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Section 1: The “Building From the Inside Out” Process

CHAPTER 1: LIBRARIES, PROGRAMMING, AND CITIZEN
PARTICIPATION

The Library as a Civic Building

There are few building types instilled with as much symbolism and importance as the
library. Libraries are a community’s center of learning and knowledge. Andrew Carnegie, noted
philanthropist and builder of libraries, proclaimed that a public library was “‘the very best gift
that could be given to a community.””' The unlimited access to information symbolized by these
buildings seems particularly important to Americans; although not specified in the Consiitution,
many people consider access to information a right as important as freedom of speech or religion.
This affection for libraries stems primarily from the information they contain, yet the physical
nature of a particular library building greatly affects its significance. A well-designed library can

inspire a community; a poorly designed one is simply a storehouse of information.

A library is the quintessential civic building. It is a building that is truly “of a city”*; a
place that helps define a community and proclaims that community’s attitude towards learning
and fellowship. The openness and societal interaction that a library attempts to foster reflect
their civic nature. A civic building has the unique responsibility to make everyone in the
community welcome, in addition to fulfilling the purpose for which it was built. While
community members may use the library in different ways, the resources and spaces of the

library should be equally open to all citizens. These civic responsibilities are often more

'Quoted in Clemmer and Smith. “Trends and Issues”, 13.

2Webster’s School and Office Dictionary. New York: Random House, 1995, 80.



important than the function of the building itself. Libraries, built to retain and distribute
information, actually spend only a small portion of their operating budget on the purchase of
library materials.> As Joseph Wheeler says about libraries in his book The American Public
Library Building: “It is neither a storehouse of books nor a refuge for the idle; neither is it

primarily a civic monument. It is alive with activity.”

A library, like any civic building, is a
place for people first, and then a place for books.

A library is a civic building not only because of the principles it represents, but also for
the opportunities that it advances. Libraries allow all members of a community to learn,
discover, and most of all, interact. If the main function of a library is simply to facilitate the
quick delivery of information to the patron, technological advances might eventually render them
obsolete®. Yet libraries are thriving in an age when people can obtain vast quantities of
information from a computer screen in the comfort of their own living rocms. This indicates that
a library’s importance is not entirely in what it contains, but also in what it allows.® Although

people visit libraries to obtain access to information, it is the socialization that occurs between

these patrons that is key to a library’s success.

The building of a new library, therefore, creates an unparalleled opportunity for
interaction. The process of people coming together and devoting their talents to create a place
that will endure brings the community together for a worthwhile purpose. Ideally, the building of

a new library creates a sense of community togetherness that will continue long after the

3Ron Martin states that between 9 and 12 percent of a library’s operating budget is spent on library materials (Martin,
11).

*Wheeler, Joseph. The American Public Library Building, 1.

5Abby Van Slyck argues the tendency of library buildings to do just this in the postscript to her book, Free to All. She
pleads for people to “...reinvent the public library as an American institution” (220).

Geoff Freeman, the architect from Shepley, Bullfinch, Richardson and Abbot (SBRA) working directly on the Eugene
Public Library design, made this point at the beginning of his presentation at the fourth community workshop, held

November 16, 1999.



construction of the building itself. The process is reminiscent of an old-fashioned barn raising,

albeit on a much larger, more expensive, and more complex scale.

The Challenges of Designing a Library

The act of constructing a new library is a momentous occasion. Yet while the building
of a library can be a memorable process, it is also very difficult. Along with accommodating
strict functional requirements, allowing flexibility for future uses, and serving a variety of users,
a library must reflect the nature of all libraries and the spirit of the community in which it exists.’
More than spatial requirements or material qualities, a new library must maintain the values of
community interaction and free access to information that all libraries represent. Yet since
libraries are symbols of a specific community, they must also reflect the values and distinct

qualities that give that community its character. This requires an unusually attentive and

symbolic building that still must suit its specific function.

As a building type, libraries are challenging to design. Libraries must allow for and
support a variety of specific functions. The physical requirements to support these functions
could include increased structure to support the weight of many books, or a large room to sort
them.? The construction of a library, however, must take into account activities and methods of
accessing information that do not yet exist. Many older libraries, for example, are now
experiencing the need to incorporate wiring to provide Internet access. Aesthetically, the
building must satisfy the community, but also incorporate a timeless quality so that it does not
appear dated in a few years. Although this type of monumental building offers an architect

unparalleled opportunities for free expression, enduring an entire community’s criticism can be

"Joseph Wheeler discusses the balancing act between functional and community needs on page 2 of his book, The
American Public Library Building.

*Wheeler, 2.



overwhelming. The monies to build the library often come from the community itself, which

may prompt a great deal of concern by financially conscious citizens and officials. This leads to

pressure to create an inexpensive yet efficient building.

Who Is Involved?

Perhaps the most difficult part of designing a library is accommodating all the people
with an interest in, and therefore an opinion about, its design. Libraries, like any large civic
building, involve a multitude of people and agencies in the design process. The traditional
method of architectural collaboration, where one architect-builder is employed by one client-user
of similar background and social status, ceases to apply. The sheer complexity and scale of large
civic buildings require the efforts of many. Although the master builder of a Gothic Cathedral
was in charge of all aspects of design and construction, today we would not wait a century or
more to complete a civic building! A building with the size and complexity of a library requires
an extensive design team: an army of professionals specializing in portions of the construction
process.” For example, a large civic building routinely employs two architecture firms: one from
out of the area with a national reputation in the building type, and a local firm to oversee the
design and construction processes. Then there are several types of engineers, a large
construction company, and consultants ad nauseam.

While a large civic building requires the talents of many professionals to design and
construct it, many more citizens will use the facility'®. In libraries, just identifying all of the
users presents difficulties. Each activity a library supports has a constituency of users with

different concerns and physical needs: staff members, researchers, avid readers, children, the

SFor a list of the professionals included in the Eugene Public Library’s design team, see Figure 2: The "Who's Who"
Library Web Page on page 21.

19Clemmer and Smith discuss the “...dilemma of responding to success” (2) regarding ever-increasing numbers of
users.



homeless, teenagers, even the illiterate. These people are all stakeholders, individuals
emotionally, administratively, or financially invested in the building. This could be anyone from
the person who walks past the building on her way to work to the City Councilor in charge of
distributing the money for the project to the person shelving books. Each of these stakeholders
will relate to the building in a different way, and each citizen will judge the success of the

building by how well it meets their needs.

Including Stakeholders in Library Design

Although all stakeholders have a valid point of view when it comes to the design of a
building, there can often be a divergence of beliefs between those responsible for completing the
project and those who will occupy the building. Those who are fiduciarially responsible for the
building may emphasize functionality, efficiency, and economy; those who will use the building
also require functionality, but may consider this functionality to include beauty, character, or a
specific program element. When, as usually is the case in a large civic building, the clients and
the users are separate groups of people, these differing outlooks can create dissatisfaction among
both groups. When those who help to create a building do not use this building, the architect and
even the clients may be unable to create a building that satisfies the needs of the users''. This is
usually a financial issue: although the funding for civic buildings comes from the community at
large, clients with fiduciary. responsibility often determine how to spend this money. This often

excludes those who may have the largest amount of interest in the building.

Devaluing citizen input, or not making an effort to truly listen to that input, is a tragedy

because it hinders attempts to create meaningful architecture, reduces interaction within a

Uyohn Zeisel discusses the difficulties inherent in designing for users rather than clients, and how to resolve them, in
his article “Fundamental Values in Planning With the Nonpaying Client”.



community, and increases citizen cynicism. Perhaps the most distressing result, however, is that
it prevents citizens from taking part in creating their environment. Citizens have the right to
participate in designing the physical structures that their tax money pays for and that define the
architectural fabric of their community. Edmund M. Burke proclaims: “Citizens should share in
decisions affecting their destinies. Anything less is a betrayal of our democratic tradition”'2.
Conversely, a community involvement process has the potential to empower stakeholders,
making it not only good for the building, but good for the lives of those who help to construct it.
Designing a library can catalyze the public’s interest in their community in addition to creating a

meaningful work of architecture.

Stakehoider Input Improves Design

There are many tangible benefits to involving the public in design. When all
stakeholders participate in the design process, the collaboration has the potential to enrich
architecture enormously. The potential for improvement in the functionality of buildings alone
justifies citizen involvement in architectural design. Christopher Alexander states that: “...the
users of a building know more about their needs than anyone else”."® Therefore, if designers
consulted the users of each activity, from browsing to storytelling to researching to congregating,
as to how the physical environment could best support their needs, it might correct many of the
small flaws that make a building uncomfortable or even impossible to inhabit, saving time, effort
and money. Knowing what users want in a building can increase its efficiency enormously,

while helping to cross the broad gulf between client and user. Designers and clients should

consult with users simply as a way to prevent costly mistakes.

2Burke,Edmund. “Citizen Participation Strategies”, 196.

BAlexander, Christopher. The Oregon Experiment, 42.



Yet citizen involvement should not stop with buildings that simply work well.
Collaboration between architect, client and user can create truly meaningful architecture:
buildings that create beauty from a deep understanding of their function and the people who built
them. This is particularly appropriate in a library, a building that can be the symbol for a
community. Architecture cannot accurately represent its context when it does not involve the
human portion of that context. When stakeholder input is truly considered, and combined with

the creativity of the architect, marvelous and functional buildings can resuit.

How Can Designers Consult Stakeholders?

Once a community determines that it wishes to invite citizen input, how does an architect
or a design team consider the views of all the stakeholders in a library project? Combining the
ideas of many individuals into one coherent building requires an excellent communication
process. This process must consider each person's views, but also recognize the expertise of
particular stakeholders. The library staff’s concept of how spaces should be configured might be
very different from the library patrons’. Yet each citizen holds a small piece of the true answer
for this building problem. So how can one combine needs of the client, in this case the city
organization responsible for constructing a library, with the needs of diverse user groups?

Citizens and designers must develop methods to facilitate communication between stakeholders

in order to produce architecture.

First of all, designers must help users understand how their decisions affect the physical
nature of the building. Many of the drawing techniques architects employ are difficult for others
to understand. Most architectural drawings only represent a portion of the finished building. A

floor plan, for example, is a specific architectural drawing looking at the floor from above after a



horizontal plane has been cut through the building and the top section removed'®. Even when
someone understands this concept, it can be difficult to envision this two-dimensional drawing of
one part of a building as a complete spatial experience. Communicating the ideas or needs
generated by such drawings can be equally difficult. Although most citizen participation
processes decree that participants should make decisions by consensus, generating the ideas or

comments to debate can be difficult if people misunderstand the design.

