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EXTERNAL EVALUATION REPORT FOR

THE EUROPEAN SCHOOL OF URBANISM AND ARCHITECTURE

I. INTRODUCTION

The European School of Urbanism and Architecture (ESUA) represents an ambitious
educational curriculum that has been developed and tested at a critical point in time for
the European Union (the EU). EU member nations are grappling with massive global
challenges related to climate change, energy and natural resource depletion, the
restructuring of local and global economies, and demographic and immigration trends
that are dramatically impacting the delicate and longstanding interconnections between
the European built environment, natural and agricultural landscapes, cultural heritage and
concomitant ways of life.

The design fields and community building disciplines (such as community development,
housing, real estate, and policy areas) have passed through a long period of specialization
and increasing disconnection from one another. While the individual disciplines have
created powerful analytical and technical knowledge within their respective fields, the
resultant piecemeal approach to the built environment not only represents one of the
greatest impediments to sustainable community design it has, itself, become a generator
of unsustainable metropolitan landscapes.

The inadequacies of fragmented curricula in existing architecture, urban planning, and
urban design education programs have become increasingly glaring in light of these
challenges, and the necessity for developing of a more responsive, interdisciplinary
curriculum is clearly at hand. The central premise of the ESUA curriculum represents a

direct response to this challenge, declaring “that urbanism and architecture should be



taught as an integrated discipline that brings interdisciplinary technical expertise to the
complex problems encountered in city and town design.”

The ESUA curriculum has some similarities to the Knight Program in Community
Building (KPCB), based at the University of Miami School of Architecture where I have
taught and directed the program since 2000. Both programs incorporate a combination of
lectures, seminars, study tours, workshops and skills training for students and
practitioners. Both seek to break down the barriers between the design and community
building fields and professions, and emphasize interdisciplinary learning, with ESUA
emphasizing architecture and urban design in European nations. Most importantly, both
programs incorporate “project-based learning” through the real world, place-based
application of knowledge. ESUA, however, represents a much more ambitious scope than
the KPCB, one carefully oriented to the challenges facing the European built
environment and the focus of the Leonardo da Vinci programme on vocational education
and training. ESUA also goes much further in projecting multi-tiered educational
opportunities for adapting the curriculum to a variety of practitioner and university-based
educational programs, both new and existing.

The ESUA curriculum has, in many cases, implemented ideas for transforming
undergraduate and graduate architecture education that have been proposed by reformers
for more than a dozen years but never realized. The ability of the ESUA initiative to work
outside of the halls of academe and professional organizations has been an asset, allowing
the ESUA team to craft a new curriculum without being constrained by entrenched
bureaucracies and design ideologies. It is not an ideologically based curriculum, but one

that seeks to restore the centrality of local context, culture, heritage and civic purpose in



the education and practice of architecture and urban design. To this end, the project-based

learning model was the ideal choice and will continue to serve the initiative well.
II. SCOPE OF THE PROJECT

The scope and pace of the ESUA project has been impressive: the completion of a
research phase, the development of five test modules and conduct of five workshops in
four different nations involving dozens of academics, practitioners and students in the
course of two years is extraordinary. The ESUA team has proven itself extremely capable
of moving rapidly from concept to reality.
The focus is clearly stated as integrated urban and architectural study underpinned by a
rich multidisciplinary curriculum and propelled by project-based learning. The pilot
program was not simply about organizing and carrying out effective workshops,
however, and the ESUA pilot set out to create a model curriculum that reintegrates
architecture and urban design education and investigates the development of a
“recognized European qualification” in architecture and urbanism. In response to that
challenge the ESUA partners have also delivered a robust proposal that involves a
detailed curriculum and educational initiatives for:

* Continuing and professional education;

* The enhancement of existing academic programs;

* New degree programs at the undergraduate and graduate levels
This modular curriculum provides a strong foundation for design education programs, but
also provides the basis for potential courses to teach livable community design in urban
policymaking, engineering, real estate, governance, housing and other fields integral to

the shaping of the built environment.



