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Fred and David,

First I would like to thank you for obviously reading and appreciating my earlier memo, “Issues concerning the design of the new music library, Tufts University” (April 1999).  All three of your current designs show sensitivity to how we would be functioning in our new space, and the music library could live in any of them.  Therefore, I decided to comment on the strengths and weaknesses of each of the three music library plans, even though there were obviously favorite overall designs among committee members.  I would be happy to elaborate on anything here, or talk to either of you at any time to answer questions or help in any way I can.

Design 1

Floor 2 (of G, 1, 2)

Gross = 8,376 SF

Generally, it probably is an engineering and financial benefit to not have to place the music library over the open space of the concert hall.  We should be planning for a floor load that supports compact shelving.  This is a very workable design.  In particular, having the interactive computer stations area open to the client services area is a good idea.  The close proximity of the Assistant’s office to the service desk is vital to her effective monitoring and supervision of the staff at the desk.  The front wall of the office could even be glass.  We might need to remove the rest room and use that floor space for additional expansion of reserve shelving.  (Alternatively, we could combine the Assistant office and the workroom spaces, moving the Assistant to being directly adjacent to the client services desk.)  The Group Study room is out of the way, down a corridor—helpful for sound isolation.  As configured, it would be best to wall off the reading room, as it is so near the service desk area (which can be noisy).  The listening stations would not need to be walled off, however, as they are off to one side of the collections.  Not having them walled off would allow us the flexibility to add to and rearrange the audio-equipment (modular) carrels as easily and frequently as needed to keep up with student demand.  I would suggest a wall opposite the entrances from the elevator and stairs, approximately 20-30 feet long, so that patrons coming onto the library floor enter into a corridor which then opens out next to the client services desk.  This would be necessary to install 3M electromagnetic security gates across the corridor opening.  We would not be able to secure the collections either electronically or even visually with two entrances onto the floor—one of which is tucked into a corner out of sight of the staff at the service desk.

Design 2

Floor 3 (of G, 1, 2, 3)

Gross = 8,065

Again, this is a very workable floor plan.  Some similar features to Design 1 include isolating the group study room away from the client services area and allowing a line of sight (if not absolute adjacency) between the client services area and the Assistant’s office.  The restrooms could be removed or reduced to allow for sufficient open floor space for the computer stations.  (The most we would need would be one handicap accessible toilet.  I was warned by another administrator in the main library to forgo a library restroom if there were facilities nearby on an adjacent floor.)  The reading room protrudes into the collections area and creates an awkward space with “wings” on either side.  Stack shelving really works most efficiently in square or rectangular spaces.  I would suggest eliminating the walled reading room in this design, and distribute reading tables and study carrels along the perimeter of the collections area (along the walls next to windows for natural light), with perhaps with a center aisle of reading tables, visible from the service desk and near shelving holding reference materials.  The listening stations area seems very large, so perhaps it wouldn’t ever become an issue that it is not adaptable or expandable—it is at the end of the building with its only interior wall permanently fixed by a stairwell.  One excellent feature is that the elevator and stairwell open out into a foyer area, from which a person enters the library proper, next to the service desk.  That makes it very easy to arrange for the electromagnetic security gate.

Design 3

Floor 3 (of G, 1, 2, 3)

Gross = 10,668

It is perfectly acceptable to share the floor of the building with offices.  In fact, some faculty might prefer such an arrangement!  It does require that the entrances to the floor (elevator, stairwells) be onto a foyer or corridor, so that faculty access to their offices at anytime would not compromise the security of the library.  A foyer is in some ways ideal, actually, since it creates the opportunity for one doorway into the library, at which there can be security gates.  In this design, there is a conference room off the foyer.  It would also be possible to move the seminar room out of the library and off a shared hallway on the same floor without compromising any functionality.  The same would be true of a restroom.  I would request that the library offices and workroom wing be exchanged with the listening stations wing.  It is important to have proximity to the services desk for the Assistant and the Librarian.  I would not have walls enclosing either the CD-ROM or on-line areas, but instead have the workstations in an open area adjacent to the services desk.  This is not only for ease of reconfiguration as technology changes, but also so that staff at the desk can be immediately aware when assistance at the workstations is required.  With this area right next to the reading room, the reading room would have to be closed off to be sound isolated for quiet study.  Moving the single-user listening stations wing to the far side of the collections area would mean that it wouldn’t have to be walled off.  (Group study is of course always a separate, acoustically isolated room.)  Having the collections over the open space of the performance hall would require additional reinforcement for the floor to support compact shelving; however the added reinforcement might also be an acoustic advantage, providing more sound isolation for the library.

General Comments

All three plans contain significantly more floor space (even adjusting Gross to Net) than we have been told to request via our program.  This might be the result in Designs 1 & 2 of having the library alone on the top floor?  In any case, we do not want to compromise the carefully negotiated balance among program areas, which in turn would impact the ability of the Music Department to function effectively.

Although the original narrative called for multimedia/internet computer workstations at 200 SF, it would be best to think of that as open space extended from the client services area—it is where the online catalogs will be, which require constant support from the reference desk staff.  Also, as technology is changing quickly, it is an area that will most likely need to undergo some sort of modification sooner rather than later.  The more flexible the space is, the better.  The easier it is for the Assistant and the Librarian to see what is going on in the client services/multimedia area, is also for the better.

The single-user listening station area is somewhat of a misnomer in that we will equip the listening carrels so that at least two people can listen to the same thing at the same time.  (Studying in pairs is frequent among students and essential for guided listening between a student and an instructor.)  Also, at some point we should expect that the area will have to expand to accommodate more equipment when new audio formats are introduced.  (Most libraries’ LP turntables weren’t immediately replaced by all CD players; they had to coexist—we still have 2 turntables, along with 8 CD players now.)

A quiet reading area (or areas) can be effectively achieved by distributing tables and carrels around the library away from the “interactive” areas (client services desk, media stations, reference), when this alternative would allow greater design functionality and flexibility.  

Thank you both for your attractive and stimulating work.  Working with you and the faculty on this project is an exciting opportunity.

Michael