Still, some communities make a dedicated effort to elicit the views of all stakeholders in
the design process. This creates a new problem; each person involved in the design of the
building, whether it be the architect, user or client, has a different concept of the finished
building. Because many of these ideas only exist in the imaginations of the individual, and
because they often refer to issues of character or aesthetics rather than programmatic elements,
people may find it difficult to communicate them to others. Even when stakeholders clearly
understand their ideas, they may not be given a means with which to express them. This is not a
one-sided occurrence. The drawing conventions used by a designer may make no sense to a user
without the designer’s knowledge or visual understanding. As a result, well-meaning attempts to

incorporate citizen input become useless because of a simple lack of understanding.

"4Ching, Francis. Architectural Graphics, 2nd ed, 27.
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Programming and Citizen Participation

Programming

There are two commonly used methods of involving the public in the design of
buildings; soliciting public feedback during the programming phase of design and conducting a
citizen participation process throughout the design. Programming is a means used during the
entire design process, but is not truly design at all. Programmer William Pefia states simply:
“Programming IS analysis. Design IS synthesis”">. Programming is a means used to identify the
nature of the building that will be designed. Donna Duerk defines programming as “‘a plan of

procedure,””'®

a process that addresses the issues present in a building, and outlines how
designers can or should address these issues. Elements investigated in the programming process

include activity support, site constraints, budget restraints, even such details as what materials

might be used on the walls and floor.

The intention of programming is to seek and define the problems the design must
resolve. Programmers accomplish this through feasibility studies, need assessments, constructing
prototypes of buildings, researching the building type (case studies), and other methods. Work
sessions, interviews, observation and literature reviews are standard programming techniques’’.
The overall goal of programming is usually the program document, called a “project brief” in
Canada, a written record of the conclusions reached during the programming process. The
program document presents an investigation of specific issues--such as circulation, flexibility,

and energy efficiency--and facts--such as climate, context and the nature of the user—then

pefia, William. Problem Seeking, 18.

"Quoted in Duerk, Donna. Architectural Programming: Information Management for Design, 8.
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proposes concepts to resolve conflicts that this investigation has identified'®. The program
document “.. .states the mission(purpose of the project)...”"?; it describes what to include, why it

is important, and possible ways to organize these elements. Programming organizes the design

process and collects all of the information relevant to solving a particular design problem®.

Citizen Participation

Citizen participation is the “...direct involvement of the public in the definition of their

physical environment”?

. Also known as user participation or participatory design, this theory
has roots in the writings of political thinkers such as Thomas Jefferson and Henry David
Thoreau, and resulted from ignored, disgruntled citizens searching for a way to design with,
rather than for, the public in the nineteen sixties?>. Citizens first demanded participatory design
in urban planning projects as a way to reverse the damage done by misguided urban renewal
programs. This established the influence of the user; the next step was to develop a means of

incorporating citizen ideas directly into architectural designs, from houses to entire

neighborhoods.

There are several different theories on how to create a constructive participation process.
Determining one set method of participation is difficult because the stakeholders involved vary
in size and composition wildly from project to project. Christopher Alexander states that

participatory design begins with the formation of a user group, ideally five to seven people who

""These and other technigues used by programmers are listed and discussed in Henry Sanoff’s Methods of
Architectural Programming.

1®Donna Duerk uses terms such as issues, facts, and concepts in her book Architectural Programming to define her
own methods of programming, but these terms are applicable to all programming processes.

¥Duerk, 10.
®Duyerk, 10.

ASanoff, Henry. Integrating Programming, Evaluation and Participation in Design: A Theory Z Approach, 55.
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use different aspects of the building”. Yet participatory processes that involve large buildings,
such as a new library, may involve an entire community in a large workshop setting. The
processes people participate in range from a brief meeting where citizens review design drawings
to an intensive, consensus-based graphical and verbal process that extends throughout the entire
design and construction of the building. There is no one correct way to create a user

participation process; but the key elements seem be these:
e A consensus based process allowing everyone to voice her opinion.?*

¢ Anamount of responsibility given to the users in order to ensure their interest and dedication

to the process.”
e Anamount of real control over the process: the ability to make their decisions stick®.

* An accurate representation of the trade-offs and concerns of a project, including budget, site,

. . . .- . . 27
and architectural concerns, in order to make realistic decisions™’.

How Does Each Discipline Incorporate Stakeholder Input?

Programming is a means that involves citizen input as just one element in a larger picture

of human behavior. One strength of programming in determining the user's desires lies in its

ZRandy Hester briefly recounts the beginnings of citizen participation in his article “Wanted: Citizen Participation with
a View”.

BAlexander, 59.

2 Henry Sanoff states that “All individuals and interest groups should come together in an open forum” (“Participatory
Design in Focus”, 17) in order to express their views and make compromises.

1n his article “Design Participation; New Roles, New Tools,” John C. Carp summarizes John Habraken's book
Supports, an Alternative to Mass Housing, which suggests that *...the remedy would be to restore the responsibility
of the user, supplying him or her with a tangible sphere of control” (Carp, 126).

®Sherry Arnstein investigates the difference between * the empty ritual of participation”, and *...having the real power
needed to affect the outcome of the process” (216) in depth in her landmark article “A Ladder of Citizen

Participation”.

TEducation as a facet of participation is vital to many participatory processes, including Edmund Burke’s strategy of
“Education Therapy” in his article “Citizen Particpation Strategies.”
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reliance upon research about human behavior. Rather than presenting the design directly to the
users for comment, the programming process uses objective research procedures to learn about
d 28 Th. ld . l . . . . .

user needs. 1his could mvolve interviewing stakeholders about their goals for the building, or
even about general architectural or behavioral preferences. Programmers mi ght also observe the
current environment to note behaviors that will require support, or even apply general
sociological or psychological knowledge about people in general to specific design issues. This
knowledge compensates for the needs of particular users and can create spaces that work for all

users, not just those included in a participatory user group?. Unfortunately, programming does

not always directly involve stakeholders.

Citizen participation directly involves stakeholders in decision-making and design
processes. One goal of citizen participation processes is to come as close to the original client-
architect relationship as possible; a meaningful collaboration throughout the entire process, with
each person using their particular strengths to create a functional and beautiful building.
Participation advocates sometimes value hands-on participation more for its social benefits than
for its architectural ones. Many participatory design strategies consider making the user a valued
and empowered participant in the design process as or even more important than creating

functional architecture.

Participation relies upon the user to generate ideas, provide feedback, and collaborate in
the design process. In asking for direct input, citizen participation assumes that users know more
about their environment than anyone else, and that this knowledge is an important contribution to
the design process. The architects provide their expertise to create architectural solutions and

change ideas into space but, ideally, are not in charge. Citizen participation has a great deal to

BSanoff, Henry. Integrating Programming, Evaluation and Participation in Design: A Theory Z Approach.
1.
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offer the field of architecture because it can create functional buildings, give the building’s users
a sense of ownership, and produce a stronger design overall. Participation, however, does not
always allow for when users or architects do not bring up important issues. If all the
participants’ minds are on the same track, or if the facilitator fails to address an important topic

during the participation process, the design may suffer as a result.

How Can Citizen Participation and Programming Be

Used to Include Stakeholders?

With a building as large as a new library, the traditional small user group may be
representative of only a tiny portion of the population. How can a user group take the opinions
of other users into account? The ways in which programming and participation involve people in
design have their merits, but it is difficult to evaluate when and how to use these methods,
especially since designers often use them in tandem, adulterated, “whatever works” forms. An
investigation of a real situation is needed to determine how the application of participation and
programming can assist the incorporation of user input. Although there has been significant
research into both theories, few architects use or even know of this knowledge. When most
architects attempt to involve people in the design process, they use their experience of what has
worked to solicit input in the past, rather than consulting research on the subject. Therefore,
most existing design processes do not fit the mold of any of the published theories. By critically
examining how designers involve stakeholders in a citizen participation process, methods of
participation and programming can be refined and promoted.. A library can be an ideal case

study for the interaction of participatory design and programming: the number and complexity of

®|ndeed. Frederick Wulz. in his article “The Concept of Participation” suggests that this representation is actually a
form of participation.



the stakeholders and its importance as a symbolic, civic building provide many avenues for

discussion as to how to include people in the design of an important work of architecture.

15
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CHAPTER 2: THE STORY OF THE “BUILDING FROM

THE INSIDE OUT” PROCESS

Beginnings

In October of 1997, the city of Eugene began the long process towards constructing its
new library. Eugene had been trying for several years to turn its vision of this library into a
reality. The Eugene City Council had proposed several bond measures to fund library
improvements; all had failed, some by narrow margins. These include the Pankow project, and
early 1980’s endeavor that suggested incorporating a library as part of a large corporate building,
and the Sears Building Project, which advocated remodeling the existing Sears building at 10th
and Charnelton. By this time, citizens and voters were well versed with the possibilities and
problems of constructing a new library. Therefore, City Council did not initially propose a

solution, but went back a step and tried to define the problem.

The Mavyor's Library Improvement Committee

Before the City Council brought idea of a new library to the voters again, they wanted to
investigate what the existing library conditions were, then look at how to improve them. Some
form of library improvements need to occur, and this new committee set out to determine what
the improvements should be. The Eugene City Council formed the Mayor’s Library
Improvement Committee on October 8, 1997 to determine how to rectify the current library’s
cramped conditions and out-of-date building. The Mayor’s Library Improvement Committee
investigated to determine if a new library was in fact necessary. Eugene mayor James Torrey

nominated the members of this committee, and the City Council confirmed their nominations.
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The committee’s goal was “‘...to develop a plan and funding mechanism for improved library
services and facilities”.”* In order to accomplish this, they looked at other libraries around the
Northwest, met with community representatives, and attempted to determine the public’s
opinion. They attempted to educate the public about library issues by conducting *“Joumney to the
Center of the Library”, a tour of existing facilities. The Mayor’s Library Improvement
Committee then created citizen surveys and held community forums to gather citizen input.

