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Introduction

Every few decades, Williams College seems to embark on a building flurry that
results in the renovation and condruction of buildings al across campus. The smple
modernist facades of Bronfman Science Center, Misson Hall, and Bernhard Music Center
dand testament to one such flurry that occurred in the late 1960's and early 1970's. It
gopears that Williams College is primed to begin another decede of development. The
Unified Science Center, completed this fdl, stands ready to be joined by a renovated
Baxter and new Peforming Arts Center. Stetson Hall and Sawyer Library are also under
congderation for renovationsin the near future.

The posshilities for improving Stetson and Sawyer are, some would say,
boundless. Our team was given the task of didtilling the most cogent, practical, necessary
possibilities and using them to make recommendations for the renovetion of the two
buildings

Stetson Hall isinfamous on campus as being a confusing building. Many
freshman find that tharr first experience with the building is getting lost on the way to a
professor’ s office. The front of the building has floors 1 through 4; the back, levdsa
through h. Furthermore it is possible to go up a staircase from one level only to find that
the next landing you come to is two levels above the one you were just on. The building's
layout smply isT't intuitive. Furthermore, the demands placed on the building are quickly
outgrowing its space.

Sawyer Library fortunatdy lacks Stetson Hall’ s confusion but unfortunately also
lacks its beauty, both in itsinterior and exterior. More important than its aesthetics,
though, isthe building' s lack of space. Built in the pre-computer erg, the library is rapidly

running out of space for books, computers, sudy areas, and everything dse.



The college decided two years ago to investigate renovating Stetson Hall and more
recently decided to aso investigate the renovation of Sawyer Library. This project
researches the needs of both buildings as well as possible options for their renovations.

We view this renovation as an opportunity for the college to make a postive impact on the

architectural atmosphere of the campus.



History

Stetson Hall was built in 1921-1922 to serve as the college library. It cost
$750,000 to build and was designed by the architecturd firm Cram and Ferguson. The
money for the building was donated by Francis Lynde Stetson, a generous alum who was
aso the former lawyer for J.P. Morgan (Warren, 1999). In 1957, an addition was
completed onto Stetson to provide more room for stack space, but is currently used as
faculty offices. The 1957 addition was designed by the same architects who designed the
origina building. 1n 1962, the Roper Public Opinion Research Center was built as an
addition by Hoyle, Doran, and Berry, Artchitects. After the Roper Public Opinion
Research Center |eft the building, the space was taken over by the Office of Career
Counsdling and faculty offices on the second and third floors, remaining in these locations
through the present (Besttie, 2000).

Stetson’ s history helps to explain the building' s current confusing floor plan. The
calingsin the origind building were very tal. When the 1957 addition was built, two
dories were put in for every one story in the origind section (see Figure 1). Furthermore,
the stacks in the origind part of the building were an integra part of the structure of the
building. This meant that they could not be removed easily during renovation. Thus,
when the 1957 section was converted into office space, connections were bult on the
outside of the building to the north. These connections only connected to every other
levd in the 1957 addition, due to the differencesin floor heights. Thisis the reason why
people unfamiliar with the building often have trouble finding their way from the front,

origina part of the building to an office located in one of the back additions.
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Figure 1. Diagram showing the floor levd plan of Stetson
(Williams College Buildings and Grounds, 1995).

In 1998, a committee formed to consider renovation options for Stetson. The
formation of this committee occurred largely because of cdlsfor more, improved faculty
offices. They submitted a preliminary proposa outlining one option for the renovation of
Stetson to the Trustees and public in the May of 1998. When it became clear that Sawyer
was aso going to be renovated, ajoint committee to oversee the renovation of both
buildings formed and the former proposal was reconsidered. The Stetson and Sawyer
renovation committee is fill currently working on putting together a proposd for both
buildings (Brown, 2000).

Sawyer Library was built in 1974-75. 1t was built when it became clear that
Stetson Library was rapidly running out of space. Sawyer Library (referred to for abrief
period of time asthe Smilin’ Jack Sawyer Library) was designed by the architecturd firm
Harry Weese and Associates. They designed Sawyer Library to be highly energy efficient
(thiswas during the il crisis of the 1970s). Sawyer Library did not have air conditioning;
the cool mountain breezes were supposed to flow through it during the summer and cool

down the building naturdly. Its double roof has an exhaust fan system designed to pull



off hot ar from the top of the building. The hollow courts in the center of Sawyer were
designed to let ar and light in. The lighting in Sawyer was purposefully dim to conserve
energy; lightswere ingtdled a each work station so that students could use the lights only
when they were needed. When it was built, Sawyer Library was consdered an
architecturally wonderful building. It was praised by a least one architectura magazine

of itstime as showing “ajoint concern for [its] surroundings and for the comfort and
convenience of those who use them” (Schmertz, 1978). Thelibrary is once again showing

signs of running out of space and therefore its renovation is being discussed.



Needs for Stetson Hall

Built in 1923 to hold the Williams College Libray, Stetson Hal is an degant
classca building with high calings large rooms, and intricate detaling. In the eghty
years snce its condruction, however, Stetson’'s function has grestly outgrown its form.
The fird set of additions, constructed in 1956 to provide additiond stack space, is now
used as office space for an ever-expanding faculty, and the Roper Center, built in 1962,
now is home to a cramped Office of Career Counsding. It is clear that Stetson needs to
be renovated; the waysin which thiswill occur are iill largely under congderation.

In order to get a sense for the opinions of students and faculty, we sent out a series
of emall surveys designed to bring brth the mgor points of consideration. Three hundred
sudents were randomly sdected from the student body and emailed a series of questions
about their use patterns and opinions of the building (see Appendix 3 for a copy of the
survey questions and raw data), from which we received 98 responses. We also sent an
emal survey to the entire faculty of Stetson, a totd of 149 people, from which we
received 49 responses. In addition, we spoke to the Stetson Renovation Committee,
vaious faculty and daff located in the building, and adminigtration members integral to
the project. Though the collaboration of these various sources was daunting, it reveded
severd strong trends.

It was clear from the research tha the largest shortcomings in Stetson relate to
issues of gpace and accessbility. These concerns reved themsdves in demands for
additional, improved faculty offices, additiond common spaces, increased space for non-
academic departments, a clearer floor plan, and the preservation of the origind facade of

Stetson.



Faculty office spaces in the additions are one of the most pressng concerns driving
the renovation of Stetson.  Offices are smdl and irregularly shaped, with few open
common spaces.  Ceilings are low, halways are cramped, and there is no clear floor plan
dicteting the layout of the rooms or the flow of traffic. In addition, more offices are
needed; as many as 90 additiona offices may be required if current projections about an
enlarged professorship and increased space needs from Emeritus Professors hold true. The
survey results showed that 40% of the student respondents and over 80% of the faculty in
Stetson strongly believed that renovation of the offices should occur (Appendices 3G and
3B, respectively).

In addition to the need for office space for increased faculty, there is dso a
possihility of reocating the offices of the Foreign Language and Economics Departments
to Stetson. Relocation into Stetson might help make these departments less dienated from
other Division | and Il dgpartments (Pilachowski, October 2000). When faculty from the
Foreign Language and Economics departments were surveyed, however, they were mixed
in their fedings aout moving (Appendix 3E). The ramifications of rdocation should be
carefully considered before any decisions are made.

Ancther important condderation is the current lack of large socid spaces in the
additions of Stetson. Many offices adjoin smdl foyers or landings, but these are plagued
by the same problems as the offices low ceilings and cramped, irregular spaces. Many
faculty and students voiced frudration that there are no spaces in Stetson conducive to
interactions between professors and sudents.  Faculty also expressed interest in having
common aress that facilitate interchanges between faculty of different departments. Of the
faculty respondents in Stetson, over 85% rated improved office space as a critica concern
(Appendix 3B). In addition, nearly 70% of the Student respondents considered that

additiona common spaces were of moderate-to- high priority (Appendix 3G).



The renovation of Morley Science Center included the addition of many large open
goaces. These spaces help to link departments and to combine large spaces with smdler,
more enclosed dcoves that encourage smal group conferences and one-or-one
communication. Thus far, these spaces have been considered a success, and can serve as a
mode! for what could occur in Stetson.

There are dso many non-academic departments stationed in Stetson, and they too
ae vying for more space. The Office of Information and Technology (OIT), Office of
Career Counsding (OCC), and Office Services have dl expressed a need for enlarged or
improved office space.

Stetson was not built to house the technology required by the OIT. As aresult, the
OIT offices are drung with wires and extenson cords in an effort to supply it with the
energy it requires. It is impracticd, as wel as unsafe, to put such a dran on the
cgpabilities of the building. Additiondly, the role of the OIT will mog certainly continue
to expand, and should have the space and technologica capabilities with which to do so.

The OCC, now located in the Roper Center, struggles with its ability to serve all
sudents fully, in part because it is not centrdly located and lacks the space to expand.
Staff members in the OCC have expressed the need for more smal conference rooms for
interviews and information sessons (Pilachowski, October 2000). Students  have
expressed dissatisfaction with the location of the OCC, and suggested that a more
centrally-located office would more easily attract a broader segment of the campus.

Office Services, housed on the basement levd of the origind segment of Stetson,
has the most pressng space concerns.  As the technology and demand of printing have
increased, Office Services has had to continualy add to its equipment, causng a severe
overcrowding within the office. Recently, the acquigtion of a new color copier wresked

havoc in the office because there was no space to put it. Electricd cords hang from the



celling in pipes in order to reech the machines dationed in idands in the center of the
office; thereislittle else that can be done to conserve or create space (Favreau, 2000).

Students, faculty, and daff dike clearly didiked the building's current floor plan.
Many commented on the confusing, counter-intuitive design of the additions. When asked
if the floor plan of Stetson should be changed during the renovation process, more than
80% of the student respondents said that it was a high concern (Appendix 3G).

The floor plan of Stetson is complicated because of the repeated expansions, the
intended use of the building, and the fact that the library stacks are imbedded within the
dructure of the origind wing of Stetson. Because the building was designed to be an
impressive showcase as well as the College library, it was built with vaulted celings. The
1956 addition, intended to be used as stack pace and Storage, was built with celings haf
the height of the origind building. Because there are two floors of the addition for every
floor of the origind Stetson, passage from one sde to the other can only take place every
other floor. To complicate the design further, the stacks that protrude from the back of
Stetson were designed to be weight-bearing and permanent.  This prevents the inclusion of
a wakway through the room or an easy method of building around it (Pilachowski,
October 2000). Instead, the 1956 addition smply added on to the back, and is connected
to the old Stetson with enclosed ramps sStuated dong the exterior of the north wall of the
dacks. For these reasons, the floor plan will be had to ater without intensve
recongtruction of the additions.

