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Six exemplary projects in architecture,
planning, landscape architecture and
urban design have been named winners
of the 1999 eora/Places Awards for Place
Design and Place Research. The winners
were chosen from seventy-eight entries
received from practitioners and scholars
around the world—with nominations from
six continents.

Details about the winning projects, along
with jury commentary and analytical essays,
Tollow in a special series of articles. (Reports
on the winning projects and other submis-
sions were written by Todd W. Bressi, from
materials provided by award winners,
unless otherwise indicated.) The winners
were recognized at a banguet and sympo-
sium on June 5 at epra’'s annual conference
in Orlando, Florida.

The epra/Places award program is in its
second year. The purpose is to focus on
design and research projects that contribute
to excellence inhuman environments, and
to highlight the relationship between place-
based research.and design. The program is
open to practitioners and researchers from
a wide range of design:and social scierice
backgrounds—including architecture; land-
scape architecture, planning, urbar design,
interior design, lighting design, graphic
design, environmental psychology, sociol-
ogy, anthropology and geography-—as well
as to publicofficials and citizens.

Jurors (Jeft to right)

Anne Vernez-Moudon, Professor of
Architecture, Landscape Architec-
ture and Planning, University of
Washington, Seattle

Mark Francis, FAstA, Professor of
Landscape Architecture, University
of California, Davis

Frances Halsband, vAia, Principal,
R.M. Kliment and Frances Halsband
Architects, New York

Harvey Gantt, rFaia, Principal,
Gantt Huberman Architects;
former mayor, Charlotte

John Zeisel, President, Hearthstone
Alzheimer Care, Boston




‘Congress for the New Urbanism

The 1999 Cathérihe Brdwn Award
for the Landscape of the New Urbanism

Top: The master plan calls for restoring a connected, linear waterway

~system and open space comdcr

Above: The Forest Park Master Plan; adopted in 1995, balances cul-
“turalneeds, recreational needs and eco!ogl:al concerns.

Photos: St. Louis Development Corporation

These forum pages are produced under an agree-

. ment between the Design History Foundation and

. the Congress for the New Urbanism (CNU).CNU, .

which has no direct afffhatlan with Places, isa
501(c)3 corporatlon, receiving support from mem-
bership duesand sponsors, mcludmg the William

 and Flora Hewlett Foundatlon, the Surdna Founda-
tion, the U.5 Environmental Protection Agency, the
U.S. General Services Administration, and the U.5.
Department of Housing and -Urban Development.
Inqu:res about CNU membershlp should be made fo:

Congress for the New Urbamsm
5 Third Street #725

San Francisco, CA 94103

415-495-2255

415-495-1731 fax

‘emailicn uihfo@cnil.org

Forest Park Master Plan
Catherine Brown Award Winner
Submitted by the St. Louis Development Corporation

The Forest Park Master Plan, the first for St. Louis'

+1,300<acre urban park'since its conception in 1876,

sets an important precedent for the reinvigoration of
other hlstonc urban parks. Restoration and preserva~
tion of the park andits cultural.amenities are not
enough, according to this:master plan developed by
the St Louis Development Corporation: for long-term
viability, the park needs to be rewoveninto the social
and ecological structure of the region.

The site of the 1904 World's Fair, Forest Park is home

to thecity's major cultural institutions, a regional
recreation area, and a draw for more than twelve mil-
lion-annual visitors, Yet its condition had deteriorated
over the years due toincreased use, a decline in

-resources, deferred maintenance, and the social and

ecological pressures of the region’s 2.5 million people.

“Intended to guide the revitalization of this historic,

cultural, and ecological asset; Forest Park Master Plan
calls for the integration of the park into the local
watershed, landscape restoration, the establishment
of greenways and wildlite corridors, and a reconsider-

ation of the urban structure of the park.

The plan is to be commended for the depth of its con- ‘

sideration to issues of historic preservation, its atten-

tion to the public realm, and its thoughtful integration

of late-twentieth-century concepts of ecologically sus-

~_tainabie designintoa landscape designed in the nine-
- teenth century. The extent to which the pubhc wWas

engagedin the process is also to be commended:

~ more than 1.000 individuals, groups, and institutions
_ were involved in an unusually rigorous community.

~ planmng process intended to update this park for the
~ newsociety that will use and en;oy it.

Forest Park, 5t. Louls

L C;ty of St Louis/St Louis Development Corporation:

John T. Hoal, Project D!rector, Gregg E. Calpino, Project Manager,
Anabeth Calkins, Stephen Fagan and Dan Skillman.