To create a basis for their planned citizen forums, the Mayor’s New Library Committee
began their investigation with surveys designed to get an overall feel of what the citizens of
Eugene desired in their new library. The Library Advisory Committee devised one survey to
give to library patrons and one to send out to random voters. There were two library patron
surveys, one for adults, and one for children. Library staff distributed these to every tenth visitor
to the check out desk, and 829 adults and 125 children returned the surveys. Because patron
surveys only involve present users of the library, 600 initial voter surveys were also sent out to
randomly chosen Eugene voters in order to try to achieve a statistically valid 400 voters, and 372
responses were returned after a second mailing of surveys.

None of the surveys were statistically valid due to the small number of responses, yet the
content of the surveys were informative. The Mayor’s Library Improvement Committee
attempted to determine what library resources are the most used, and what improvements needed
to occur. Books were overwhelmingly the number one library service, although fiction versus
non-fiction usage varied by survey. Improvements were also overwhelmingly suggested,
specifically, a larger space; either a new library itself or just more places to sit and be quiet.

Citizens also requested a particular resource, more of the current resources, or revisions to library

policies and hours.

3"Mayor’s Library Improvement Committee (MLIC). “I’s Time! New and Improved Library Services and Facilities for
the City of Eugene,” 3.
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Community Forums

The City Council asked the Mayor’s Library Improvement Committee to “...work in
partnership with library stakeholders, including but not limited to the Friends of the Library, the
Eugene Public Library Foundation, and ABLE, a private literacy advocacy group”®. The
committee accomplished this directive by creating a series of participatory forums. They held a
series of five workshops intended to allow the public to give their input on library improvements
throughout Eugene in the Northwest, Northeast, Southwest and Southeast regions, and at the
library itself. While the surveys gave the committee an idea of what features Eugene citizens
would like to include in their library, the workshops also gave them an idea of what this library

meant to Eugeneans.

The Mayor’s Library Improvement Committee (MLIC) drew several conclusions from
these forums. As expected, the Committee determined that a new library was indeed necessary.
They also recommended branch libraries because the downtown location of the main library
made it difficult for some citizens to utilize the facility. Two new branches were suggested: one
in the Northwest sector of the city and one in the Northeast sector, determined by population
growth and geographical distances, with additional branches added later. The first branch is
slated to open in the summer of 2000. Although residents may have desired branch libraries for a
considerable time, they might not have come about if the City Council persisted in creating only
a new main library. The incorporation of citizen input by the Mayor’s Library Improvement
Committee allowed the citizens to state this as a maiﬁ priority. The implementation of branch
libraries in storefronts provided a nearly immediate improvement in library facilities, rather than
the lengthy process of creating a new main library. The input of the citizens provided an

efficient, immediate solution to the some of the library’s problems.
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“It's Time!”

The Mayor’s Library Improvement Committee devised the report “It’s Time! New and
Improved Library Services for the City of Eugene,” from citizen input, library visits, and their
own knowledge. This report affirmed that a new library was necessary and suggesting what that
new library should include. This document was a sort of touchstone for programmatic issues,
determining the criteria for making trade offs. Although this document discusses character and
aesthetic issues, its main objective was to determine the nature of library improvements, the

source of their funding, and the criteria from which to make critical decisions.

The recommendat_ions of the Mayor’s Library Improvement Committee were: a new
main library, branch libraries, improvement of library services (e.g. extended hours), and
continuing public involvement in the design process. The New Main Library was determined by
Oregon “Standards for Public Libraries: 1994 to be 100,000 square feet by the year 2020, at a
minimum size of 75,000 square feet. The Committee strongly supported using Urban Renewal
funds to pay for the new library. The design recommendations of the Committee address such
issues as size, expansion possibilities, parking, included services, and technology; even possible
hours. Perhaps most interesting, however, is the list of “Desired qualities”. This section lists
everything that was not a quantifiable element of the building. This included such items as

32 o “comfortable and welcoming” to

“simple, well-laid out, easy to use, with good signage
“works well as a library” “would qualify as a national historic site in 100 years”. The MLIC
listed in one section items that an architect might classify in several different categories,

combining the ideas of a well-organized building, specific architectural details, and character

issues, rather than separating these as an architect would. This illustrates how citizens and

IMLIC, 3.
2MLIC, 9.
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designers might think differently, and the difficulties present in attempting to resolve any of

these issues.

Perhaps the most significant outcome of this investigation was the recommendation of
the Mayor’s Library Improvement Committee to continue a participatory process throughout the
design of the library. The committee stated that, “This element should include advisory
committees as well as public forums, and may include design charrettes as a part of the
process”.”> They proposed neighborhood boards, branch libraries, and a geographically diverse
new library committee to facilitate this process, presetting the agenda of the process to an extent.
The Eugene City Council then formed the New Library Advisory Committee (NLAC) from the
members of the Mayor’s Library Improvement Committee in order to design and facilitate a user-
participation process. The NLAC members were a user group in and of themselves, and took
responsibility for the incorporation of input from the greater public. And so the “Building From

the Inside Out” process to design the new Eugene Public Library began.

Maijor Players

As Eugene funds and bond measures fund the new library, its construction involves
every citizen of Eugene to some extent. Yet not everyone has the time or interest to devote to a
design process, and most of those that do can only give their time for a part of the process.
Therefore, as in any democratic process, the community must delegate specific people to
represent their wishes and concerns. The design charrettes, a group made up Eugene Library

staff and city planning and management officials, is responsible for making the final decisions if

BMLIC, 9.
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no consensus can be reached, and so are the most “in charge” of the project. The people with
consistent day-to-day involvement in the process are the Library Project Manager, the principal
architect, and the head of the Library Citizens’ Advisory Committee. These three people have
the most contact with the needs and constraints of this particular design problem. Their
understanding of the nature of this library shaped the design of the library itself, and the manner
in which other citizens participated in its design. Therefore, it is important to know each

person’s vision for this important building.

Carol Hildebrand, Library Project Manager.

Library Project Manager Carol Hildebrand’s duties, as specified by the “Designing From
the Inside Out” web page, are to “Establish Library Needs and Review Alternatives™*. As the
library’s representative to the design team and to the City Council, Ms. Hildebrand has possibly
the most comprehensive view of the design process. As a member of the Library Policy Group,
she is the only person involved in the project on a day-to-day level that is a member of the final
decision-making committee. As a library employee, she knows the functional needs that the new
library must serve, and she works closely with the design team and the city to meet those needs
with an architectural solution. Ms. Hildebrand is acutely aware of the emphasis that a
community can place on their library; she compares them to living rooms, something intensely
personal and often used. She also understands, however, that the staff requirements and

functionality of a library must sometimes take precedence over the stakeholder’s ideas.

Carol Hildebrand is primarily concerned with “creating a library that works™*. She feels

that a working library will be evident in two ways. The first is to avoid costly architectural

*Eugene Public Library (EPL) website, “Who's Who", <http://www.ci.eugene.or.us/Library/Releases/ whoswho.htm>
35Carol Hildebrand Personal Interview, 11/04/1999.
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mistakes that interfere with the library functions. Her worst-case example is the new
Washington Library in Chicago, designed in 20-foot structural bays that do not accommodate 3-
foot wide library stacks. She defines a successful building in part as one that requires only a
small amount of adjustment after its occupancy. Citizen participation is useful to this because it
can reduce the possibility of errors. Secondly, she hopes to see a significant increase in use, both
in the overall number of users and in their diversity **. In a good library, this increase should
continue even after the newness of the building wears off. Accomplishing this goal depends
partially on library materials and services, but mainly concerns making the new library a
meaningful place where Eugeneans want to spend their time. A participatory process is essential
to this goal, because it creates a sense of ownership in the building as well as allowing the
citizens to develop the library’s character into something that suits its purpose and its
community. Overall, Ms. Hildebrand wishes to create a building the citizens of Eugene can be

proud of and enjoy.

Ms. Hildebrand fervently supports the idea of citizen participation, especially that which
enhances the efficiency of the building. In her opinion, functionality should be primary in a
library design, and including citizen input ensures that the building works as well as possible.
Providing a forum for citizens to discuss their needs in the new library is an excellent way of
avoiding costly mistakes and creating a building that Eugeneans will enjoy. While Ms.
Hildebrand believes in the concept of participation, she also believes it should be limited
somewhat; not every stakeholder should be involved in every design decision. Ms. Hildebrand
asserts that the different constituencies of stakeholders possess distinct spheres of influence in
the design of the library building that do not always overlap, especially between staff and library

patrons. The staff areas are key and critical, but the major square footage of the building goes to

%Hildebrand Interview.
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the user’’. The library patrons should help to design the public areas of the library, and largely
determine its character. The staff, however, should decide the configuration of staff areas, such
as the placement of the checkout desk. The different constituencies of users that a library must
serve, such as the users of the conference center, the children’s library, the periodicals section, or
the non-fiction areas, may also participate only in certain ways. Each group has a different area
of expertise and will affect a different area of the design, yet this process should provide patrons
and staff the ability to participate equally. Ms. Hildebrand’s notion of the design team’s duties is
similarly limited. Her belief is that the architects’ part in the design is almost entirely limited to
the design of the outside of the building. The programmatic elements, their arrangement, and, in

part, their character will all be determined by the users and staff.

Jim Robertson: Principal Architect

The primary architects for the new library are Robertson/Sherwood Architects (pc),
represented in this project by principal Jim Robertson. Robertson/Sherwood practices some form
of citizen participation in all of their projects, but they are fervently committed to the concept in
this project. Mr. Robertson believes a new library is a “once in a lifetime” project for any
community and any designer; as a Eugene native, he is determined to make this library good. His
overall goal in incorporating participatory design is to give the users a sense of ownership in the
project. He believes that if the public does not have the sense that this design is created by *us”
instead of “them”, the design process becomes as restrictive as that favored by Frank Lloyd
Wright where the architect controls the final project and simply informs the client when they can

move in.

Hildebrand Interview.



25

Mr. Robertson wishes to create a building that inspires community pride. He suggested
future letters to the editor of the local newspaper as a method of discovering general opinion
about the building, and therefore determining its success®®. In addition, he thinks a truly
successful library building would become a landmark for the town and a necessary stop on a tour
of Eugene, qualities somewhat determined by its exterior appearance. This after-the-fact
feedback, however, would only be necessary from people who were not directly involved in the
process. With those who are involved, the NLAC or even a one-time workshop participant, Mr.
Robertson expects to receive much more immediate feedback. Ideally, upon revealing the final
design for the building in February, these citizens would prociaim, “Oh, it’s just how I imagined
it would be”. This goal requires not only the willingness to abide by citizen ideas and needs, but

also excellent methods of communicating how those needs get translated into physical space.