This evaluation identifies both strengths and weaknesses of the initiative. In some cases
the program appears perhaps overly ambitious, particularly in the details of the
implementation, however in other aspects the initiative can go further. The evaluation
presented in this report has benefitted from the evaluator’s participation in ESUA events
and interactions with multiple partners involved in the initiative at each stage in the
project, but also from the very thorough documentation of all ESUA initiatives with
candid feedback from participants and instructors. The evaluation is organized into the
four sections that follow, which include: Overall Impressions; Critique; Nomenclature
Suggestions, and; Implementation Issues and Suggestions.

I11. OVERALL IMPRESSIONS

1. The ESUA project encompasses an impressive partnership involving seven countries,
thirteen partners, four universities, four nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and
five practitioner firms — a remarkable achievement in the coordination and delivery of
the curriculum including assembling talent to help organize, teach and lead
workshops, the diversity of the experiences gained, the logistical challenges of
organizing workshops in different nations, and the extensive documentation of each
step of the initiative. It is difficult enough for a single, integrated educational
institution to take on a project of this scope, which makes the complexity of
delivering the curriculum through an extensive international partnership all the more
impressive, albeit not without administrative challenges. The proposed ESUA
Foundation recognizes these challenges and the advantages of a central administrative

organization.



2. The research phase of the project was very thorough and included a review of key
findings and recommendations in major reports with implications for architectural
education, including: The Bologna Process, including structural curriculum
proposals, e.g., adoption of a system of easily readable and comparable degrees, an
emphasis on European dimensions, and the need for curricula to support
portability/mobility; The Boyer Report, noting existing shortcomings in architectural
curricula and the need for a more socially responsible curriculum; The Windsor
Forum, which included a review of the underlying philosophies and structures of
some well-known past and present models of architectural education, plus a series of
new curriculum proposals, and; The Viseu Declaration on reforming the education of
architects and urbanists. The research phase also included a survey of curriculum in
more than three-dozen relevant urban design and architecture programs throughout
the world. The ESUA team also benefitted from the inclusion of members who had
directly participated in the forums documented in the major reports and who currently
teach in some of the programs reviewed.

3. The modular structure of the curriculum is adaptable to meet the needs of different
institutional and professional educational providers including: stand-alone workshops
for professional development/continuing education purposes; multi-course certificates
(professional or academic); accredited units for students to take as part of other
courses across Europe; a “plug-in” curriculum for existing academic degree programs
(Bachelor of Architecture or Master of Arts in Urban Design); or the basis for entirely
new undergraduate and graduate programs. This modular approach is a strength as it

anticipates many different educational scenarios in different institutions and



programs, and provides a strong framework integrating architecture and urban design
while allowing modules, courses and workshops to be adapted to varying institutional
and professional requirements and the local context.

Project-based learning has proven to be a powerful and adaptive pedagogical method
for putting knowledge into action, and create a curriculum capable of responding to
local context and critical challenges in a timely manner. Project-based learning also
serves to re-energize the academy by engaging university faculty and instructors in
contemporary challenges and complex problem-solving in a real-world laboratory
and, as a result, informing the production and dissemination of knowledge.

The ESUA workshop modules and curriculum address pressing modern challenges of
European and global practice in the built environment today. This is much clearer in
the descriptions of why the curriculum is needed now, and the delineation of current
challenges than in the extrapolation of the curriculum (it is there, it just needs to be
more explicitly articulated).