Consultants: AAI/Campbell, Inc., Hale Irwin Golf Services, Kwame ;
Building Group, L.E. Haefner Enterprises, Inc., O'Donnell Communi-
ations, Dave Tylka & Associates, D.R. Felfon & Associates and W.E.

Seffens & Associates.
Client: City of St. Louis Department of Parks, Recreatuon. and Forestry :

| Dater 1995
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Master Plan for the Redevelopment
of the Orlando Naval Training Center

Catherine Brown Award Winner
Submitted by the City of Orlando

For the City of Orlando, the closure of the Orlando
Naval Training Center, a 1,100-acre site three miles
from downtown, provided a once-in-a-lifetime oppor-
tunity to rethink its development patterns. The docu-
ment created to guide the redevelopment of this site
is notable itself as a thorough, complex policy whose
adoption and use should help bring New Urbanism
into the mainstream.

The Master Plan for the Redevelopment of the
Orlando Naval Training Center is the work of a large

~team of designers and developers, with planning and
urban design led by Skidmore, Qwings & Merrill.
Starting at a regional scale, the plan connects the
area’s lakes through a system of bike and pedestrian
greenways and uses wetlands restoration and new
watercourses to create educational and recreational
opportunities. It incorporates hydrology and open
space preservation as primary urban design factors,
leading to site-specific forms and providing an alter-
native to the road system for knitting this site into the
region. It also calls for the development of a mixed-
use town center, pedestrian-scaled residential districts
with distinct neighborhood centers, and a variety of
housing, civic buildings, offices and commercial
space. The plan establishes an extensive park and
open space network and emphasizes connections to
the surrounding neighborhoods.

The interdisciplinary quality of the project is distinc-
tive. In the complexity of this master plan, the jury
found evidence that some of the rifts between archi-
tects, engineers, landscape architects, and biologists
are being overcome and that multidisciplinary plan-
ning concepts—thanks to leaders like Catherine
Brown—are finally being incorporated into practice.

Master Plan for the Redevelopment of the Orlando Naval Training Center

Planning team: Skidmore Owings and Merrill LLP; Cooper-Carry, Inc.;
Miller-Sellen Associates, Inc.; Donald W, Mcintosh Associates, Inc,;
Ghyabi Lassiter and Associates, Inc.; Herbert Halback, Inc.

Client: Orlando NTC Partners LLP

Date: 1998

Top: Redevelopment plan

Bottom: Detail of village center

Graphics: City of Orlando
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The Catherine Brown Award

The Catherine Brown Award is
the first award program spon-
sored by the Congress for the
New Urbanism. Created in
memory of Catherine Brown,

a CNU board member and land-
scape architect with a passion for
community activism, the award
recognizes a project or policy
that represents the landscape of
the New Urbanism and echoes
Brown’s own focus on commu-

nity involvement.

After reviewing more than thirty
submijssions, the jury recognized
two projects as winners: master
plans for the redevelopment of
Forest Park, St. Louijs, and for the
redevelopment of the Orfando
Naval Training Center. Two other
projects received honorable
mentions: the South Dade
Watershed Project and the Mil-

waukee RiverWalk.

The four projects demonstrate
problem solving on many levels,
yet skillful design and complete
formal resolution were prerequi-
sites. Three of the recognized
projects are proposals for the
rejuvenation of previously devel-
oped areas, and one is intended
to guide immanent growth in an
intelligent manner.

An element common to all the
schemes was an emphasis on the
connections between hydrologic
and ecological systems that also
accommodates principles of
urban design. While much cur-
rent urban design work respects
and is influenced by local historic
precedent, the jury has
attempted through the sefection
of the following projects to
make the point that much his-
toric fabric can be redesigned to
integrate working natural sys-
tems and better respond to the
community’s needs.