This particular design involves a much larger group of stakeholders than
Robertson/Sherwood has dealt with before, and this created some difficulties in bringing
participation to a larger audience. Talking to thirty or forty people who will use a facility for the
one specific purpose is quite different from attempting to solicit input from thousands of users
who will perform countless activities. Mr. Robertson expressed concern that a few individuals
would take over the outlets for response, preventing others from being able to express their
opinions. The design team attempted to take special measures at the workshops to ensure that

each person felt comfortable expressing their opinions.

Julia Aspinwall-Lamberts: Head of the New Library Advisory Committee

The New Library Advisory Committee, chaired by Julia Aspinwall-Lamberts, acts as a

user group in the design process, and obtains input from the public. The NLAC’s

*%Jim Robertson Personal Interview, 1/27/2000.
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responsibilities, as listed in the “Building From the Inside Out web page”, are to “Represent
Public Interest” and “Provide Design Recommendations”.*® This group is comprised of members
of the Mayor’s Library Improvement Committee, and therefore has the advantage of being
involved throughout the process. The New Library Advisory Committee was almost wholly
responsible for obtaining user input: they determined how the information would be collected,
they were the recipients of this information, and they then helped to interpret that information
into the actual design. The NLAC also acted as a user group in and of itself, providing the
design team with a user group’s input without having to consult the community before they had
enough new information to make a workshop feasible. Ms. Aspinwall-Lamberts worked closely
with the design team and library staff, and was mostly responsible for organizing the community
forums. She and the NLAC as a whole were the collection mechanism for citizen input, bringing

their own ideas to the table as well as those from the larger community.

Julia Aspinwall-Lambert’s goals for the new library are similar to Carol Hildebrand and
Jim Robertson’s goals. Citizens would heavily use a good library, and create a need to expand
up to the fourth floor soon after its construction. Just as important is how people talk and feel
about the library, that it should create a sense of community pride. She also mentioned a stop on
a Eugene city tour as a clear indication that people favored the new library. Another measure of
the future library’s success is how it contributes to the quality of life of the community. A strong
library can be an asset in drawing more large employers to town. The current library is a sore
point, but a new library can easily be a showcase to people from outside the community. The
new library can attract people in the community and promote Eugene to other communities.

Citizen participation is vital to Julie Aspinwall-Lambert’s goal to create truly meaningful

architecture and foster citizen pride in the library.

¥EPL, "Who's Who".
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Julia Aspinwall-Lamberts loved her involvement in the “Building from the Inside Out”
process; she considers it the best-run process she has ever participated in. In fact, she
commented that the process went “almost too smoothly”®. Julia Aspinwall-Lamberts felt there
were few surprises during the process; few issues came up in the community forums that the
NLAC and the design team had not previously discussed. She attributes this partially to the
readiness of the community: after going through so many processes to develop a new library, the
citizens of Eugene were well prepared to design their new library, but it also shows the
thoroughness and effectiveness of the participatory process. If new issues came up at each
workshop, it would indicate they did not include a key constituency or failed to explore a major
issue*’. She believes that the range of ages present at the workshops shows the diversity of the

stakeholders, and the smoothness of the process argues its success.

While these three individuals helped to shape the process, they did not control it. These
individuals may have decided which questions to ask, but they could not determine how the
citizens would answer. As a result, the process has caused some surprises, sorhe headaches, and
created a building significantly different from anyone’s initial conception. The community
nature of the library supported a community nature of design. How citizen input shaped the

design of this building is one investigation into how citizen participation can shape architecture.

“3ulia Aspinwall-Lamberts Personal Interview, 1/21/2000.

4 Aspinwall-Lamberts Interview.
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Let’'s Build a Library!

Measure 20-02 and Choices if Space is Limited in a New Building

After the City Council received the “It’s Time” report in July of 1998, they created
measure 20-02 for the Nov. 3, 1998 ballot. This was a “...measure authorizing a four-year serial

levy for library improvements and service enhancements”*

. The measure would raise 8.76
million dollars over four years, from 1999 to 2003. The remaining funds from the library came
from Urban Renewal funds and an extensive fundraising campaign. While this measure went to

the citizens, the New Library Advisory Committee began to organize a citizen participation

process.

In November of 1998, slightly before the first workshop, the design team and library
staff created a document, titled Choices if Space is Limited in a New Building. The questions
raised in this document range from determining the importance of stack area as opposed to
seating to investigating how the ventilation system should work. This document is the beginning
of the building program, a detailed document that attempts to define the entire design problem.
The authors of Choices asked questions intended to determine what type of spaces to include in
the building, such as the seating versus collection question debate, if citizens required meeting or
multi-purpose rooms, and if volunteer library support groups should have their own space within
the library. They also addressed technical library issues, such as where to locate periodical back
files, and traditional architectural questions, such as where to place the bathrooms. The
document debates these issues in terms of pros and cons, reaching some agreements and goals for
the building. Many of these decisions had a technical component and did not affect the front

stage activities of the library, and therefore the authors may not have believed that stakeholders
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cared about these decisions. The design team asked other questions in this document specifically
so they could ask the public during the community workshops. This initial programming

document helped the design team prepare for the first workshop.

Creating an Open Participation Process.

The New Library Advisory Committee’s first decision was what Julie Aspinwall-
Lamberts called a “no-brainer”: to create as public and open a process as possible®’. Their
meetings, by law** and by choice, were open to the public. The NLAC then decided that they
would mainly use a series of forums to gather citizen input. They chose this strategy because it
is a common method of obtaining input and was quite familiar to them and to the library staff.
They also believed it would provide the greatest possibilities for interaction between themselves,

the design team, and the citizens of Eugene.

Although forums would be the main source of citizen input, the NLAC wished to create
as many possibilities as they could for citizens to respond to library designs. The library staff
created the “Building From the Inside Out” web page, with design and construction updates,
responses from the workshops, even design diagrams and drawings. This web page provided
opportunities for feedback as well; it lists the e-mail addresses, telephone numbers and addresses
of Carol Hildebrand and her administrative aide, and names all of the people involved in the
process. The NLAC posted updates after each workshop, displaying selected material presented

at the workshops and community responses. Currently, the web page shows the timeline for

2General Election Information, Measure 20-02.

43Aspinwall-Lamberts Interview.
“The concept of open meetings and participation processes is mandated in Oregon’s Land-Use Planning laws, S.B.
100, Goal #1.
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building construction, a list of “who’s who”, and a “grocery list” of the citizen comments

considered in the design of the library.

The library itself became a place for gathering and receiving citizen input. The NLAC
displayed design drawings and information there after the workshops, with copies of the
workshop questionnaires available for comment. The NLAC also welcomed e-mails, telephone
calls, and letters from anyone interested in the library design. Citizens mailed in many comments
around the time of the first workshop, including pleas for a library mascot, such as the lions at
the New York Public Library, and relocating the Hult Center frog sculpture, to a new position
inside the library itself--showing that a new library design presents many unique and unplanned
opportunities. In addition, Carol Hildebrand made many separate presentations about the design

to include people that might ordinarily not be able to attend a workshop.

The NLAC’s greatest difficulty was to determine how to create a forum format that
would allow for the large number of people that wished to participate in the library design. They
wanted to maximize interaction between themselves, the citizens, and the design team, but also
wished to maintain an environment where everyone felt comfortable voicing their opinion. In
order for citizens to make informed decisions, the design team needed to state their current
definition of the architectural problem, requiring a period of introduction and explanation. The
NLAC created a format that attempted to allow the expression of each person’s viewpoint, while
presenting the library information in one large group. This format was two hours long,
consisting of a half-hour of viewing informational boards and informal discussion, followed by a
forty-minute to one hour presentation by the architects. The attendants then broke up into tables
of six to eight, each table headed by a NLAC member, a design team member, or one of the
library staff. The NLAC then asked citizens to give feedback on the drawings and presentation.

The table leaders had lists of questions to prompt the group if people were reluctant to express
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their opinions right away. This group session lasted about thirty minutes, followed by a wrap-up

session at the end if time permits.

The First Workshop: November 18, 1999

Organization and Presentation

The First “Designing from the Inside Out” workshop was held on November 18, 1998, in
the library conference room, with two sections at five and 7 p.m. The NLAC tried to give
citizens a clear overview of the project so that they could respond to initial ideas of how to solve
the problem as well as discuss what this library should be. In order to acquaint citizens with the
requirements of the library project, the design team prepared two large boards to give citizens the
scope and nature of the project. Ideally, Jim Robertson states, he would have made these
drawings available for viewing at the library before the workshop, but the design team could not
complete the work in time*’. One board included facts about the library, such as the increase in
usage over time, how many people use the library currently, and user demographics. The other.
boards displayed a preliminary building program. This board presented the program with both
text and graphics. The textual portion consisted of a list of spaces and their activities and uses.
The graphic that accompanied the text was a “bubble diagram”, a series of shapes representing
the basic sizes of the rooms arranged in a proposed configuration. This diagram is a visual way
of showing the spaces that will be included in the library, and presents a possible organization

but it should not suggest a form or schematic design. Before the presentation by the architects,

*Robertson Interview.
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citizens were encouraged to write their comments on 3x5 index cards and place them on the

drawings.*.

After citizens viewed the presentation, Jim Robertson and Geoff Freeman, the architect
from SBRA working on the project, gave a presentation introducing library issues and design
concepts. According to the library staff, part of this presentation focused on the trees around the
site, possibly presenting “the trees versus the best possible library,™” as mutually exclusive
concepts. Then people responded to questions about the general design in smaller groups. These
questions addressed very basic issues intended to provide the design team and NLAC with a
direction for further design work. The first question asked what would be the most effective way
of obtaining citizen input. Other questions concerned the size, material qualities, programmatic
elements, and the placement of the new library on the site. Most of these questions were trade-
offs, such as a long useful life versus square footage, for example. This line of questioning
attempted to give citizens an overview of the decisions and choices that designers and clients
must make in any project. The NLAC also asked Eugeneéms their opinions of the current library.
Finally, citizens discussed certain “controversial” issues, such as the placement of art and the

priority of sustainable design.

First Workshop Responses: How to Proceed?