The survey results and conversations with the community maeke it clear that the
facade and function of the origina pat of Stetson should be preserved as much as is
possble. There is no smilar public attachment for the additions to Stetson. Old Stetson
holds Chapin Rare Books Library, Williamsiana, and a large eegant faculty lounge, as

well as a few smdl classooms and some faculty offices. When asked if the presarvation
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of old Stetson should be a consgderation during the renovation process, nearly 80% of the
faculty respondents reported that preservation should be a critical priority. When asked
the same question regarding the additions of Stetson, 85% of the respondents reported that
preservation was of low priority (Appendix 3B).

Sudents fdt even more drongly about mantaning the higoricd origind building.
Nearly 90% of student respondents rated the preservation of the origind building to be of
critical concern (Appendix 3G). They fdt dightly more attached to the additions as well;
more than haf responded that preservation of the additions were of moderate-to-high

concern.
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The Importance of Certain Renovation Goals in a
Renovated Stetson:
Student Survey
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Figure 2. Results of the Student Survey
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Needsfor Sawyer Library

After 25 years of diligent sarvice the student and faculty facilities of Sawyer
Libray have become severdy lacking. Due to many different issues concerning the
amount and the type of gpace that the library currently has, the issue of expanding Sawyer
was incorporated into the College plans for renovating Stetson.  In order to specificaly
determine the needs of the dtudents we sent out a survey to 300 Students selected at
random, with 98 responses totad. In addition, we interviewed some of the faculty that
work in the library as wdl as dtting in on faculty and dudent input discussons to
determine any new additions that are needed in Sawyer Library.

The primary reason that Sawyer needs to be expanded is a lack of space for book
and journd sorage. During conversations with Dave Pilachowski, the College Librarian,
and Jay Lucker, the current library consultant for the College, it was determined that
Sawyer will need to be expanded 50-75% to have enough space to accommodate enough
gorage for the College library resources. In the padt, the library created space to Store
books by decreasing the aide width between the stacks to dlow more stacks to fit in the
library.  Another method to increase book storage is the placement of  books in
inconvenient locations such as the top and bottom shelves, which are difficult for library
users to reach. The projected expansion of 50-75% would dlow the library to place the
stacks farther apart as is required by law as wel as accommodate book growth for the
future.

The widening of the aides between the dacks is dso one of the legd issues
pertaining to the renovations of Sawyer. Presently, the narrow aides are 24-32.5 inches
wide, and are not wide enough for handicapped access. This prevents the library from
complying with the Americans with Disabilities Act, as enforced by the Massachusetts

Architecturd Access Board (AAB). To become compliant, the library would have to
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extend the aides to 36 inches in width a a minimum, and preferably to 42 inches wide
(AAB, 2000). Also, other issues such as counter height, study carrd height, water
fountain height, and open space in study areas will need to be brought in compliance with
the laws of the AAB. The fire prevention sysems may aso need updating. Although not
required by dae law, the loca fire marshd could require an update of the current
gorinkler and smoke detection systems in Sawyer, in which case Williams would have to
comply with his recommendations. The renovations needed to bring the library in
compliance with Massachusetts gate law could be very expensive, dthough they will have
to occur at some point in the future and will increase the overdl safety for the College.

Besides more stack space, library faculty desire aloading dock and more office
gpace as part of the Sawyer Expansion. The lack of aloading dock has made it very
inconvenient for any deliveriesto cometo Sawyer. Deliveries are brought into the library
by hand cart, which can be quite a hasde considering how many books and journasthe
library receives on adaily basis, and the cumbersome nature of many of the deliveries.
Also, the weather in Williamstown is not aways cooperative, and a covered or sheltered
loading dock areawould prevent any damage to new books or other library resources
during ddlivery. The origind plan for deliveriesto Sawyer was to use the loading dock on
Stetson Hall, and then use hard carts to move the goods through the corridors of Stetson
and through the underground tunnel into Sawyer. However, this concept was abandoned
long ago and the current practice of clogging Sawyer Library Drive with ddivery trucks
became the status quo. The addition of aloading dock would reduce the amount of time
needed to complete book ddliveries, and help prevent any damage to new library goods.

Another problem for the gaff of Sawyer isthe amount of space that they have to
work in. Although some improvements were made to the cata oguing department over the

summer, the faculty facilities are dill inadequate. The cataloguing department still does
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not have enough space in ther facilities, and the librarians themsdlves fed that their office
dzeisinadequate. Another possible areafor expanson would be classsroomsin the library
which could be used both for regular classes as well as librarian-taught classes on using
the library resources. Although not the top priority, any renovation plan for Sawyer
should indlude some improvementsin al of these aress.

The other mgjor need for Sawyer besides more stack space isamajor renovation to
the study spacesin the library. Behind individua rooms, Sawyer is the most popular place
on campus for students to study (Figure 4). Although it is commonly used by students, the
building lacks many essentia aspects of awell designed study space. The results from our
surveysindicate that the top needs for sudents are both group and individua study spaces,
but 24 hour study spaces and computer resources ranked close behind (Figure 5). When
judging the characteristics of a good study space, students cited comfort and lack of noise
as the most important, but a 24 hour study space ranked dightly below these. Another
method of collecting data for the future of Sawyer was to obtain student input and
suggestions directly. On November 13, 2000, the primary considerations of the students
at an input forum were group study spaces, which would isolate noise yet adlow student
interaction while working, increased computer resources, and an incresse in the amount of
open space in the library to reduce the feding of being cramped or enclosed while
studying. The computer resources should include regular desktop systems to write papers
and conduct research as well as more advanced products such as scanners, image
manipulation software, and multimedia hardware. As Williamsincreasesits reliance on
computer use for dl classes, it will become more important to have the cutting edge of
computing technology accessible to students. Lastly, another possibility in a renovated
library would be space for digplay areas, where student as well asfaculty work in all

academic areas could be visble. Possble displaysinclude artwork, research papers and
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projects, thesis research, faculty-published books, and extracurricular publications or

projects.
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Figure 4 -- The use of different Sudy spaces around campus, with the use of
Sawyer being second only to dorm rooms as the most popular place to study.
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Another consderation during the renovation process is the structura design of the
building. Both students and faculty find the current entryway to Sawyer very
inconvenient, because the layout forces anyone entering the building to go up aflight of
gairs, whether or not they want to the second floor or the basement. Also, handicapped
users must pass through two sets of manual doors before pressing a button to receive
assigtance from alibrarian. The librarian uses akey to unlock the eevator (which is back
through one of the manud doors) and which goesto every floor. This entryway should be
changed as part of the renovation project, not only for disabled library patrons but also for
al students and faculty (Pilachowski, October 2000).

Another possible structural change to Sawyer would be a change in the fagade of
the building, especidly the South facade facing Route 2 and Spring Street. Sawyer was
built to be large, “When finished, it bulked large--a massive warehouse of learning
materids with amagnetic effect on students day and night” (Lewis, 1993). This
description points out one of the mgor flaws of the building, its smilarity to awarehouse,
which does not flow with the other buildings on the Williams Campus or in the
Williamstown area. Although Sawyer isjust as wide and tal as the origind wing of
Stetson, Sawyer appears larger because of its block-like building syle. A changeto the
South fagcade with a renovation of the entry courtyards could break up the size of the
structure using architectura techniques such as different lines and setbacks in the fagcade.
Examples of thiswere drawn in the Williams College Art History 257 course entitled
Architecture 1700- 1900, which was taught in the Spring of 2000. Although some of these
were more complicated than others, they nevertheless used relatively smple design
changes to show that the current facade could be changed to make the building more
gmilar to the surrounding environment. However, the feedback we received for a change

in the fagade was mixed, as most people didiked the fagade, yet they felt that in the future



it could be architecturaly important as a design type. Before any facade changes are
made more research is needed to determine what the public reaction would be to the

change.
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Zoning Congderations

Williams College isin both the Generd Residence | (GR1) and Generd Residence
2 (GR2) Didtricts, asisthe dte we are studying (Figure 6). Loca zoning may not prohibit
the use of land or a structure for religious or educationa purposes. However, reasonable
dimensond requirements till goply to educationd uses. Dimengond requirements
include the bulk and height of buildings, setback requirements, parking requirements, and
lot coverage. In GR1 and GR2, the maximum height of a building is 35 feet normally.
With a specid permit, the height can legdly be raised to 45 feet (§70-4.1. of
Williamstown Zoning Bylaws). To qualify for such a speciad permit, the college would
have to show a plan that minimizes the perceived bulk of the building. This can be done
through taking advantage of topographic features such as dopes to minimize the apparent
height of the building, through good building design that reduces the gpparent height and
mass of the building, and through the use of landscaping to reduce the apparent height and
bulk of abuilding.

For GR1 and GR2, another dimensond requirement that is likely to be important
is the maximum lot coverage requirement. Maximum lot coverage is the greatest
percentage of alot that can be covered with abuilding. For both GR1 and GR2, the
maximum lot coverage alowed is 20% of the lot. Many potentia options for renovating
the buildings in question, including an expanded Sawyer, would likely cover more than
20% of their lots. However, should a proposed plan violate this section of the zoning
bylaws, it is possible that the College would Hill be dlowed to build the building. The
Dover Amendment is a section of the State legidation that precludes towns from excluding
educationa or religious uses with unreasonable dimensiond regquirements. As has been
interpreted in court cases, such as Campbell and othersv. the City of Lynn, educationa

uses may be alowed that fall to meet zoning requirements if rigorous gpplication of the
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zoning reguirement would significantly impair the educationa use of the building without
advancing the goals of loca zoning laws. The new Science Center on the Williams
College Campus exceeds the ot coverage requirements by 18.6%. The College could
argue for asimilar exception in the case of expanding Sawyer. Since Sawyer isin the
middle of campus, and abutted on dl sdes by Williams College-owned lots, it isunlikely

that its expansion would meet much opposition from the town.

