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1. INTRODUCTION

The architectural profession has been criticized for its white,
middle class, Eurocentric hegemony and its entrenched “star
system” which limit diversity of acceptable outcomes. Architec-
tural studio education has been blamed for continuing to
reinforce white, middle class, Eurocentric values and experi-
ences as the foundation for design decisions.! Changing both
studio education and professional design practice will take
widespread acceptance of a fundamentally re-envisioned design
process. Foundations for transformation of real world practice
must begin in university training. Cantor and Schomberg note
that if universities are fundamentally committed to re-envision-
ing the “real world” they must be simultaneously places “set
apart” while also being actively and responsibly connected to
the world beyond campus. Given this charge. the question for
architectural educators becomes, how do we encourage our
students to re-envision and transform the “real world”?
Indicating. “Productive transformations come from a mix of
freedom and realism, distance and connectedness,” Cantor and
Schomberg put forth the concept of extended classrooms as
that can facilitate re-envi-
sioning and transformation of the status quo.

comtexts for “boundary crossings”

This paper describes a re-envisioned design studio pedagogy
that is built on the idea of classrooms that are extended in two
dimensions uncommon in design studios: interdisciplinary
teaching/learning and participatory community design. The
initial conception of this studio model began with a strong
commitment to ideas incorporated in service learning. Some
might suggest that “service learning” is not a marginalized
pedagogy in the design studio. but is a mainstay of the
discipline. However, for a number of reasons the model
described here is not design studio service learning as generally
practiced In advanced architectural studios’® This model

extends studio service learning into a low-income, almost

completely African-American context, incorporating students
and faculty from architecture. landscape architecture. and
urban planning in a fully participatory process with neighbor-
hood residents. In the studio. students step into the role of
community designers. Community designers focus on everyday
environments most important to people’s well-being: they work
with diverse client groups, often with people who have a history
of little control over their environment. Community designers
work with people not tor people, bringing out and supporting
the community’s ideas. Community designers have been a small
voice in the design profession since the mid 1960s. However in
that time. realism has replaced idealism as community design-
ers have discovered that not all social inequities can be solved
by design alone; design must at times be in service to activism.’
The pedagogy, its implementation in the swdio. and its
outcomes are first presented. In concluding, the pedagogical
approach to interdisciplinary service learning is critiqued and
refinement suggested.

2. ENGAGING REAL WORLD PROBLEMS WITH A
RE-ENVISIONED PEDAGOGY

Schén indicates that when the academy engages in scholarship
in the real world, the manageable problems of the “laboratory”
are often unimportant to individuals and societies at-large.
although they are of great interest within the academy. Real
world problems are messy and confusing: they cross over
disciplinary boundaries: they require different methods of
information gathering and analysis. However. real world prob-
lems represent those of greatest human concern.’® Enfra(ring n
real world problems reqmreq new methods of inquiry and a
broader perspective than is represented by the relatively
unchanged master-apprentice studio pedagogy inherited from
the beaux arts tradition. which has remained standard
architectural education for over a century.®
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The School of Architecture at the University of lllinois began
working in East St. Louis in 1987 at the request of state
Reprecentatlve Wyvetter H. Younge. Located across the Missis-
sippi River from St. Louis. Easl St. Louis has historically
reprecented an industrial threshold to the
Train tracks from all directions merge together to cross
the river, and industrial land uses, m(ludlng slaughterhouses,

“zateway to the
west”.

factories, storage facilities, located here to take adVantage of the
transportation hub. Post-war industrial disinvestments, pollu-
tion, demographic shitts, and inetfectual government devastated
the once vibrant, racially mixed city. Between 1960 and 1990,
the city experienced a population decrease of almost half. As of
1990, the population was 98% African American, with close to
40% of the residents living below the poverty level and
unemployment at nearly 30%. Due to shrinking tax rolls and
local corruption, the city was forced to eliminate many of its
municipal agencies and services, beginning with the city
planning office in the 1970s. From 1987 to 1992, no garbage
was collected by the city. Decrepit and insufficient sewerage
systems led to repeated contamination that closed schools and
created health hazards.

