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Cochair:  Margaret Portillo 
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This case study investigated the role of action research methodologies in the planning and 

designing process of a university facility.  The Levin College of Law at the University of Florida 

began its planning process for its law library (know as a legal information center) in the fall of 

1999.  The action research partnership with the faculty, staff, and students of the College of Law 

with the faculty and students of the College of Design, Construction, and Design influenced the 

process employed with the chosen project architects, Tsoi/Kobus & Associates and Ponikvar & 

Associates.  The planning process involved many, sometimes competing objectives and many 

constituency groups.  The intent was that the Legal Information Center (LIC) serve as a center or 

“heart” of the college while representing the ideals and the prestige of the profession.  Further 

goals for the design included the preservation of books, dissemination of information, and the 

development of study and work areas for patrons and staff alike.    

 To evaluate the action research process for the Legal Information Center, this study used a 

multi-method process and triangulation with qualitative and quantitative methods.  The 

researcher initially analyzed the programming document created during the action research 

partnership between the faculty, students, and staff of the College of Law and the faculty and 
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students of the College of Design, Construction, and Planning to determine expressed user needs 

and preferences for the new building.  These items, user needs and preferences, were then cross-

checked against the following:  (1) the University of Florida’s Facilities Construction and 

Planning Request for Proposals that invited project proposals from architectural firms , (2) the 

final architectural program created by Tsoi/Kobus & Associates, and (3) the completed 

renovated building.  User surveys also were conducted to determine the student and staff’s 

satisfaction.  The study developed an Action Research Subjective Assessment Framework that 

presented the findings on user satisfaction through Technical, Functional, Ambient, and 

Psychological dimensions.  Third, in-depth interviews were conducted with key participants in 

the planning and designing of the LIC.  Utilizing an action research model, a democratic process 

in which all involved parties work together to plan for a solution, appeared to facilitate the 

design and building process. Recommendations for conducting action research in similar projects 

are presented.   

 



 

12 

CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Consider this scenario.  A local school district’s elementary school inadequately meets the 
needs of the students and the community.  There has been an influx of students in the past 
few years and the school does not have enough space to accommodate all of the students 
properly.   In addition, the building’s systems are outdated and there have been numerous 
maintenance issues. However, there is a limited budget to build a new school and the 
superintendent realizes that a new facility will need to last at least thirty years.  In addition, 
the community wants to be involved in the planning process since there is a large 
population of young families in the area whose children attend or will be attending school.  
The community members realize that this new facility will also affect their property value 
and reputation within the town’s larger community; therefore, they want the new school to 
be of the highest quality.  The teachers have there own needs as well.  Many of them have 
expressed that they would like to have spaces that would support a new paradigm of 
teaching that involves “team teaching” and communal learning.  The school board 
members have their own concerns about the new facility, mainly that it should be flexible 
and be able to accommodate a growing student body.  The superintendent wants to make 
sure that all of these users and stakeholders have a chance to be involved so that they can  
voice their concerns and opinions.  He believes that this would minimize the risk of having 
disagreements and dissatisfaction among them in the future.  But, how does he do that?  
How does he include all of the different groups who all have very different needs and 
preferences, but also valuable insights?  How can he include all of the stakeholders in a 
meaningful and significant way?  Will it take too much time and effort to involve 
everyone?  Will it be too confusing?  Most importantly, will it contribute to a successful 
school project that satisfies the teachers, students, staff, parents, school board members, 
and the general community?  

This scenario demonstrates that planning for a new school building can be complex and 

difficult where there are many different stakeholders and end-users.  In other words, planning for 

a new building design can be exciting, but also very overwhelming.  Each stakeholder has a 

different goal in mind for a new building depending on their role, and it can be difficult to bring 

all of the various groups together to create a common vision and consensus for the project.  

Every good design starts with an evaluation of the problem and a good plan.  Strategies need to 

be developed to solve the stakeholders’ problems.  Usually, this information is presented in a 

formal document referred to as a program.  A program for a building is a document that 

generally contains a list of required spaces with their respective square footages.  A design team 

translates that information into a set of drawings describing the physical form.  Programming for 



 

13 

a building is the “definitional stage of design – the time to discover the nature of the design 

problem, rather than the nature of the design solution” (Hershberger, 1999, p. 1). 

The U.S. government agency, General Services Administration (GSA), realizes the value 

of programming.  More specifically, the organization realizes the value of extensive pre-design 

research and strategic planning.  In 2002, GSA launched WorkPlace 20-20 to develop new tools 

and better methods to design efficient and functional workspaces.  They were aware that 

“traditional space-planning methods rely on statistics that are readily available, such as job titles, 

cubic feet of files, organizational rank, and, often, self-reported work habits” and that a more 

extensive and thorough approach is needed to gain all the benefits of the planning phase 

(Workplace Matters, 2006, p. 12).  Therefore, the GSA planning “toolkit” includes additional 

quantitative and qualitative methods to gain a clear understanding of the goals and the culture of 

the organization.  They also strive to assess space use, turnover rates, absenteeism, long-term 

costs, and benefits related to planning and designing.  By implementing a comprehensive 

approach to the planning process, “the organization as a whole is challenged to rethink its central 

mission, assumptions, and strategies,” as well as the spaces they utilize (Horgen & Sheridan, 

1999, p. 6).  This approach is appropriate for organizations with different user groups who 

perform many different tasks or for a group undergoing organizational changes.  It is also 

appropriate for complex situations with a wide range of stakeholders who have vested interest.  

The planning process is an opportunity for the organization to examine their practices, discover 

what is working and what is not, and to figure out how the bricks and mortar can help to support 

and enhance the human activities within.   

In 1999, the College of Law at University of Florida faced a similar issue as the elementary 

school described in the scenario that began this chapter.  The College of Law’s law library was 
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no longer able to meet the needs of its students due to lack of space, an influx of students, and 

inadequate facilities.  In addition, they faced the reality of losing their American Bar Association 

accreditation.  Therefore, they had to ask themselves whether or not they should add on and 

expand, or should they build a completely new library?  What do the faculty and students need to 

support both research and learning activities?  What vision and image should they project to 

attract top law professors?  What is the best course of action to maintain their accreditation 

standing? 

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this case study is to conduct a post-occupancy evaluation (POE) of a 

recently constructed library facility on the University of Florida (UF) campus 18 months after its 

occupation.  The unique project was planned and completed using an action research 

partnership with the stakeholders and end-users to create a preliminary program.  Action 

research (AR) is an approach that promotes democratic inclusion among all willing constituents 

in order to gather the necessary information to solve problems (Hasell, King & Pohlman, 2001, 

p. 11).  This method for the planning process was non-traditional and similar to the GSA method 

described earlier, since more time and research went into the pre-design research phase of the 

process than traditional programming practices.  Using the AR planning process, a preliminary 

programming document was created.  Then, the University of Florida’s Facilities Planning and 

Construction (FP&C) office created the Request for Proposals (RFP) document that was posted 

on their website for architectural firms to bid on the project.  After interviewing six short-listed 

applicants, design and construction teams were then selected to design and build the library.  

This study investigates the value of the AR planning methodology and aims to discover how this 

comprehensive approach contributed to a successful building project from the end-users point of 

view. 
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In order to do this, the study evaluates to what degree the final building design of the Levin 

College of Law’s (LCoL) Legal Information Center (LIC) is consistent with the objectives set 

forth in the comprehensive AR preliminary program.  The four main service divisions of the LIC 

(Public Services, Media Services, Collection Services, and Computing Services) were 

investigated to determine if both the staff members and students are satisfied with the functional, 

psychological, technical, and ambient dimensions of the building.  These four dimensions are a 

part of an Action Research Subjective Assessment Framework and will be described in detail in 

Chapter 3.  Students and staff were administered slightly different user satisfaction surveys, since 

they use the library for different purposes.  In addition, key participants in the planning process 

were interviewed to determine their satisfaction with the planning process.  These participants 

included the Director and Associate Director of the LIC, the former Director of the LIC, a LIC 

staff member, one of the project’s principal architects, and the interim dean at the time of the 

planning for the LIC.   

Research Questions and Strategies 

This case study uses a multi-method approach to provide a comprehensive assessment of 

the AR methods used in the planning process and tests its success based upon the end-user’s 

satisfaction with the LIC and the key participant’s assessment of the planning process.  This 

study aims to answer the following questions:   

1) What did the AR approach produce?  What information included in the preliminary AR 

programming document was evident in the official Request for Proposals (RFP) document 

prepared by the University of Florida’s Facilities Construction and Planning (FP&C) office, in 

the final architectural program prepared by the architects, and in the final building?  If so, how 

much?  In order to test this, a checklist was created based upon the building criteria in the 
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preliminary program, and then used to analyze how many of those specific items were included 

in the RFP, the final architectural program, and the final building design.   

2) What needs, values, and preferences of  both user groups, staff and students, did the AR 

approach satisfy, in relation to the LIC?  In order to test this, two surveys were created to assess 

user satisfaction with the LIC.  One was tailored for the staff and the other for the students, since 

the students use the public areas for studying, locating research materials, or meeting with their 

peers, and the staff uses the LIC on a daily basis and is mainly located in their own workspace.  

The survey is based upon a building satisfaction framework that evaluates the technical, 

functional, ambient, and psychological dimensions of the building.   

3) Are the key participants who were involved in the planning process satisfied with the AR 

planning and design process?  What do they remember from the process and how would they 

describe the process today?  In order to test this, key participants were invited to participate in in-

depth interviews where they were asked to share their thoughts, opinions, and stories about the 

planning and design process of the LIC.   

Significance 

Over the past decade thousands of new schools buildings and renovations (K – 12) have 

been constructed in the U.S.; however, only a small percentage of these will ever be evaluated to 

discover if these new facilities satisfy the students, faculty, and staff. (Lackney, 2001, p.1).  The 

same is true for university campus buildings.  Post-occupancy evaluations of unique case studies 

are valuable tools in designing successful projects and preventing designers from repeating 

similar mistakes.  It helps designers to build upon successful elements to make new designs even 

better.  It also informs facility managers what renovations need to be made in the future.  