Top: ‘An architect's green vision for South Florida that ensures a sus-
tainable water supply

Bottom: The fifty-year regional smart growth plan'shows-develop-
ment restricted to the higher ground of the coastal ridge, drainage
canals replaced with a system of wetlands, and water treatment
plants

Graphics::Daniel Williams

South Dade Watershed Project

Catherine Brown Award Honorable Mention

Submitted by Daniel Williams, Architect

This planning document, prepared for.the South
Florida:Water Management District, begins with a
stark statement: “South Florida is running out.of land
and water, [and] the future of growth and develop-
ment s clearly limited by the availability of both:”

As architect: Daniel Williams contends, a rapidly-grow-
ing region faced with this dilemma must act quickly to
analyze the relationship between water and land use,
develop consensus among regional stakeholders, and
establish planning criteria that will ensure a sustain-
able-water supply while improving urban, agricultural,
and natural systems. His project is.a regiohal-growth
plan for:South Dade that is based.on water resource
geography and pays particular concern to flood
plains, stormwater issues, aquifer.recharges, and
other hydrological concerns.

This:planning document goes beyond simply incorpo-
rating hydrologic factors into urban‘and regional
design; it acknowledges that, especially in:sensitive
environments like south Florida’s, these'issues should
precede growth policy-and inform it. The South Dade
Watershed Project anticipates natural disasters and
long-term global warming by restricting development
1o high ground in areas prone to flooding: It also pro-
poses exchanging narrow single use drainage canals
for wide drainways that can do triple or quadruple
duty for wildlife, people, flood control and water
recharge. The jury recognizes that the multiple-use
concept ofinfrastructure is a key principle that needs
to.be applied to every new urban design project and
every element of infrastructure:

South Dade Watershed Project

Design Tearn: Daniel:Williams, Faia; Christopher Jackson,
Mark T, Brown, Erick Valle, Manitel Fernandez-Novia
Client: South Florida Water Management District

Date:; 1994
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Milwaukee RiverwWalk
Catherine Brown Award Honorable Mention
Submitted by Ken Kay Associates

Itis unusual that an extensive section of a downtown
riverfront should be renovated and redesigned as
thoroughly and successfully as Milwaukee has reno-
vated and redesigned its riverfront. Six years ago,
Milwaukee's neglected post-industrial waterfront
became a catalyst for downtown revitalization after a
major infrastructure project dramatically increased the
river's water quality and a “four-month charrette”
drew together citizens, designers, merchants, devel-
opers, and public agencies. The result was a pedes-
trian walkway system designed by landscape architect
Ken Kay that reasserts the river as a focus of down-
town activity.

The fifteen-block Riverwalk emphasizes pedestrian
access and a mix of activities along both sicles of the
waterfront. Lined with retail and commercial uses and
connecting major public open spaces, it is woven into
the city fabric in a way that ensures its continued use
and success.

Since the project’s completion in 1996, the newly-
designed connections from the downtown to the river
have contributed to the revitalization of downtown,
making it attractive for the new housing necessary to
draw services and amenities and to ensure long-term
health. This project also demonstrates the importance
of the partnership between design and political lead-
ership. The jury recognizes that this award is as much
for the citizens and leaders of Milwaukee as it is for its
designers, since their involvement has insured that the
project's impact will go far beyond the river's edge.

Milwaukee RiverWalk

Design Team: Ken Kay Associates and Eppstein Uhen Architects
Client: Milwaukee Riverwalk District, Inc., and City of Milwaukee
Department of City Development

Date: 1996

PLACES13:1

Top: A map of the RiverWalk showing pedestrian circulation and the

integration of the RiverWalk into the surrounding street network.

Above: The RiverWalk incorporates public space at the edge of a
downtown park.

Graphic and photo: Ken Kay Associates

Jury:

William Morrish, Design Center for the American Urban Landscape
Elizabeth Moule, Moule & Polyzoides, Architects & Urbanists
Daniel Solomon, Solomon Architecture and Urban Design

Mia Lehrer, Mia Lehrer and Associates

Gary Strang, Gary L. Strang Architecture and Landscape Architecture
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American Institute of Architects
Committee on Design

Observations on Collaborations
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AlA

The Committee on Design’s 1999
program began with a three-day
meeting this spring in Cincinnati
and continues this fall with a
meeting in Los Angeles. For infor-
mation about these and other
UpComIng AlA programs, contact
A at 800-242-3837,

The AlA Committee on Design
charrette planning team com-
prised: Frances Halsband, raia,
committee chair; Ralph Stein-
glass, raia; Anthony Costello, aa,
and Wendy Feuer

76 ‘ ‘

Collaboration: 1) The act of performing work or labor
together 2) The act of cooperating with the enemy

What would possess about fifty architects from
around the country, of varying ages and from differ-
ent types of firms, to hole up for an entire spring day
in a windowless room at the University of Cincinnati
architecture school? A design challenge, of course.
But more than that was involved; it was also a chal-
lenge of collaborating with people whose ideas and

style may differ greatly from one’s own.

