research of precedents and 
literature. Each program Mas de~eloped with regards to: 
program devx+tion. rationale, potential participating agencies. 
technical assistance pro\ iders, model programs. actix ities. 
required resourt es. funding needy. potential funding sources, 
and time line. 

Rlranrvhile. the design students shifted from factual information 
collection to ph!bical design. To help the students' transition 
from inr entor! t ollection to credtire design. a one-\\eel< deqign 
project vab introduced. In a design **charette." student. were 
aslied to delelop quick design iolutioris to some of the 
problenls that their inr entorj had identified. Approximately 
fifteen design propo~ali \\err created. ranging iron1 a suggested 
gatexzaj to the neighborhood to ptreetscape designs. Planning 
student. nere inrdxed in r ev ie~ ing  tlie designs but were not on 
the charette t e a m  per se. Students engaged neighborhood 
residents in discussion< about the charette designs. These 
discussions helped to direct student teams during the second 
part of the semester \{here students focused on creating a 
neighhorllood plan that responded to information and insights 
gained in the first part of the semester. 

In  concert \\it11 the de\ rloping plan. ser en teams of architec- 
ture and landscape arc hitec ture students der eloped neighhor- 
hood plans that addressed all the guideline elements. 1 range of 
inspirations. such as regional connection. ecological sustaina- 
bilit!. economic der eloprnent. arid co~nmuni t j  pride. dror e the 
scllernes. Each group gale their design a title that reflects its 
focus: Heart of South End. SW 1LE (Sustainable Q etlands 
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111ent: h i .  design \\a, i~~ ip i re t l  1 ) ~  rcologicdl dr\elol)nlent 
trrlirliqueq. Thi* ;IOUII oi itudenti iought I redti\e. i u s t d i ~ ~ d l ~ l ~  
aherrlati\ es to trditional neighl)orhood rr\italization in order 

4.3 SEMESTER RESlrLTS 

The final plan \+as p r r ~ e r ~ t e d  to the (omn~unit\  as a \\orls in 
progresi The  firla1 designs of the architecture and lard-cape 
arc hitrcture qtuderrts were preientetl txjicr: iirqt on campu- to a 
reT ie\\ group that in( luded in1 ited facult~ and the plannirig 
itutlents. and second to SEICDO m c d a m  at a neiglrborliood 
nreeting. Studenti receil ed 1 r17, different ft~ecihac~b from thew 
two re\ ieu s. ranging fro111 discuision of graphic la) out and 
design precedent- from the reviewing l a d t i .  to tomment~  
ahout particular sites or irnplicationb from the residents. 
Residents in attenddrrce pro\ided some \\ritten rornrnent- and 
\erl)al feedback. but al>o i~idicated that thej needed more time 
to c,onsider the  man> ditferent idea$ iupprsted in the design 
proposals. SEVUO and F x u l t j  coordinated contirruation dur- 
ing 2003. 

5. KEFLECTlOK ON PEDAGOGICAL TECHNIQCES 

In rccerrt !ears. the larger academic comrriur~it! ha< placed 
intreaw-d emphasis on thr merits of applied learning. Called 
-'Sen ice Learning"".- the objectix e is to form a collahorati\ e 
en\ ironment in \\hi( h students learn through applied T\ ork that 
benefits a communit!. 111 an attempt to clarif~ vhat is meant b! 
senice learning. especiallv in the c80ntext of enliron~nental 
design. the facult) in\ oh rd  in thib communit~ design studio 
reflected on their ay~pruach. identifcing three Itej elementi. 
Eac 11 i* discussed belon in light of its stren@hs and nealinesses 
a? 1) a teaching approach. and 2) a sen  ice to the t ommunit\. 
Fdcultx reflections are augniented b\ ituderrt r ourie el alu- 
ations. 