Figure 6. Map of the zoning didtricts near sSudy Ste. The areas with danted
linesare GR1. The areaswith agrid of linesare GR2. The gray areaisthe area
that Stetson Hall and Sawyer arein. Route 2 isthe street near the bottom.
Sawyer Library Driveisthe street with the round-about that borders on the gray
area.

Another aspect of renovation that islikely to be affected by loca zoning lawsis
parking. Loca zoning bylaws specificaly require that, in schools (a category educationa
buildings such as Stetson would definitely fal under), there must be one parking space for

each classroom and office, and one parking space for every three seatsin an auditorium.



Extra parking and loading spaces also may be required by the building inspector. All
required parking spaces must be on the same lot as the building. For the purposes of
parking, the entire campus would probably be consdered onelot. This essentialy means
that if more offices or classsooms are added to Stetson, more parking must be provided,
unless an officeis taken away somewhere dse (for instance, a Spanish professor’ s office
in Weston is converted to another purpose when that professor movesto an officein
Stetson).

The redtrictions placed on the renovations are not insurmountable, and the college
has considerable leeway because of its status as an educationd indtitution. Nevertheless,
zoning requirements must be taken into account when formulating any plansfor these

buildings.
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Optionsfor Stetson

Given the parameters set by need, zoning, and space, there are several renovation
possibilities that can be consdered as feasble options for Stetson. The easiest option is to
amply make no gSructurd renovations to the building.  This is the least expensve option,
which is an important factor when these renovaions are viewed in tandem with the
multiple other projects currently being considered for the near future.

In addition to the issue of funding, the do-nothing option will dlow that the
building continue to be non-compliant with the laws of the Massachusetts Architectura
Access Board (AAB). If any renovation work is done to the building, the Grandfather
Clause of the building code will no longer apply to Stetson, and it will have to be made to
comply with dl building codes, and rules st by the Americans with Disabilities Act and
the Fre Madhdl. This would include celling heights handicap access, and fire
prevention measures, dl of which Stetson is deficent in (Pilachowski, October 2000).
These additiond changes would increase the cost of renovations beyond the originad scope
of the needed changes.

However, there seems to be strong consensus between the adminigtration and the
community that the decison to do rothing to Stetson would be a poor one.  The need for
additiond space is going to be ongoing and increesngly important, and the insufficient
amenities will continue to plague the building.  Additiondly, many of the changes that
would be required in order for the building to meet code are changes that faculty and
students have expressed the need for anyway, such as ceiling height and easier access.

Another possble way to incorporate all the additiona space that is needed for uses
within the building is to massvely expand the footprint of Stetson.  This would diminate
the need for a new building and would dlow al of the offices and departments to day

connected. There is room to expand Stetson to the North, in the direction of Kellogg and



Sedey. The benefit to expanson in this direction would be that the dope leading down to
Kelogg would help hide the bulk of the building. It could aso be expanded to the Eag,

which would also take advantage of topography in order to decrease the appearance of
bulk.

In 1998, the Stetson Renovation Committee, co-chaired by David Pilachowski and
Michadl Brown, issued a recommendation for the renovaions tha condsted of the
remova of the current additions and the condruction of two large wings that extended

East from the back of Stetson. Figure 7 shows an illugtration of this possibility.
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Figure 7. Onerenovation possbility, which includes rebuilding two new additions
extending to the Eadt, proposed by the Stetson Renovation Committee in 1998.

The idea of a mgor expanson is cetanly a feasble one, but was not our find
recommendation. The primary reasons we passed over this idea were that it will become
too large a building in redion to its environs, it might be more cogly than darting from
scratch, it might reduce parking or encroach upon existing buildings, and that there is
bedrock close to the surface, making congtruction costly and difficult.

Because Williams is a andl school in a rurd <ting, the issue of scde is an

important one.  Williams College does not share the space congraints and building needs
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of larger, more urban, inditutions. It thus seems ingppropriate that our campus should
build an indudria sze building that holds 190 offices in addition to severa non-academic
departments, classrooms, and archives. The addition of 90 offices, a 10x15ft?, plus the
requiste space for bathrooms, hdlways, and closets, would require approximatey
18,000ft. The additionad space for common areas and non-academic departments would
contribute as much as 8,000 to 10,000 ft* to the new additions, for a total of nearly 30,000
square feet. The space required is essentidly the same Sze as current additions, meaning
that the square footage of the additions of Stetson would double.

If built to the North, an expanson of this magnitude would probably necesstate
the remova of Kellogg and Sedey, as well as diminating the open space there.  If built to
the Eadt, Stetson would eiminate some of the parking spaces in Thompson Parking Lot.
In addition, an expanson of Stetson might be more expensve than building a separate
annex from scratch, because of the necessary changes in order to bring the exiding
building up to code. There is a posshbility with an added extenson to the building that
treffic flow and ease of travel between wings would only become worse. If the current
additions were demolished and a single new addition was put in their place, as the Stetson
Renovation Committee suggested, the addition would have to be nearly 60,000 ft>. The
sheer sze of the addition would necesstate that some combination of parking and open

space be sacrificed.
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Optionsfor Sawyer

One aspect of a major project such as this is financid support; before Williams
could make any of these changes it would need to find funding to undertake the project.
Although President Schapiro guaranteed enough money for this project as well as the new
Theater and Dance Center and renovations to Baxter Hall, there are some arguments for
the status quo.

If no changes were made to Sawyer then money that would be spent on the project
could be spent in other areas by the College. Since there are severd magor impending
renovations or congructions planned, some money could be saved on this project without
sacrificing the mgor user needs.  Another reason is that any renovation to the building
would require compliance with the laws of the Massachusetts AAB, since these have a
Grandfather Clause written in to them.!  Also, increased fire prevention measures could be
mandated by the loca fire marshd. The effect of compliance with these laws would be an
increase in the cost of the project beyond the origina construction costs.

Although not expanding Sawyer would have cost bendfits, there are certain
drawbacks to this proposa. Firdt, the amount of space for book storage is decreasing
rapidly a the library, and in the very near future the library is certain to be filled to
capacity. Even so, the amount of growth in the library resources is not going to decrease
a al, snce the number of journas and newspapers continue to arrive and need space for
dorage. It is inevitable that the library will run out of storage space, so not expanding it
now only means that this problem will have to be dedt with in the future. The lack of
pace in Sawyer is causng other problems, as the library is unable to find space to expand

its computing capabilities and increase the amount of work space. Also, if no changes are

L A Grandfather Clause states that the law does not apply to buildings or structures that were constructed
before the law went into affect. Grandfather clauses also occur in zoning laws and in the Massachusetts
Wetlands and Rivers Protection Act.
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made the lack of group study areas will remain, and the problems with faculty space, the
lack of a loading dock, and the entryway will persst. Although these problems need
attention, they could be aided with other changesto Sawyer.

One option to not change the Sze of the building yet dleviate many of the current
problemsis to use off-campus or on-campus auxiliary storage facilities to sore library
resources. The lack of storage space in libraries across the country isan increesing
problem, according the Library Administration and Management Association:

“Many academic libraries and large public library systems have found their

collections burgting the seams of their traditiond library buildings. In many

cases, funding agencies are unwilling to add to existing buildings or build

new library space on expensive, centra property. Across the country,

libraries have turned to storage facilities to relieve the gpace pressuresin

the stacks” (Muller, 2000)

Thiswould dlocate more free space in the building which could be used for more
individua and group study space and computer resources. Also, the size of the faculty
offices could be expanded, as well asthe Cataloguing Department. The entryway design
and loading dock problems would not be solved, but the other needs for the building
would be satisfied.

Since Sawyer will not be expanded as part of this solution there are other benefits
besides solving most of the current problems. The amount of green-space on campus will
not decrease in this area if auxiliary storage is used. A book storage facility could be built
somewhere else on campus that could be much smdler since its only purpose will be to
store books and would not need any space for student use, thus preserving more open
gpace on campus. A mgor problem on the Williams campus is the lack of large areas of
open space that have a centrd location, and a storage facility would prevent the library
form expanding into any of this space.  Another posshbility would be buying an exising
building somewhere in the area that could be used for book storing. Since mogt exigting
dructures are less expensve than magor renovations, the option of buying an existing
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building would be more affordable than ether expanding the library or building a sorage
facility on campus.

Off-campus dtorage is a feasble and possibly less expensive option to store library
materials, but the drawbacks for students and faculty and the variable costs of this option
ae important. If library materids were not stored at the library, there would have to be a
waiting period for delivery, which would probably be at leest a day. Students and faculty
would have to submit requests for materias, and then wait while library ddivery workers,
possbly a new campus job opportunity, retrieved the book from off-site and then brought
it back to Sawyer. The result of this would be more inconvenience for faculty and
sudents, and the need for better time management when conducting research for a paper.
No longer would students be able to get any documents the day before a paper was due
and then write it that night and faculty would not be guaranteed to find a specific journd
article for ahandout for their classin one hour.

Of course, one posshility would be to put only lesser used library materids in this
dorage facility, so the demand for them would not be great enough to warrant every day
deivery sarvice or severdly inconvenience library users.  Albany university uses a system
where books that have not been checked out since 1984 were put in a storage facility and
now requests must be made to obtain them, with ddivery service usudly taking 24-48
hours and only available Monday through Friday (Libraries Page, 2000). Oberlin College
uses a multi-point sysem of criteria to determine if books should reman in ther man
library or be sored in their oncampus dorage facility, which is only open to library
workers (Carnegie Library Storage, 2000). The criteria for storing books in Sawyer or a a
storage facility would have to be determined by the librarians, and the stored books would

also need to be re-cata ogued.
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The inconvenience of soring books in an off-gte location is codly to the faculty
and dudents, yet the off-dte location itsdf might be costly to the College. A Sorage
faclity that is purchased by the College could be less expensve than condructing an
addition to the library; however, the purchased building would need to have the proper
climate control, security, and dsorage mechanisms, which could mean a tremendous
amount of renovations. For example, if Williams purchased one of the many abandoned
mill buildings in this area, it would then need to make extensve renovations to creste a
suitable environment for storing books.