Why test the idea of collaborations? Architects have
always worked with other disciplines. But as more
complicated projects have come along, requiring
expetrtise from different disciplines, and as new voices
are dernanding to be heard, the process of design
itself has changed.

The American Institute of Architects Committee on
Design used its recent visit to Cincinnati to organize a
charrette that generated ideas for the city's Downtown
Gateway program-—which celebrates civic history, pro-
vides visitor orientation and helps create a unique
urban identity. Participants were asked to do this
under an interesting set of conditions that tested dif-
ferent ideas for working collaboratively. They worked
as part of assigned teams and used a schedule that
segmented the day into modules based on milestones.
With the pressure of time, it was felt, specific mile-
stones would help organize the teams towards a final
product. Further, the effort would take place under the
watchtul eyes of observers. The goal was to pull
people out of their traditional way of working and
thinking to provide them with a better understanding
of how one method of working collaboratively works.

Team Formation At registration, participants
received a cartoon iHlustrating a round table at which
various characters were seated. Each character had a
role: leader, devil's advocate, imagineer, philosopher,
pragmatist, story teller, seconder and advocate for the
common man. Participants were asked to check the
role(s) they felt best suited their professional persona.
The charrette planning team took this information
and created ten teams of five people, based not only

Wendy Feuer
Ralph Steinglass, Fala

on their experience and skills, but also on personality
characteristics that might influence the roles people
assume in a group—hoping for a reasonable balance
of personalities on each team.

In addition, each team included an observer who
would watch the interactions and convene two dis-
cussions about the process (not the product), report-
ing on what he or she observed and urging team
members to discuss what they were experiencing. The
planning team assigned students from the University
of Cincinnati and Ball State University to play this role;
they could be relied on to be neutral, objective and
active listeners, while being least intrusive.

The Kick-off The morning of the charrette began
with remarks from the planning team. This included a
brief overview of the relationship between art and
architecture, a review of different ways in which artists
and architects have collaborated on recent projects, a
description of a program in which architects, students
and communities collaborated on socially relevant pro-
jects, and a discussion of the darker side of team
work—the resistance and competition between team
members that make working together a challenge.

The planning team then reviewed the charrette
schedule, described the role of the student observers
and presented guidelines to help focus participants on
the tasks, improve communications and encourage
collaborative design. Fach team was asked to assign
functional roles to its members: scribe (to record the
interests, ideas and goals), timekeeper (to help track
and monitor the scheduled work intervals) and
spokesperson (to make the final presentation). Finally,
a representative from the city manager’s office
described the Gateway program and presented the
design challenge of creating a major entrance to the
city from a six-lane highway with an intersecting
bridge that connects Ohio and Kentucky.

Beginning the Work Teams varied in how they
responded to the guidelines. In most cases, introduc-
tions were made, but only a few groups actually
assigned the roles that had been identified. Leadership
was taken up informally in some cases, not at all in
others. A few groups designated a leadership position

PLACES13:1
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Left: Workspace in atrium of
Cincinnati’s College of Design,
Architecture, Art and Planning

Below: Stages in the collabora-
tive process

{1) Working on proposals

(2) Ralph Steinglass, ra, in dis-
cussion with student observers
(3) Preparing for presentation

B

-
and tried to follow the consensus-building approach This generated an unanticipated dynamic among
described during the opening remarks. Initial team planning team members, student observers and par-
brainstorming covered a wide range of issues, from ticipants; participants becarme curious about what the
concern about local conditions to broader urban con- students and planning team were saying.

cerns. Most teams took the trouble to develop goals, ) )
) ) B - Following are verbal sketches of the first part of the
though some required prodding from facilitators to do
charrette as reported by the observers:
50. One team rebelled and refused to follow any of the

suggestions. Teams struggled with the tension of ° no organization or delegating of tasks,
having to deal with multiple egos, which resulted in ° no leader emerged, until the last five minutes
some flare-ups, some heated exchanges and even before the process break,

withdrawal for those who preferred to avoid conflict. e spent a half hour on introductions; several partici-

Student observers noted various behaviors during the pants showed signs of being authoritative; stu-

initial brainstorming period: dent acting as facilitator,
« not listening to each other’s ideas = started drawing first thing, then realized they had

) ) no leadership or direction,
= controlling the outcome by keeping secret notes
: ) i ) e there were no introductions, only the woman on
e taking physical possession of the drawings
- the team reached out to everyone,

e using drawing instruments to vehemently empha- o .
) 9 ical g' A yemt e the mission statement was ignored; suddenly the
size critical points . o ‘
P team realized one member was from Cincinnati,
e splitting off into sub-groups. . ‘ :
: J group e putting up the drawing helped focus their energy,
Observations at the First Break Some teams had
to be reminded, or even coaxed, to stop work during

the first scheduled break at which the student

e there was no leader, and the scribe took notes for
himself, a secret scribe, and

i e went around the table with introductions, picked
observers were to provide feedback on the process.