Numerous methods can be used to conduct POEs.  The purpose of this case study’s POE is to 

focus on the users’ satisfaction with the LIC building project and thus to evaluate the success of 
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an AR programming and planning process.  Lackney, an expert in designing school 

environments, states, “we were warned early on in the development of the POE that in order to 

evaluate solutions effectively, the design and planning process must be included” (Lackney, 

2001, p.4).  This study does just that.  It returns to the beginning and evaluates the planning 

process to discover if the efforts made then translated into a final product that satisfies its users.   

Definitions 

The following three sections are definitions of terms used throughout the text to allow the 

reader to better understand the content. 

Planning the Program   

 Programming is the first stage of the building process “in which the relevant values of the 

client, user, architect, and society are identified; important project goals are articulated; facts 

about the project are uncovered; and facility needs are made explicit” (Hershberger, 1999, p.5).  

Programs for large-scale projects are usually performed by a facilities manager or an outside 

consultant.  All of the goals, values, facts, and needs are presented in a document that is typically 

passed on to the architects and designers.  It is the designer’s task to interpret this document into 

a physical manifestation that accommodates the human activity.  Ching states, “Form and space 

are presented not as ends in themselves, but as means to solve a problem in response to 

conditions of function, purpose, and context” (Ching, 1996, p. ix).  Architecture is created to 

support the users, and the planning process in design is the most critical step in defining the 

problem “since the nature of a solution is inexorably related to how a problem is perceived, 

defined, and articulated” (Ching, 1996, p. ix).  The program should promote design and focus not 

only on defining the problem, but also question the problem to uncover the values of the users, 

the community, the client, and the designers (Hersherberger, 1999, p.5).  Active communication 

and collaboration during the programming phase is the key to a successful building project.  It 
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helps set the tone for how the project will progress because, in the end, the building belongs to 

those who inhabit the spaces within. 

Disagreements, disappointments, and dissatisfaction by the end-users can be avoided with 

proper planning from the beginning.  Before there is a building, there are drawings 

communicating how to construct the building.  Before there are drawings, there is a program 

communicating what the drawings should include.  Before there is a program, there is a vision of 

what the building should be, whom it will serve, and how it will support its users.  Whose job is 

it to communicate that vision so that it becomes a reality?  Hershberger (1999) states, “the values 

and concerns of the client and the programmer will have significant impact on the form of the 

building, because they choose the information presented to the designer.”  It is the job of the 

client to communicate what it is they want to improve and what they want to accomplish with 

their new space.  The client knows what the problems are and it is the programmer’s job to ask 

the right questions, and to listen and to document the answers. 

Typically, a program document is a list of spaces with corresponding numbers denoting 

square footages, number of occupants, and notes about space usage.  Horgen and Sheridan 

(1999) describe traditional programming as the following: 

The consultant asks the users how many wastebaskets they need, for example, or gets them 
to describe their work process, but only in order to understand and build a shelter around 
those processes, not to improve or change them.  The users tend to treat the building expert 
with a kind of distant respect, believing that he or she will figure out what they need.  
Unfortunately, the users are almost always disappointed when the space is built, 
exclaiming in despair, “This is not what we asked for.”  The building expert shrugs and 
says, “They don’t know what they want.  I spent hours and hours listening to their 
complaints and requirements, and I tried to meet their specifications.  They always just 
want the moon. (p.240) 

The programming and planning process should be a time for the client, the designer, and the 

programmer to explore the problems and solutions to the problems to bring about positive 
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changes, while at the same time uncovering the values of the organization and its members.  

Designers can then use that information to create spaces that support and satisfy the users.   

 Design success typically translates into winning prizes and competitions; however, 

committees of architects and designers, not those who inhabit the spaces, judge these 

competitions.  A study by Vischer and Marcus (2006) demonstrated that the design competition 

jury’s ranking of a new housing project was exactly opposite of how the residents ranked the 

projects.  The architects graded the projects by their aesthetic appeal, while the residents focused 

more on the functional and practical aspects.  Another study performed at a nursing home found 

that while architects favored designs that promoted social interaction, the residents preferred 

designs that allowed for more privacy (Duffy, Bailey, Beck, & Barker, 1986).  These two studies 

demonstrate that it is impossible for designers to guess what the users’ needs and values are.  

Therefore, a clearly communicated program is required in order to produce a satisfying space for 

the users.  Moreover, involving the users in a democratic process to produce the program and 

design may contribute to a more satisfying process and building design.  This study investigates 

how using action research methods to produce a preliminary program was executed in the final 

College of Law LIC building design, and how successful the process itself was to those involved. 

Conducting Action Research   

 A solution to effectively communicate the problems, solutions, values, and needs of the 

users could be the use of AR in the programming and planning process.  Kurt Lewin (1890 – 

1947), “the father of social psychology,” devoted his research to discovering the intricacies of 

group dynamics and to developing strategies to improve organizations (“Kurt Lewin,” 2006, ¶ 1).  

Credited with being the founder of action research, Lewin theorized that if workers were 

involved in collaboratively working on creating, implementing, and testing strategies then the 

organization itself would grow (McNiff & Whitehead, 2006, p. 19).  Today, AR is defined as a 
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process that “favors consensual and participatory procedures that enable people (a) to investigate 

systematically their problems and issues, (b) to formulate powerful and sophisticated accounts of 

their situations, and (c) to devise plans to deal with the problems at hand”(Stringer, 1999, p. 17).  

Figure 1-1 illustrates the cyclical process of conducting action research. 

 

Figure 1-1.  Cyclical Process of Action Research. 

Applying AR to the planning and designing of a building can effectively involve the 

stakeholders and the end-users in the decision making process by providing opportunities for 

them to voice what does and does not work for them.  AR can also assist the participants in 

developing the necessary skills to formulate strategies to solve problems within their own 

organization.  Boog (2003) states that AR helps participants in achieving “self-determination,” so 

that they have a direct influence on the functioning and decision-making procedures of their 

organizations (p. 426).  Furthermore, it is a process that promotes emancipation, individual and 

social empowerment, and participatory democracy (Boog, 2003; Swann, 2002).  Individuals are 

regarded as parts of the whole.  In addition, the users, the programmer, and the designers must 

trust each other and treat one another as equals in the quest for discovering the problems and 

developing solutions during this process.   

There are many examples of how AR has been used to improve communities and 

organizations.  At University of Pennsylvania, Greenwood (1993) and his team used 
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participatory action research (PAR) methods to improve the quality of life in a local community 

in Philadelphia.  The internationally recognized revitalization program, West Philadelphia 

Improvement Corps, was comprised of a “year-round program involving 1000 children, their 

parents, and community members in education, cultural, recreation, job training, and community 

improvement and services activities” (Greenwood, Whyte, & Harkavy., 1993, p. 181).   Xerox 

implemented AR by creating a cost study team with members of their organization to determine 

if they could cut costs and save 900 domestic jobs.  The process involved utilizing ideas and 

theories from a variety of fields, such as, industrial engineering, accounting, and social science 

(Greenwood, et. al, 1993, p. 179).  The team was successful and “this new form of worker 

participation in decision making led to a series of other changes in policies, organizational 

structure, and in the social processes of joint problem solving” (Greenwood, et. al, 1993, p. 179).  

The decisions were not left to the big chiefs on the top floor, instead the decisions and problem 

solving involved the ones whose lives were affected by the impending crisis.   

Putting trust in the organization’s individuals and empowering them to change their world 

ultimately leads to positive change for the organization and self-determination for the 

individuals.  Currently, in the design world, AR is used in developing K-12 school buildings by 

Fielding Nair International (Lackney, 2007).  In addition, Sanoff (2002) is a pioneer in this 

educational arena encouraging the participation of all users—children, teachers, and 

administrators--in the planning process and integrating AR into the design process as well.  This 

case study investigates AR as a planning tool, to discover how it was used, and whether or not it 

helped to create a successful design solution. 

Evaluating the Program, the Building and the Process 

 Post-occupancy evaluations (POEs) are widely acknowledged, but are rarely practiced 

due to cost and liability.  Usually there is little or no funding to support the endeavor, and 
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designers want to guard their reputation so that they can obtain new contracts and avoid scrutiny.  

However, there are many benefits to including a POE in a building project.  In this study, the 

POE focuses on the technical, functional, psychological, and ambient dimensions of the LIC 

building, in order to determine both staff and student satisfaction.  The purpose of evaluating the 

building performance is to provide design guidelines for future law library projects, as well as: 

• Provide feedback to school administration, facility planning, librarians, faculty and 
students of LCoL and CDCP about the effectiveness and value of participating parties’ 
input in the design of the program. 

• Provide feedback to all interested parties about the building designs successes and failures 
so that they are aware of what can be done to improve future facilities. 

• Complete the reflection phase of the AR cycle of the building project by the analyzing the 
success of the planning and design process. 

• Contribute to the body of knowledge within the architectural and interior design 
community about the value of programming for design.   

Assumptions Underlying the Study 

 Several assumptions underlie this study.  First, the study assumes that all of the research 

participants accurately represented their perspective about their satisfaction with the Legal 

Information Center and with the programming process.  Second, the study assumes that the 

convenience sample for the student surveys was a representative group of College of Law 

student library users.  Third, it is assumed that the self-reported demography, self-reported time 

spent using the LIC, and self-reported usage of the LIC is sufficiently free of error and offers a 

reliable estimate for the study.  Fourth, it is assumed that although a number of the LIC staff 

members who participated in the planning for the new library may have left their position, the 

current staff can reliably assess the building since they perform similar activities as the previous 

staff members.  Lastly, it is assumed that the researcher maintained objectivity and was “free of 
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bias and skilled in asking questions, listening, and comprehending the issues involved,” which is 

required when conducting case studies (Francis, 2001, p.18). 

Delimitations 

This study focused solely on the Levin College of Law Information Center and the primary 

end users of the facility, students, and staff.  The LIC was the first phase of the master plan for 

the College of Law due to funding.  In phase II, classrooms and a moot courtroom were to be 

added.  However, a generous donation allowed for the construction of the two classroom towers 

to the east and west side of the College of Law courtyard during the phase I construction.  