Architectural education and the profession itself have suffered from the “Seven
Myths Of Modern Architecture” enumerated by Steve Hurrt in the Windsor Forum.
The field has suffered from the isolation and remoteness of architecture from other
disciplines as well as society at large. The ESUA program re-engages architectural
education in the shaping of the built environment, including the context of the natural
environment, and the social, economic and cultural contexts. This sounds elementary,
but it is not. “Urban design” has too often not been about community and context, it
has been large scale architecture and mega project intervention beginning with the

scraping away of diverse urban neighborhoods and fabric from cities in the 1950s for



the blank slate creations of civic centers, housing projects, institutional ghettoes and
urban freeways as well as green satellite “slaburbs” that have isolated immigrant
populations and lack urban economic opportunities. The ESUA project introduces
urban design as a main curriculum topic from the beginning, but does so with a strong
emphasis on the civic basis of an urban design that seeks to understand and build on
the existing social, cultural, and architectural context rather than superimposing
invented or imported design strategies.

ESUA’s project-based learning approach adopts charrette and public participation
methods that directly engage the citizens in the place making and community building
process. The project-based learning approach recognizes that physical places and
social and economic conditions evolve from what came before, and that community-
oriented urban design seeks to continue that evolution by generating livable
community designs in response to new technologies, economic and social change,
and changing models of business, finance, distribution.

The ESUA model re-connects theory and practice; the academy and the professions.
ESUA adopts the pragmatic approach of learning from successful models (places,
designs, and materials, as well as methods of inquiry and learning) and then putting
the knowledge gained into action to test theories, concepts and methods. Philosopher
John Dewey would call this “experimentation” and it represents a form of hypothesis
testing in the best sense of the concept.

The ESUA curriculum recognizes the multi-disciplinary nature of urban analysis and
the interdisciplinary nature of urban problem-solving. The ESUA curriculum model

seeks to break down the barriers between design fields and community building
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disciplines involved in shaping and managing cities and regions. While the ESUA
focus is on re-integration of urban and architectural disciplines, this is a first step as
the challenge involves every profession and every citizen with a stake in the shaping
the built form and livability of cities and regions. In the United States, for example, a
change in the federal taxation code created the Historic Preservation Tax Credit that

provided the economic catalyst for thousands of historic preservation projects.

IV. CRITIQUE

The scope and ambition represented by the ESUA initiative transcends the scope of
this pilot project and will require further development through one or more follow-up
initiatives that can be accomplished more gradually. Establishing a EU standard, new
programs, workshops, internet tools, and a multi-national curriculum are all big
challenges that have been introduced in the pilot project and will require a
coordinated, longer term effort. The proposal to create an ESUA Foundation clearly
recognizes these challenges and the need for some central coordination and support
for multi-national partner organizations. The final curriculum report (Volume 3)
addresses this challenge in greater detail, laying out short-, medium- and long-term
objectives in three phases.

There was considerable discussion and debate within the ESUA partnership
concerning the composition and viability of a truly multi-national curriculum from
both a content and delivery perspective. This led to the departure of some partners
early in the project allowing the core partners, firms and organizations to commit to
the goal of a multi-national curriculum, which remained true to the original mission

of the project. The outlines for courses and studios are well thought-out and can be
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adapted to add material specific to local and national contexts. The more challenging
issues concern the delivery of courses and workshops in different nations each year,
including affordability and logistical coordination, and adapting the program to
satisfy the requirements of different academic degree programs. One clear message
from the evaluations, however, was that students were enthusiastic about the benefits
of studying in a different country each year. Some of the logistical issues can be
addressed by establishing a recurring schedule for workshops in different countries
with local host partners responsible for organizing the events. Additional course
content could be delivered and shared on a multinational basis by leveraging the
Internet as a delivery system, incorporating distance learning modules, and using
video conferencing for interactive seminars and project work that is then punctuated
and reinforced by the place-based workshops.