Comments from the first workshop focused on programmatic aspects and the general
“feel” of the future building. The workshop produced both clear results and some interesting
responses, which library staff gathered for the design team’s use into the most frequent responses

and a list of all the responses. The attendees judged forums to be the best way to collect input,

“Williams, Anne. “Library Ideas Grand”, 2C.
4EPL, Library Staff Comment Sheets, Nov. 1998, 1.
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perhaps reflecting an effective workshop process. The library qualities citizens desired included
a library that was as large as possible, but considered quality materials and a long useful life
more important that overall square footage. Participants judged books more or equally as
important as seating, and citizens wished to incorporate both sustainable design and artwork into
the building. Many of the comments did not place great importance on the architecture of the
library at all. Some citizens placed a higher priority on accessibility and programs than the
actual physical nature of the library, which reflects the opinion that the best things about the
library were the staff, programs, and collection. In the new library, people mcst desired more
books and longer hours. The current library’s cramped, noisy conditions, however, were the
most common complaint. This seems to indicate that the architectural nature of a library may not
be an concern that the participants could specify, but that it mattered a great deal to how they

perceived the old building and possibly other spaces.

The unprompted responses from the attendees proved extremely interesting,
demonstrating the interest, conflict, and inspiration that the design of a library can generate.
Many citizens had similar ideas, showing that there is truly a specific commur'lity aesthetic and
attitude towards this library. People were pleased to be included and to have their opinions
valued. The desire for meaningful architecture was expressed more than once, sometimes even
at the expense of library requirements: “Make it wonderful--not just big.”® Participants
mentioned issues prevalent throughout the process, such as parking. People described the
character of a library as including light (particularly South light) and classic design, being cozy
and Eugenean, and possessing “Northwest Style”®. They also emphasized the importance of the

library as a community building and of energy conservation and sustainable design. Citizens

“8EPL, First Workshop Responses 3.
“Eirst Workshop Repsones, 12.
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mentioned art, children’s and teen areas, drop boxes, and parking as elements they wished to see

included in the library design.

The questions that the NLAC posed generated a number of answers not necessarily
architecturally related to the problem but very effective in determining library character. For
example, answers to the question “How large should the main library be?” included: “As
spacious and light-filled as possible™, a warning to “Avoid grand entries”, and “I don’t know--
comfortable chairs and quiet places” in addition to the more common and perhaps expected
estimates of square footage. When asked what this library should offer, participants offered
organizational as well as architectural ideas, such as a book exchange with the University of
Oregon Library System or extended hours. The intense, even conflicting nature of the comments
was also surprising. For example, some citizens considered artwork unnecessary while some saw
art as a vital and integral part of the building, not just something to display. Some people
believed the library must be functional first, while others believed, “Eugene needs more
community areas in which to interact--the library can serve this purpose”.”' Overall, this
workshop provided an interesting and somewhat rowdy introduction to the library design

process.

The NLAC held the workshops on Tuesday evenings. Thursday of the following week,
Jim Robertson and design team members met with the New Library Advisory Committee and
Carol Hildebrand to discuss the workshop responses. They quickly decided that in the next
workshop, someone should bring certain topics discussed at the tables to the attention of all the
participants. They decided to detach “floaters”, usually members of the design team, to note
important concepts and announce them to the group in a wrap-up after the discussions. After

absorbing the response from the workshop, the design team turned themselves to the tqsk of

°First Workshop Responses, 2.
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deciding what spaces to include in the building, and how to arrange them. It was time to finish

the program document and define the nature of the problem.

The Programming Phase

Who Was Involved?

For the programming process, the design team consulted the library staff rather than
library patrons. Members of the design team began meeting with the Library Management Team,
a group consisting of the heads of the library departments: Periodicals, Reference, Children’s etc.
These people often invited some or all of their staff as well. SBRA was heavily involved in this
phase of the project due to their large amount of experience with libraries. With these users, the
design team underwent a specific programming process that Robertson/Sherwood uses in all of
their design projects. In this process, the programmer writes individual goals, spaces, and ideas
on 3x5 cards and puts them up on a wall. The programmer includes every idea in order to assure
everyone of his or her value to the process and maintain a brainstorming attitude. Then, the
group organizes these cards into categories and identifies the ones that conflict. They then
discuss these conflicts, and throw the cards that do not address the overall goqls onto the floor.
The design team attempts to incorporate both thumbnail sketches and, hopefully, a sense of
humor into these discussions. This method seems especially useful because it involves all
participants, and the conflicts are resolved or at least discussed to everyone’s satisfaction.
Incorporating the library staff, the people who have the most library knowledge, also provides the

maximum opportunity for participation. This is an interesting intersection of programming and

SIFirst Workshop Responses, 14.
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participating, because it puts the staff in the position of being simply another expert in the

programming process.

The Library Program

After programming sessions with all of library departments, the design team created the
Library Program for Eugene Public Library, in March 1999. This document begins with site
diagrams including an analysis of the context, public and private zones and their probable
placements, and basic organizational concepts. These diagrams were not reflective of actual
room size, and only in few cases represented actual rooms as bubbles, but they did suggest ways
the spaces might be functionally organized. Next is what architects traditionally refer to as “the
program’, a written document or spreadsheet that lists room names and their sizes. This part of
the document is what a traditional designer would start out with in order to organize the spaces in
the building. The document then organizes these rooms into larger categories, such as the lobby,
meeting rooms, or Children’s area. It lists each category on a separate page, and gives every
room in that category square footage, furniture, and equipment requirements. On the opposite
page there is a short paragraph describing the character of the space in question, the same
descriptions that the design teams presented at the first workshop. This text attempts to
qualitatively define what the numbers quantitatively state. For example, on the “Children’s
Center” page, the numbers of computer stations, child tables and regular tables are listed to fulfill
the functional requirements. In the descriptive paragraph, it gives an idea of what this space
should be like: “All the senses are engaged in this place of learning and imagination, where

3152

children love to learn words and reading”>*. This document attempts to match static, numerical

S2Robertson/Sherwood Architects. Library Program, 34.
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Popular materials are a unique and substantial mission of the public library. New fiction and
nonfiction adult books, paperbacks and media are conveniently displayed for quick access.

8.0 Popular Library (New Books/Paperbacks/Mixed Media)

Staff
No Staff Position

(Part of Adult Services/Reference)

Staff Support Area
None
Public Area
Support

Paperback spinner (450 Books)

Seating

4 Lounge Chairs @ 40
4 Bench Seats @ 25 sf
4 Info Station @ 35 sf

Collections
Requested
Vols

New Bks 3,000

ltems

Video 3,000
CD 10,000
Talking Bk 5,000
18,000

Total (NSF)
Circulation Factor
Total (NASF)

Less circ %

NSF
100
Seats
4 160
8 100
4 140
16 400
Shelved
Vols
2,100 600
2,100 375
7,000 200
3,500 143
12,600 718
1,818
182
2,000

Figure 4: A Section of the Program Document Describing the Popular Fiction Area

(Robertson/Sherwood, Program Document, 36-7)
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requirements with a description of each space that requires the design team to think of an
architectural solution to illustrate that description. It also helps the design team to know what

unplanned activities might occur in a space and accommodate them in the design as well.

The Second Workshop: January 18, 1999

Presentation

About 100 citizens attended the second community workshop on January 18, 1999. The
first workshop had such good attendance, that the NLAC moved the next workshop to United
Methodist Church nearby. Participants of the workshop were “intensely interested and very
serious, though the mood was congenial”>. The main topic of discussion was a comparison of
“schemes” that were included with the building program. A scheme is a rough drawing of the
basic organization of a building. The design team intentionally simplified these schemes to
prevent the public from latching on to one idea®. Therefore, there were no internal walls, but
there was a clear footprint of the building in order to strike a balance between scale and
concreteness. These schemes showed a plan view of the site upon which was drawn a dark
outline describing where the outside walls might exist. Within this outline were shapes
representing specific areas of the library, and a grid pattern representing the possible placement
of structural elements. The bubbles were color coded to represent the area of the library they

were a part of: blue for library activities, pink for public activities, red for stairs, and so on.

33EPL, Second Workshop Memo.

*Robertson Interview.
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The design teams presented the schematic drawings for review before the workshop and in

packets distributed to each table.

Three Schemes

The goal of this workshop was to choose a scheme for the building. There were two
different schemes, C-a and Y-a, and a variation on the C-a scheme, C-c. All three schemes
placed the children’s area and some fiction on the main floor, reference and non-fiction on the
second floor. Scheme Y-a placed all of the fiction on the main floor, while C-a and C-c placed
some of the fiction on the third floor. In addition, all of the schemes placed service areas, such
as sorting, towards the south, on the alley side of the site. The main difference between the Y
and C schemes concerns the degree to which the building occupies the site, and the amenities
provided; a choice between expansiveness and efficiency. Y-a attempted to fill the entire site in
order to include a third story consisting of offices for future library expansion. C-ais a three
story building as well, but library functions take up all three stories. C-a and C-c also have
double and even triple-height spaces, shown on the scheme as white bubbles labeled “open”.
There were a few major differences concerning what each scheme included or left out. C-a, due
to its smaller footprint, included a children’s courtyard and preserved the existing trees on
Charnelton Street. Scheme Y-a did not include these amenities, but did have 101 parking spaces

to C-a’s 75 and provided room for expansion. Cc’s first three floors were identical to C-a, but

had the additional office floor.

After a presentation, the citizens broke into groups to discuss and select the best scheme.
Although the NLAC may have wished for a consensus-driven discussion, most tables recorded or
tallied each individual’s choice and comments. The simple majority favored scheme C-c with

the fourth floor of offices for a variety of reasons. C-c was favored slightly over C-a because of
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Other Building Issues and Two Major Developments

Although participants selected a scheme at this workshop, they had many ideas for
improvement. A few of these ideas became major features of the library, because they resolved
important design issues or represented exceptional serendipity and creativity. Citizens again
commented extensively about the amount and orientation of light in the building. Participants
also discussed security issues, especially in relation to the outdoor spaces. One table discussed
accessibility at length, with the general consensus being that they desired **...handicapped
accessible in the best way possible’”®. Stakeholders again made many suggestions about details,
down to carpeting patterns and requests for signage. The notion of a bookstore and a cafe was
also debated, with many people .questioning their viability. One citizen also suggested that the
design should “Take advantage of views of city--incorporate a TOWER (penthouse)”® This
workshop defined the issues that would drive this design and suggested solutions that became

major architectural features of the building.

Now that the a scheme had been selected, the design team set the task of developing a
building from this organizational structure. At this time, two major developments occurred that
became key points of the design. The first was the suggestion that the entry courtyard should be
enclosed in glass to create an atrium space. The New Library Advisory Committee was
enthralled with the idea, and the design team worked to design and fund this into reality. Also,
the notion of a new Eugene City Hall became a reality, reserving the new library’s office floor to

house City officials during the construction phase; creating a built-in tenant and source of funds.