Nevertheless, for the purposes of this research, the focus will solely be on the LIC.   

Since this is a case study, there are inherent limitations.  The findings cannot be 

generalized without further study, however “generalizability (external validity) can be increase 

by multiple case studies” (Sommer, 2001, p. 209).  In addition, when a case study takes place 

after the fact, as in this study, “the researcher must depend on people’s recollections of events,” 

which can often be selective and distorted (Sommer, 2001, p. 209).  Therefore, the interview 

process with the key participants was limited by their accounts of past events.   
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

Background 

 The purpose of the law school library seems clear.  It is a place that houses books, 

documents, case studies, law manuals, and manuscripts, presented in a full range of media to 

“meet the information needs of the faculty and students of the institution it supports” (Danner, 

2003, p. 1503).  Crawford and Gorman (1995) states:    

[Libraries] are not wholly or even primarily about information.  They are about the 
preservation, dissemination, and use of recorded knowledge in whatever form it may come 
so that humankind may become more knowledgeable; through knowledge reach 
understanding; and, as an ultimate goal, achieve wisdom (p.5). 

With this definition in mind, the library becomes a sanctuary in which wisdom is the ultimate 

goal once information, knowledge, and understanding are attained.  Therefore, the library’s 

purpose is to assist the users in their quest for knowledge, while at the same time preserving that 

information for future learners and scholars.  

 Library building designs vary depending on their size, budget, and mission.  Librarians 

and support staff require their own working spaces.  Students, faculty, and visitors use 

designated spaces to search for material, study, and read.  Currently, there are facilities that 

provide private meeting areas, classrooms, coffee shops, and relaxation rooms.  Publicly and 

privately funded law school libraries differ regarding their clientele.  In the United States, law 

libraries at public universities are likely to provide a wider range of services to local or state 

attorneys than at privately funded law schools (Danner, 2003, p. 1503).  A number of factors, 

such as the library’s collection, its proximity to other types of law libraries, and the number of 

patrons it serves on a day-to-day basis influence the size and scope of the law library.  These 
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factors combined with budget, expected growth of the school, and its collection should also be a 

consideration for the design and/or expansion of a new law school library. 

 This case study focuses on the Fredric G. Levin College of Law’s Lawton Chiles Legal 

Information Center at the University of Florida in Gainesville.  The Legal Information Center 

(LIC), or law library, is ranked in the “top 20 percent of large-sized law schools accredited by 

the American Bar Association,” however, by the late 1990s, the facility for the law school lacked 

the space, flexibility, and appearance of a top ranking school (Hasell, et al., 2001, p.10).  

Therefore, it was in the school’s best interest to start thinking about building a new library.   

Defining the College of Law Design Problem 

 Beginning in the summer of 1999, the LCoL’s Dean Jon Mills contacted the UF’s 

College of Design, Construction, and Planning (CDCP) to assist them in creating a plan for 

renovation.  The collaborative project between CDCP and the LCoL began in the fall semester of 

1999 and included a preliminary program and exploratory designs for a new multi-million dollar 

project.  The preliminary program not only addressed the LIC but a master plan for the whole 

College of Law.  The interdisciplinary programming team included professors and students from 

CDCP who collaborated with the administrators, professors, staff, and students in the LCoL.  

The goal was to create an action research partnership “to gain a collective picture of its LCoL 

members’ desires and needs for new facilities” (Hasell, et al., 2001, p. 6).  Hasell, King, & 

Pohlman (2001), the authors of the CDCP preliminary program, define action research as a 

process that “uses information gathering techniques and problem solving strategies that promote 

democratic inclusion while maintaining social research quality” (Hasell, et al., 2001, p.11).  The 

AR participants had a voice in defining the design problem, and they were encouraged to 

examine schematic solutions.  This phase of the project lasted a year, concluding in final 
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presentations of design proposals by the CDCP architecture and interior design students and a 

preliminary programming document.   

 In March 2001, the law school faced a major dilemma.  The American Bar Association 

(ABA) accreditation board visited the LCoL and threatened to take away the law school’s 

accreditation due to the condition of the library and its inability to meet the learning modes of the 

students.  Suddenly, there was an urgency to turn all of this planning into something real.  Figure 

2-1 is a photo of how Holland Hall looked before the renovations. 

 

Figure 2-1.  Holland Hall Before Renovations (Photo provided by University of Florida’s 
College of Law Communications Office). 

 Therefore, the preliminary program document information was then passed on to 

University of Florida’s Facilities Planning and Construction (FP&C) office to develop a RFP 

document that would be presented to the Board of Regents for budget approval (see Figure 2-1).  

The RFP included five elements: “1) functional space descriptions, 2) spatial relationships and 

adjacencies, 3) building site and design criteria, 4) project budget, 5) project schedule” (Hasell, 



 

27 

et al., 2001, p.11).  In addition, it stated that the hired architect must review and address the 

preliminary AR program by validating the information contained therein.  Once the project was 

approved, the RFP was posted on the FP&C website so that architecture firms could apply.  Over 

twenty-four firms from across the nation competed for the design contract.  A partnership of two 

architectural firms, Tsoi/Kobus & Associates (Boston, Massachusetts) and Ponikvar & 

Associates (Gainesville, Florida), was selected for the LCoL project by the FP&C office, the 

CDCP representatives, and the LCoL Dean and Chair of LCoL Facilities Planning committee.  

Representatives from Tsoi/Kobus & Associates were responsible for the planning and schematic 

design for the LIC, and they produced the final architectural program by reconciling the CDCP 

program and the FP&C program.  Figure 2-2 shows the progression of the programming 

documents for the College of Law.   

  
Figure 2-2.  Diagram of the Three programming Documents 

History of the Legal Information Planning Process  

 Development of the CDCP preliminary AR program for the Lawton Chiles Legal 

Information Center was conducted in several stages.  A selective group of students, staff, and 

faculty from LCoL were active participants in the progression of the project and worked closely 

with CDCP students and faculty by contributing their opinions, ideas, and thoughts via surveys, 

interviews, discussions, and working sessions.  The following information was complied from 

the CDCP preliminary AR program, “Designers, Researchers, Stakeholders: Partners for 
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Planning the Fredric G. Levin College of Law” (Hasell, et. al., 2001), and details the stages of 

the project.  Refer to figure 2-3, which summarizes the following information.   

Stage 1:  AR preliminary planning & programming (Fall 1999) 

• Interior design faculty and students met with representatives from the LCoL and the FP&C 
to conduct an initial analysis of the values and needs of the LCoL and assess the issues 
with the physical building. 

• Designed research tools:  A survey was developed and tested by a team of two faculty 
members and thirty-five students from the Interior Design department within the CDCP.  
The survey was based on Maslow’s Hierarchy of Human Needs in order to ascertain “their 
full range of needs – from task performance to psychological needs of both individuals and 
groups” (p. 11). 

• Conducted research:  The survey team interviewed 50 participants and gathered 
information about each department’s needs and requests.  Interviews were also conducted 
with faculty, staff, and students of the LCoL. Systematic observations of activities within 
the pre-existing buildings were conducted. Information was compiled regarding building 
codes. 

• Produced a schematic program so that students CDCP students in interior design and 
architecture studios could produce exploratory designs. 

Stage 2:  Students’ exploratory designs and planning (Spring 2000) 

• One architecture and two interior design studios produced conceptual designs for the new 
facilities over the course of a semester under the direction of three faculty members. 

• Architecture students focused on creating a master plan for the whole complex. 

• Interior design students focused on the interior spaces of Legal Information Center and the 
new classrooms, including space layout and FF&E (furniture, fixtures, and equipment). 

• A preliminary program was developed with square footage allocations for the whole 
College of Law, including the Legal Information Center. 

• Collaboration and involvement of LCoL faculty, staff and students was encouraged with 
regular meetings and workshops throughout the design schematic phase.  During working 
sessions, LCoL representatives would consider student proposals and concepts for 1) a 
master plan to replace all buildings, 2) a new LIC, and 3) new and improved classrooms. 

• Chair of the LCoL Facility Planning Committee, the Dean, and the University Facilities 
Planning and Construction Office explored funding strategies with the President of the 
University. 
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Stage 3:  Final presentation of student work (Summer 2000) 

• Faculty members presented the architecture and interior design students’ final design 
proposals of the master plans and classrooms. 

• Publications of the findings from this first phase of the planning process and the student 
designs were produced for the LCoL so that they could use the document to gain interest 
among potential donors and to raise funds for the project. 

Stage 4:  Finalizing the preliminary program (Fall 2000 – Summer 2001) 

• Interior design faculty members and graduate students continued to work with the LCoL to 
complete the preliminary program. 

• The interior design group worked closely with the FP&C and used their templates for 
programming spreadsheets to calculate the net and gross square footage allocations for 
public educational facilities.  

• Each unit of the LCoL was re-surveyed and the square footages for both existing and 
projected needs were calculated.  This information was complied into a document that was 
then presented to LCoL representatives for verification.   

• Once an agreement was reached, a final preliminary program was published and printed 
(“Designers, Researchers, and Stakeholders: Partners for Planning the Fredric G. Levin 
College of Law”).  The document was then distributed to various stakeholders, such as, 
LCoL participants, alumni, the college fundraiser, potential donors, and university 
officials. 

Stage 5:  Moving the plan forward (Fall 2001 – Fall 2002) 

• The ABA visited the LCoL and their report noted the inadequacies of the law library.  
Because of this, the LCoL could have lost their accreditation.  

• In the Spring 2002, UF’s President, Charles Young, and other top officials met with the 
LCoL Dean, the law library Director, the FP&C project manager, and a key faculty 
member from CDCP, Jo Hasell, to confront the loss of accreditation problem.  As a 
consequence, the LCoL project was moved from the 43rd on the priority list for new 
university campus buildings to third. 

• FP&C reviewed the preliminary program and began to revise it from a visionary program 
into a pragmatic one.  They transformed the CDCP preliminary program from a mostly 
narrative and descriptive document that was created for the LCoL user participants and 
potential donors into the required format for a RFP.   