In seeking to provide students and practitioners with a rich, multi-national experience
studying and working in different countries through successive workshops, the ESUA
will need to continue to refine the curriculum to adapt to local, regional and national
differences. The first-hand experience of studying the built and natural environments
of different places was clearly recognized as invaluable in the student evaluations,
many of which expressed a desire for more time to immerse themselves in their
studies. Greater challenges were encountered in carrying out projects in different
places, each with their own complex set of laws, codes, business practices, politics
and norms for public participation that differed widely from place-to-place. The
feedback from the workshops highlighted how challenging it can be to work in very

different settings while also introducing replicable methods of inquiry and practice,
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e.g., the experience with citizen participation and coding in Bran, where both were
considered relatively new methods. The question is not whether or not public
participation is necessary for the curriculum, it is how to analyze and adapt to the
very different social norms and legal customs pertaining to participation and
regulation in shaping the built environment. The organizers of the Oslo workshop
undoubtedly learned from the Bran experience, and carried out a highly engaging, in-
depth experience in a challenging “real world” context with both student and
professional teams responding to an existing plan and generating alternative urban
design proposals. Some of the lessons for the ESUA initiative were the importance of
selecting rich case studies as learning opportunities, places with good potential for
civic engagement, and a strong professional team with local roots who can help
students understand the complexities of the local context.

An earlier critique of the curriculum called for the authors to introduce and define
terms early in the document, e.g., “master course,” “exercise,” “workshop,” ESUA+,
etc. This critique has been addressed in the final report by the inclusion of the
glossary of terms presented in the beginning of Volume 3: Draft Curriculum Model,
and other terminologies have been sharpened in response to this earlier critique.

The tensions and interrelationships between tradition and modernity, typological
evolution and invention, cultural heritage and the dynamics of contemporary
demographic and cultural change, human scale and the growing scale of civic
institutions and business enterprises, community livability and industrial and
technological change, energy efficiency, and changing transportation and

communications networks reverberate throughout any curriculum devoted to urban
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design and architecture. It is important to emphasize the continuing evolution of
urban architecture and urbanism in response to change (how and why), not just
history for history’s sake (who, what, where, when). This is much clearer in the
course descriptions, and was less-so in the body of the earlier curriculum description
draft. This is now improved, but the evolution of urban communities represents a
critical perspective to be maintained throughout the curriculum and which becomes
unavoidable in project-based learning. The strength of ESUA’s curriculum is that it
emphasizes analyzing and understanding the local context and does not impose a
universal solution to diverse local conditions — an approach that was appreciated and
validated by student evaluations in the workshops.

Continuing the prior point, the final draft now includes stronger, more direct
statements and a recurring emphasis on how the curriculum equips students to address
the challenges of today and the future, such as: climate change, urban regeneration,
natural resource depletion, energy and transportation demands, demographic change
(immigration, aging), food production, and modern business models for office, retail,
civic institutions and industry. The curriculum needs to clearly respond to the needs
of these modern enterprises and translate their anti-urban models into urban models:
slaburb to urban quarter, office complex-to-workplaces, big box and retail slabs to
market places, etc. The ESUA model is well suited to accomplish this through the
project-based learning format, but the coursework must help equip students to be both
urban experts based on the very best livable community models while also preparing

them to adapt these models as contemporary problem-solvers.
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7. Equipping students and practitioners to be contemporary problem-solvers will require
additional instruction and training in analytical methods that look at non-physical
phenomenon such as demographic change, public policy, law, real estate and finance
practices, economic restructuring, climate change, technological change, and other
critical factors impacting the built environment. Many of these topics are already
touched on in ESUA courses dealing with science, technology and humanity, and
urban evolution, but there needs to be more emphasis on practical analytical tools in
addition to historical and philosophical perspectives. Many of these topics lend
themselves to short seminars and training sessions outside of the core curriculum,
including the use of Internet resources and software-based tools, and could be
clustered in a broad survey course on non-physical urban analysis factors.

8. Technology and skills taught within the curriculum can be further detailed. This
becomes clearer and more detailed in the ESUA course descriptions, but the ESUA
team should consider how some of the Windsor Forum curriculum models show a
concise breakdown of what is being taught, e.g., not just drawing but 2-d, 3-d and life
drawing; color and mixed media, watercolor and rendering, computer graphics,
construction drawings and specifications all under “Skills.” Windsor Forum curricula
also provide a breakdown for sustainable design elements at the urban and
architectural scales: energy efficient design (LEED and LEED-ND),
daylighting/illumination, HVAC, building materials, and modern structures.

