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JB: Welcome. The design concepts from our architects are being presented as draft ideas. We
want to get the Committee together during this summer to give a status report on information that
we are gathering for this project. We are now in the midst of programming and design idess.

The designs that will be presented today are in the draft stage; nothing has been findly decided
yet. Interesting ideas will be presented, and we hope you' Il speak up and share your reactions to
them.

The mgor program issue presented today concerns the building envelope, which includes
condraints of the physicd ste, the efficiencies of space utilization, and other Ste-related
concerns. Each has acost component, which is a prime reason for our creation of these draft
designs.



An overriding program issue is the amount and baance between collections, user spaces, and
daff spaces. The designs begin to tdl us what we can or cannot put into the building. At this
point we don’t think of the concepts presented today as specific, but rather as a sngpshot in time.

YJ Wha you'll be seeing isathird iteration. They've been working with congtruction engineers
and making revisions based on their input. The two concepts that will be presented are
comparable in cost and within the budget.

JB: Another important program decison that must be made relates to the potential move of
library technica processing, preservation, and IT units out of the Main Library to the Sullivant
Hall spaces; and the collections and services of the Education, Psychology, Socid Work and
Human Ecology (EHS) Library to the Main Library. These potentiad moveswould free a great
ded of spacein Main Library for additiona collections and services. Werelooking a what isin
each building now, and believe that some programming issues would be well served by
concentrating the collections and servicesin Main Library and moving out the “non-public” areas
currently housed in the Main Library building into Sullivant Hall, eg., Technica Services,
Preservation, and . Sullivant Hall is more conducive to staff space, as many of the floor surfaces
are not load bearing and cannot be used for storing collections. A fina decison has not yet been
made, but it is being given very serious consderation, as it would provide a better use of the
gpace. (The Music/Dance Library would remain in Sullivant Hall.)

Another idea that were beginning to explore iswhether dl of the separate collectionsin Main

Library need to remain separate, or are there some that could be consolidated or absorbed into

the generd collection. Things probably won't remain the same as they are now, but how they’ Il

differ isn't yet known. For example, should there be a consolidated current periodicas room?

East Asian collections are now separate and will probably remain that way because of the non-
Roman aphabets. Advisory Committee Member: It isreally important to keep the reference
books housed in the current Reading Rooms together. It was also observed that there are
benefits to having the periodicals separate, but that thisis not as important. What about having
al Roman language reference materids together? Thisis just one of many discussons that will

be continued in the fall when everyone comes back on campus

On the question of phasing the project — that is, how the construction and renovation takes places —
we see digtinct cost benefits of a plan that would move everything out of the Main Library at the
beginning of the project, rather than working on the building in different protracted phases. This
approach will take lesstime and will cost less. Prior to what we have learned this summer, we
hadn’t expected enough “swing space’ to become available to make a sngle- phased project
redigic. However, the ABB building on Ackerman Road has become avallable, and some
additiona space on campus will aso be freed for our purposes. We will need to have intensve
document ddlivery service, and it would perhaps be possible to have patron access to the ABB
building, which is a combination of office and warehouse space. The question of what would
need to be done to make the building a public area has not yet been addressed. Electronic
services and collections wouldn't be affected at al. Committee Member: How long will
construction take? Three years had been the estimate assumed for phasing, but as much asa
year could be taken off if the work isdone in asingle phase. Committee Member: How would
people get there? Thereisample parking, but campus transportation would a so need to be



arranged. We had hoped for parts of Pomerene to be available, but the Larkins project won't be
finished intime. We will continue library services on campus through our many departmenta
libraries.

Joe Branin, Wes Boomgaarden, Pete Confar, George Acock, Scott Conlon and Bernie Costantino
vidited Boston last week for a preview and discussion of the concepts that will be presented here
today. They dso visited the Universty of New Hampshire Library, renovated by the Gund firm,
and recelved rave notices from the library staff now using that building. Branin dso has visited

the Gund-designed buildings at Kenyon College and Dennison University. He plansto vist the
Botanicad Garden in Cleveland tomorrow while he is there for development purposes.

Ste and building issues—GG: The architects have thought alot about the Site and its interaction
with the building. They are proposing to bring the paths around the Oval to the north and south
of the building to bring folks to the new entrance on the West. They dso are proposing to curve
the road behind the library to complete that end of the oval to match the curve at the east end of
the Ova on College Road. There will be a new entrance on the west Sde of the building, which
they want to be a specia place with dramatic stepsto enter on thefirst level. They plan to have
two entrances—the existing one on the east Sde of the building and the new entrance on the west—
and do away with the north and south entrances. They aso propose to remove the pavilion
wings from the east front of the building and re-design much of the flagstone landscaping in

front, which was part of the 1951 addition to the library. They're planning to have a drop off for
books, an entrance for persons with disabilities, and an automobile turnaround for those who
would be stopped by the gates on Neil at the west end. A café would reside near the west
entrance, with aview of Mirror Lake. They are planning no expansion to the north or south of
the exigting building; any expanson should be to the west, to Nell Avenue. The origina esst
facade will be restored, and the original grand reference hall on the 2 floor would also be
restored.

The two magjor concepts presented today are Smilar on thefirst floor. The atrium is retained for
both, but it will be widened to make it more useful. Stairs are planned for the periphery of the
atrium to the second and third floors.

Tower Scheme. Thefirst scheme presented would retain the stack tower and expand its
congtruction to the west, nearly to Neil Avenue, creating large spaces for both readers and book
collections.  Some mezzanine floors would be removed (current 2aand 3a). More of the
collections would be moved toward the center of the building, and non-collection areas would be
moved into the existing tower (core stuff—stairs, restrooms, etc.) The atrium will take over part of
the 1913 building. Committee Member: What function does the atrium serve? It bringsin
natura light and provides more of an “outsde’ exposure for people spaces. It dso servesasan
orientation point; currently one doesn’'t have a sense of how the building islaid out. 1t would
provide for more clarity, and a consstent, logica layout.