Furthermore, the sunk cost of condruction may be less, but a storage facility has
more future costs. The establishment of a ddivery sysem would cost money, both for a
vehicle as wdll as paying a worker to retrieve books once or twice daily. After these costs
are taken into consderation, it could be that a storage facility could end up costing more to
build (or buy and renovae) and maintan than an expanson to the exiding library.
Another factor in this equation is the cost of the greenspace that the addition to the library

would remove, and how this vaue would factor into the on-gte off-Site equation.
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Overview of Our Recommendationsfor the Renovations

After our research, our team feds that the following combinations of actions would
be the best course of action for Williams College to follow. This does not imply that
every option that we reviewed above is without merit; this combination of optionsis
amply what we consder to be most optimal. We recommend renovating and expanding
Sawyer Library to the north, while potentidly atering its fagade to the south. The
additions to Stetson should be demolished and new additions of smilar Sze built. A new
building can be built to the north of Stetson and Sawyer, which will provide the extra
space for faculty offices and other facilities that Stetson Hall requires. Lagily, Kelogg
House, whose amaosphere will be impaired by the new wals of brick initsvicinity, can be

moved to a new ste on campus between the Congregationa Church and Hopkins Hall.

Our Recommendation for Stetson Hall

That Stetson needs to be renovated is not debatable. The lack of space for offices,
non-academic departments, and common spaces will continue to be problematic, and will
require more than a quick fix to be solved.

We ae recommending a combination of drategies that provides the needed
additiond space while retaining the integrity of the building and surrounding areas. Our
recommendeation congsts of the remova of the current archiva dacks and the
reconfiguration of the archivd space there, the demolition of the current additions and
redesgn of a new extenson with a smilar footprint, and the retention of the origind
character of Stetson.

Firg, we suggest removing the stacks and replacing them with compact shelving.
The gtacks, built as an integral part of the structure of Stetson, will be cosly to replace.

However, if the origind dacks reman, they will continue to limit the options for
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surrounding congruction.  The stack space, which is on the interior of the building, has
poor lighting and access, making it poorly suited as office or common space.  Thus, we
suggest that it continue to be used as stack space for archival storage, and possibly include
additional storage space for non-text archival materia, such as artwork and objects. We
adso suggest the addition of climate control and heghtened security in order to help
preserve the vauable items within.

Our next and foremost suggestion for Stetson is to demolish the current additions
and rebuild an extenson with a smilar footprint and square-footage., using topography to
minimize the bulk of the building. We ae suggesting that the new additions have a
smilar square footage as the current additions (approximately 30,000ft%), but that it be
used primarily for faculty offices, socid spaces, and an expanded OIT. Our suggested
placement of the remaining offices, the OCC, and Office Services will be discussed in the
following section.

While it is clear that the additions need to be dtered, it was clear through our
recsarch that the origind Stetson is of dgnificant sentimentd and aesthetic vadue to the
community a large. We thereby dress that the origind facade of Stetson should remain
the same. In addition, the current structure of old Stetson seem well suited for its uses as
the location of Williamgana, the Chapin Rare Book Library, Archives, and the Faculty
Lounge The high celings and intricate interior detalling lend an ar of degance and
higorical worth to the collections within, and should be retained as much as possble. The
classsooms and offices on the third and fourth floors of the origind Stetson, however,
have less higorica value and in some cases are in disrepair.  These should be considered

for renovations.



Our Recommendation for Sawyer

The fact that the library needs to be renovated is not debatable, as dmost everyone
on campus redizes that it is severdly lacking in many arees. However, there is no clear
plan for dleviaing dl of these problems while pleesng everyone involved — faculty,
dudents, town resdents, and certan dumni. In desgning a plan that would satisfy dl of
the mgor needs of the library uses while being feesble for the college, we tried to
incorporate severa different options for expanded space.

The lack of gpace in Sawyer is a criticd issue, and it will only increase as time
passes and more library materials enter the Williams library sysem. In order to remedy
this problem the library should be expanded to the North as origindly desgned. An
expangon to the North would be reatively easy as the wdl on tha sde of the building
was initidly condructed with little load bearing properties, making it very essy to tear
down for an expansgon. Almog dl of the wal could be removed to create more space
while keeping the open appearance of the libray desgn. The sSze of the expanson is
debatable, as it depends on how much more space the library will actudly need. Dave
Pilachowski, the College Librarian, says that an expanson of 50-75% would be sufficient
to dlow the proper storage of the current library materids while accommodating disabled
users, as wdl as leaving enough room for future library growth. This Sze expanson
would aso leave enough room for an increase in computer facilities as well as group sudy
rooms or study aress.

The crucid issue of the library is space, and dthough an expanson would solve
that problem, there are two ways to decrease the Sze of the expanson. Any expansion or
renovation to Sawyer should include the use of compact shelving to store the mgority of
library materids, it can provide up to 100% increase in storage capecity, while saving as

much as 50% of floor space (Compacting Systems, 2000). Compact shelving is dso a
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great solution to materids that are infrequently used, as they are stored very densdy but
can be accessed by any library user at any time that the library is open. Most compact
shelving is dso ADA compatible, as it is easly movesble and the width of the aides can
be expanded to meet the 36 inch requirements for whedchair access. Currently, there is
mechanical compact shelving in the Schow Science Library a Williams with the sacks
gpreading open to creste an aide at the touch of a button. Although the price of compact
shelving is more than ordinary shelving, this price is offsat by the decrease in condruction
cogs since less areawill be needed in the expansion.

Another expanson decreasing measure would be to investigate the possibility of a
storage fadility ether on-campus or off-campus that could house many of the older and
infrequently used library materias that currently waste space in Sawyer.  Moving many of
the materids to a storage facility would be inefficient, because they are used frequently
enough that they would need to be brought to the library every day, but many older
journals and congressonad documents could be moved to a storage facility and could be
retrieved whenever there is demand for them. The crucia aspect of a storage facility is
cdculating the present and future cods of it versus the present and future costs of an
expanson. As was outlined above, when dl the variable coss are consdered, a storage
faclity could be ether less or more expensve than expanding Sawyer. Only after
cdculaing the different costs and getting student and faculty input on the two options
should the College determine whether the dorage facility option is beneficid. With the
amount of library materids continuing to grow and the amount of space on campus
remaining finite, Williams will eventudly have to begin doring materids in  ancther
location or increase its book sharing programs with other regiond indtitutions.

Beyond the space issues of the library, there ae severa other important

condderations that need atention. If the library expanded North, the building would
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which iswhere the mgority of the deliveries go to be processed (Figure 8).

Another smdl dructura change to the library would be the renovation of the
entryways on both the East and West sdes of the building. A rdatively easy way to solve
the entry problem would be to reconfigure the current mezzanine level of the library s0
that it connected to the entryway. The circulation desk could be moved downgairs and
this entire area could be reconfigured so that users would no longer have to wak updstairs
to go everywhere in the building, and disabled persons would not have to seek assstance
just to enter the main library area.

There is one lagt dructurd detall which needs atention, the facade of the building.
If Williams chooses to change the facade of the building to reduce its environmentd
dissmilarity, there is a ample yet effective method to change the fagade while increasing
the area of the Ibrary and creating group study spaces. Since the South wall of the library
is load-bearing, it is not easly removed to expand in that direction. However, one method

to expand would be to add onto the South wall and then create a row of group study roons



or computer labs for the entire length, so the origind wall could remain intact except for
doorways leading into the rooms. With this desgn, the facade could be changed and the
library expanded, yet the origind wal could remain in place and isolate the noise of the
group study rooms and computer labs.

With some combination of space saving measures and an addition to the current
gructure the amount of space in the library for the needs of dl the library users could be
grealy increased. At the same time, Williams could make severd dructural changes that
would greetly improve both the utility and the aesthetic vadue of the library, creding the

perfect balance of architectural form and function.

Our Recommendations. A New Building

As part of our find recommendation, we believe that a new building should be
built to the north of Sawyer and Stetson.  This new building would presumably be three or
four gtories tal and occupy a footprint that is roughly the same sze as the origind part of
Stetson.  The new building would hep to meet many of the needs that Stetson currently
has while preventing Stetson from becoming too massive.

The new building would include faculty offices, common spaces and some
cdassrooms. This would dlow the faculty sze to grow and for Divison | and |l faculty to
be consolidated into a single area on campus (though admittedly split into two buildings).
The offices in the new building should meet the same standards as offices in the renovated
Stetson.  They should be larger than many of the offices in Stetson.  Combined with the
renovated Stetson there should be gpproximately 180 offices in the two buildings. The
classrooms in the new building should be technologically advanced.

Other non-academic departments could be moved into the new building to give

them more space and better facilities. Office Services, which currently is desperately in



need of more space, could be located in the new building. If Office Services were located
in the new building, they could be greatly expanded both to give them adequate space for
the equipment they dready own and extra space in anticipation of future growth. As
technologies change, it is reasonable to expect that Office Services will be purchasing new
technology. It is aso reasonable to expect that with the growth in faculty, there will be an
even greater demand on Office Services.

The Office of Career Counsding (OCC) could dso be moved into the new
building. If they were located in the new building, they could build exactly the type of
gpace that they need, with smdl rooms suitable for interviews. The Office of Career
Counsding could dso be moved to a renovated Baxter. Many colleges have ther offices
of career counsding in ther sudent centers.  Such a centrd, well-used location makes the
office more prominent and promotes student use. Currently, the OCC is difficult to find
and easly missed by sudents. Of course, even being in a prominent location in the new
building would be avast improvement over the current location.

The new sections of the new additions to Stetson that currently have faculty offices
tota gpproximately 18,000 square feet. Since part of this square footage is composed of
bathrooms, closets, stairwells, and halways, the actud square footage of office space is
less than 18,000 square feet. Assuming that the new faculty offices will be 10° by 15 (the
recommended size), there will need to be 27,000 square feet dedicated to office space in
both the renovated Stetson and the new building combined to house 180 professors. The
additions to Stetson are going to be torn down and the new additions will be composed of
fewer floors, as the cealing height will be increased. Office Szes will dso be increased in
the renovated Stetson, and there will aso be more common aress in a renovated Stetson.
This means that there will be a net loss of square footage of office space in Stetson after

the renovations. Assuming that the new building has the same footprint as the origind



pat of Stetson, if it is three Stories tal, it will have approximately 20,000 total square feet
if it is three dories tal and over 27,000 totd square feet if it is four dories tdl. Even if the
new building is only three dories tal, tha would be sufficient to meet current needs.
However, the college may want to build a four story building since that would give them
oace to expand in the future, and it is easest to build a fourth story when the building is
first being constructed.