388econd Workshop Responses, 3.
$Second Workshop Responses, 5.
®“Second Workshop Responses, 11.
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Meanwhile, the design team finalized the program and estimated the cost of the building, then

took these changing conditions and created a schematic plan.

The Third Workshop: May 20, 1999

Presentation

The design team had developed the scheme chosen at the second workshop into a
schematic plan that included walls, defined rooms, and suggested furniture placements. The third
library workshop was held on May 15, 1999. The schematic plan presented there reflected both
design revisions and citizen comments. The small curve in front of the entry courtyard in the
scheme became a sweeping arc that encompassed three fourths of the facade of the building. The
exterior entrance matured into an enclosed entry garden, and a grand stair was introduced as a
unifying element of the design. The design team added a young adult center as well as a gallery
for art and a children’s story room that were listed in the program, but not listed on the scheme.
Other elements of the program that citizens suggested, such as a writer’s room®, were not
included. Reflecting citizen comments, the three-story “entry garden” was entirely glazed, and
many windows were included in an attempt to bring in the light. These schematic designs
included furniture and landscaping, printed in the same color-organization as the scheme
presentations, and displayed at the second workshop. In addition, one part of the presentation

consisted of loose elevational studies, with three options for citizens to choose from.

Although the drawings presented at the workshop gave the public their first idea of what
the library might really look like, rather than how it might be organized, the library’s appearance

was not the complete focus of the workshop. Rather, the NLAC and the design team sought

81Second Workshop Responses, 11.
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of computer-rendered exterior perspective drawings, complete with material qualities and

landscaping.

Citizen Responses

The topic tables themselves came up with a number of ideas regarding their various
subjects. Citizens that participated at these tables had a wide variation in the type and degree of
knowledge they possessed about their chosen issues. The energy-conscious design table, for
example, used a great deal of specific terminology and requests in their discussion, such as
requesting flat computer screens and task occupancy sensors®*. The site issues group suggested
ways to be good neighbors to the other businesses on the block, specifically the Kiva. The Art
Integration tables seemed far more concerned with the quality of the integrated art and the fear
that “artists have to take [a] back seat to architects”®. The art tables did suggest notable ideas
such as incorporating pieces of the old building as artwork in the new, and placing art in the two-
story glass windows. Accessibility questions ranged from concern about the volubility of the
carpeting to the danger of slick materials® to the need to incorporate limited-vision devices
(suggested by the technology table)®” The technology table suggested equipment from
photocopiers to 17” monitors. The seeming lack of technical knowledge did not always give the
design team the specific answers, but did generate interesting insights into what a small group of

citizens considered important.

Perhaps because this workshop dealt with more subjective and technical issues, the

tables rarely reached a clear consensus. Some praised the overall design of the building,

SEPL, Third workshop notes, 2.
*Third Workshop notes, 3.
*Third Workshop notes, 5.
““Third Workshop notes, 20.
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A series of twelve easels with two boards on them filled one side of the meeting room. The top
board displayed one design drawing; plans, elevations, three-dimensional computer drawings,
and sections, while the bottom board consisted entirely of text. In the text, a number of bulleted
points listed ideas or concerns mentioned by citizens and how the design team addressed them.
The design team hoped that this display would show their attentiveness and responsiveness to
citizen input. Tables with tactile displays, a monochromatic model and selections of the
materials, from flooring to upholstery, that might be used in the library interior, were placed at
the back of the room. Although the design team showed no drawings of the interior of the
building, they selected the other drawings to give the public as comprehensive a view of the
building as possible. In the presentation Jim Robertson gave to the group, he attempted to
describe what the design team attempted to focus on, as well as what their important criteria for
the character of a library was. Both he and Geoff Freeman, an architect from SBRA, used
architectural terminology that I could comprehend but that might not be comprehensible to the

lay audience.

The architects attempted to list the issues they addressed or pondered in the design. In
return, they asked the public to come “back to the vision”, to try to determine what the overall
character of the library should be. The NLAC asked much more general questions at this
workshop, mostly simple “What do you like best about the library” type of questions. They
asked people to express their attitude towards the library as a whole, the facade, and the program.
Ideally, the NLAC and the design team wanted citizens to comment freely upon the library

design. In the group that I participated in, however, we went through the questions one by one.
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change such a large part of the program, meant that the spaces were retained as they were despite

the debate.

Workshop participants also questioned the inclusion of certain programmatic elements
recommended by library staff. The inclusion of a coffee shop and a bookstore in the library
program, in particular, caused debate. In the first three workshops, participants in turn insisted
that a “used bookstore [was a] great idea”®, and “I like the cafe idea”®, while other participants
commented* that “we don’t need [a] separate business in the library”82 or “Cafe is a waste of
space. Food is not for the library”®. Participants also discussed the need for meeting rooms; the
NLAC specifically asked, “How important are the community rooms?”* at the first workshop.
Many participants validated the need for meeting spaces, with one person commenting that
community spaces were “Extremely important! Have it become more of a community center.”®,
Other participants, however, said that meeting rooms had little or no importance®. In both of
these issues, participants were mostly concerned with the trade-offs they might have to make to
include these spaces rather than the need for the spaces themselves. One participant began to
determine the base of the coffee shop/bookstore controversy when s/he commented: “I would
trade away a cafe/bookstore space for seating and books,”®”. In the discussion about the

importance of meeting rooms, one participant commented that this need was “moderate. It’d be

nice to have the ability to do story hours and reading, but I wouldn’t put too much investment

¥Second Workshop Responses, 5.
®'First Workshop Responses, 16.
$2Second Workshop Responses, 8.
BFirst Workshop Responses, 12.
¥First Workshop Responses, 9.
#First Workshop Responses, 10.
$First Workshop Responses, 10.

¥ First Workshop Responses, 4.
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serve the library. The design team attempted to encourage alternative transit by making the front
of the library bicycle friendly with covered racks in several locations, and by including an
entrance directly facing the bus station. Perhaps the suggestion with the most merit was
“CONSIDER OPTIONS FOR PARKING”” which was never discussed by architects and

stakeholders in an open forum, just loudly debated by both sides.

Outdoor Spaces: City Plaza or Secure Courtyard?

The incorporation of outdoor space, which came to be a children’s courtyard, caused
confusion due to inconsistent ideas about the main concemns in creating such a space. The NLAC
was very concerned about security, especially about the potential for people to surreptitiously
remove the collection from the library. Security from people entering the building became a
concern for citizens when they learned that the children’s area would be adjacent to this space.
The issue of security seems to have been resolved to most people’s satistaction, but it had a
profound effect on the nature of the outdoor spaces. The transformation of the public entry plaza
into an entry garden might have occurred in part because one perceptive citizen suggested that
the entrance should be “enclose[d] completely in glass--so it can be used when raining, and will
keep the drug paraphernalia out”®. While citizens did not demand additional outdoor spaces,
throughout the process there were nagging questions such as “roof garden possible?”” and a
requests for places such as “a garden to sit in and read"®®. Nearly all stakeholders realized the
need for outdoor space, but there was no corresponding discussion to determine the nature or
placement of that space. As a result, the outdoor spaces included in the building do not meet all

of the stakeholder’s conceptions of what library outdoor spaces should be.

%Second Workshop Responses, 10.
%Second Workshop Responses, 4.
Second Workshop Responses, 9.







Ecological Eugene: Trees Versus Library?

Demonstrating that library issues often reflect community sensibilities, several issues
particularly controversial in Eugene, such as tree preservation and ecological design, gained
particular prominence in the library design. A concern for ecological principles may or may not
be common to all or even most residents in Eugene, but many Eugeneans are concerned about
ecological building practices. The most noticeable example of this in the new library is the
placement of the library specifically to preserve the trees on Olive Street, a major point of the
library design. This issue is particularly important after protesters inhabited downtown street
trees scheduled for removal in June of 1997, causing a riot requiring police intervention. Eugene
City Councilor Gary Rayor is quoted in the Register-Guard as saying “I don’t even want one

person climbing up a tree”'®

, illustrating the impact this event had on Eugene government. As
one participant put it, “Trees are political in Eugene”'®. Some users questioned the need to
preserve these particular trees, especially since their preservation placed restrictions on the
design, but most championed the plans to retain the trees. Judging the impact retaining the trees
had on the library design, this discussion needed to be addressed by stakeholders, although it may
have been difficult to address just one year after such an emotional and politically charged

conflict. The design team cites the preservation of the trees as a major highlight of the library

design, but whether the trees were truly important to the community is unclear.

Ecological concerns also prompted an ecological watchdog group to distribute flyers at
the fourth workshop denouncing the decision to install carpet, which contains chemicals toxic to

some people. The group particularly targeted the decision to include carpeting in the children’s

10210 Zeisel describes the difficulties inherent in determining the experiences stakeholders hope to create from
specific architectural elements in his article “Negotiating a Shared Community Image”.

1%williams, “Saving Trees Concern in New Library Design”, 1A.
1%second Workshop Responses, 2.
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Citizens often requested exposed wood in structural elements or finishes, as well as other

materials such as glass, and brick.

This preference for “Northwest Style” stymied the architects, who had difficulty
applying what they believe to be a residential style to a civic building; Jim Robertson commented
at the fourth workshop that he would be happy to design the building in this style if someone
would just explain to him what it was. The design team tried to respond to this request by
incorporating materials that participants associated with the Northwest into the interior of the
building: wood, specific colors, and glass. They proposed to incorporate a water feature into the
entry garden'®, something that is not normally allowed in libraries'"®. In addition, the elevation
studies at the third workshop included a drawing that suggested ways in which to incorporate the
ideas of trees and water into the form of the elevation. This opportunity to communicate this
architectural idea may have been lost, however, due to the illegible labeling of the picture. The
architects finally tried to crcate a Northwest sensibility in the craftsmanship and details,
commenting that “...as you get closer and closer to the building, it has that crafted look that is
very much Northwestern”'!!. The citizens did not recognize this as “Northwestern”, though it is
unclear whether this is due to an inability to fully communicate these details to the public, or
whether the public rejected the notion of details being sufficient to convey a sense of
regionalism. This is a difficulty that stakeholders and the design team were highly aware of

during the process, but could not resolve due to a lack of understanding--no one couid define

what “Northwest Style” was.

WK eefer, Bob. “One for the Books.” 2H.