• The final version of the RFP is approved and published on the FP&C website for A/E 
firms to create proposals.  Twenty-six proposals met the July deadline. 
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• Interviews conducted by the FP&C representatives, CDCP representatives, the LCoL Dean 
and the Chair of Facilities Planning with six short-listed applicants to select the project 
architect and engineering firm.  Partners, Tsoi/Kobus & Associates, a Boston firm, and 
Ponikvar & Associates, a local Gainesville firm, were selected. 

Stage 6:  Design and construction (Spring 2003 – Fall 2005) 

• Tsoi/Kobus developed a final architectural program for the building by reconciling the 
CDCP preliminary program and the RFP.  Sessions were held with members of CDCP 
team, the LCoL Facilities Planning committee, and with LCoL faculty and staff to check 
and make sure that the information in the pre-design program and RFP was correct. 

• Tsoi/Kobus was mainly responsible the architectural program, the schematic design, and 
the design development.  Ponikvar was mainly responsible for the construction documents 
and the bidding/contract administration. 

• In Summer 2003, construction of the classroom towers began.  The following summer the 
construction of the LIC began. 

• In Fall 2004, the classrooms opened.  A year later, the LIC opened. 

Stage 7:  Post-occupancy evaluation of the LIC (Spring 2007) 

• POE conducted. 

 

Figure2-3.  Timeline of the Planning and Designing of the LCoL. 

About the Lawton Chiles Legal Information Center 

 The renovated LIC is part of the first completed phase of the LCoL renovations.  As a 

stated earlier, Phase I of the construction to LCoL also included two three-story classroom 

towers between Holland and Bruton-Greer Halls due to generous donations to the college.  The 
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LIC, “the laboratory and social heart of the law school,” took two years to complete and opened 

its doors at the beginning of the fall semester in 2005 (“Message from the director,” ¶1).  

According to the LCoL website, the “renovated facility includes 13 student study rooms, a 

relaxation/meditation room, lounge seating, open reserve area and commodious carrels” 

(“Message from the director,” ¶3).  The new facility houses 595,000 volumes and equivalents 

and approximately 10,000 new volumes and equivalents are added annually. The new 100,000 

square-foot facility includes the following features, according the LCoL website (“UF Law 

facilities expansion and renovation complete”): 

• An archway replicating the entrance to Bryan Hall, which was the home to the UF law 
school from 1914-1969, opens up to the Stephen C. O’Connell Supreme Court Reading 
Room, named for the first UF law alumnus to serve as president of the University of 
Florida (see Figure 2-4). 

• An open reserve room allowing easy student access and quiet study of reserve materials. 

• The Richard B. Stephens Tax Research Center offers special facilities exclusively to tax 
law students, including 70 study carrels, a graduate lounge, a meeting room, and offices for 
the Florida Tax Review. 

• More than 300 study carrels, including video equipped carrels for review of educational 
audio-visual material, with additional seating for another 300 students throughout the 
library (see Figures 2-5 and 2-6). 

• Thirteen conference rooms that hold up to a dozen students for team study and research. 

• Dedicated classroom for training in research and computer usage. 

• Student production lab and faculty instructional technology lab for state-of-the-art media 
use. 

• Displays of faculty writings and special collections in the Rare Book Room. 

• A meditation/lactation room that recognizes personal needs of a diverse student body. 
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 The new facility is almost double the size of the original library facility, has integrated 

wireless internet technology, and is expected to qualify for LEED certification1.  The LIC serves 

not only the staff, students, and faculty of the LCoL and the University of Florida, but also 

members of the Florida Bar, the general public, and state prisoners.  The newly renovated facility 

is now the “largest academic law library in the Southeast and among the top 20 of more than 180 

such facilities in the U.S. in terms of space” (“UF Law facilities expansion and renovation 

complete,” ¶1).  This is noteworthy since the facility was designed and constructed on a limited 

budget. 

 

Figure 2-4.  Entrance to the O’Connell Reading Room. (Source: 
http://www.law.ufl.edu/expansion/gallery.shtml). 

 

                                                 
1 LEED stands for the “Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design,” which is the nationally accepted green 
rating system for benchmarking the design, construction, and operation of high performance green buildings 
(“Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design,” ¶1).    

http://www.law.ufl.edu/expansion/gallery.shtml
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Figure 2-5.  Student Study Carrels (Photo taken by Jennifer Lamar, graduate student at the 
University of Florida). 

 

Figure 2-6.  Lounge Seating on Second Floor (Photo taken by Jennifer Lamar, graduate student 
at the University of Florida).  

 Fredric G. Levin College of Law is named for a prominent trial lawyer whose financial 

support has assisted the school in becoming one of the “best endowed public law schools in 
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America” as well as offering comprehensive law programs (“About the Fredric G. Levin College 

of Law,” ¶3).  In addition, the college is proud of four of its distinguished alumni who have 

served as presidents of the ABA.  The Lawton Chiles Legal Information Center honors the late 

Florida governor and U.S. senator who graduated from LCoL in 1955 (“UF Law facilities 

expansion and renovation complete,” ¶1).   

 The coined term “legal information center,” instead of “law library,” recognizes that this 

facility not only houses a library, but also offers computer support and media services (“Message 

from the director,” 2005, ¶1).  The term “information center” is also a nod to Christopher 

Columbus Langdell, Harvard Law School’s appointed dean in 1870, who changed the method of 

teaching law by increasing the reliance of the school on its library.  Langdell “pioneered the use 

of the case system, employing the Socratic Method in teaching law.  He believed that the library 

was to law students what the laboratory was to scientists” (“History of the Harvard Law School 

Library,” 2005, ¶5).  Therefore, the library is perceived as an “information center” with an 

exploratory atmosphere where knowledge is put to use and tested.  Although this is a continuing 

trend only recently have law libraries begun to rename their libraries “information centers.”  This 

new title reflects Langdell’s ideology, as well as the growing use of technology-based 

information sources. 

Examining Methods of Architectural Programming 

 The programming phase can define the design process.  The information gathered and the 

method in which it is gathered greatly affects the outcome of the design; therefore, it is an 

essential step that designers, planners, and stakeholders must take caution with and be thorough 

in gathering the necessary information.  Methods in architectural programming vary depending 
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on the client, the programmer's knowledge, and the depth of the project.  Hershberger (1999) 

states that the objective is the following: 

to program for architecture, for environments that transcend the ‘problem’ to create 
something of wonder that captures the essence of the institution; relates marvelously to the 
site, climate, and time; goes beyond immediate needs to enhance the potential of the users; 
expresses the highest aspirations of the client, architect, and society; and ‘moves’ all users 
in some special way (p. 5). 

Ideally, the program should gather information about the building users’ needs and preferences, 

question and address the users’ problems, assess the budget and time constraints, gather 

information regarding space usage and required square footage allocation, and discover the 

culture and values of the users.  The program’s essential objective is to assist in the creation of 

architecture and interior environments that support the users’ activities and reflect their design 

preferences. 

 There are several different approaches to architectural programming, however the most 

frequently used approach is the design-based (d-b) method.  In this method, there is minimal 

programming prior to initializing the design process.  Often the programming occurs 

“simultaneously with the design process” (Hershberger, 1999, p. 7).  For example, during the 

first meeting with the client, the client tells the designer what spaces are required, the size of the 

spaces, budget, and overall feel of the space.  The designer records these statements, asks 

questions, and begins sketching ideas for the client.  The process continues with the designer 

presenting designs for the client’s reaction and comments.  Issues that still need to be addressed 

become evident in these drawings and the process can be repeated until there is a satisfactory 

resolution.  This method requires the designer to be a good interviewer and the client to have a 

clear and thorough idea of what the needs are.  Problems can arise if the process requires more 

time than originally allocated, which results in higher costs.  In addition, this method runs the 
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risk of the designs being reactionary, and the designer becomes frustrated because their “voice” 

is being lost in the final product.  The d-b method works best with small projects, such as a 

residential project, with only a few users.  It provides the opportunity for the designer and the 

client to create a close working relationship based upon open communication and respect.  The 

LCoL was a large project with many stakeholders and a wide variety of users, therefore the d-b 

method was not an appropriate choice for this project. 

 Knowledge-based (k-b) architectural programming is a process that began in the 1960s 

with the emergence of social and behavioral scientists who specialized in how users behaved in 

environments.  This relatively new field in social science is known today as environmental 

psychology.  The k-b method uses “research methods, techniques, and tools developed by social 

and behavioral scientists to study human attitudes and behavior-literature search and review, 

systematic observation, controlled interviewing, questionnaires and surveys, sampling, and 

statistical analysis” (Hershberger, 1999, p. 15).  This method has proven to be a viable method in 

gathering all the necessary information about the users’ needs and preferences, however 

quantitative information is difficult to translate into design.  In the LCoL, the stakeholders set out 

with the notion of being involved in identifying the problem.  Therefore, the information that 

was collected was reported to them in a format they could understand and one that designers 

could easily access. 

 Agreement-based (a-b) programming involves key members of the clients’ organization 

representing the whole organization and working with a programmer.  Usually, the key 

participants are officers of the organization who are assigned to a building planning committee 

“to generate the needed programmatic information, to hire the architect, and possibly monitor 

construction” (Hershberger, 1999, p. 17).  The client and the programmer assume that this 
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appointed building committee, usually comprised of department heads, managers, and building 

supervisors, has enough knowledge, or can at least access the knowledge, to make satisfactory 

decisions for the building users’ requirements, needs, and desires.  The process employs the 

programmer as the facilitator in guiding the committee in communicating information.  When 

there are areas of conflict between committee members, the programmer leads the committee in 

working out differences to produce a consensus for the program (Hershberger, 1999, p. 18).  One 

of the advantages of this method is that it produces a program in a timely and efficient manner.  

The program document is developed after everyone on the committee reaches a satisfactory 

agreement.  However, this process does not typically include detailed requirements for individual 

spaces, which could lead to inappropriate design decisions.  In addition, this process does not 

allow the individual users to express their own needs and ideas, thus alienating them and 

potentially leading to frustration and poor design solutions.  Since the original proposal for the 

LCoL promised democratic inclusion of all willing constituents, the a-b approach was not 

appropriate.  Everyone in the college had the opportunity to participate, to explain and identify 

their specific issues, and contribute to the overall design solution. 