9. In addition to traditional materials — stone, wood, masonry — the curriculum should
address contemporary building materials and larger scale urban construction to a

greater degree. The uses and misuses of steel, glass, composite materials and modern
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10.

11.

12.

13.

materials with a long history, such as concrete, should be taught. The “other modern,”
increasingly revealed in new historical studies of the early 20" century provide
valuable examples of how contemporary architecture and modern materials have been
used in achieving urbanity (e.g., the Swedish Grace, Miami Beach, and many
European examples, many of which are found in Sitte, Hegemann and the Metropolis:
Modern Civic Art and International Exchanges (New York: Routledge, 2009).

The sequencing and tie-in between readings, seminars, study tours and projects needs
to maintain a cohesive curriculum, with each piece reinforcing the content of what
came previously in order to have a cumulative impact. The workshops should act as
the capstones for bringing everything together and putting knowledge into action.
Design theory, methods and practice should be clearly articulated as the core of the
curriculum. The balance between design content and the “five areas” of the five-year
model is unclear. Specifically, there is considerable detail and emphasis on the well-
rounded educational topics other than design, and perhaps not enough detail and
emphasis of the design side (drawing, studios, workshops).

The core curriculum should be supplemented with one or more courses on urban
policy, engineering, transit, public finance, demographics/market analysis, public
works and public-private partnership pertinent to urban design, the development
process and the forces shaping of the built environment.

The project called for a European-focused curriculum that responded to the Leonardo
da Vinci programme’s objective “to establish and bolster the competitiveness of the
European labour market by helping European citizens to acquire new skills,

knowledge and qualifications and have them recognized across borders.” The
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feedback from the test courses and workshops reinforced the need to equip
practitioners with robust analytical methods in architecture and urban design that help
them analyze and work effectively and sensitively in very different social, cultural
and built environment contexts throughout Europe. This is a recognized strength of
ESUA’s European-based curriculum and multi-national study program, but it can and
should be extended to applications outside of Europe. The nature of global
architectural and urban design practice is increasingly global and, given the cyclical
nature of development, it is crucial to prepare European practitioners to compete for
work throughout the globe including high growth regions in China, India, the Middle
East, North and South America.

V. Nomenclature Suggestions

(Note: these are suggestions only; your choices will depend on what you feel is the
appropriate European nomenclature)

1. The term “development process” used in the report undoubtedly means different
things to different audiences in different nations, but in some instances it will suggest
an emphasis on growth, development and real estate rather than a broader conception
of the urban and community development process. One alternative is the “community
building” process.

2. The term “public relations” is accurate when describing proposals to advance ESUA
objectives but may translate as a more commercial activity than what one would do in
an academic context. One alternative is “advocacy.”

3. “Urbitecture” is an obvious attempt to synthesize the terms urbanism and architecture,

however the introduction of an invented term may detract from both the seriousness
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of ESUA’s effort and the subtleties of creating a curriculum that is a recognized
credential and that can be incorporated within existing degree programs. The dilemma
is that urban design is a damaged term given its historical usage and results, but
perhaps one that is not beyond redemption. “Community design” is one alternative,
but you could also reconsider civic art, art urbain, stadtbau or something else from the
historical lexicon of urban architecture and city building from the late 19™-early 20"
century era that preceded the formal creation of town planning, city and regional

planning, and urban design programs and professions.

VI. IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES AND SUGGESTIONS

l.