10Aspinwall-Lamberts Interview.
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or even organizing the building, can determine how potential organizations and ideas may affect
their use of the building. Having the design team, who spends the most time working on a
project, return and present their results to stakeholders, who can then focus on the issues that
directly concern them, is a timely and efficient distribution of professional and non-professional

input.

The greatest benefit of a review-based format is the opportunity for citizens to provide a
fresh and unbiased perspective. Stakeholders who are presented with a pat “solution” excel at
“poking holes” in it, determining how it might not meet their needs, requiring the design team to
re-think their ideas and assumptions. Just placing the work up on the walls forces the design
team to step back and look at it critically as a whole, rather than as pieces they must make fit
together. The citizens, seeing the work for the first time, will ask many questions in an attempt
to understand the design team’s vision. During the process of presenting the design, designers
and citizens may discover that the decisions made do not reflect the goals they stated. This may
even lead to citizens questioning the very goals behind the library. For example, citizens at the
third workshop protested that the library exterior “...needs some regional identity--marking the
[Northwest]”'*® Their very next question was “What is Eugene identity?”'*, showing a
willingness to question that presents an unparalleled opportunity for creétivity and
understanding. If the design team listens and responds to these protests and the questions that
arise from them, the review process can create a substantially more responsive and sensitive

building. In order for this to occur, however, citizens and designers must come to an early

. . . + 1. 140
consensus on and state the goals the library is trying to accomplish™™.

$3%Third Workshop Responses, 7.
13%Third Workshop Responses, 7.

40w hether or not these goals were stated, or even agreed upon, will be discussed in Chapters 6 and 7.



There are limitations built into the very nature of the review process, however. The
process of citizen review consists of stakeholder reaction to previously made design decisions.
The design team does all of the designing, the organization and synthesis; the public just reacts to
and critiques this work. In their treatise Citizen Participation in a Community Plan: An
Approach, the Joint Center for Community Studies states that this is a typical aspect of citizen
participation processes: “Traditionally, citizen participation mechanisms tend to be stopgap
rubber stamps or reactive”.'*! This reaction can be somewhat constructive if the design team is
willing and able to listen, or placating and pointless if the architects do not understand or accept
citizen comments, or if they believe they are too far along in the process to accommodate
changes. This places a great deal of power into the hands of the designers. More critical,
however, is the fact that this process denies the citizens the opportunity to help create the library.
Reacting to finished work saves time and provides a fresh viewpoint but excludes citizens from
interacting with the design or becoming a generative force. Reactive participation alone is not
true participation. Just arranging blocks of space to create a scheme, for example, or describing
their ideal library would give citizens a strong sense of ownership and uncover a wealth of
information about how people truly envisioned this building. In this process, however, the

overall library vision only existed in the brains of the design team, and while the library may

fulfill Jim Robertson’s goal and be just as the public imagined'®’, they may not see a piece of

themselves in the design, or have the feeling that the building is “exactly as we designed it”.

14150int Centers for Community Studies, Citizen Participation in a Community Plan: An Approach, 9.

142Robertson Interview.
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public desire roof gardens or terraces with Southern exposure. Organizing the process to prevent
these groups from communicating with each other may lead to a building with functional yet
conflicting parts, without a sense of wholeness. And, as Henry Sanoff proclaims, the benefits of
separation may not be as useful as some claim: “Another mistaken belief is that if one member
does not think of a solution, another may. If none arrives at a solution, than blame is equally
spread throughout the group.”'** While splitting people or stakeholders into different groups
may be necessary to facilitate decision-making, this must be combined with a method for
combining these decisions together into one group consensus. The NLAC attempted to do this at
the community workshops by having a NLAC members or library staff person at each table, but
it was not successful because the limited amount of time was strictly devoted to collecting
stakeholder input, not forming a dialogue between these groups. There was not enough time to
explain the reasoning behind these decisions, let alone to determine if they were suitable to the

public.

The Role of the Design Team

Scale of Process

The design team used past experiences to create a new process that would work for this
new library. The methods to which Robertson/Sherwood Architects and the members of the
NLAC were accustomed involved much smaller numbers of people. In trying to adapt these
methods to a larger group, they experienced difficulties in organizing into a coherent whole the

variety of input created by a larger group. The division of the process into parts exacerbated this;

now each stakeholder group gave feedback separately. Therefore, the design team may have

143This conflict is discussed in Issues of Contention or Confusion on page 62.

¥4Sanoff, H. Theory Z, 3.
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focused on the pieces of information that made sense to them from the vast number of responses.
In addition, trying to organize a large project in the same manner as a small one can lead to
unsaid or unexplored input. Some citizens may have been uncomfortable with the dynamics of a
larger group and therefore reluctant to express their opinion. The viewing of project displays at
the beginning of each workshop, for example, might lead to the most well-informed or confident
participants asking questions and monopolizing the architect’s time. Those less familiar with the
process may not have felt confident enough to ask questions about parts of the presentation they
did not understand. People may not even have been willing to look at all of the display due to the

crowds that thronged the area. The workshop process needed to be reorganized to accept larger

groups of people.

Role Categories

In order to organize the input from the variety of stakeholders involved in the library, the
design team categorized their roles, not allowing the staff to become citizens, or users to become
clients. Each type of citizen or staff input was confined in its own little sphere, which may have
provided inadequate input because there was little overlap between the three groups. This non-
interaction may be responsible for the smooth, unquestioning nature of the process: “Often, the
group without a disciplined approach degenerates towards the level of the safest or most obvious
solution.”'* Because they were unaware that their solution could conflict with the solutions of
others, the NLAC, library staff, and stakeholders all veered towards the most obvious solution.
Rather than establishing an open process to identify and solve conflicts, the lack of interaction

within this process led to a lack of conflict which stifled the design and prevented stakeholder

input from being heard.

145Ganoff, H. Theory Z, 2.










































































































































132

Incorporate More Constituencies into the Programming Process.

Another portion of the process that should be opened up to more user interaction and
control is the programming phase. Although the participation process incorporate programming
decisions, the programming phase did not truly consult the users. This is another case where few
people may be willing to accept that much responsibility. Pefia’s “squatter” process, however,
does attempt to program in a short but intense method””. It then becomes a question of including

a mix of constituencies into the process, and making sure their input is received in the right way.

Despite the time involved, the NLAC and LMT or other group of library staff needed to
be present throughout the entire programming phase. Then they would have known what
proposals the programming team was proposing, and how these solutions affect one another.
Within this framework, library staff members could have been brought in for individual
departments as “experts”. The ideal process would have allowed staff members, patrons, and
other stakeholders to exercise all of their facets of identity in relationship to programming.
Small numbers of people are most effective in programming, but they must be carefully selected
by the other stakeholders to ensure a wide range of stakeholder concerns. At a subsequent

workshop, the larger group could review these decisions. This would have allowed the

programming process to retain its integrity, rather than being separated into several independent

sessions.

i i views over a total
"SPefia suggests that the actual “squatter” process takes about one week, with client and user re

period of seven weeks (155).
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Make the Participation Process More Transparent

In general, the community required more involvement in the design. The NLAC and
design team assumed that by involving the community in a portion of the process, the whole
process would be participatory--instead, it was placating. A major aspect to any participatory
process is the idea that “A design or planning process can be made ‘transparent.””*® This
transparency cannot occur if part of the process is obscured. Even if people do not participate in
every part of the process, they need to be aware of how their decisions or responses fit into the

larger picture:

From the beginning of a process, participants need to know what the product is going to
be. They need to know what is expected of them, when there are going to be interim
products, when they will see results in their inputs, how long they will have to endure
evening meetings, and whether or not there will be something usable at the end of it.2’

In this process, improvements could have been made to both the information and decision-

making processes to make them more transparent and accessible to the users.

To begin with, the New Advisory Library Committee could clarify to or determine with
stakeholders which decisions they would make during the workshops, if any. A detailed
timetable including the individual user groups and how their roles cross over and interact
(somewhat similar to the three-foot process diagram Robertson/Sherwood Architects constructed
for this process) might have been included at each workshop, displaying all of the events that
occur at each workshop and the decisions that have been made. Therefore, at the beginning of

the process, each person would know where and how they would contribute, not only giving a

sense of ownership, but also a sense of responsibility. With this and other diagrams and

. isi aking and which they are
explanations, citizens could be informed of what decisions they are making y

Sanoff, “Theory Z”, 60.

- i ”, 98.
Gindroz, Raymond. “‘Representation and Participatory Design Processes
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not. This may cause conflict because the citizens feel they need a voice in more decisions--and

this is probably a good thing.

Citizens also need to have a clearer idea of the consequences of their decisions. In the
early stages of design, this means posing critical decisions in forms other than trade-offs.
Debating broad-based questions such as “What is the most important element of a library?”
might have made those same critical issues clear to everyone without having to make an
unnecessarily unilateral decision’®. Another means of making these decisions is through first
determining goals for the library, rather than decisions. An evolving list of goals created by the
stakeholders, library staff, and design team could be prominently displayed at each workshop,
perhaps on a large pad of paper where participants could add new ideas and revise goals if
necessary. Stakeholders and designers should explore these issues in order to come to consensus,
not just make decisive and final judgments about them. If stakeholders learn about the design
issues, and explore the drawbacks and possibilities of each solution, decision making can become
easier and more open to invention. A design charrette with specific constraints, such as budget
or site related, would have also given stakeholders an idea of the realities in the project. Citizens
can take more responsibility for building decisions as well, including site selection, architect
selection, and even scheduling. These alternative means of making decisions create a process

where everyone can contribute her piece of truth to the building.

*These types of value-defining questions may be best addressed in a simulation, such as the “Wish Poem” or

“Descriptive Words” games described in Henry Sanoff’ s book Design Games.
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From a Top-Down to a Bottom-Up Process.

How much accountability should the public have in this process? The public must
possess real responsibility in order to prevent apathy and promote ownership. Yet a building
with such specific technical constraints requires many experts whose knowledge is something the
average user might need a great deal of education to understand. Participatory processes cannot
be so complex that no citizen can fully participate. Certainly, stakeholders need to make crucial
decisions and see their influence in design work. As the participatory processes get bigger and
more complex, however, the amount of stakeholder control over the process should decrease in
favor of a smaller authority of clients or designers. The complexity of a large library may mean
that citizens should provide criteria and responses to technical decisions, but do not need to

become experts in making these decisions.