Most of the teams listened to what their observers
had 1o say for a few moments, but a few resisted even

roles, including assigning formal leader; two
others played leadership roles as well, despite

] this, there were no {overt) clashes.
that and continued to work. It became apparent that

it would be difficult for the observer to stay in role The Final Stretch As the day wore on, the atmos-
because of the pressure to get involved in the activity, phere changed from tentative collaborative efforts to
or even act as a mediator. a more productive presentation mode. Roles were del-

) ) ) ) egated to individuals or to small groups. Someone
The planning team decided to meet with the . T
) : took advantage of the library to research Cincinnati's

observers to learn in more detail about how the teams . .
) ) ) i ) history, some groups began to work together testing
were working, provide them with support in carrying . o N
ideas; others began to work seriously on drawings in

out their roles and get feedback on their experience. o -
groups or in pairs.

PLACES 131 FORUM: AIA COMMITTEE ON DESIGN 71
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The discussion around pin-ups and other presentation
materials was animated. Sometimes one person took
on a leadership role; in other groups the leadership
was more fluid, shifting back and forth, depending on
the issue being discussed. It was decision-making
time. There was pushing and pulling, circling around,
spinning off, breaking up, walking away. Teams were
struggling to find common ground, but running out
of time. By 3 p.m., nearly all the teams were moving
towards a presentation mode. All except one team
appeared to be working collaboratively. This team,
unable to resolve differences, had split and different
people eventually presented three schemes without a
common theme.

As 4 p.m. approached, the scheduled time for the
second observation break, teams were working fever-
ishly. Resistance to breaking was high. The planning
team walked from table to table reminding teams 1o
stop and listen for a few minutes. Half the groups
finally did pause and listen to their observers’ feed-
back; they wanted to know "how we're doing.”

Presentations At 6 p.m. teams set up their presenta-
tions in the building’s main atrium space. Cincinnati’s
economic development director, the representative
from the city manager's office and a local planner
who was also a professor at the architecture school
were present to listen and respond.

Each team was asked to make three points about its
proposals. It was difficult to keep the presenters to
three points, but the groups became self-regulating,
with participants humorously calling out when pre-
sentations went on too long. The ideas and recom-
mendations ranged from the imaginatively pragmatic
(such as detailing the lighting and street furniture and
respecting most of the planning criteria) to bolder
schemes that partially or totally ignored such criteria,

focusing instead on concepts that challenged the city
to come up with bigger ideas that addressed the need
to link the downtown with the river in substance, not
just symbolic form.

Lessons Learned The workshop was not intended as
a scientific test. It was meant to allow participants to
observe themselves, as well as be observed, in a struc-
tured process. The following observations were culled
from the planning team and student observers' dis-
cussions and notes:

¢ A team needs people not only from different dis-
ciplines, but also with different personalities, to
work collaboratively. It is not surprising that the
team with four imagineers had the most difficulty
developing a common scheme.

e At times flexibility in roles, such as changing lead-
ers at different stages of design development, can
be beneficial to the creative process.

¢ Imposing a rigid schedule may have had a nega-
tive effect, causing teams to truncate the concep-
tual phase of the design and make decisions
prematurely.

e Requiring teams to come up with a mission state-
ment helped them to focus more effectively on a
common approach.

e Successful collaboration is not something that
necessarily happens by accident. Those tearms
that subsumed the product to the process—that
is, they consciously followed the guidelines for
effective communications (most importantly,
active listening)—came up with a product that
was equal if not superior to those groups that
acted more independently.

Collaboration may not be for everyone and may not
be the right process in all situations. The fear that de-
signing by committee results in watered-down solu-
tions is very real. However, as we saw in Cincinnati,
getting the right group together, and working with
set guidelines, can be invigorating and produce a
whole that is greater than the sum of its parts.