The building's bulk can be minimized through architecture that bresks the building
visudly into different sections. It can dso be minimized by placing it on the dope west of
Kelogg's current ste. The dope would hide pat of the building from many angles.
Smilarly, the back sections of Stetson are not visble from many angles because of the
dope there. By placing the building further north, the gentle downward dope there would
ensure that from a digance the lower pat of the building would not be visble, thus
reducing its apparent Sze.

The mog traditiond way of setting the building would be to st it a square angles
with Stetson and Sawyer, thus forming a traditional college quadrangle.  The one problem
with this is that, due to the expanson of Sawyer to the north, it would ke impossble to
form a symmetrical quadrangle, with the new building equa distances from both Sawyer
Libray and Stetson Hadl. The new building could be st even further north than the
expanded Sawyer which would mean that it is further away from Stetson than Sawyer.
The new building could be st dongsde Sawyer (Figure 9), be built in an “L” shape
(Figure 10), st farther north of both buildings (Figure 11), , or could be placed a an angle
to both Stetson and Sawyer (Figure 12). Our team is not recommending any of these
options specificdly. We bdieve that a skilled architect could make more than one of the
options work well aestheticaly. A skilled landscepe architect would be able to make a

welcoming courtyard between the three buildings with more than one of the options.



One mgor problem with any new building in the area is that it will have to be
carefully placed in order to maintain an adequate pathway heading to the north. Our team
conducted a random survey of 300 students to determine how often they used either the
pathway in between Benhad Musc Center and Sawyer Libray and the Sdewaks
between Sawyer Library and Stetson Hal. Ninety-eight students responded to the survey.
Both sdewaks were used consderably, but the sdewak between Stetson and Sawyer was
used very heavily. Almogt hdf of the respondents said that they used thet Sdewak 4
times a week or more (Appendix 3l). That sdewak is one of the main paths towards
Misson Park; any building to the north of Sawyer and Stetson must leave a path open for
sophomores to walk to their rooms in Misson. Figure 9 may not feasble because of this
such a design would essentidly creste an dleyway for students to wak between Sawyer

and the new building.
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Figure 12. The new building st a an angle to Stetson Hall and
Sawyer Library.




Impacts on Kellogg House

With the proposed new building to the north of both Stetson and Sawyer, Kellogg
House would not necessarily be immediatdly encroached upon. The building could be
built in that Ste without meking the dedruction or remova of Kedlogg necessary. The
exigence of the building there would, however, have other effects on Kdlogg House
Currently, if someone is dtting in the computer lab in Matt Cole Library, they see a brick
wall to the south and a pleasant view of the Foret Garden and Sedley House (another
smal house) to the west. With the new building in place, people would see brick walls to
both sdes. The placement of the building in this area would not have any direct sructurd
effects on Kdlogg House, but it is aso important to condder the effects of the building on
the visud and spatid characteristics of Kellogg.

The new building could be placed so that the large brick wall is nearer or further
away from Kelogg, but the exigence of the brick wal will remain. Kedlogg House would
probably receive even less sunlight due to the surrounding buildings.  According to the
figure we have created, a new building would probably come right to the westernmost Sde
of Sedey right now (Figure 11). If the building is angled as shown in the figure, only one
corner would be that close to Kellogg. If the building is digned pardld to Sawyer and
Stetson, that entire wal would be the same digance from Kdlogg. If the building is
aranged so tha it runs lengthwise pardld to Kdlogg, the brick wall would be a good dedl

further away, but would continue to block the view.

The Possibility of Moving Kellogg House
Kelogg has been moved twice before. It could potentidly be moved again. The
advantage of moving Kelogg is tha the house could be moved to a new sSte where it is no

longer cramped. The firgt that must be asked is. does such a Ste exit? The campus has



been getting noticegbly fuller over the past few decades, not many open Stes for buildings
exig anymore. Neverthdess, our team has found a Ste that we believe would meet the
criteria for a new gte for Kdlogg. The lawn in between the Congregationd Church and
Hopkins Hdl is a potentid ste for Kelogg House. Kellogg House would fit comfortably
in the space there (see Figure 13 for an accurately scded drawing). |f Kedlogg House
were moved there, its beautiful, traditiond New England front could be easly seen by Al
passers-by. Vidtors to the campus would see Kdlogg House as one of ther firs
impressons of campus ingead of seeing Sawyer (assuming that Sawyer's facade isn't
dtered). Kedlogg House is the firsd presdent's house its architecturd gdyle fits in well

with the rurd, New England atmosphere of the town.
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Figure 13. A map showing the proposed new location for
Kelogg House.

Asuming that the Center for Environmenta Studies would continue to be in

Kellogg House, it would probably be wel-served by its greater prominence on campus.
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Currently, there is a farly large number of students on campus who have no idea where
CES or Kdlogg House ae. In its new gte, every admissons tour would wak by it and
point it out. There would be greater potentiad for interactions with loca townspeople in its
new dte; the Center for Environmentd Studies could be more of a community center for
local discusson of environmentd issuesthan it currently is.

According to our survey, many of the things people like about Kellogg House are
related to its generally comfortable, homelike atmosphere (Appendix 3D). There is no
reason to believe that these qudities would change with its new location. The kitchen, the
living room, and the generd interior of the building would not have to be dtered a dl.
The one change that may affect the atmosphere of the building is the Forest Garden. It
does not seem likey that the Forest Garden will be trangplanted to the new ste.  For
reasons that we will explain laer, the area behind Kdlogg will probably reman lavn and
the area in front of Kdlogg will probably be landscgped smilaly to the other nearby
buildings. The Forest Garden would probably reman close to where it currently is,
possibly shifting to teke over the space left behind by Kedlogg House. To protect the
garden during condruction from the heavy machinery, the college may want to consder
removing the perennid plants together with ther soil and transplanting them somewhere
€lse during the duration of the congtruction.

Another potentia disadvantage of the new ste would be the loss of more green
gpace on campus. However, in our experience, the lawn in question is not one that is
highly used by sudents. There is a day care which uses that lawn, but their play area is
located far enough back that they would probably gill be able to use the portion of lawn
that they currently use (see Figure 13). Theefore, the man vadue of that lavn would

probably be aesthetic. It is the bdief of our team that Kelogg House, if Stuated in that

&



gte, would dso be aestheticaly pleasing and therefore the loss of that lawn would not be a
gredt.

Probably the largest condderation in moving Kedlogg would be the cogt of such an
underteking. While the origind section of Kellogg House has been moved before, Mait
Cole Library, the newest addition to the building, has never been moved before. That
section of the building may be the hardest to move. Its hesting system is under the floor in
concrete. It is possble that the building would have to be moved without the heating
system and the heating system could smply be rebuilt a the new dte. It is dso possble
that the origind part of the building could be moved separately from Mait Cole Library or
that Mat Cole Library could smply be demolished only to be rebuilt a the new gte
Ohbvioudy, demolishing the library and rebuilding it would be very wasteful. Another
factor in determining the cost is the topography near Kellogg. Kelogg would have to be
moved uphill to get to its new dte. The gentlest dope it could take would be for it to
move northwest and then south, going partidly over the dte where Sedey currently is.
While this route is less direct than going directly west and then south, it would probably
be more feasible due to the gradient of the dope. It cost $136,000 to move Jenness House
from its previous ste (now covered by the new Sience Center) to its current location near
Hardy House. However Jenness was not moved as far and it was moved downhill.
Therefore, the cost of moving Kelogg could potentidly be greater than $136,000,

especidly congdering the added difficulties that Matt Cole Library will pose.



Parking

Parking was a factor we were forced to consder because of its pervasive influence
on use of space on campus. The zoning bylaws require how much parking there must be
on campus, but the college has consderable leeway in where they can put the parking on
canpus. Any plan tha increases the overdl number of offices and classooms on campus
will require more parking spaces. However, faculty are rductant to wak more than a few
minutes from their cars to their offices. While it is easy to dismiss these concerns as mere
whining, our team felt that we could not smply impose our beliefs about cars upon others.
Also, when trying to creste a solution to the parking problem, we wanted one which could
be eadly implemented and would not have to be part of any campus-wide parking change,
as that is not our topic of study. Instead, we worked within the boundaries of the current
parking srategy of the college to design our sysem. Any massve renovation of a faculty
office building on campus will be an inconvenience to professors for a while. If the
renovation is finished only to have a sgnificant portion of the faculty parking located near
Poker Hats, there would be an uproar from faculty who wouldn’'t want to brave the
snowdrifts and ice during inclement weether. Therefore, our team made an effort to try to
find parking for the mgority of the faculty and daff from Stetson and Sawyer relatively
close to the two buildings.

Our team accepted the recommendations of last year's 1999 Environmental 302
project on Cars on Campus, and has been careful to dign our recommendations related to
parking with their conclusions last year. There are currently 20 parking spaces on Sawyer
Libray Drive. Some of these will be lost with the condruction of the new building.
There are 146 spaces in Thompson Parking Lot, and there are 40 spaces in the Dodd Area.
The Cars on Campus team essentidly wanted to consolidete dl parking together on

canpus into a smdler number of man lots Thompson Parking Lot was one of the lots



that they wanted to keep and possbly expand. Thompson Parking Lot could potentialy
be expanded to the east (Figure 14), as is shown by a map of proposed parking changes
from Buildings and Grounds. The Cars on Campus team aso mentioned the possibility of
expanding the Dodd Paking lot near the Dining Hal, though this was not one of the
options they recommended most srongly. We fed that expanding the Thompson Parking
Lot would probably would be agood idea.

We dso advocate the remova of student parking to the periphery of campus, an
idea that is currently being consdered by the adminidration, according to Eric Bedttie of
Buildings and Grounds. Having dudent parking near the periphery of campus would
discourage excessve car use among students. The parking lots near Poker Flats and
Misson Park could be expanded to accommodate more cars (Figure 15), and a new
parking lot could be built off of Stetson Court to the southeast of Poker Flats. In relation
to our project, removing student cars from the Dodd area would free forty parking spaces
for use by faculty. Together with the 146 spaces currently in both the upper and lower
Thompson Parking Lots, there would be spaces for dl of the 180 faculty in Stetson Hal
and the new building. There would not, however, be spaces for dl of the faculty
members, dl the oaff from Office Services, the OCC, and Office of Information
Technology, and dl of the Library daff. Some of the faculty and dtaff may live dose
enough to campus that they regularly wak to work anyway. Some of the faculty and dtaff
may not mind waking five minutes from Poker Hats to Stetson Hal or Sawyer Library.
However, the college may Hill want to expand Thompson Parking Lot to keep up with the

likely increase in demand.