Within that context, the University of Illinois’ initial effort in
East St. Louis, “the East St. Louis Revitalization Project,”
clearly illustrates that traditional methods of the academy are
inadequate to satisfactorily engage messy real world problems.
Initially, architecture faculty and students proposed large-scale
initiatives such as riverfront development and industrial and
railroad redevelopment. Largely theoretical exercises, initial
studios employed traditional master-apprentice pedagogy, in-
corporating minimal dialogue with local residents. In public
meetings, East St. Louis residents said they saw no tangible
outcomes from these projects and wanted university engage-
ment that was mutually beneficial. Individual faculty took this
request to heart and began to integrate community outreach
into their teaching, using methods pioneered by urban planning
faculty and supported by similar efforts from faculty in
architecture, and landscape architecture. Under the auspices of
the East St. Louis Action Research Project (ESLARP), design
process in the architecture studio shifted away from the
traditional model of faculty as experts/teachers/clients and
students as apprentices, and towards a participatory community
design model where neighborhood residents become experts
and teach students the salient problems and range of desirable
outcomes in their neighborhood context.

Although similarly engaged in projects in East St. Louis,
initially students and faculty in urban planning, architecture
and landscape architecture did not fully collaborate in their
work. Urban planning courses often took the lead in one
semester and passed their planmncr ideas on to architecture or
landscape architecture studios in subsequent semesters. How-
ever, over time the complex “messy” nature of the problems
and solutions in East St. Louis brought students and faculty
from the three disciplines together. The first collaborative

studios took place between architecture and landscape architec-
ture as a result of their common ground in studio teaching. The
fields of architecture. landscape architecture and urban plan-
ning perform u)mplementary tasks in environmental design and
plannmg. With increasing frequency, complex design pro])lems
require that professionals in these three areas work collabora-
tively and perform supporting functions. In the university,
students of architecture. landscape architecture and urban
planning are often housed within the same school or college
and some take the same lecture and seminar courses. However,
they rarely have the opportunity to work collaboratively on
environmental design projects. This paper reflects on the
experience of one interdisciplinary course that provides colla-
borative design opportunities. Within the context of a commu-
nity design studio in which students must grapple with “real
world™ complexities, the three disciplines provide alternative
tools and perspectives to the problems and opportunities at
hand. As the course has evolved over the past several years,
greater emphasis is put on interdisciplinary teaching as a
necessary component of service learning as applied to the
University of Illinois™ ongoing work in East St. Louis.

3. CONTEXT AND BACKGROUND

The course is known by several names— Architecture 372,
Landscape Architecture 236/338, and Urban Planning 378.
While faculty receives a roster of the students enrolled in their
specific course, the aim is to teach as a team and share
responsibility for all students. This strategy is in part inspired by
pedagogy and is also a pragmatic response to the apphed nature
of the studio’s work. The objectlve of the course is to work with
a neighborhood organization in East St. Louis to develop a
neighborhood plan and supporting physical designs. It repre-
sents the approach to community-service that is supported by
the University of Illinois” East St. Louis Action Research Project
(ESLARP).

Most media coverage of East St. Louis describes the city as an
unhealthy and dangerous place to live, however some residents
continue to work towards improving it. Figure 1 below shows
that East St. Louis is a city of neighborhoods. Within these
neighborhoods, local residents have formed organizations to
step in where local government has failed to deal with
environmental, social. and economic problems. The people of
East St. Louis have over the years shown a tremendous will to
address problems themselves. Many residents are actively
involved in neighborhood revitalization. These efforts have
produced ambitious plans and tangible results such as new
infrastructure and housing investment; new learning and
employment opportunities, and increased local government
accountability. The local residents who make up these organi-
zations often know how best to deal with their challenges but
they need technical and logistical assistance in planning and

design.
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Because of the evolution of the university’s involvement with

neighborhood organizations. described above, everyone in-
volved in ESLARP emphasizes the value of resident involve-
ment and student exposure (o complex. real-world community
conditions. In many cases residents are the best instructors
students can have for acquiring the skills needed to find
effective solutions to pressing neighborhood problems. This
university-community <ollabordt1(;n ¢ not only about solving
specific pml;lenb but is also ahout enhancing the capacity ot
cominunity organizations to engage nemhborhood dev elopment
issues. and tearhm(r the Qtudentx abnut real life dynamics and
work situations. EQL ARP has allowed the School of Architec-
of Illinois to extend the study of

architecture into a socially responsible context. employing a

ture at the University

socially responsible design process. ESLARP nurtures and
supports both community members seeking assistance and
faculty and students who seek applied learning. ESLARP has.
over the years. become a fixture within the University of Illinois
at Urbana-(‘hampaiﬂn community through increasing support
from the University’s Administration. ESL%RP is often used as
the prime example of the University’
and therefore has also been given significant funding to carry