PLACEST13:1




Charrette Schedule

11:25-11:55 a.m. Introduction of team participants;
includes brief descriptions by each of their back-
ground, unique strengths, and interests,

11:55 a.m ~12:30 p.m. Development of team’s Mis-
sion Statement; based on a brainstorming session,
listing of three major goals/objectives for the Gateway
program, three goals related to the process and three
goals related to the products. (A standard format
sheet was provided for each team on a

= 3

Al

flip chart, with instructions to post it
near each team'’s table.)

12:30-1:45 p.m. Working Lunch.
Conceptual design: teams, either
together, or in sub-groups, or individu-
ally, explore conceptual approaches.

1:45-2 p.m. Process Review/Report #1.

Each student observer shares field

notes and then engages the team in
discussion.

2-2:15 p.m. Work plan. Teams plan
their work for the rest of the day, in-
cluding periods for finalizing a concep-
tual approach, developing the design,
and deciding on task assignments.

2:15-4 :30 p.m. Design Development;

Itis impossible to know if any of the ideas that came
out of the charrette will be adopted by the City of
Cincinnati. This, perhaps, is less important than the
lessons that participants may have learned and
brought back to their practice, influencing not only
who participates in the design process but also how
the work is actually done.

Wendy Feuer is a New York City-based consultant
who manages public art, urban design and planning
projects.

Raiph Steinglass, raw, is founder and principal of
Teambuilders, Inc., an organizational development
firm in New York City.

J PLACES13:1

Teams do the work as planned above.

4:30~-4:45 p.m. Process Review/Report #2. Student
observers share field notes.

4:45~5 p.m. Presentation Planning. Teams make plan
for final presentation.

4:50-5:50 p.m. Presentation Preparation. Teams pro-
ceed with final prep for presentation, including oral
presentation rehearsal, finalizing executive summary,
and preparing presentation drawings.

5:50-6 p.m. Studio clean-up, set-up for presentation.

6-7:20 p.m. Presentations to other teams and gov-
ernment representatives from the City of Cincinnati,

FORUM: AIA COMMITTEE ON DESIGN

Opposite page: Conceptual
diagram of interaction among
tearn members, drawn by a
student observer.

Graphic: Todd Wendell

Left: Proposals for Cincinnati’s
Gateway
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Places,
and the concept of place
need continual renewal.

enewal takes place
through the reinvestment
of thought.

PLACES T3




Places in our cities — the spaces that we hold in our
minds and that lend structure to our lives — are
renewed through human actons. People take part.
"They reinvest in places through cycles of mainte-
nance, through the discovery of new uses for existing
forms and through the generation of fresh informa-
tion that prompts us to see things differently.

Places are renewed by the people who inhabit and
use them, as well as by those who alter structures
and add equipment, signs and furnishing, or those
who build anew to take advantage of perceived
opportunity. The economic value of goods and
activities fluctuates, creating a dynamic, often
relentless, pressure for reconsideration of the
places they define.

Places change, too, through the daily, seasonal and
cyclical actions of the climate, The inexorable alter-
ation of materials over time and the organic growth
of vegeration change how places appear and affect
how they endure. The types of control exercised
over these forces often sets the perceived quality of
places — decay induces flight; care begets care.

To turn inevitable change into renewal requires the
investment of thought. It requires thinking, during
the conception of buildings, about how forms and
materials will accept the transformations of time
and the dimensions of human use. It requires being
alert to changing circumstances and being able to
accommodate the unexpected. It requires having
the courage to welcome change and the ingenuity to
direct it in ways that will contribute to, rather than
destroy or discard, existing characteristics that are
valued. Often, it requires the political will to resist
frivolous change, to articulate multiple interests and
enduring values, and to give them creative force.

Places are changed by how we think about them.
"This issue reports on the Place Design and Place
Research Awards that we sponsor jointly with
EDRA, the Environmental Design Research Associ-

PLACEST3:1

ation. It demonstrates the range of thought that
pertains to place — illustrating research that is espe-
cially well conceived and executed, showing the
results of ingenious and attentive design thought
that has been applied to places in various parts of
the world and at differing scales and uses.

In accordance with the rules of the program, the
jury selected only three awards for design and three
awards for research. They are presented here, and
jary comments on each have been included. There
were many more projects submitted that were
worthy. Indeed, the collection of seventy-eight
entries from more than twenty countries gives
compelling evidence of the care and insightful
attention that has been instrumental in the renewal
of many places throughout the world. Short essays
by two jurors and an observer reflect on some of
the issues that are raised by this array of projects.
With all this, our second issue reporting on the
EDRA/Places awards program is an encouraging and
stimulating survey. We look forward with eagerness
to the results of next year’s awards program, with its
deadline posted for February.