 Value-based (v-b) programming determines the most important values of the 

organization.  The programmer conducts interviews and holds discussions with users and 

community members to uncover these values and to discover the character of the organization 

(Hershberger, 1999, p. 31).  This programming method employs the use of procedures adopted 

from the k-b programming method when necessary.  Having knowledge of key issues guides the 

programmer in realizing when to utilize research methods such as, literature review, content 

analysis, interviewing, observations, and surveys (Hershberger, 1999, p. 31).  This approach 

allows for in-depth information gathering while still keeping the findings in a form that is 
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accessible to designers.  Action research (AR) is similar to v-b except that AR requires a more 

systematic approach to the planning process with the cyclical process of plan-act-observe-reflect.  

The observation phase of the cycle is committed to quality research that is useful to the 

stakeholders.  Its major purpose is to identify the actions that are needed to change the setting for 

the better.  Careful reflection and documentation of the process and of the decisions that are 

made contribute to the research component of a project. 

Action Research as a Programming Approach 

 AR is a methodological approach to programming and design, which connects theory and 

practice by focusing on a problem and developing strategies to solve it (Gifford, 2002, p. 482).  

Lewin described action research as “perhaps the first major push in psychology toward linking 

scientific research with real social change” (Gifford, 2002, p. 5).  He believed that if people were 

involved in the decision process of their workplace, they would be more productive at work.  

Lewin developed action research as a cyclical process involving “planning, fact-finding (or 

reconnaissance) and execution, and which later came generally to be understood as an action-

reflection cycle of planning, acting, observing, and reflecting” (McNiff & Whitehead, 2002, p. 

41).  This process enables individuals and/or groups to identify their problems using a systematic 

approach, and then working together to reach a resolution to change the setting for the better.   

 AR is open to those willing to have a living practice by investigating one’s work and 

finding ways to improve it.  Individual theories and narratives derived from these investigations 

contribute to the body of knowledge and are an integral part of practical and theoretical 

sustainability.  As McNiff and Whitehead (2006) explain, 

Sustainability is the idea that living systems have the capacity for interdependent self-
renewal, which is indispensable for continuing development.  Reliance on an external 
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agency means that a system may collapse if the agency is withdrawn, whereas internal 
capacity means the interdependent creation of renewable resources for growth. (p. 18)   

Therefore, the idea is that practioners, organizations, and individuals all have the capacity to 

investigate, identify, and resolve problems themselves.  Using AR in programming empowers 

the individual in the organization to come up with solutions that best suit their needs, rather than 

relying on the outside consultants to be the sole expert.  In other words, AR allows members of 

the organization to be “actively engaged in the quest for information” and to contribute solutions 

to the problem (Whyte, 1991, p. 20).   

 Participatory design (PD) integrates Lewin’s theory with the practice of design.  Henry 

Sanoff, recognized for his contribution to PD in school and community design, remarks that the 

“participatory approach recognizes that the building process should include the knowledge and 

expertise of all people affected by design decisions” (Sanoff, 2002, p. 20).  In the development of 

an elementary school project in Davidson, N.C., Sanoff’s role as a “planning partner” guided the 

design team and the school community by using user-participation techniques throughout all 

stages of the planning and design process.  Children were asked to contribute to the new school 

design through art and poetry exercises.  Teachers, parents, and school-planning officials 

participated in interviews and workshops.  One workshop consisted of a building-image study 

with a slide show depicting school buildings with different characteristics.  Participants were 

asked to rate each building and these “ratings were used to generate an overall priority list” 

(Sanoff, 2002, p. 28).  During the design development phase, the design team produced drawings 

and then repeatedly allowed teachers to discuss and comment on them.  The post-occupancy 

evaluation revealed that the process allowed the end-users to have a strong sense of ownership 

for the new facility, which has “far-reaching positive effects, especially when the viability of 

traditional school building standards and processes are questioned” (Sanoff, 2002, p. 35).  
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Sanoff’s efforts to push the envelope during the planning process has lead to successful school 

building projects that benefit the students, faculty, and the community.  This process is similar to 

the LCoL project in that there is a high level of participation in a democratic process.  In 

addition, the continual involvement of the users in the design phase is similar to how the CDCP 

involved the users.  The CDCP team invited all of the LCoL users to participate in open house 

style meetings with the architecture and interior design students, who presented their schematic 

designs several times to them with each subsequent phase building upon what they had learned 

from users in the last meeting.   

Post-Occupancy Evaluations 

 There are numerous and well documented reasons POEs are beneficial, including: (1) 

providing information and feedback to designers and stakeholders on which to base decisions for 

the next project; (2) discovering changes needed to better suit the users; (3) improving building 

operations by informing owner of ways to reduce energy consumption; (4) informing designers 

of building aspects that were and were not successful (Preiser, 1989; Preiser & Vischer, 2005; 

Zimmerman & Martin, 2001).  Preiser, Rabinowitz, & White (1988) define POEs as follows: 

[T]he process of evaluating buildings in a systematic and rigorous manner after they have 
been built and occupied for some time.  POEs focus on building occupants and their needs, 
and thus they provide insights into the consequences of past design decisions and the 
resulting building performance.  This knowledge forms a sound basis for creating better 
buildings in the future.  (p. 3) 

POEs assist stakeholders, designers, and facility managers to make better decisions by learning 

what does and does not work.  POEs also have a clear intention so that future projects avoid 

“reinventing the wheel” (Preiser, et al., 1988, p. 127).  It allows us to learn from the past and to 

build upon that knowledge.   
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 The professional practice of POEs emerged in the late 1960s with the growing concern 

about health, safety, security, and psychological effects of a building on its occupants.  These 

concerns and efforts to inspect the built environment led to exploring relationships between 

human behavior and building design.  An early pioneer, Alexander, contributed to the beginnings 

of POEs by evaluating the needs of users in built environments and establishing design 

guidelines.  His research is published in three influential books: Notes on the Synthesis of Form 

(1964), Houses Generated by Patterns (1969), and A Pattern Language (1977) (cited in Preiser 

et al., 1988, p. 8).   Early POEs focused on student dormitories due to convenience factors of 

access, lack of funding, and students’ willingness to participate. 

 In 1968, Environmental Design Research Association (EDRA) was formed by Sanoff, 

who served as the chair until 1973 and incorporated EDRA as a non-profit organization in North 

Carolina in 1972 (Sanoff, 2002, p.1).  EDRA includes architects, designers, facility managers, 

psychologists, sociologists, anthropologists, and geographers whose purpose is to advance and 

disseminate “environmental design research, thereby improving understanding of the 

interrelationships between people, their built and natural surroundings, and helping to create 

environments responsive to human needs” (Sanoff, 2002, p.1).  Research in the 1970s not only 

evaluated buildings, but also “these projects were equally concerned with the process and 

methods of evaluation, as well as exploring the relationships between the design of the physical 

environment, behavior, and building performance” (Preiser, 1989, p. 11).  During this time, the 

government agency, General Services Administration (GSA), implemented office-systems 

performance standards based on their own evaluations of federal office buildings (Preiser et al., 

1988, p. 9).  Many studies conducted at this period used multiple buildings for data gathering, 

multi-method approaches, and comparative analysis contributing to more in-depth evaluations.  
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 Government institutions or grants provided funding for POEs in the 1960s and 1970s.  In 

the 1980s, the private sector, particularly retail and hospitality businesses, began noticing the 

benefits of the POE.  During this time, the International Facility Management Association 

(IFMA) was founded.  The formation of IFMA established credibility and growth in the field of 

POE studies, which has lead to POEs being an integral part of facilities management.  The field 

is still evolving and research in this area continues to validate the need for professionals to be 

aware of how the environment affects human behavior, health, and safety.  There are numerous 

methods available to conduct a POE, depending on the goal, scope, and budget for the 

evaluation. 

 A POE of the Salt Lake City Public Library was conducted to “create tools that could be 

used by public libraries to obtain useful and meaningful data from which to continuously 

improve facility operations both for library staff and visitors” (Lackney & Zajfen, 2005, p. 16).  

The process involved staff interviews, staff and visitor surveys, and photographic documentation 

of problem areas.  It was discovered that the planning process for the library involved the staff, 

the local community, and a planning board.  It was a “multistage planning and design process” 

that was highly “unique and rigorous” (Lackney & Zajfen, 2005, p. 22).  The evaluation revealed 

that there were some areas that required re-design, such as, the private meeting rooms needed 

alteration to minimize sound transfer.  However, the POE overall revealed the success of the 

“rigorous” programming method based upon minimal issues uncovered in the POE report. 

 POEs can uncover small design changes, or they can uncover larger systematic problems.  

A POE of the San Francisco Public Library one year after its completion revealed that “serious 

operational problems are caused by the facility” (“Post-occupancy evaluation,” 2000, ¶9).  Some 

of the problems discovered related to the functional design of the building spaces, including 
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inappropriate adjacencies, lack of comprehensible wayfinding, lack of storage, and failures in 

operational and maintenance of the building (“Post-occupancy evaluation,” 2000, ¶13).  In the 

report, there is no mention of how the planning and design process was conducted, but it is clear 

that the POE was highly successful in addressing issues and problems affecting staff and visitors 

so that improvements could be made.   