8 SeI'VlCt", learmng IIllSSlOIl

out this mission. The ncreasing push toward interdisciplinary
work within ESLARP has also been seen as a positive example
for the University Community at large.

The campus ESLARP office oversees academic research and
courses. including architecture, landscape architecture. plan-
ning, library sciences. law, and others. In addition, the campus
“ESLARP outreach that
students to spend a weekend doing clean up and building
projects in Last St The Neighborhood Technical
Assistance Center (NTAC) includes five full time staff members

office arranges weekends™ invite

Louis.

who work closely with residents and community organizations
on cleanup and building campaigns, project development.
grant-writing. and other matters. NTAC statt members provide
the university’s constant presence in East St. Louis and sustain

engagement with the neighborhood residents and organizations.

In spring of 2001, for the first time faculty from architecture,
landscape architecture, and urban planning choose to work in
the Lansdowne Neighborhood simultaneously. The motivation
for doing this included overcoming the separation between the
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Fig. 1. Neighborhood Map of East Si. Louis, Hllinois (created by Deanna Koenigs. used 1with permission).
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three student groups and including reflections of each groups
on the work of the others. Faculty felt this would achieve a
better learning experience for the students and a better plan for
the neighborhood. The two groups still worked separately but
met once each week to give progress presentations for each
other. All students participated in the Lansdowne Steering
Committee’s meetings. The end of the semester saw benefits
from this interdisciplinary approach but also noted several
problems. Some of the main concerns were: 1) Design students
got a slow start and felt overwhelmed at the end of the semester
because neighborhood data was unavailable early in the
semester. 2) Traditionally planning students” assignments made
them first to develop relationships with the neighborhood
organizations, but in a multi-disciplinary approach. students felt
that it was unfair. Planning students felt they were doing all the
outreach while design students felt that control was taken away
from them because they had no role in meeting preparation. 3)
The various needs of the two groups were hard to accomplish
within the short timeframe of one semester with only one
monthly meeting with residents. With the addition of new
faculty in architecture. landscape architecture. and planning
that were interested in furthering the collaborative ESLARP
process; the Neighborhood Planning Studio in Spring 2002
introduced several changes to encourage more integration. The
following sections of the paper describe this experiment in
more detail and discuss the lessons learned.

4. THE SOUTH END NEIGHBORHOOD DESIGN
STUDIO

Building on more than a 12-year history of working with
neighborhood organizations in East St. Louis, in the spring of
2002. the East St. Louis Neighborhood Design Studio began to
develop a neighborhood plan with the South End Neighbor-
hood Development Organization (SENDO). Thirty-seven stu-
dents (14 LA, 17 Arch. 6 UP) and four faculty from the three
disciplines participated. The fifteen-week course produced a
Neighborhood Inventory of the social, economic, and environ-
mental influences on the South End:; a Neighborhood Plan
Working Document: and seven creative and ambitious Neigh-
borhood Plan Designs. The students” work was presented to
both university faculty and to the SENDO members for
discussion. Currently, the neighborhood plan is a working
document that is facilitating further discussion and refinement.
The work is continuing in Spring 2003 with a new group of
students — along with hoth new and returning faculty — who are
working closely with SENDO members to complete a written
plan and physical design. In describing the process. we must
necessarily address our two roles: first, our work for a
community. and second our responsibility as faculty teaching a
university course.