Figure 14. Section of Halvorsen Associates map of Proposed Parking Lot
Changes Showing Thompson Parking Lots and Proposed Sites for Expansion.
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Figure 15. Section of Halvorsen Associates map of Proposed Parking
Lot Changes Showing Mission Park and Poker Flats Parking Lots and
Proposed Sites for Expangion.




Environmental Consderations

The renovation of Stetson and Sawyer provide an important opportunity to
implement  environmentdly conscious and energy  efficient  architecture,  building
practices, and amenities. Both buildings provide the opportunity to meld old brick and
mortar with new technology, and have the potentid to set a precedent for environmentaly
conscious design on the Williams campus.  The College would be joining a growing
number of campuses around the nation that are turning to green building practices in the
congruction and renovation of new buildings.

There are many ways to incorporate environmentaly consciousness into a new or
renovaied building, ranging from inddling energy-efficent fixtures to cregting a full-scae
sdf-generating building. We redize tha an entirdy green building might not be feesble
for the renovations of Stetson and Sawyer and the congruction of the annex. However,
certain green building techniques should no longer be considered an optiona luxury.

An architect with experience in green building should be used for these projects,
and environmenta techniques and materiads should be used in the condruction process. In
addition, the aesthetic impact of the buildings should be consdered. The expanson of
Stetson and Sawyer will have a direct impact on the surrounding open space; this should
be minimized as much as possble by minimizing the bulk of the buildings and blending
them with the surrounding landscgpe.  Sawyer, with its current facade, should be an
example of how not to design a building to fit into its surroundings; it is square, bulky, and
largdy un-landscaped.

The mgor renovations of Stetson and Sawyer, dong with the possible congtruction
of a new annex, provide an opportunity for Williams College to display its commitment to

the advancement of environmentally-conscious architecture and design.
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Conclusion

In the past Williams has focused on the desgn of individud buildings, but there
has been a negect for the incorporation of buildings into the entire campus. However, a
building can not be condructed without firs consdering the surrounding landscepe, and
how the project will fuse with its environment to create a unified campus. The task to
assmilae the needs and wishes of the community is a daunting one Our
recommendations for Stetson, Sawyer, and the surrounding area reflects our desire to
accommodate the needs of the buildings while maintaining a sense of moderate scae,
retained open space, and aesthetic beauity.

By rebuilding the Stetson additions, creating a new Stetson annex, expanding
Savyer and relocating Kellogg House, dl of the space needs can be met without
sacrificing a dgnificant amount of open space.  This project provides the College with an
opportunity to rectify many of the planning decisons of the past; both Stetson and Sawyer
should be conddered on their own as wel as pat of ther surrounding environment.
While it would sgnificantly dter the gppearance of the campus, we fed that expansons of
these buildings would be a positive change.

We have come to redize the extent to which planning is a collaborative effort, and
hope that these recommendations will be of assstance during the continuing discussons

of Stetson and Sawyer.
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Appendix 1. Pertinent Sections of Williamstown Zoning Bylaws.

§70-4.1. Height regulations.
A. Badgc limitation. The height of any building or structure shall not exceed 35 fest,
or 2 1/2 goriesin the case of homes of conventional design, or three stories above
the average ground leve in the case of Split-level design, except that in no case
shdl the height exceed the limits permitted by Section 35A to 35D, inclusive, of
Chapter 90, and any more restrictive amendments thereto, of the Genera Laws of

M assachusdtts.

1. Heght Modifications[Added 5-18-99 ATM, Art. 29]

1. Intent. Theintent of these modificationsisto assure that dl sructuresin
Williamgtown fit into their surroundingsin terms of scale and mass, and
that viewsheds are maintained.

2. Village Budness Didrict. In the Village Business Didrict, building height
may be increased to forty feet.

3. Height Increase by Specid Permit. In dl digtricts except Village Business
and Rurd Residence 1 building height (except one and two-family
dwedlings) may be increased to forty-five fegt, provided the Board of
Appedls grants agpecid permit, based upon the following criteria, in
addition to the generd specid permit criteria of Section 70 - 8.4:

a. Siting. The building will be sited to take advantage of topographic

b.

features, such as dopes, which can mitigate its height and bulk.
Setbacks. The front setback will be no less than the setback of
adjacent buildings or the required setback (Section 70-4.3),
whichever is greater. Side and rear set-backs will preserve access of
adjoining premisesto light and air and to alow for landscaping
consstent with the standard of (3)(d).

Building Design. The exterior design will reduce the gpparent
height and bulk of the building. Design festures may include
emphasis on architecturd elements (such aswindows, entries,

ba conies, etc.) that divide the building into smaller pieces,
articulated rooflines, selection of facade materid, and color.
Applicants are required to present plans that demonstrate
consstency with this objective.

Landscaping. Landscaping should reduce the gpparent height and
bulk of the building. Landscape design will include large trees,
sangly or in clumps, arranged to bresk up the mass of the building
and provide a more human scae.

4. All specid permit submittas shdl indude the fallowing:
a. A locus plan, in accordance with the requirements of Section 70 -

b.

C.
d.

8.2.B. (1).

Plans showing pre-development and proposed contours of the land,
locations and details of landscaping.

Pans showing detailed exterior evations of al proposad buildings.
A three-dimensond representation of the building, post-
development topography, and landscaping features of the site and
neighboring properties (within 300 feet).

1. Method of measurement. Height shall be measured as the verticd distance from
the average ground devation around the exterior wals of the sructure or, in the
case of built up land, the highest elevation & the Site prior to such changein
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contour, to the highest point of the roof surface in the case of aflat roof, and to the
mean height between eaves and ridge in the case of a pitched roof. [Amended 5-

18-99 ATM, Art. 29]

1. Exdusons Limitations of height shal not gpply to spires, domes, steeples, radio
towers, chimneys, broadcasting and television antennae, bulkheads, cooling
towers, ventilators, sllos and other gppurtenances usudly carried above the roof.
[Amended 5-18-99 ATM, Art. 29]

§70-43 DIMENSIONAL SCHEDULE.

MINIMUM YARDS
(FEET)
DISTRICT MINIMUM MINIMUM | FRONT? | SIDE | REAR MAX % MIN %
LOT FRONTAGE BUILDING OPEN
AREA (feet) [1] COVERAG SPACE
E
Rural Residence 1 5 acres 300 100 100 100 - 85
Rural Residence 2
Rural Residence 3
General Residence 1
Genera Residence 2
Single & Two Family 10,000 s.f. 100 30 15 15
Residence
Limited Business - - 4 15° -
Tourist Business 1acre 200 75 25° 25 25 40
Village Business - - - 5 5 - -
Planned Business 20,000 s. 125 30 15° 15° 30
Limited Industrial - - 150+ 50° 50° 30
Business Campus® 2-1/2 150 50 25 25 20 50
acres

§70-6.1 Off-street parking and loading.

A. [Amended 5-16-1995 ATM, Art. 28] Number of spaces. Off-dreet parking and
loading spaces required to meet the following standards shdl not heresfter be
reduced, nor shall one be counted as or subgtituted for the other. Off-street parking
and loading spaces shall be required as follows.

Schools: one parking space for each classroom and office therein, plus one parking space
for each three segts in the auditorium thereof.
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Appendix 2. Massachusetts Architectural Access Board Regulations Pertaining to
Educational Facilities.

521 CMR: ARCHITECTURAL ACCESSBOARD 3/6/98 521 CMR - 47
EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES
12.1 GENERAL

Educationd facilities shal comply with 521 CMR, except as specified or modified in 521
CMR 12. Educationad facilities shdl include but not be limited to: public and private
schoals, nurseries, pre-schools, day care facilities, colleges and universties, libraries,
gdleries, museums, and training facilities.

12.1.1 Applicability: Adminigtrative spaces, ingructiona spaces, and areas open to
students or the genera
public shal comply with 521 CMR.

12.1.2 Dormitories shal comply with the requirements of 521 CMR FACILITIES,
LODGING FACILITIES.

12.1.3 Amphitheaters, lecture hadls and classsooms of educationd facilities shadl comply
with 521 CMR 14, PLACES OF ASSEMBLY.

12.2 LIBRARIES
Shdl comply with the following and Figure 12A.

12.2.1 Generd: All public areas of alibrary, including but not limited to, reading and
study areas, stacks, reference rooms, reserve areas, and special facilities or collections,
shal comply with 521 CMR 12.

12.2.2 Reading Areas, Study Areas and Computer Workstations: Where tables, study
carrels, computer workstations, or fixed seating are provided, at least 5% with aminimum

of one of each element shal be accessible, be on an accessible route and comply with the
falowing:

a. Accessaides: A 36inch (36" = 914mm) access aide shall be provided between
tables and between study carrels. No seating shdl overlgp the access aide. See
Fig. 12A.

b. Clear floor space as defined in shall be provided a each seating space.

Such clear floor space shall not overlap knee space by more than 19 inches (19" =
483 mm). SeeFig. 12A.

¢. Knee Clearances: If seating for disabled personsis provided at tables or

counters, kneespaces at least 27 inches (27" = 686mm) high, 30 inches (30" =
762mm) wide, and 19 inches (19" = 483mm) deep shdl be provided. See Fig. 12A.
d. Height of Tables or Counters. The tops of accessible tables and counters shdl be
from 28 inches to 34 inches (28" to 34" = 711mm to 864mm) above the finished
floor or ground.



12.2.3 Check-Out Areas. At least one lane at each check-out area shdl have acounter a
minimum of 36 inches (36" = 914mm) in length and a maximum of 36 inches (36" =
914mm) in height. See Fig. 7A.

3/6/98 521 CMR —47

12.2.4 Security Devices: Any traffic control or book security gates or turngtiles shall not
prevent access or egress to people in whedchairs. Security gates shal have a 32 inch (32"
= 812mm) clear opening. If turngtiles are used, an adjacent accessible, unlocked door or
gate shdl be provided. Any level changes created by such devices shal comply with and
521 CMR 20, ACCESSIBLE ROUTE and 521 CMR 29, FLOOR SURFACES.