5.1 CORlMlJNIT'k -DESIGh OFFICE 4 S  
R ORKSHOPISTL 1)IO FORMAT 

Gixen that en~ironrnental design schools hale a histor! of 
applied projects (e.g. creek restoration. urhan infill). one 

question arises regarding the difference bet\\ern these studio 
projectq arid a more general '.ser\ic e learning" model. Sonre- 
tirnri professor> of design u w  a real site to inspirr itudents in 
theoretical ~ o r l i .  Other times. a claw might tabe on a real 
project under the dire( tion of a non-profit organization. a cit! 
go\ernment. or a neighborhood group. R hile the experience 
oi \\orking under a nowprofit or a (it\ ofiicial inject* realit) 
into the deiign procesf. it still presents student, ni th a limited 
perspecti1 e 011 c,riticalitj 01 i - a e s  and \\it11 rritique of the ~ o r l i  
within a narrow spectruni. In structuri~rg this course. the faculty 
treated the studio as if it \\ere a ( ommunit!-deiign oflice. Frorn 
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the corn mu nit^ decign perspecti1 e. this meant that there \ \a\  
sustained engagement \+it11 resident,. the particular focus of 
design work \ \as de r i~ed  from residenti' input in a participator! 
process, and students and resident-. ~ u r l i e d  together through 
multiple cjcles. From a de+n ofiite perspecti\r. this meant 
that facult\ discused the end godl. with the students and 
assigned taslii to teams and indilidual itudents. The teams 
vere expected to dmelop their or+rl schedules. irltra-group 
responsibilitiei. and ieeli out aisistance and resources. Facult! 
01 ersam and directed but did not pro*crihe results. In reflection. 
facultJ members feel that inost students nillingh at t epted 
responsihilit~ and shared resources and ideas openh. 4s most 
of the students \+ere seniors that nere in the procrss of looliirlg 
for their first full-time job. rrian! appreciated this trarlsitiorl into 
an office for~nat.  H o ~ e ~ e r .  in a r n e  cases. the team structure 
hid unequal t ontrihutioni. so that -ome students ended up 
taking or1 much more of the reiporlsihilit! than others. From a 
comrnunit~ -sen  ice perspecti1 e. the tonmur~it! -dr+ipn office 
approach helped the class cornpletr thr  course's objectixei to 
proxide plarming and design product* to the communit~ client. 
Froni a teaching prr.pecti\ e. howeler. it is a nlethod that still 
requires adjustment. Facult! realized in hindsight that the quest 
to I ~ o d ~ (  e final documents hindered sollie hroader teat hing 
opportunities. such a< stopping the process to diitupp the larger 
implicatiol~s of urban design. houcirig t~pologies. or streetscaape 
considerations. For in~tance. facult~ a w m e d  incorr t~t l j  that 
the studeritc -most of ~ h o m  uere wniors - had the requisite 

lmouledge of urban deiign. Khen  it \\as discowred that the! 
did not. little time \+ a+ a1 ailable to rerried? this deficiencj . 

5 .2  IKTERDISCIPLIKARY TEAMS 

The facultj felt LerT stroilgl\ that students needed to \\orli in 
interdisi iplinary t e a m  in oicler to address the complex 
prol~lenls in the South End neighborhood. Each discipline 
bring5 a ditferent qet of tooli for anallzing existing conditioni 
and diiierent perspecti\e< on the o1erriding iswe+." In general, 
the interdisciplinan teams uere quite successful. 0 l e r  hall the 
group- I+ o i led  in a truh intrrdist iplinan, fashion. and re1 ieus 
shon ed that their I+ orli produced more thoughthl  solutions 
that integrated the main idea5 at multiple stale+ arid at rosi 
ph~ i i cd l  and programmatic planning. Other groups, hnweler. 
fell ba th  into traditional disciplirlar\ roles and separated the 
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3.3 SIRII LTANEITI OF ANAL1 SIS, PId4NRING, AND 
UESIGh 

yo that  btuderit-. riorhed on different projects and different 
c (  ales ~intultaneouil\. The fdc ult! felt this ptuc ri* \\as more 
rrilrctir e of "real uorld" experie~ice and riould rriult in niore 
integrated de-.ip. For iriitanc e. studerltq itartrd thirllcing a1)out 
planning and design implications ~ h i l e  the! rteie >till collecting 
data. thereb! aroidirig the "anal!4< pdral14s"" that ia i o  