4.1 THE COMMUNITY CLIENT: THE SOUTH END AND
SENDO

The South End is a primarily residential neighborhood and the
traditionally African-American area of East St. Louis. Similar to
the rest of East St. Louis. the South End struggles to counteract
the social and environmental consequences of depopulation.
lack of governmental services, unemployment. and environ-
mental problems. According to data collected by students,
approximately 45% of the land in the South End is vacant. 45%
is single family residential. and the remaining is equally
distributed  between
churches/social services and parks. The population is declining.

multifamily, commercial.  schools/

Forty-four percent of the population lives below the poverty
level and the 1990 median family income was $12.500.

Fig. 2. Elevated Railroad Tracks Crisscross the South End Neighborhood.

Fig. 3. Typical Residential Areqa in the South End.
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The South End has a well-established neighborhood organiza-
tion that has sworked in the neighborhood for 10+ vears. The
South End New Development Organization (SENDO) has not-
for-profit status and a structure of officers in place that work
very efficiently managing meetings. membership and challenges
faced in a very professional manner. Some of the organization’s
acc ()mplichmenﬁ include: demolishing derelict  structures,
sponsoring neighborhood clean-ups. receiving a $20,000 grant
to revitalize Im(o]n Park. a park that also serves as recreational

fields for local schools.

4.2 COURSE CONTENT

Throughout the semester. students worked in groups. All
students went to East St.
Throughout the semester, various groups of 10-20 students
atte nded each of the monthly SENDO meetings. The studio for
architecture and landscape architecture was scheduled on
Monday, Wednesday. and Friday afternoons while the planning
students worked all day Friday. While students worked
interdisciplinary teams, the schedule necessitated that responsi-
bilities and tasks were often divided between “planning™ and
“design” students. In terms of content, the course included two
phases: orientation to issues and production of plan and
designs. In the first phase, students worked in fully integrated
teams. In the second phase. however, the need to finish a plan
to present to the residents necessitated splitting the disciplines
to complete planning and design separately. Throughout the
course, each student kept a sketchbook/journal to record
experiences through field notes. sketches, reading reflections.
and personal entries.

Louis for two work weekends.

4.2A ORIENTATION AND INVENTORY OF ISSUES

The first overview area included familiarizing students with
community design theory and practice and collecting informa-
tion on the South End Neighborhood. These activities took
approximately two-thirds of the semester. Weekly readings and
discussions focused on socio-cultural issues related to neigh-
borhood planning, including poverty, gender, ethnicity. eco-
nomic development, and empowerment. During this time
students were divided into five interdisciplinary teams with six
or seven members. Each team completed the analysis and
representation of one aspect of the neighborhood inventory and
led weekly reading discussions. Teams were also responsible for
outreach.

During a series of site visit and community meetings, students
collected data for GIS (Geographic Information Systems)
mapping of neighborhood conditions, conducted resident
nterviews,
information about the physical and social conditions and needs

and facilitated community meetings to gather

of the community. Upon return to the University of llinois.
students collected additional information from the census. the
(LSGS), Internet.
journals. and other sources. The teams worked simultaneously

United States Geological  Survey books.
on different inventory tasks. with some led by the landscape
architecture and architecture students, and others led by the
planners. The inventory included: everyday needs. neighbor-
hood form, regional context. metropolitan framework, history,
resident

census analysis., neichborhood conditions survey,
R o J

survey.

cognitive mapping. SWOT.

4.2B PLANNING AND DESIGN

The second phase engaged students in planning and design. At
this point. there was some disciplinary separation, with the
planning students devoting more of their time to the written
plan and the architecture and landscape architecture students
beginning to develop physical designs. The planning students
worked on a neighborhood plan based on issues identitied by
SENDO members: streets and infrastructure, parks and open
space, neighborhood center and community services, housing
and home improvement, commercial development and daily
needs, and community safety. Within each topic. the planning
students developed a number of programs through communica-
tion with residents and further research of precedents and
literature. Each program was developed with regards to:
program description, rationale, potential participating agencies,
technical assistance providers, model programs, activities,

required resources, funding needs, potential tunding sources,

and time line.