12.2.5 Card Catalogs: Clear ade space a card catdogs shal be aminimum of 36 inches
(36" = 914mm) and comply with Fig. 12B. Maximum reach height shdl be between 18
inches (18" = 457mm) and 54 inches (54" = 1372mm), with aheight of 48 inches (48" =
1219mm) preferred.

12.2.6 Stacks. Aides between stacks shdl have a minimum clear width of 36 inches (36"
= 914mm) and preferably 42 inches (42" = 1067mm), where possible, as shown in Fig.
12C. Shdf height in stack areasis unrestricted.



Appendix 3. Survey Questionsand Data
Appendix 3A. Stetson Faculty Survey

In the near future, Stetson Hall will undergo maor renovations to expand and improve
facilities. The extent and nature of these renovations depend largely on the needs of the
faculty that will be housed there. As part of Environmental Planning (ENVI1 302), we are
conducting a semester-long examination of the remodeling of these buildings, and
collecting input on student and faculty needs in order to create a set of recommendations
for the adminigtration and planning committee.

As afaculty member who currently residesin the building, your input and opinions are
fundamental to cresting a sense of what agpects of Stetson need improvement. Please help
us by answering this short ligt of questions. Do s by hitting reply and filling in the blank
next to each answer.

Thanks so much for your time,
Sarah Barger

Heather Brutz

Garry Sanders

1) How would you rate the qudity of the following aspects on ascale of 1(excdlent) to
10 (needsto be renovated). If you don't know, write O.

___ Classrooms

___ Offices

__ thefloor plan

__ lounges and other socia spaces

___theorigind (front) of Stetson

__theadditions (the back parts of Stetson)

2) on ascae of 1(Crucid) to 10 (not needed), rank the importance of the following ina
RENOVATED Stetson Hall.

___expanded and improved office space

___ more common spaces for interdepartmenta gathering

___ more common spaces for student/professor interactions

___ preservaetion of the origina facade of the origind building

___ presarvation of the later additions (where most offices are)

3) When amgor renovation occurs, the surrounding buildings and open space might be
encroached upon. On ascale of 1 (irreplaceable) to 10 (easily replaced), rank the personal
importance of the following nearby buildings. If you don't know, write O.

__ Fernald House (Econ dept.)

__ Sedley House (Econ dept.)

___ KdlogHouse (CES)

4) One possibility for an expanded Stetson is to relocate the Economics and Language
departments into the building, thereby concentrating most of the Divison | and |1
departments into one building. Rate this possible conglomeration on ascde of 1
(desirable) to 10 (disruptive).



5) Was comfortable office conditions and accomondations a congderation while
consdering Williams? Rate this consideration on ascale of 1 (very important) to 10

(negligible).

6) Onascadeof 1 (excelent) to 10 (miserable), rate your office in Stetson.



Appendix 3B. Setson Faculty Survey Responses

1) How would you rate the quality of the following agpects on a scale of
1 (excdlent) to 10 (needsto be renovated). |f you don't know, write 0

Classrooms Offices Floor Plan Lounges TheOriginal Stetson  The Additions
number of 1s 1 0 1 3 20 0
number of 2s 0 2 0 4 15 0
number of 3s 2 2 3 5 5 3
number of 4s 0 3 0 2 0 1
number of 5s 1 7 4 12 1 2
number of 6s 3 3 1 1 0 1
number of 7s 4 1 1 1 0 5
number of 8s 9 3 1 7 0 3
number of 9s 1 4 3 0 0 7
number of 10s 10 21 31 10 0 19

2) on ascale of 1(Crucial) to 10 (not needed), rank theimportance of the following in a RENOVATED Stetson Hall.

improved & more loungesfor more spacesfor

expanded Office interdepartmenta student/professor  preservation of  preservation of

space | gathering gathering origind facade  additions
number of 1s 36 13 8 26 2
number of 2s 1 4 6 5 2
number of 3s 4 7 7 5 0
number of 4s 1 3 2 0 0
number of 5s 3 1 10 3 3
number of 6s 0 0 2 1 0
number of 7s 0 1 4 2 1
number of 8s 0 3 4 1 6
number of 9s 1 1 0 0 4
number of 10s 1 3 3 1 26

3) When a major renovation occurs, the surrounding buildings and open space might be encroached upon.

On a scale of 1(irreplaceable) to 10 (easily replaced), rank the per sonal importance of the following near by
buildings. If you don't know, write zero.

Fernald House ~ Sedey House Kellogg House

number of 1s 2
number of 2s
number of 3s
number of 4s
number of 5s
number of 6s
number of 7s
number of 8s
number of 9s
number of 10s
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4) One possibility for an expanded Stetson isto relocate the Economics and L anguage departmentsinto the
building thereby concentrating most of the Division | and || departmentsinto one building. Rate this possible
conglomeration on a scale of 1 (desirable) to 10 (disruptive)

number of 1s
number of 2s
number of 3s
number of 4s
number of 5s
number of 6s
number of 7s
number of 8s
number of 9s
number of 10s
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5) Was comfortable office conditions and accomondations a consider ation while considering Williams?
Rate this consideration on a scale of 1 (very important) to 10 (negligible).

number of 1s |

number of 2s
number of 3s
number of 4s
number of 5s
number of 6s
number of 7s
number of 8s
number of 9s
number of 10s
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6) On ascaleof 1 (excellent) to 10 (miserable), rate your officein Stetson.

number of 1s
number of 2s
number of 3s
number of 4s
number of 5s
number of 6s
number of 7s
number of 8s
number of 9s
number of 10s
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Appendix 3C. Text of the Survey Sent to the Center for Environmental StudiesListerv.

In the near future, Stetson Hall and Sawyer Library will undergo major
renovations to expand and improve facilities. The extent and nature of
these renovations depend largely on the needs of the faculty that will be
housed there. As part of Environmental Planning (ENVI 302), we are
conducting a semester-long examination of the remodeling of these
buildings, and collecting input on student and faculty needsin order to
create a set of recommendations for the administration and planning
committee.

Such arenovation could potentially affect nearby buildings. Therefore we are conducting research on the
opinions of people who use the nearby buildings. We would appreciateit if you could take afew minutes of
your time to answer the following survey.

Thank-you,
Heather Brutz
Sarah Barger
Garry Sanders

1. Areyou astudent, faculty, or staff person?

2. If you are astudent, how often do you use Kellogg House (the building that the Center for
Environmental Studiesislocated in? (put an x next to your answer)
__a never
__b. once or twice a semester
__C.1-2timesamonth
__d. 1-2timesaweek
__e 3-4timesaweek
__f.50r moretimesaweek

3. Putanx nextto al of the uses which you use Kellogg House and its immediate vicinity for:
___cooking
___studying
__meeting with professors
__using the public computers/printers
__group meetings
__usingthe GISlab
___gardening in the Forest Garden
__other (please specify)

4. Do you support the idea of moving the Center for Environmental Studies into another building, either
with the sciences or the social sciences, as away of facilitating interaction among faculty of different
disciplines? (Put an x next to y our answer)

__yes

__maybe (specify if possible why)
__no

__ldon't know.

5. Onascaleof 1 (I lovetheidea) to 10 (I hate thisidea!), how much do you like the idea of building a
new “green” building that is designed to be very energy efficient and have alow impact on the
environment and putting the Center for Environmental Studiesthere? Put a0 if you don’t know. If you
would like to write additional comments about the idea, please feel freeto do so.

6. Onascaeof 1 (Thisisvita to my enjoyment of the building) to 10 (Thisimpedes my enjoyment of the
building), with 5 being a neutral ranking (This doesn’t affect my enjoyment of the building), please rank
the following aspects of Kellogg House:

__thekitchen



__faculty offices

__thelivingroom

__Matt ColeLibrary

__TheGISLab

__TheForest Garden
__Thehistorical value of the building
__The aesthetics of the building



Appendix 3D. CESListserver Survey Responses
Faculty Responses
Number of

Responses
Put an x next to all of the useswhich you use Kellogg House
and itsimmediate vicinity for:

___cooking

___studying

1f __meeting with professors

__using the public computers/printers

__group meetings

__usingthe GISlab

___gardening in the Forest Garden

__other (please specify)

library

faculty seminars

w

=N

Do you support theidea of moving the Center for Environmental Studiesinto
another building, either with the sciencesor the social sciences, asaway of
facilitating interaction among faculty of different disciplines?

1 __yes
2| __maybe (specify if possible why)
2 no

__ldon’'t know.

Do you support theidea of having CESin a newly constructed, environmentally ow impact building?
(1=high support, 10=very low support)
Responses:

o P W oo

On ascaleof 1 (Thisisvital to my enjoyment of the building) to 10 (Thisimpedes my
enjoyment of the building), with 5 being a neutral ranking (Thisdoesn’t affect my
enjoyment of the building), please rank thefollowing aspects of Kellogg House:

kitchen faculty offices thelivingroom Matt ColeLibrary GISlab Forest Garden historical value aesthetics

8 5 9 8 1 5 5 5
3 1 1 1 2 3 2 2
5 3 2 1 5 1 5 1
3 2 5 5 4 6 5
3 2 5 5 3 3 3
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Student Responses

number of
responses

If you area student, how often do you use Kellogg House
(thebuilding that the Center for Environmental Studiesislocated in? (put an x next to your
answer)

NN

21

[os]e))]

__a never
__b. once or twice a semester
__C. 1-2timesamonth

__d. 1-2timesaweek

__e 3-4timesaweek

__f. 50r moretimes aweek

Put an x next to all of the uses which you use Kellogg House and itsimmediate vicinity for:

24
40
23
31
28
12
10

P B DN NN

___cooking

__studying

__meeting with professors
__using the public computers/printers
__group meetings

__usingthe GISlab

___gardening in the Forest Garden
__other (please specify)

sleeping

drink tea and read newspapers
chillin w/ friends

class

cozy fires

Do you support the idea of moving the Center for Environmental Studiesinto another building,
either with the sciences or the social sciences, asaway of facilitating interaction among faculty
of different disciplines? (Put an x next to your answer)

__yes
__maybe (specify if possible why)
_ho

__| don’'t know.

Do you support theidea of having CESin a newly constructed, environmentally low impact building?
(1=high support, 10=very low support)

number of 1s
number of 2s
number of 3s
number of 4s
number of 5s
number of 6s
number of 7s
number of 8s
number of 9s

number of
10s

9

OFr OFRPOO0OFON

On ascaleof 1 (Thisisvital to my enjoyment of the building) to 10 (Thisimpedes my
enjoyment of the building): with 5 being a neutral ranking (Thisdoesn’t affect my
enjoyment of the building), please rank the following aspects of Kellogg

House:
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faculty theliving Matt Cole Forest historical

kitchen offices Room Library GISlab Garden value aesthetics
number of 1s 10 1 13 11 2 10 2 3
number of 2s 11 5 14 12 6 9 9 13
number of 3s 8 9 8 8 1 10 4 12
number of 4s 3 8 3 2 1 4 5 5
number of 5s 1 19 1 6 30 6 19 9
number of 6s 1 0 1 1 2 2 2 1
number of 7s 2 0 1 1 1 0 1 0
number of 8s 0 1 2 1 0 1 1 1
number of 9s 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
number of 10s 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0




Appendix 3E. Williams College Economics Department Faculty Survey.