The additional articles, dispatches and forum pages
in this issue provide reports on other competitions,
discussions and exploratory design rescarch, as well
as an account of the patient, persistent (and some-
times political) efforts that are necessary to bring
the fruits of design research into the body politic of
the city. The portfolio offers points of meditation
about the manifestion of concerns for safety, secu-
rity and territoriality in our urban environment.

Together the elements of this issue reveal the vari-
eties of disciplined thought and creative explo-
ration that are so badly needed for the renewal of
places. If we are to turn the spaces of our world into
good places, places that support community and
enliven experience, we must foster the proliferation
of vigorous thought.

~ Donlyn Lyndon
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Unconvincing Places

Anne Vernez Moudon

The concept of place is rich and complex, extremely
difficult to define in a few words. Indeed it has been
the subject of many books, articles, works of art, etc.
In architecture and the environmental design arts,
place has become a subject of scholarship relatively
recently — over the past thirty years researched from
such different perspectives as Donald Appleyard’s,

Christian Norberg-Schultz’s and Dolores Hayden’s.

Yet in spite of its complexity and the related difficulty
to articulate its dimensions, place is an entity or an
attribute that is easily recognized. It was relatively easy
for the jury to select the winners. Naturally, views
diverged and arguments ensued during the selection
process, but over the course of the day, discussions
quickly turned into decisions, with most awards made

on a unanimous basis.

Reflecting on the jury process, we were surprised to
see only a few of the architectural projects survive the
final cuts. To the jury’s dismay, many worthy pro-
jects — innovative office buildings, old people’s homes,

educational facilities, etc. — ended up on the out table.

I believe the reason why these projects failed to rally the
interest of the jury lies in the way in which they were
presented. The overwhelming use of standard presenta-
tions devised for architectural and real estate audiences
failed to sway the jury because they failed to caprure the
sense of place and the complexity of purposes and quali-
ties embedded in the projects. Photographs of shiny
buildings, only a few of which showed humans (posing
in selected spots), permanently blue skies or groomed
trees and shrubs only bring the place qualities of a pro-

ject to their lowest common denominator.

Projects were first reviewed by the jury based on writ-
ten abstracts as a required element of all submissions.
Because these abstracts were composed specifically for
the Places Award Program, they addressed, albeit suc-
cinetly, the projects quality of place. In the few words
submitted, it became clear to the jury that many of the
projects had come out of rich approaches to design
and building: they involved professionals as well as

users, working in consort to achieve complex objec-
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tives, including high levels of sustainability, multiple
organizational structures, respect for people as well as
for setting, a diversity of needs , adjustments to tight

budgets, adaptation to difficult sites, etc.

The abstracts indeed kept most of the architectural
projects in the pool of potential awards. However, in
the second step of the process, which involved review-
ing the background documentation that was submit-
ted, the jury encountered mostly public relations
brochures and glossies typically used in architectural
magazines. No matter how much the jury deliberated
the place quality of the projects hinted on in the
abstracts, it could not find the evidence necessary to
prove that these qualities actually existed — that, for
example, the project did indeed fit and add to a histor-
ical context, that the place created was indeed cher-
ished by the local population, that the project helped

people in their everyday work.

In the end, it became clear that the same documenta-
tion or presentatithat will convince a banker to make a
loan or the same documentation that will win an archi-
tectural prize just cannot persuade a jury interested in
place. Short of visiting the project sites and spending
time there, our jury remained too uncertain about the

uniqueness of many projects to make awards.

In contrast, the winning entries transmitted well the
projects’ complexities. They showed aspects of the
process that led to the final product. They documented
(some exhaustively) how the places were assumed by
people and how they became part of everyday life.
They showed harmony between this everyday life and
both the natural setting and the previously built con-
text. The presentations suggested feelings and states
of being which could be easily grasped by the jury —

in spite of its obvious, and necessary remoteness.