Meanwhile, the design students shifted from factual information
collection to physical design. To help the students’ transition
trom inventory collection to creative design, a one-week design
project was introduced. In a design “charette.” students were
asked to develop quick design solutions to some of the
problems that their inventory had identified. Approximately
fifteen design proposals were created, ranging from a suggested
gateway to the neighborhood to streetscape designs. Planning
students were involved in reviewing the designs but were not on
the charette teams per se. Students engaged neighborhood
residents in discussions about the charette designs. These
discussions helped to direct student teams during the second
part of the semester where students focused on creating a
neighborhood plan that responded to information and insights
gained in the first part of the semester.

In concert with the developing plan, seven teams of architec-
ture and landscape architecture students developed neighbor-
hood plans that addressed all the guideline elements. A range of
inspirations, such as regional connection. ecological sustaina-
bility. economic development, and community pride. drove the
schemes. Each group gave their design a title that reflects its

tocus: Heart of South End, SWALE (Sustainable Wetlands
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Alternative for a Livable Environment). Pedestrian Oriented
Development.  Outside-In.  Connected Community, Incuba-
tor/Consolidation. and Connections. One design entitled SWA-
LE will be brietly described and illustrated 10 exemplify the
comprehensiveness of the teamn projects. SWALE Is an acronyin
for Sustainable Wetlands Alternative for a Livable Environ-
ment: this design was inspired by ecological development
techniques. This group of students sought creative. sustainable
alternatives to traditional neighborhood revitalization in order
to reduce the neighborhood’s dependence on governmental
support for infrastructure and to use available resources most
etfectively both in the short- and long-term. The phased plan
recognized opportunities for sustainable practices to inform
redevelopment.

4.3 SEMESTER RESULTS

The final plan was presented to the community as a work in
progress. The final designs of the architecture and landscape
architecture students were presented twice: first on campus to a
review group that included invited faculty and the planning
students, and second to SENDO members at a neighborhood
meeting. Students received very different {eedback from these
two reviews, ranging from discussion of graphic layout and
design precedents from the reviewing faculty, to comments
about particular sites or implications from the residents.
Residents in attendance provided some written comments and
verbal feedback, but also indicated that they needed more time
to consider the many different ideas suggested in the design
proposals. SENDO and Faculty coordinated continuation dur-
ing 2003.

5. REFLECTION ON PEDAGOGICAL TECHNIQUES

In recent years, the larger academic community has placed
increased emphasis on the merits of applied learning. Called
“Service Learning”.” the objective is to form a collaborative
environment in which students learn through applied work that
benefits a community. In an attempt to clarify what is meant by
service learning, especially in the context of environmental
design. the faculty involved in this community design studio
reflected on their approach, identifving three key elements.
Each is discussed below in light of its strengths and weaknesses
as 1) a teaching approach. and 2) a service to the community.
Faculty reflections are augmented by student course evalu-
ations.

5.1 COMMUNITY-DESIGN OFFICE AS
WORKSHOP/STUDIO FORMAT

Given that environmental design schools have a history of
applied projects (e.g. creek restoration. urban infill). one

Fig. 4. SWALE group swdents’ multi-scale analysis suggested alternative
development techniques to byv-pass crumbling existing infrastructure and
alleviate localized standing water.

Fig. 5. Sustainability informed all design interventions.

question arises regarding the difference between these studio
projects and a more general “service learning” model. Some-
times professors of design use a real site to inspire students in
theoretical work. Other times. a class might take on a real
project under the direction of a non-profit organization. a city
government, or a neighborhood group.” While the experience
of working under a non-profit or a city official injects reality
into the design process. it still presents students with a limited
perspective on criticality of issues and with critique of the work
within a narrow spectrum. In structuring this course. the faculty
treated the studio as if it were a community-design office. From
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Fig. 6. The SWALE plan incorporated sustainable industries and
considered sustainable mechanisms to cleanse soil of existing industrial
pollution.