 A multi-method approach to the evaluation of the Kennedy School of Government’s 

Taubman Building at Harvard University performed customary POE techniques, questionnaires, 

interviews, and facilitated workshops.  These workshops are a favored POE tool in Scandinavian 

countries as it provides an arena for end-users to communicate their issues (Horgen & Sheridan, 

1996, p. 16).  A traditional approach was represented by Vischer’s Building-In-Use 

questionnaire.  The purpose of the project was to develop a building evaluation prototype and to 

“facilitate learning about programming, designing, and building approaches” (Horgen & 

Sheridan, 1996, p. 17).  The study concluded that quantifiable results from the Buildings-In-Use 

questionnaire corresponded with the information gathered from the participatory workshops, or 

“town meetings” (Horgen & Sheridan, 1996, p. 21).  In addition, all of the participants in the 

town meeting reported that the meetings were either “valuable” or “very valuable.”  The study 

concluded that by providing opportunities for end-users to voice their issues provides a sense of 

ownership in the building and acknowledges the importance of their thoughts.  This case study’s 

POE is similar to the Taubman Building study since it is a multi-method evaluation combining 

quantitative and qualitative measures.  The purpose of using multiple methods is to gain a higher 

reliability with the results and to gain a broad scope of information that contributes to 

determining the successes and failures of the LIC project.  The only difference is that this POE 

also aims to discover how the AR planning process affected the outcome. 
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Action Research Process vs. the Traditional Approach 

 At Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) in Cambridge, there lies a variety of 

buildings designed by famous architects, such as, I.M. Pei, Alvar Aalto, Eero Saarinen, and 

Frank Gehry.  The Dean of the School of Architecture and Planning states, “I don’t think it really 

matters very much whether most students know that buildings are famous, or even know the 

names of their architects.  It just matters that the buildings are good and contribute positively to 

the quality of student life” (Tse, 1999, ¶3).  MIT has had a long commitment to supporting new, 

innovative ideas of architecture in order to enhance the livelihoods of the students, faculty, and 

staff.  However, with new ideas, there can be controversy. 

In May 2004, the Stata Center for Computer, Information and Intelligence Sciences opened 

its doors and its controversy on the MIT campus.  Gehry’s $280 million-dollar creation, 

originally budgeted at $95 million, was another stunning architectural achievement by the world 

famous architect demanding attention for its uniqueness and originality.  The envelope of the 

building reflects the human activity within it.  It is folded, torn, punched, warped, and crinkled 

echoing the research activities of the scientists inside who are exploring the mysteries of 

language, cognition, and intelligence (Crosbie, 2004, ¶3).  The interior was left “rough” so that 

the occupants feel like they can change and modify the space to suit their needs (Crosbie, 2004).  

The concept was to incorporate the ad hoc approach of research to the physical environment 

allowing for flexibility and collaboration.   

Gehry stated in an interview that his design would be a success if he was able “to interpret 

what [the occupants] were talking about in a way they never expected” (Dabek, 2004, ¶2).  If 

that meant turning professor’s office into a student lounge, then Gehry succeeded.  Professor 

Abelson stated in an interview with the Boston Globe, “People don’t know how to live in this 
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building.  There has been very little attention paid to planning for an open-space environment” 

(Beam, 2004, ¶8).  Another occupant was quoted stating, “I feel as though I have lost something 

very important – a sense of my own space – and a feeling of importance” (Dabek, 2004, ¶20).  

Therefore, Abelson’s lab group had to contact an architect who specializes in interior design to 

restructure “part of Gehry’s masterpiece” (Beam, 2004, ¶8).   

The point of exposing the faults of Gehry’s design is not to disparage his success.  Many 

elements of the Stata Center were very successful in supporting the user’s activities.  In addition, 

it captured the spirit of the community promoting an image for MIT that says that they take risks, 

and that they support pioneering ideas.  However, as designers, we must ask ourselves who is to 

blame for some of these users’ dissatisfaction with the final building?  Is it the fallacy of those 

who created the architectural program?  Did the designers pay too much attention to the aesthetic 

and style of the building, rather than the users’ requirements and needs to work productively?  

Alternatively, does the building support the users needs in an “unexpected” way and, perhaps, 

these dissatisfied users will come to appreciate the building after they have been given time to 

adjust to their new surroundings.  Or is it time to consider a new approach to creating both 

exciting and satisfying architecture? 

This study is significant because it investigates whether the newly constructed Legal 

Information Center on the University of Florida campus satisfies all of the users’ needs.  

Uncovering any faults and successes of the building will benefit both designers and stakeholders 

with knowledge of what changes need to be made in the current building and what should be 

included or avoided in future building projects.  In addition, the AR planning methodology is 

evaluated to determine if it is a viable option for clients to include in their next building project.   
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Summary 

 The purpose of this literature review has been to give the reader background information 

about the Legal Information Center.  The history of the law school was covered, as well as an 

account of how the LIC was planned and designed.  This information puts the LIC in context so 

that the reader can understand the steps taken to create it.  Another purpose of this literature 

review has been to define the different methods of architectural programming so that the AR 

approach used in planning the LIC can be compared to these more traditional programming 

models.  AR is also defined and applications of action research have been discussed.  Finally, the 

literature review discusses the purpose and significance of conducting a POE.  The history of the 

POE has been outlined and relevant studies were presented.    
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Research Study Design 

 This is a case study that employs multiple mixed methods.  Case studies are widely used 

in other professions, such as medicine, law, and business, and contribute to a body of knowledge 

that collectively develops critical theories (Swann, 2006 and Francis, 2001).  Francis (2001) 

provides a thorough definition of case study, which is the following: 

A case study is a well-documented and systematic examination of the process, decision-
making and outcomes of a project, which is undertaken for the purpose of informing future 
practice, policy, theory, and/or education (p. 16). 

This study is also an exploratory study about the efficacy of an action research approach for the 

planning and designing of a university library project.  The study used a multi-method process 

and triangulation with both qualitative and quantitative measures to ascertain the validity of the 

results.  The study was divided into three parts to examine three different aspects of the LIC and 

its planning process.  Together, these three research processes will ascertain the success of the 

AR method in this setting. 

First, the CDCP preliminary program was assessed using a content analysis2.  The 

document was written in a descriptive narrative format and included information gathered during 

the AR planning partnership between faculty, staff, and students of the LCoL and faculty and 

students of the CDCP.  The document, “Designers, Researchers, Stakeholders: Partners for 

Planning the Fredric G. Levin College of Law,” was written by the CDCP faculty, Hasell, King, 

and Polhman (2002).  Analysis of the CDCP preliminary program was compared to the Request 

for Proposals program document created by the UF Facilities Planning and Construction office 

                                                 
2 “Content analysis systematically describes and analyzes the form and content of written or spoken material 
(Sommer & Sommer, 2002).  The investigator turns qualitative data into quantitative by expressing data in numbers. 



 

48 

and the final architectural program by Tsoi/Kobus & Associates.  The purpose was to determine 

how much information from the CDCP preliminary program is evident in those respective 

documents.  In addition, it was necessary to determine if the information was implemented in the 

final building design of the Legal Information Center.  The objective of this first phase of the 

study was to determine whether user satisfaction with the LIC could be attributed to the AR 

planning process. 

Second, satisfaction of research participants in both user groups, LIC staff and LCoL 

students, was analyzed in order to assess the success of the AR planning approach.  It was 

necessary to create two separate surveys for the two user groups since they use the building 

differently.  The surveys were used to ascertain their satisfaction with the LIC in regards an AR 

Subjective Assessment Framework based upon human comfort, health, safety, psychological 

security, and pleasure.  If the current end-users were satisfied, then the project would be 

considered successful.  In addition, if the information presented in the preliminary AR program 

(users’ needs, values, and space requirements) was evident in the final building design, then user 

satisfaction with the LIC could be attributed to those AR planning efforts. 

Third, in-depth unstructured interviews were conducted with key participants from the 

planning and designing process for the LIC.  Their thoughts, accounts, and opinions contributed 

to the exploratory portion of this research to analyze the following: 1) the process of the AR 

method, 2) the success of the AR method, and 3) their satisfaction with both the process and the 

final building design.  The in-depth interviews provide a holistic view about the planning and 

designing process from multiple perspectives.  The interviews are qualitative and do not produce 

tangible statistical results.  However, it provides a deeper understanding about the process from 

the participants’ experiences.  In addition, similarities among individual’s stories may also be 
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uncovered to reveal an underlying thread or theme about the process.   Figure 3-1 shows the 

multiple methods of this study’s research process. 

Approval was sought before implementing the surveys.  University of Florida’s 

Institutional Review Board (UFIRB) reviewed the study proposal, the two surveys, and letters of 

consent, and they granted permission to conduct the study.  Appendix A is a copy of the UFIRB 

approval and Appendix B is a copy of the approved letters of consent. 

 

Figure 3-1.  Research Process of the AR study. 

 Research Setting 

 The newly constructed and renovated Legal Information Center at University of Florida’s 

Levin College of Law was completed in July 2005.  The LIC is located in Holland Hall, a three-

story building located in the northwest quadrant of the university near the corner of Southwest 

2nd Avenue and Village Drive in Gainesville, Florida (see Figure 3-2).  Originally built in 1968, 

approximately 70% of Holland Hall was gutted and restructured during the construction of the 

LIC.  The third floor remained intact and is mostly comprised of faculty offices.  Figure 3-3 

shows Holland Hall under going construction and how the third floor remained.  Figure 3-4 is an 

aerial view of Holland Hall during construction.   
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Figure 3-2.  Site Plan of the Levin College of Law. (Retrieved from 
http://www.law.ufl.edu/construction/siteplans.shtml). 

 

Figure 3-3.  Construction and Renovation of Holland Hall (Provided by University of Florida’s 
College of Law Communications Office). 

http://www.law.ufl.edu/construction/siteplans.shtml
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Figure 3-4.  Aerial View of Holland Hall during Construction (Provided by University of 
Florida’s College of Law Communications Office). 

 The first two floors of the building house the LIC, the Dean’s Administrative Suite, two 

classroom spaces, and the LCoL Communications Office.  Figures 3-5 and 3-6 show the floor 

plans for the first two floors of renovated Holland Hall and the addition to the LIC.   

 The LIC is approximately 100,000 square feet housing over 600,000 volumes, with 

approximately 50% in the compact book stacks and 50% in open shelves.  The entrance to the 

LIC faces the College of Law courtyard, which is surrounded by Bruton-Geer Hall to the south 

and by two classroom towers to the east and the west.  Figure 3-7 is a photograph of the LCoL 

courtyard and the main entrance to the LIC. 
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Figure 3-5.  Floor Plan of the First Floor of Holland Hall. (Provided by Ponikvar & Associates 

and Tsoi/Kobus & Associates) 

 

 
Figure 3-6.  Floor Plan of the Second Floor of Holland Hall. (Provided by Ponikvar & Associates 

and Tsoi/Kobus & Associates). 
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Figure 3-7.  Levin College of Law Courtyard and Legal Information Center Entrance. (Retrieved 
from http://www.law.ufl.edu/construction/photogallery.shtml). 