Future places design and research will continue to
depend on entries which can convince of the place
qualities of projects submitted. A special effort must
be made by those submitting their work to document
convincingly the special qualides of the places they
have produced. This is not so much hard work, as it is
deep thinking about ways to communicate the com-

plex, diverse, multiple qualities of a project.
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Location of Sichuen and

Chengdu in China

Margie Ruddick

"The Fu and Nan rivers have brought life and prosper-
ity to the people of Chengdu, capital of China’s
Sichuan province, for nearly two thousand years, and
Chinese culture have long incorporated an under-
standing of the connection between water quality and
life. But in recent decades Chengdu’s rivers have
become degraded as a result of the region’s rapid
industrial and population boom. People’s daily con-
nection to the river, once a place for fishing and wash-
ing laundry, has disappeared (along with fifty-four

species of fish that had lived there).

Living Water Park is part of a massive effort by
Chengdu, a city of nine million, to reclaim its rivers. In
1992 Chengdu started the China’s largest comprehen-
sive water quality initiative, constructing flood control
and waste treatment facilities, relocating 100,000 resi-
dents to new, modern housing, and creating about fifty

miles of new public waterfront with gardens and parks.

Within this open space system, Living Water Park
serves as an educational and inspirational model,
demonstrating how water can be cleansed through
biological means. It also manifests the Chinese spiri-
tual connection to water in an urban place, providing

new ways to get to the river itself.

"The park design centers on filtering polluted river
water through a series of acration surfaces, con-

structed wetlands and water features that enable
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1onal landscape and local

environmental values are eni-
bedded in a park that demnon-
strates natural processes for
cleansing water and provides a

city with new access to its river.

people to observe how these natural processes can
remove pollutants from the river. Visitors can step
down to the river along terraces that also allow the
river to flow into the park; they can stroll along the

riverbank or sit in an amphitheater on the river edge.

The project was a collaboration between visiting
designers and designers, scientists and engineers from
Chengdu. It was conceived by Betsy Damon, an Amer-
ican environmental artist, at the invitation of Zhang
Jihai, director of the Fu-Nan Rivers Renovadon
Bureau. Damon directed the design and worked closely
during construction with city staft and contractors.
Damon’s son, Jon Otto, was project manager, physicist
and translator, and Margie Ruddick, a Philadelphia
landscape architect, developed the schematic landscape

plan. The $2.5 million park was completed in 1998.

Damon had been visiting China since the early 1989 as
part of her research on sacred water sites. After meet-
ing Chinese artists with similar interests, she took part
in an environmental conference in Chengdu. That led
to directing a project that brought artists, scientists
and community members together to address water
quality issues (one event involved washing white silk in
the dirty river water). Eventually she was introduced
to Zhang, who wanted to create a permanent place for
expressing ideas about water, and to whom she pro-

posed the idea of a living water garden.
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Damon and the people in Chengdu she was working
with wanted to establish a spiritual connection to the
water in the city and create references to the Sichuan
landscape — “that is where we met very beautifully,”
she said. The park is designed with an abundance of
vegetation, including rare species from Mt. Emei in
northern Sichuan (one of five sacred mountains in
China and a source of healing waters), and is embell-

ished with sculpture, carvings and mosaics.

The main element is a system that filters river water
through natural means and runs the length of the park
(about 1,500 feet). Water is pumped in and emerges
through a fountain into a settling pond, courses along a
series of flow forms (sculptures that aerate water and
spin off toxins), drains through constructed wetlands
and fish ponds, and returns to the river. The system tells
about the river basin’ original landscape character, the
consequences of pollution and what can be done about
it: People can see particulate matter in the settling
pond, monitor the water as it is cleansed in ponds and

filtering channels, and watch it return to the river.
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Ruddick says that when she began to lay out the pro-
grammatic and technical aspects of the park, the site
plan began to resemble a fish, which excited the city
landscape architects with whom she was working:
“They thought it was very appropriate, because a fish
is a symbol of good fortune and health, and it will help
people understand that this is a place where the river is
being healed.” The eye of the fish is where the water is
pumped up from the river; the fish ponds are shaped
like scales.

Several aspects of the design reflect local traditions.
"The fish ponds drain into a stream with a bridge over it;
wooden walkways are part of a tradition of small-scale
public space design. The water wheel is modeled on
ancient structures of that type (though it is not opera-
tional). Other elements were controversial: city staff
originally thought the river terraces wasted space that

people could have used in other ways.

Damon’s desire to design features as organic connec-

tions is reflected in various details. The fountain sur-

DESIGN: LIVING WATER PARK

Above: Aerial view of park
Below: Constructed wetlands

Photos: Margie Ruddicl