Randy Hester discusses the need for “Comprehensive Bottom-Up Planning” in his article
“Wanted: Citizen Participation With a View.”*” How can the rigid, top-down library design
process incorporate the grass-roots, cooperative and competitive benefits of bottom-up process?
How can the individual needs and desires of each participant be included in this process if there
is no overarching regulation by a supervisory design team or library board? Is there a way to
involve citizens consistently throughout the process, rather than just including them when it is

convenient for those in charge? This building faces these issues in part because its stakeholders

are from the community as a whole. Its design must be carefully monitored to see that it doesn’t

favor one user group, such as mothers of preschool children, at the expense of others, while

i i s to prevent the loss or
ensuring that all of these groups have enough say in the proces p

izati ir uni i i icipatory process, and possibly
compartmentalization of their unique Views. This participatory p

20"Hesler, “Wanted:” 49.



137

participation as a whole, must change in order to accommodate everyone involved while

maintaining enough order and organization to be useful in design.

Places to Begin the Process.

When stakeholder input occurs in a project is crucial to determine its participatory
nature. In a bottom-up, grass-roots process, the recognition of the problem and the resolve to
create change originates with a small group of concerned citizens. This group gains members
and momentum as it tries to tackle the problem. Stakeholders are involved from the very
beginnings of the process. The incentive to begin the top-down library process began with the

2i0

Eugene City Council, not with citizens™". When they initiated this process, however, citizens

had already identified the problem, inadequate library facilities. To exclude the general public,
who were already aware of the problem, until the Mayor’s Library Advisory Committee saw fit
to include them, neglects the grass-roots support already present, a choice that may exclude those
participants and their drive to create a great library and a stronger community. By including all
interested citizens in a formalized process from the very start, the community energy already
present can be channeled into useful participation.

If the timing of the process is so critical, where is the most logical starting point? The

creation or election of a new Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) provides a defined and exciting

beginning to this process. A large citizen forum could be held in order to select members for a

Library Advisory Committee as well as other task forces for artwork, for programming, even

architect selection. This would allow the maximum number of interested citizens to have an

2% the beginning of this specific process is, in fact, the selection of the Mayor’s Library Advisory Committee,

initiated by the Eugene City Council.
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interactive role early in the process. The diagram created by Raymond Gindroz shows how the
CAC can then help collect data from citizens and research, make preliminary decisions, and
develop the initial concepts for the first citizen forum, where these ideas are reviewed.

After that starting point, some effort should be made to continually include stakeholders,
either in smaller task forces or as returning reviewers. As a participant in Boston’s Southwest
Corridor Park project states: “Establish a clearly defined fair and open process for decision
making. Then, FOLLOW IT AND LIVE WITH THE DECISIONS. Expect everyone to abide by

the process and decisions”?"!

. Within this process, a top-down organizing force can provide
necessary organization, not by making sure the stakeholder make the *“correct” decisions, but by
ensuring that the process is adequate to construct the building, and making sure that the process
is followed. This is the role that should have been played by Carol Hildebrand, or perhaps a
smaller version of the NLAC. If this process takes on the characteristics of an organized

grassroots process, the building design benefits from overwhelming talent and energy brought by

citizens, architects, and librarians.

CHAPTER 9: CREATING A TWO-WAY PROCESS

Effective Communication s Essential

", 53.
2'Mann, Roy B. “Boston’s Southwest Corridor: From Urban Battleground to Paths of Peace
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In any community process, grassroots or governmental, communication is key to success

Saul Alinsky states: “My “thing’, if I want to organize, is solid communication with people in the

community.”2|2 In architectural processes the thoroughness of the communication determines the
nature of physical space being created. In the “Building From the Inside Out” process,
participants and designers could have communicated more effectively. Although it is too soon to
tell, the finished building may not be everything that citizens expect because of this
ineffectiveness. This is a continuing issue in participatory design: even when citizens acquire the
power to have influence over design decisions, an inability for designers and stakeholders to
communicate makes this power meaningless. With this authority, and a two-way communication
process that takes into account how different people understand and represent space, however,

buildings and communities can reap the benefits of participation.

What Information Did Citizens Need?

Citizens made decisions about the library based directly on their knowledge and
experience of it. While a great deal of valuable information came from their experiences, their
lack of information about design issues and constraints of this library may have negatively

impacted the design. The difficult precipice between too much and not enough information was

circumvented here: the NLAC and design team did little to educate stakeholders about libraries

or even architectural drawings. This is especially obvious in the citizen comments: citizens

asking what “the program’” was or not understanding two story reading room space. In addition,

the NLAC did not explain when and how they or other stakeholders had made previous choices.

: i isions. What
Therefore, citizens did not always understand the reasoning behind these decisions

22Alinsky, Saul. Rules For Radicals, Xix.
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information could the design team have presented to citizens to encourage constructive

feedback?

A history of design decisions and the reasoning behind them, such as why stakeholders

preferred a specific exterior elevation or schematic design, would have helped orient and inform

citizens. Listing decisions made during the design of the building, even the decisions made
without stakeholder input, would have helped participants understand where their role lay in each
part of the process. Including some of the rationale behind these decisions would be even better.
Perhaps this list could then be color coded to indicate which decisions were prompted by code
concerns, which were decisions made by stakeholders, and which were made by the architects.

This coding might also prompt stakeholders and designers to reevaluate their decisions.

The NLAC presented very technical concerns or reasoning behind decisions to workshop
participants. This should not include how many stacks can fit in the sorting area, but might
include issues such as fire stairs, the possible dilemma of multiple entrances, or the damaging
potential of interior water features. Care must be taken, however, not to let these concerns
completely limit the building design. Similar to the Pena programming process, stakeholders can

debate issues that conflict and attempt to reduce this conflict or choose a new possibility.

Participants can also explore the rationale behind trade-offs such as books or reader seats; i.e.,

lack of overall library space to accommodate stacks and chairs, lack of money for furniture and

library materials. This investigation and debate may help designers and stakeholders come to a

better understanding of how this library should be. These discussions might also present the

opportunity for truly transformative ideas, the meaningful and unifying design concepts that the

NLAC and designers sought all along.

Design Representation for Understanding
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Although architects often forget, the fact remains that most design concepts must be

communicated through various forms of representation. Frederick Wulz states the essential

. D ) .
dilemma of representation: “It seems that many architects in the communication situation

overlook the fact that maps, plans, pictures, slides and even architectural models are abstractions
of a reality which only exists in the brain of the architect.”?'® Architects often forget that,
because every drawing is simply a representation of built space, it is all subject to interpretation
and misunderstanding by others. One of the goals of citizen participation is to try to merge each
person’s abstraction of reality into a communal representation of the building. Therefore, the
question becomes how to revise architectural presentations to allow the maximum number of

people to compare their visions of the building.

The most obvious way to help people understand and relate to the conception of a
building is to present as complete a picture of the building as possible. As Raymond Gindroz
discovered, “...it takes many drawings in sequence to accurately represent a space used by a
number of different people.”?'* Complete does not mean finished: a building that looks too done
may inhibit critical commentary. Presentations can describe the whole of a building, not just the
drawings that will solicit input, but also those that will further understanding. Each workshop

could display a set of drawings, models, sketches, photographs, even electronic building

walkthroughs: these drawings need not be a high level of detail or craft, but should attempt to

convey concepts critical to the architects’ understanding of the space. If a decision must be

made, several versions of the same drawing might be presented: color schemes, renderings of the

top of the “lantern” or elevator tower, interior elevations showing possible materials. Even the

: ject : within the space
most sophisticated and exhaustive set of drawings may not project a person wit P

M\ulz, Frederik. “The Concept of Participation.”, 158.
MGindroz, 118.
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(although a model or building walkthrough might), but a thorough representation of the building

gives stakeholders more well defined ideas to discuss and react to

In order to have effective graphical communication between stakeholders and designers,

the designers must find an suitable means of representation. Omer Akin defines “An appropriate

representation” as “one that contains all the information at a level of abstraction suitable for its
intended purpose.”*® Traditional architectural drawings (floor plans, elevations and sections)
contain all of this information, but may be too abstract for stakeholders to comprehend.
Architects must adapt traditional architectural drawings to allow people to better understand the
concepts they represent. Although these drawings have merit in that they are a standardized
description of how to construct a building, they are mainly “...a tool for getting architecture
built.”?'® Non-professionals may not know how to use or interpret these tools, and therefore
require an alternate frame of reference or extensive education in order to understand these
drawings. The design team recognized these facts in some drawings, incorporating color
organization and people to help citizens understand them. These additions should occur in all

drawings presented to stakeholders.

In addition, the design team must present more perspectives, especially of interior
spaces, even if they are sketchy or incomplete. SBRA could even transform their three-

. . . 217
dimensional computer-generated exterior perspectives into a three dimensional walkthrough® ‘of

the inside to truly give citizens an idea of the space. Large models, especially ones that citizens

can take apart and examine, would also be effective. Although none of these representational

methods can completely represent the building, all of them would give stakeholders the

opportunity to visualize the spaces three-dimensionally. Models also present opportunities for

WSAkin, 7.
2I6Oliver, 204.
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Incorporate Reviews and Interaction

The first procedure that must change is the review culture, something so ingrained in
architectural methodology that it forms the basis of this and many other participatory processes.
The concept of a review session in which clients, stakeholders, instructors, or other designers
react to work that a designer has produced is intensely reactive. This inability to interact with
design concepts can lead to disaster. The architect’s opinions and ideas can be perceived as
invulnerable, and others can only react to how they see these opinions and ideas displayed, which
may not be how they were conceptualized at all. This can lead to resentment, frustration, and

inadequate designs.

The process of reviewing work in and of itself, however, has definite merit. Allowing
others to react to complete designs forces the creators to identify their intentions and express
them in an understandable way. The responses from reviews, although limited to the reviewer’s
knowledge base and understanding of the work, can allow the design to take off in a new
direction, or give a fresh perspective. A review can also involve those stakeholders who do not
want the responsibility of creating the building, as long as these people do not represent all
stakeholder input. If review material is created by a valid cross-section of stakeholders and
designers, the review itself can be informative and vital to the overall process. In order to create

these benefits, designers must consider a review just one step in a larger participatory design

process. Each review should help shed light on the nature of the problem and the effectiveness

of that particular solution to supplement the design process.

The relationship between designers, clients, and stakeholders must evolve as well.

Currently, most architects work mostly by themselves, or in collaboration with clients, but only

loosely involving users and other stakeholders. If architects design the majority of the building
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