1) How would you rate the quality of the following aspects on a scale of
1(excellent) to 10 (needsto berenovated). If you don't know, write
0
___ classrooms
__ offices
__ thefloor plan
___lounges and other social spaces
___theorigina (front) of Stetson
___theadditions (the back parts of Stetson)

2) on ascale of 1(Crucial) to 10 (not needed), rank the importance of
thefollowing in aRENOVATED Stetson Hall.

___ expanded and improved office space

___ more common spaces for interdepartmental gathering

___more common spaces for student/professor interactions

__ preservation of the original facade of the original building

___ preservation of the later additions (where most offices are)

3) When amajor renovation occurs, the surrounding buildings and open
space might be encroached upon. On ascale of 1 (irreplaceable) to 10
(easily replaced), rank the personal importance of the following nearby
buildings. if you don't know, write 0.

__ Fernald House (Econ dept.)

__ Seeley House (Econ dept.)

__ Kellog House (CES)

4) One possibility for an expanded Stetson isto relocate the Economics
and Language departmentsinto the building, thereby concentrating most of
the Division || departmentsinto one building. Rate this possible
conglomeration on ascale of 1 (desirable) to 10 (disruptive).

5) Was comfortable office conditions and accomondations a consideration
while considering Williams? Rate this consideration on ascale of 1
(very important) to 10 (negligible).

6) Onascaleof 1 (excellent) to 10 (miserable), rate your officein
Fernald or Seeley. Please indicate which building.



Appendix 3F. Economics Department Survey Responses

Rank following aspects of Stetson:

classroms offices floor plan lounges and the original (front) the additions
Other social spaces of Stetson

1 7 7 1 1 8

5 7 8 5 1 8

8 8 10 7 2 10

10 10 8 2 10

10 10 3 10

10 5

Per sonal I mportance of near by buildings (1=high, 10=low)
Fernald Seeley Kellogg

1 1 5
5 5 5
5 7 6
5 8 10
6 10

8 10

9 10

Should the Economics Department berelocated to be with other Division 2

departments?
(1=very good idea, 10=terribleidea)
1

~NOoO o wnN

10

Wer e office Conditionsimportant in choosing Williams?(1=very important, 10=not important)
1

~Nw N R

10
10



Importancein arenovated Stetson: (1=very important, 10-not important)

expanded and | more common spaces| more common spaces| preservation of | preservation

improved office | for interdepartmental | for student/faculty | original fagcade of of the
space Gathering interaction original building | later additions
1 1 1 1 8
1 1 1 1 10
1 1 1 1 10
1 1 2 2 10
1 5 5 3 10
1 5 7 5 10
1 9 9 5

Rate officein Fernald or Seeley.

Fernald
5
8

Seeley

1
1
10




Appendix 3G. Student Survey Responses

Question 1. where do you study on campus?
Sawyer [ Schow |Goodrich | Baxter CES Bronfman| Room Other
64 58 33 29 12 10 80 16
Question 2: on a scale of 1(Crucial) to 10 (not needed), rank the importance of the following in a RENOVATED Sawyer library. If you don't know, write 0.
| | #ofl's | #o0f2s | #of3s | #of4's | #of5s | #of6s | #of7s | #of8s | #0f9s # of 10's
late hours/all night hours 21 12 9 5 9 4 3 7 8 6
group study spaces | 15 15 20 8 11 9 4 3 5 2
individual study spaces 26 13 12 8 10 2 5 7 3 2
expanded computer services 9 13 15 12 9 1 10 8 4 3
Question 3: what are the most important characteristics of a study space? Rank from 1 (very important) to 10 (not important)
#of 1l's # of 2's # of 3's # of 4's # of 5's # of 6's #of 7's # of 8's #of 9's # of 10's
comfort 33 21 17 9 5 2 1 1 1 0
availability of computers 12 16 15 17 12 6 5 2 3 2
proximity to dorm/location 8 22 18 8 14 5 5 6 2 2
lack of noise/distractions 39 18 9 5 4 5 3 2 3 2
able to talk or study in group 13 16 11 17 12 6 6 8 3 1
open late/all night | 20 20 8 11 8 4 2 8 1 5
Question 4: How many hours a month do you spend in Sawyer Library? 0-5 5.-15 15-30 30-60 60+
| | | | | | 36 24 14 13 6
Question 5: On a scale of 1 (very important) to 10 (not important), how important is a 24 hour study space to you?
#of 1's #of 2's # of 3's # of 4's # of 5's # of 6's #of 7's # of 8's #0of 9's | #of 10's
16 10 10 6 11 7 2 10 11 9
Question 6: On a scale of 1 (very important) to 10 (not important), rank the importance of the following parts of Stetson.
| #of 1l's # of 2's # of 3's # of 4's # of 5's # of 6's #of 7's # of 8's # of 9's # of 10's
classrooms 1 3 9 3 5 6 5 5 4 7
professor offices 1 0 8 7 10 5 5 7 8 9
the floor plan 0 0 1 0 5 4 3 14 8 40
lounges/social spaces 3 3 2 5 9 5 4 10 2 5
the original (front) of Stetson 42 19 8 3 1 2 1 1 0 1
the additions (back wings) 2 1 1 3 12 2 11 7 3 18
Question 7: When a major renovation occurs, the surrounding buildings and open space might be encroached upon. On a scale
of 1 (irreplaceable) to 10 (easily replaced), rank the personal importance of the following buildings. If you don't know, write 0.
#of 1's #of 2's # of 3's # of 4's #of 5's # of 6's #of 7's # of 8's #0of 9s | # of 10's
Fernald 3 1 1 2 0 1 2 2 4 17
Seeley 3 1 0 1 3 0 2 3 6 13
Kellogg 18 9 4 3 3 1 1 0 3 3
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Appendix 3H. Student Circulation Survey Text.

Thisisasurvey for the ENVI 302 Environmental Planning class. We are studying the future renovation of
Stetson and Sawyer. In thissurvey, we are trying to determine the amount of use that pedestrian walkways
around Stetson and Sawyer receive. We would appreciateit if you could take afew minutesto fill out this
survey. Filling out this survey and returning it to us will automatically enroll you in adrawing at the end of
the semester for a chance to win $25. Fill in an x next your answers.

1. How often on average do you use the sidewalk between Sawyer and Brooks Rogers?
() a lessthan once aweek
() b. 1-3 times aweek
() c. 4-7 times aweek
() d. morethan 7 times aweek

2. When using the sidewalk between Brooks Rogers and Sawyer, where are you often walking from or
going to? (Check all that apply)

() a the Dodd area

() b. the Mission area

() c. Baxter and the Frosh Quad

() d. Greylock

() e. the Science Quad

() f. the Odd Quad or Goodrich

() g. the Row Houses

3. Doyou often use a bike on the sidewalk between Brooks Rogers and Sawyer?
()yes ()no

3. How often on average do you use the sidewalks that pass between Sawyer and Stetson?
() a lessthan once aweek
() b. 1-3 times aweek
() c. 4-7 timesaweek
() d. morethan 7 times aweek

4. When using the sidewal ks between Stetson and Sawyer, where are you often going to or coming from?
() a the Dodd area
() b.the Mission area
() c. Baxter and the Frosh Quad
() d. Greylock
() e. the Science Quad
() f. the Odd Quad or Goodrich
() g. the Row Houses

5. Do you often use a bike on the sidewalks that pass between Sawyer and Stetson?
()yes () no



Appendix 3I. Student Circulation Survey Results.

%

How often on average do you use the sidewalk between Sawyer

respondents
and Brooks Roger s?
28% 25( ) a. lessthan once aweek
29% 26/() b. 1-3 times aweek
20% 18() c. 4-7 timesaweek
22% 20/() d. morethan 7 timesa
week
When using the sidewalk between Brooks Rogersand Sawyer, whereareyou
often walking from or going to? (Check all that
apply)
42% 38() a the Dodd area
16% 15/( ) b. the Mission area
69% 62 () c. Baxter and the Frosh Quad
13% 12/() d. Greylock
20% 18() e. the Science Quad
16% 15/() f. the Odd Quad or Goodrich
11% 10/() g. the Row Houses
Brooks Rogers (other)
Stetson (other)
Sawyer (other)
Do you often use a bike on the sidewalk between Brooks Rogers and Sawyer ?
7% 6() yes | 79()no | 87.80%)
How often on aver age do you usethe sidewalks that pass between
Sawyer
and Stetson?
22% 20/() a lessthan once a week
30% 27/() b. 1-3 times aweek
16% 14() c. 4-7 timesaweek
31% 28 () d. morethan 7 timesa

week
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When using the siddewalks between Stetson and Sawyer, where areyou
often
going to or coming from?
39% 35() a the Dodd area
30% 27() b. the Misson area
42% 38 () c. Baxter and the Frosh Quad
13% 12/() d. Greylock
24% 22() e. the Science Quad
41% 37() f. the Odd Quad or Goodrich
8% () 9. the Row Houses
stetson (other)
Brooks Rogers (other)
Sawyer (other)
Griffin
Spring Street
Do you often use a bike on the siddewalks that pass between Sawyer and Stetson?
10%) 9%( ) yes 78()no | 87%
total that survey was sent to:
333 students
respondents:
90 students
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