The 3+2 Programme (EU Bologna Process) mirrors trends in the U.S., including dual
degree options. It will be critical to fully investigate and articulate the process for
professional licensing after either the 3-year bachelors or 3+2 program. The
University of Miami’s urban design program, for example, is considered a post-
professional degree. In order to become licensed architects students must practice
architecture for a period of time after graduating and fulfill a variety of apprenticeship
and exam requirements. Other students may already hold professional licenses in
architecture, landscape architecture or city planning and pursue an urban design
degree in order to add this area of expertise to their professional practice. ESUA must
ensure that it is delivering credentials of value to students and preparing them for
employment.

Another variation on academic degree options can be seen in the Master of Design

Studies offered at Harvard’s Graduate School of Design. This graduate degree
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program includes four separate tracks including: History & Theory, Technology &
Design, Real Estate & Project Management, and Urbanization & Housing Studies

. A critical question that ESUA will need to fully explore is the practicality of getting
an ESUA credential recognized across borders. This is an obvious challenge and
addresses the marketability of some ESUA degree options.

The implementation of the ESUA curriculum for various degree and continuing
education/professional development options will require willing partners. The inertia,
bureaucracy and academic standards within university systems and schools of
architecture are very difficult to change from the outside and will require a long-term
commitment and resources for a sustained effort. Fortunately, ESUA enjoys an
existing multi-national partnership to build on and the modular structure of the
curriculum will allow for a great deal of flexibility in working with potential partners.
ESUA’s pilot focused on the integration of urban design and architecture. In
subsequent phases ESUA should make efforts to introduce versions of its urban
design curriculum to related disciplines involved in shaping the built environment
(planning, public policy fields, governance, real estate, transportation), which can
also help dramatically with advocacy. Some examples/ideas for this branching out
into other disciplines follows. Many of these proposals would best be pursued under
the auspices of the proposed ESUA Foundation, or by individual ESUA partners as
part of the existing ESUA network.

Develop “the one” course — a single urban design/community design course that
could be taken as a core course or elective in all design, place making and community

building curricula that covers the fundamentals of livable community design.

19



7. Create a European version of the Mayor’s Institute for City Design (MICD). “The
Mayors' Institute on City Design (MICD) is a partnership program of the National
Endowment for the Arts, the American Architectural Foundation, and the United
States Conference of Mayors. Since 1986, the Mayors' Institute has helped transform
communities through design by preparing mayors to be the chief urban designers of
their cities.” (Source and MICD home page: http://www.micd.org/).

8. Create a center that teaches architects, designers, and representatives of communities,
philanthropic institutions, and governmental organizations and agencies how to
establish and run a community design center, which institutionalizes the community
design process in communities and regions and provides employment for the types of
practitioners that ESUA’s curriculum will train. ESUA can start quickly by
developing job descriptions for city architects and urban design directors and post
these to their web site. Centers such as this also organize public seminars, study tours,
and events educating the public and community leaders on good urban design
principles and practices. Background on community design centers can be found on
the Knight Program web site here:
http://cbp.arc.miami.edu/Events/Design%20Center/design%?20center.html

9. The training of existing teachers/faculty, as proposed, is a critical proposal to help
multiply the potential impact and adoption of the ESUA curriculum. Think through
what appeals to this audience, how to influence them and get them to participate, how
to be responsive to their immediate needs, provide incentives and rewards, etc.
Summer & Winter Institutes held in attractive places, places that can also serve as the

subject for study tours and learning activities, at a low cost and/or subsidized by
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10.

11.

philanthropic institutions can help attract participants. Potential institute activities:
develop and provide detailed curriculum and instructor packages with lessons and
assignments; train instructors to calibrate the curriculum to their local contexts; hold
workshops where instructors can bring in existing course and curriculum for ESUA
partners to help adapt. Develop a special institute specifically geared for academic
administrators in schools of architecture (Dean/Head of School/Program Directors).
The ESUA modules are built around workshops. This project-based learning,
conducted on-site in different cities and nations, is recognized as a central strength of
the ESUA curriculum. This makes identification of workshop locations, and their
respective contexts and policy issues very important. It wi