Research Participants 

Sampling Research Participants for the Surveys 

 Research participants included the LIC staff and students who currently use the LIC 

facility.  The LIC staff is comprised of twenty-three staff members:  four administrative staff 

(including the Director and Associate Director of the library), eleven public services staff, and 

eight technical services staff.  The surveys were distributed to the LIC staff via email with a link 

to the web-based survey.  The email was sent once a week for a month reminding them of their 

option to participate.  This method netted 15 responses. 

 Though the library is open to the general public, only LCoL students participated.  The 

student enrollment at the time of the survey was approximately 1,320 and the study sought to 

obtain 8-10% participation from the student population by convenient sampling.  A link was 

provided on the LIC website that would connect them to the web-based survey.  Participation 

http://www.law.ufl.edu/construction/photogallery.shtml
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using this method was very low and netted only 10 responses.  Therefore, the researcher set up a 

table in the LCoL courtyard in front of the LIC entrance, so that passer-bys could take the web-

based survey using provided laptops.  The law students usually arrive for classes between eight 

and ten o’clock in the morning and generally stay on campus until the mid-afternoon.  Between 

classes, they typically study, socialize, eat lunch, or meet with study groups. The researcher was 

positioned at this location from 5th of April 2007 to 11th of April 2007, between the hours of nine 

o’clock in the morning to three o’clock in the afternoon.  This method netted 114 responses, with 

four respondents that had to be dropped from the report due to incomplete surveys. 

Sampling Key Participants for the In-Depth Interviews 

 Identified key participants in the programming and planning process of the LIC were 

asked to grant an interview with this researcher.  An email was sent out to a list of these known 

participants informing them of the research and asking if they would agree to participate.  

Appendix H is an example of an email that was distributed.  The following is a list of the 

individuals who were emailed:  the interim dean at the time of the planning for the LIC, the 

current LIC Director, the former law library director, the LIC Associate Director, key LIC staff, 

key LCoL faculty, and a principal architect from Ponikvar & Associates.  Once the participant 

replied, a date, time, and location was set up for the meeting.  Six in-depth unstructured 

interviews were conducted.   

Procedures and Instruments 

Comparison Across the CDCP, FP&C, and TK&A Programs and the LIC Building 

 The research is organized according to the four departments within the LIC:  Collection 

Services, Media Services, Public Services, and Computing Services.  This was the original 

departmental structure under the supervision of library Director, Betty Taylor.  However, after 

the completion of the preliminary AR program by the CDCP, Taylor retired and a new Director, 
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Kathleen Price, took her place.  Under Price’s direction, the departments were restructured into 

the following:  Administration, Public Services, Technical Services, and Technology.  Figure 3-8 

demonstrates the changes in the departments and their main functions.  This study organized data 

according to the old departmental structure since that is how the preliminary AR program, the 

RFP, and the final architectural program documents are all organized. Media Services and 

Computing Services, which is now Technology, will not be investigated in this study since they 

are not located within the new LIC facility.  In addition, their function relates more to the 

technology aspects of the law school classrooms, rather than the LIC.   

 

Figure 3-8.  Legal Information Center Departments and How They Changed. 

 Content analysis of the CDCP program was executed to establish the user needs and 

preferences, or items, in order to compare them to the other two programming documents and the 

LIC building.  As stated earlier, the purpose of the comparison was to determine how much of 

the preliminary program is evident in the RFP, the architectural program by Tsoi/Kobus, and the 

final building design.  Each document was developed using a different method, so therefore the 
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information in each document is presented in a different manner and style.  Excerpts from each 

programming document can be referred to in Appendix C.   

 The CDCP program was written in a descriptive narrative format, rather than a traditional 

program that usually includes a list of spaces with corresponding square footages.  Though the 

CDCP program does include tables of existing and proposed net and gross square footages, the 

document states in the  “Introduction” that its main focus is to assist the LCoL stakeholders and 

the FP&C office as they move forward in the decision making process for the college.  

Therefore, the creators of the document kept the information in a narrative format so that it 

remained accessible to the stakeholders, while at the same time providing detailed 

documentation of the decisions made during the AR preliminary planning process.  This is 

unique and different from most traditional programming documents and reflects the approach of 

the AR method.   

 The RFP included information developed during the AR process between the CDCP and 

LCoL participants, and it also states that the design team is required to verify the contents of the 

CDCP program.  The document also includes the FP&C’s traditional format for programming 

university campus buildings.  Sections within the RDP were devoted to the master plan for the 

College of Law, a space needs assessment, site analysis, programming list of the spaces (gross 

and net square footages for each specific area), utilities impact analysis, information technology 

requirements, building codes, university building standards, proposed project schedule, and 

budgetary funds.   

 The architectural program by Tsoi/Kobus & Associates was different from both the 

CDCP and the RFP.  An “Executive Summary” at the beginning of the document provided a 

synopsis of the programming requirements for the whole LCoL and benchmarked the LCoL to 
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other similar law schools.  The programming section for the LIC, presented tables of net and 

gross square footage requirements for each department and space within that department.  Some 

FF&E requirements were included in the tables.  Following the space requirement tables was a 

section that included adjacency diagrams for the whole LIC and for each individual department.   

 Appendix D is a chart of the items, user needs and preferences, that were recorded after 

the content analysis of the CDCP preliminary program.  By cross checking and tabulating each 

program and the building to this checklist, a quantitative assessment was made of how much of 

the preliminary AR program was evident in the other planning documents and in the final 

building design.  The net square footages that are included in each programming document were 

also compared to the CDCP preliminary program to determine how much of the information 

from the preliminary AR planning phase transformed and changed during each subsequent 

phase.  Measurements of the final building were taken using a laser tape measure and were 

recorded in order to conduct comparisons between the final building to the programming 

documents. 

Staff and Student Satisfaction with the Newly Renovated LIC 

 Two surveys were administered, one for the LIC staff and one for the LCoL students.  

Each survey had the same purpose but was tailored to the research participants.  The staff 

surveys assessed each individual’s level of satisfaction with their personal workspace and the 

public areas within the LIC.  The student surveys assessed their level of satisfaction with the 

study areas and meeting rooms ant the public areas of the LIC. 

 This study considered and expanded upon the synthesized habitability framework 

developed by Preiser (1983) and Vischer (1989), among others, for conducting post-occupancy 

evaluations (Preiser & Vischer, 2005, p. 5).  Their framework consists of the 1) Technical: 

health, safety and security performance; 2) Functional: efficiency and work flow performance; 
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and 3) Behavioral: psychological, social, cultural, and aesthetic performance (Preiser, et. al., 

2005, p.5).  Technical performance of a building relates to building codes and life safety 

standards.  Functional performance relates to “state-of-the-art knowledge about building types 

and systems” such as guidelines that are published in Time-Saver Standards: Architectural 

Design Data (1997) by Crosbie, Callender, Watson, & Baerman. (Preiser, 2005, p. 5).  

Behavioral performance relates to the research-based design guidelines, such as social 

interaction, privacy, sense of community, and sense of belonging (Preiser, W. 1988).   

 This study significantly modified the habitability framework to include the specific 

contextual goals of the LCoL evaluation and the AR approach.  Figure 3-9 outlines this study’s 

Action Research Subjective Assessment Framework.  Four categories of building performance 

dimensions are the basis for determining user satisfaction with the LCoL building design.  The 

dimensions included under Technical and Functional were influenced by Preiser and Vischer.  

However, the Psychological category is now renamed from Behavioral to reflect the specific 

contextual focus and process.  Ambient was added to the new framework.  This category is 

integral to the LCoL user satisfaction since it is includes dimensions that interior designers used 

while producing LCoL designs.  These ambient dimensions were selected to capture and reflect 

the character and values of the organization.  Researchers outside the interior design field 

sometimes overlook ambient dimensions.  Ambient dimensions can be found in the appearance 

of the architectural elements, interior finishes and materials, as well as the overall architectural 

language and style of the spaces.   

 By using the AR Subjective Assessment Framework numerous dimensions within each 

category were evaluated.  One of the objectives of this study was to gauge the user satisfaction 

for each category, as well as their overall satisfaction with the building.  Therefore, the 
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dimensions within each category were tabulated and combined to assess user satisfaction for the 

respective category.  For example, user satisfaction with the lighting, acoustics, and thermal 

quality of the LIC were combined to assess Technical satisfaction.   

 

 

Figure 3-9.  Action Research Subjective Assessment Framework of User Satisfaction. 

 The survey instrument for both the staff and students included modified questions from 

the following resources: 

• A survey developed by the Research Center for Architecture and Urban Design 
Technology at the University of Sao Paulo, Brazil that assesses users’ opinions about their 
working environment (Preiser & Vischer, 2005, pp. 218 – 225).3 

• The Center for the Built Environment’s Occupant Indoor Environmental Quality survey, 
which assesses users’ satisfaction and productivity within their working environment.  The 

                                                 
3 “Readers are encouraged to test these tools in their own settings, and to compare them with methods developed and 
published elsewhere (Prieser & Vischer, 2005, p. 209).  The editors of Assessing Building Performance (2005), 
Preiser & Vischer included surveys that they had collected from various researchers and added them as an appendix.  
This quote is from the introduction to the appendix, encouraging other researchers to use the surveys and to share 
the information with other practioners. 
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CBE is affiliated with the College of Environmental Design at University of California 
Berkeley (http://www.cbe.berkeley.edu/research/survey.htm) 

Refer to Appendix E, which demonstrates how the surveys were developed and which source 

provided the structure of certain questions.  Other survey questions were developed after 

thorough consideration of what was included in the programming documents.  All of the 

questions aimed to follow the AR Subjective Assessment Framework, as well as, the theoretical 

framework developed by Preiser and Vischer.  In developing the surveys, this study utilized tools 

that have been tested and demonstrated reliability.  However, this study also intended to build 

upon past research and attempt to discover ways to improve upon it.  It was also necessary to 

modify the survey instruments and add to them in order to answer this case study’s research 

questions. 