conmlon to students. The facult? also hoped that planning and 
design could occur sirnultaneousl!. tliereb! irlforming each 
other. 111 reflection. the proces* created a ribrant though 
streisful teaching arid learning experience. Students (and 
Lcult j)  complained of ferling or en+ helmed and qome taslcs 
\+ere done in an incomplete manner as a result. Facult, 
members still feel. ho15erer. that thia approach has merits. It 
begins to teach students the necrssit! for scheduling tasks and 
time. Use. the process relealed some problems rtith the data 
collection. In particular. iome of tile design students realized 
that the neighk~orhood conditions iune! proritied data in a 
form that nas  useful for planning but not for plllaic-a1 design. 
On their o v r ~  initiatixe. .tudents figured out ua). tu orerlaj 
data 011 aerial photo>. thereh! gixing it ph~aical form that was 
uaeful to design. In the spring of 2003 lie hdle s u t c r s f u l l ~  
ernplo~ed this rnetliod as c ell as collec tion of more detailed - .  
physical information about structures and infrastructures in the 
r~eighhorhood. 

6. FUTURE PLANS 

The facult\ members recognize that these c ouries. as me11 as 
the products produced in it. represent an on-going process. The 
product of the Spring 2002 semeqter uas t o  get communit! 
parti( ipants thinkirig about larger isiues. The processes the1 
arid th r  students engaged in helped to flush out larsrr issues for 
neigl~borliood derrloyrnent. During the <p ing  of 2003. stu- 

%ee .'Inside the  Serbiw Learning Studin in I r h a n  Design." Ann Forsyth. 
H r n n  1,u. and Patrici,~ RlcGirr. 1.ondscr~pr ,lourno1 18. no. 2 11999). 166-178. 
Scn-ice learning stresirs Icarning through w r ~ i w  to the community as  part  of 
the formal c~urrivulunl. hut also incorporotrs d cignificant struct~rrrd reflectior~ 
on ser1ic.e acti\itit>;. The! I ' i ~ r t t r ~ ~  nute that senice-learning studios often 
present the rcal world ia thrn~rgh iirlgle iudi\icluala or Ar! mernhcrs of 
~organizotior~s. who arc a l w  a hitt.. mid~ilr,-rlaj-. and collegr educated. \I-hile 
t hew  probide important rrrrtl nsrfnl rxpcricnws. the! do  not allou students to 
m p p e  the full range 01' l~umarl tornplt,\it! or thr  \ar!irlg wcial irnplication~ 
of draign. 

See Rar~rlolpl~ 7'. Ntxster. Cornrnunlt?- 1)esrp Primer ( l l cndoc i~~o .  C4:  Ridge 
'Tin~es Press. 19011). 

Kathr!n 4nthon>. Design Juries on P i o l  (\?I$ l o r k :  \ a n  Nostrand Reinhold. 
1991). p3. 

National Cornnris~ion on Srr \ ice  1,wrninp. 1,mrning In Deed: ?'he Power of 

Sewice-Le~rrnin,e ,for .-lrnrr~cun Schools. iBattlr Creek. hll: % .  K. Kellogg 
Foundation. .Januar!. 200'7). 

a DiFferences in  studio pedagog are r r~~trudied  in choice of vlimt. For further 
diwJssion see: Kal tcr  Hood. '.Opening L)a! li Not Evrnda!." Democratic 
1)esign in the 1'acLJ;c. Rim. Ed. Randolph '1'. Herter and Corrina l iwrskin 
(Mendocino. C.4: Ridgr 'I'imeb Prcis. 1999). 116-123: hlark Francis. 
..Proactivr: I'racticr: Viaiondr! 'Thought and Participator! k t i o n  in Emi ron -  
mental Design." Wows I.' in inter. 1990). 00-68. 

' Ernest L. Bo!er and Lee U. Rlitgang. Building Cornmunit>-: .4 \;w Future,for 
Ar~hitwturtrl  Edurution crnd P r t ~ c l ~ c c  it'rinveton. hJ: T h e  Carncgie Founda- 
tion thr the  Arhancrmr~r t  ol' Tractling. 10%). 