the community design perspective, this meant that there was

sustained engagement with residents. the particular focus of

design work was derived from residents” input in a participatory
process, and students and residents worked together through
multiple cycles. From a design office perspective. this meant
that faculty discussed the end goals with the students and
assigned tasks to teams and individual students. The teams
were expected to develop their own schedules. intra-group
responsibilities. and seek out assistance and resources. Faculty
oversaw and directed but did not proscribe results. In retlection.
faculty members feel that most students willingly accepted
responsibility and shared resources and ideas openly. As most
of the students were seniors that were in the process ol looking
for their first full-time job. many appreciated this transition into
an office format. However, in some cases, the team structure
hid unequal contributions, so that some students ended up
taking on much more of the responsibility than others. From a
community-service perspective. the community-design office
approach helped the class complete the course’s objectives to
provide planning and design products to the community client.
From a teaching perspective, however. it is a method that still
requires adjustment. Faculty realized in hindsight that the quest
to produce final documents hindered some broader teaching
opportunities, such as stopping the process to discuss the larger
implications of urban design, housing typologies, or streetscape
considerations. For instance, faculty assumed incorrectly that
the students — most of whom were seniors —had the requisite
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Fig. 7. The crumbling storm sewer and eroded driving surfaces on Gay
Street were opporwunities to create a bioswale. A derelict corner of the
neighborhood became a nature education center.

knowledge of urban design. When it was discovered that they
did not, little time was available to remedy this deficiency.

5.2 INTERDISCIPLINARY TEAMS

The faculty felt very strongly that students needed to work in
interdisciplinary teams in order to address the complex
problems in the South End neighborhood. Each discipline
brings a different set of tools for analyzing e\'istina conditions
and different perspectives on the overriding issues.” In general,
the interdisciplinary teams were quite qucceqsful Over half the
groups worked in a truly interdisciplinary fashion, and reviews
showed that their work produced more thoughtful solutions
that integrated the main ideas at multiple scales and across
physical and programmatic planning. Other groups, however,
fell back into traditional disciplinary roles and separated the
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tasks by disciplines. An important factor that inhibited com-
plete integration of planning with the design studio was the
course time schedules. but this 1s one tactor lhdl can easily has
been partially remedied in the spring of 2003 bmprlslngh.

most students did not need to he coaxed to assist with tasks

using tools not normally within their disciplinary boundaries.

5.3 SIMULTANEITY OF ANALYSIS,
DESIGN

PLANNING, AND

Whereas most student projects tend to be assigned in finite
pieces. with one task ending before the next })e(TlIh or with the
changing scales in a linear {a:hluu. this course was structured
S0 lhat atudentb worked on different projects and different
scales simultaneously. The faculty felt this process was more
reflective of “real world™ experience and would result in more
integrated design. For instance, students started thinking about
planmncr and des1gn unphgatlom while they were still mlle( ting
data, thereby avoiding the “analysis paralysis” that is so
common to students. The faculty also hoped that planning and
design could occur simultaneously. thereby informing each
other. In reflection, the process created a vibrant though
Students (and
faculty) complalned of feeling overwhelmed and some tasks

stressful teaching and learning experience.

were done In an 1nc0mplet,e manner as a result. Faculty
members still feel. however, that this approach has merits. It
begins to teach students the necessity for scheduling tasks and
time. Also, the process revealed some problems with the data
collection. In particular. some of the design students realized
that the neighborhood conditions survey provided data in a
form that was useful for planning but not for physical design.
On their own initiative, students figured out ways to overlay
data on aerial photos, thereby giving it physical form that was
useful to design. In the spring of 2003 we have successtully
employed this method as well as collection of more detailed
physical information about structures and infrastructures in the
neighhorhood.

6. FUTURE PLANS

The faculty members recognize that these courses, as well as
the products produced in it, represent an on-going process. The
product of the Spring 2002 semester was to get community
participants thinking about larger issues. The processes they
and the students engaged in helped to flush out larger issues for
neighborhood development. During the spring of 2003. stu-

dents and residents are consolidating ideas into a guiding 1mage
for neighborhood development. Faculty and trrddudtf' student&
atten(hd monthly SENDO meetings thruuwhuut the summer
and fall of 2002 to keep abreast ni community issues and to
continue working with organization members. thereby remain-
ing engaged. The seven plans produced in 2002 have been
turther analyzed to reveal different approaches to solving the
problems mentioned by the community. Residents. faculty and
students are currently \\orluncr to dev e]up a shared vision that
will help prioritize actions. ESLAP\P Work Weekends are
focusing primarily on the South End. The goal is to develop an
organizational and physical neighborhood plan that embodies a
shared vision for the tuture of the South End and to get that
plan adopted by the city.
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