Committee Member: What is current collection size? WB: 1.26 million volumes in the stack
tower; approximately 310,000 in reference, reading room collections, and special (Rare,
Charvat and Hilandar) collections. When the architects started they were to plan for 1.1 million
volumes in 330,000 sg. ft. Subsequently they were told that the space went down to 300,000 s0.



ft. and to try for 1.5 million volumes. The tower scheme that is being presented dlowsfor 1.4

million volumes, and the other scheme would accommodate 1.48 million volumes. Committee
member: Happy to learn that the collection size is up fromwhat it wasin May. Hard decisons
will need to be made about collection sze. If the Socid Sciences (i.e., EHS) collections are to be
brought over from Sullivant Hall, there will be an additional 300,000 volumesto absorb. Eighty
percent shelf loading capacity is assumed a movein. The tower scheme would propose 20%
compact shelving (33% compact shelving in the “New Core’” scheme); in the Tower scheme,

compact shelving would be used on floors below the 1% floor. WB: Moves to the Depository

have reduced the collection from 1.5 to 1.26 million volumes. Tradeoffs between user space and
collections must be evaluated.

Committee Member: What are the implications of “ electronification?” (i.e, digitd versons of
research materials). Many of the common journasin humanities are now available

eectronicdly, and print copies, e.g., JSTOR titles, might very well be put in the Depogitory. A
recent study has shown that for sciences people prefer eectronic access to journas when both
areavalable. In the future we may need less space for print materias; it's important that spaces
remain flexible to accommodate future changesin patterns of use. Committee Member: What is
thereliability of electronic storage? JB: Digitd systems are maturing, and we have a better
understanding of what needs to be done. Metadata very important, and standards are developing.
Y J We are assuming that we will plan for an IT grid everywhere that is possble; wireless access
will aso be provided..

Committee Member: There appear to be users and collections, but no staff on many floors.
Thereisa serious current problemwith no staff available to help folks on the upper levels of the
tower.

New Core Scheme. This scheme would involve demoalishing both the stack tower and the
1970's addition, and would alow the building to go down two levels bdow ground. (A utility
tunnd isin theimmediate vicinity of this plan, and must be accommodated.). Thefirst three
floors would connect with the origind building, with stack areas above. Areabelow grade
would be away from the footprint of the origina building to avoid costs of underpinning beneath
an exiging foundation. A new two-story reading space would be added on the west Side of the
building with windows on three Sdes. This scheme matches with the buildings around the Stein
scae; the taler addition is stepped back. There would aso be arooftop reading room. The
intent isto use sone and have the same fed and color of the origind building. The addition
would be more contemporary in fedling, but tie in with the origind.

DZ: The two schemes have gpproximately the same capacity and cost.

WB: What are the Committee members opinions about removing the stack tower? Committee
Members: One person strongly in favor of the esthetics of the current tower; one strongly in
favor or tearing it down. There was support for the idea of a Reading Room at the roof level.
There was also support for the western entrance and the major stairs. It was suggested that
something resembling the top of the tower could be put on the roof of the new core scheme. The
present atrium has been a problem—not enough light has come in and there has been a
significant problem with water leaks during rain or snow.



GG: There should be no problem with leskage in the new/renovated building. It isimportant the
building have access from both directions on Nell Averue. Theintent isto maintain the facade
ontheeast. They want to provide more digtinctive spaces within the library with different types

of character. The curvesin the wals of the new reading room echo the curve of the calling in the

old reading room. Committee Member: There's a clock tower in University Hall and a bell tower
in Orton Hall. Perhaps we should have an observation tower on top of the Library. It could
contain a restaurant or a reading room that could be lit up at night. Theintent isto be able to
see folks who are studying, etc. If the tower concept is followed, the current tower would be
refurbished, rather than redone.

Committee Members: Put the administration up high with reception space adjacent, and put
user space down below in the prime space on the entry level. How many seats will there bein
the building? Thegod is 1,500 —2,000 seats. There should be exhibit space on the first floor to
showcase what the library has.  Will there be art Exhibits? GG: Museums now have open
storage behind glass, eg., Beinecke with glasswalls, etc.

GG: Traffic pattern through the library will be important—more people passing through.

If the gtaff currently housed on the ground floor are moved to Sullivant Hall, that space will be
available to use for collections and users. 1t will be a chalenge to design adequate loading dock
facilitesfor both Sullivant Hal and the Main Library.

Committee Member: Students who live east of High Sireet and in the vicinity of Sullivant Hall,
use the EHSlibrary for studying.

Do the Committee Members present think we are on the right track? Committee Members: YES
Collection size is the biggest problem that peopleraise. The use of electronic rather than print is
much more convenient.

Next Steps. September 4 is the next meeting with the Gund and Acock teams, and it will include
meeting with alarge campus group including representatives from Traffic & Parking; Physicd
Facilities, Disability Services, UNITS; OIT, etc. Firmer project cost estimate information will be
available at that time. An abbreviated Program of Requirements (PoR) draft will be submitted to
the Univergity’s Facilities Planning & Development soon. A second rough draft version of the
POR is due on September 18. On October 8 and 9 there will be open meetings for the campus,
library staff and this Advisory Committee. Thefal will be usad to test the concepts with faculty
and sudents. By the beginning of the new year we should have a pretty firm idea of which
direction to go.

Presentations in October have agoa to come out with asingle design to pursue in the schematic
design phase. We are now getting some information earlier than usud to help with the decisons
that need to be made.

Y our comments continue to be welcome a any time.