 There were 60 questions for the student survey and 67 questions for the staff survey.  The 

staff survey can be referred to in Appendix F and the student survey can be referred to in 

Appendix G.  The web-based survey was created using http://www.SurveyMonkey.com.  The 

main objective of the survey was to assess user satisfaction; therefore, the majority of the 

questions were on a seven-point rating scale ranging from “Very Satisfied” to “Very 

Dissatisfied.”  Open-ended questions were also included to obtain any additional comments that 

the participants wanted to express.  Other information obtained included demographics, time 

spent in the LIC, and type of usage.  Participants were also asked a series of questions to 

determine their level of participation in the planning and programming process for the LIC.   At 

the end of the survey, participants were asked to check which areas of the LIC were in need of 

improvement, if any. 

http://www.cbesurvey.org/cbesurvey/survey1003/welcome.asp?LID=1&locale=en_US&SID=1003&RF=0&RM=0&MBF=0&FPF=undefined&satRight=undefined&DoAll=0&SurveyDemo=0
http://www.surveymonkey.com/
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In-depth Interviews with Key Participants 

 Unstructured interviews “explore all the alternatives in order to pick up information, 

define areas of importance that might not have been thought of ahead of time, and allow the 

respondent to take the lead to a greater extent” (Sommer, 2002, p. 114).  An in-depth interview is 

a form of an unstructured interview, which allows the interviewer “to follow the respondent’s 

answers with a request for more information at an increasing level of depth” (Sommer, 2002, 

p.114).   

 With this technique, stories and experiences were collected to gain a deeper 

understanding of the planning process.  The sessions lasted approximately thirty to forty-five 

minutes in the participant’s private office.  The participant was sent an email that briefed them 

about the research and asked if they would participate (Appendix H).  At the beginning of the 

interview, the research participant was asked to sign a consent form granting permission to tape-

record the interview.  Only a few questions were asked during the session to keep the participant 

actively engaged or to clarify any points discussed.  Examples of some of these questions are the 

following: 

• Describe the process of working with the group from the College of Design, Construction, 
and Planning.  How did the relationship come about?  How did it change?  What was your 
role? 

• Do you remember any times when you felt your ideas were being ignored or you were not 
able to express them? 

• How did you involve the rest of the staff?  How did you involve the students? 

• How did you select the architects?  How was the transition working going from working 
with the faculty and students of the CDCP to working with the selected architects? 

• Do you feel that the project with the CDCP was helpful to the final building design? 

Other questions were not prepared but rather they were an impromptu reaction to what the 

participant was saying in order to make clarifications or to keep the interview flowing while 
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maintaining the focus and objective of the interview.  Later, the tape-recording was transcribed 

and the participant had the option to make any corrections, changes, or omissions to the final 

transcript.   

Limitations 

 This study encountered several limitations.  First, it was not possible to contact any of the 

students that were originally involved in the AR planning process in the year 2000 to discuss 

their involvement and satisfaction with the process.  Although, their insights could be valuable to 

this study’s findings the current students still follow similar activities as the students who 

participated in the planning of the LIC.  Therefore, quality of the findings remains reliable.  

Second, there were changes among the LIC staff, so it was difficult to find many staff members 

that were actively involved in the AR planning and designing process between the years 2000 - 

2004.  However, the job tasks and duties of the departments and their staff has remained 

basically the same.  Third, due to lack in time and resources, a pilot study of the survey 

instruments was not conducted prior to actual implementation.   

Summary 

 This chapter discussed the case study’s research methodology, explaining the multi-

method approach to assess user satisfaction with the Legal Information Center and satisfaction 

with the new AR planning paradigm.  The study was divided into three distinct parts: 1) Content 

analysis and comparison of the CDCP preliminary program, the RFP, the TK&A program, and 

the final building, 2) Surveys of users to determine satisfaction with the LIC, and 3) Interviews 

with key participants’ to ascertain satisfaction and assessment with the planning and design 

process.  Details of how research questions were answered have been provided, as well as an 

explanation of why the methods were chosen.  The research setting has been described to provide 

the reader a context.  The method for choosing the research participants, the survey instruments, 
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and an explanation of how they were created has been discussed.  In addition, the in-depth 

interviews have been discussed with an explanation of how they will be used in the study.      
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CHAPTER 4 
FINDINGS 

 The purpose of this case study is to determine if action research was a successful tool in 

the planning of the Legal Information Center on the University of Florida campus.  What are the 

benefits and limitations of employing action research methods to create new spaces?  Is it worth 

the time and effort?  This is a case study--an evaluation of one building that did use action 

research methods.  Its purpose is not to determine concretely if AR should be used in every 

project.  It is to explore how successful it was in this project.  In doing that, the research focused 

on three questions:  first the RFP, the final architectural program, and the actual building were 

compared to determine how much of the user’s needs in the CDCP preliminary program were 

carried through; next, user satisfaction with the LIC was ascertained by conducting surveys; and 

lastly, in-depth unstructured interviews were conducted with key participants in the AR planning 

process to learn more about the process and to gauge their level of satisfaction with the process.   

Analyzing and Comparing the Preliminary AR Program  

 Research question one:  Did the AR approach produce a robust program?  Was the 
information included in the preliminary programming document evident in the Request for 
Proposals (RFP) by the University of Florida’s Facilities Construction and Planning office, in 
the final architectural program by the project architects, and in the final building?  If so, how 
much?   
 

This portion of the study focused on tabulating and comparing how much of the 

documented programming information (i.e. user needs, square footage requirements) from the 

AR partnership between the CDCP and the LCoL group was evident in the two programming 

documents, the RFP prepared by UF’s Facilities Construction and Planning office and the final 

architectural program prepared by Tsoi/Kobus & Associates (TK&A).  In addition, how much 

was evident in the final measured building plans and observed characteristics in the physical 

building.  As discussed in Chapter 3, the results of the comparison were tabulated by totaling the 
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items (users’ needs) in the preliminary AR program to compare them with the other two 

documents, the final building plans, and the actual LIC building (Refer to Appendix D).  For 

example, some of the items listed in the CDCP program for the student meeting areas included 

data/power access, moveable furniture, and outside views.  These items were then compared to 

the other two documents and the final building to determine if these requests from the users 

actually became a reality.    

Table 4-1.  Comparisons with the CDCP Program’s 110 Items.  
  
 

 
n  

RFP 
% n

TK&A 
%

 
n 

LIC 
%

Collection Services 21 84.00 10 40.00 23 92.00

Public Services: 
    Study Areas 

 
17 89.47 4 21.05

 
9 47.36

    Circulation Desk 24 82.70 3 10.00 25 86.00
    Reference Desk 22 95.60 6 26.00 19 82.60
    Book stacks 10 100.00 4 40.00 10 100.00
    Microfilm area 4 100.00 4 100.00 4 100.00
 
Total 

 
98 89.09 31 28.18

 
90 81.81

n  =  items from the CDCP preliminary program that are evident 
RFP  =  Request for Proposals document by UF’s Facilities Planning and Construction office  
TK&A  =  Tsoi/Kobus architectural final architectural program 
LIC  =  Legal Information Center building. 
 

Using the structure of the CDCP program, or preliminary AR program, as a reference, the 

results are organized by the main areas of the LIC, Collection Services and Public Services.  

Collection Services is one area on its own with no sub-areas, while Public Services is comprised 

of five distinct sub-areas which include the Circulation Desk, the Reference Desk, the Study 

Areas, the Book stacks, and the Microfilm Area.  Table 4-1 shows how many of the user needs in 

the CDCP program were found in each area and sub-area according to each programming 

document and in the actual building and final building plans.  The program comparison included 

110 items from the CDCP preliminary program.   
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 Based upon the results, the RFP included 89% of  the items listed in the CDCP program.  

Most of the items were included in the document verbatim.  In addition, the RFP states that the 

architect must conduct a thorough review of the CDCP during the program verification and 

master planning phase of the project.  In contrast, the architectural program created by 

Tsoi/Kobus only includes 28.18% of the CDCP program items.  It was imperative to the study to 

find out why only a fraction of the information from the CDCP was included in the final 

architectural program by TK&A.  Therefore, the architectural project manager was contacted for 

explanation, who stated the following: 

Yes, we did refer to the [CDCP] document during the design process.  Its biggest use was 
to prompt us to ask questions about what their real needs were.  We also referred back to it 
to see if the initial thoughts about the project held true, or evolved.  

The design team of the LIC used the actual CDCP document rather than repeat its contents into 

their document.  Their document, “Levin College of Law – Final Programming Study” included 

a summary of the gross and net square footages for the specific spaces within the LIC, adjacency 

diagrams, and benchmarking (square footage comparison to other university law libraries).  

Unlike the RFP and the CDCP program, which both included a detailed narration of 

programming requirements as well as a listing of space square footage requirements, the “Final 

Programming Study” was comprised mainly of square footages and supportive graphical 

information.  Based upon the project manager’s comment and the RFP’s requirement for the 

architect to review the CDCP program, it is safe to conclude that the information in the CDCP 

program was utilized during the design process.   

Finally, in the researcher’s observations of the final building, it was found that 81% of the 

spaces in the final measured building were the same as those requested in the CDCP program.  

This is a significant finding for this study.  During the preliminary planning phase, the CDCP 

group encouraged the faculty, staff, and students to dream about what they wanted for their new 
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library facility, as well as for the whole College of Law.  This strong verification of what was 

dreamt (CDCP preliminary program) and what actually became a reality should have a positive 

impact on the satisfaction of the users.  If the participants in the planning process represented the 

users who currently occupy the space, it should be possible to test whether or not and how much 

they are satisfied with the final building.  Therefore, the results from the user satisfaction surveys 

are necessary to validate this finding.  

 The net square footages (NSF) of each program document, the final building plans, and 

on-site measurements were examined and compared.  Table 4-2 shows the NSF listed in each 

programming document and the measurements of the LIC. In addition, the differences between 

those measurements and the NSF from the CDCP program are shown.  The RFP was 29,212 

NSF less than the CDCP program.  The TK&A program was 2,697 NSF less than the CDCP 

program.  Based upon the measurements from the building plans and measurements taken on-

site, the LIC is 21,280 NSF less than the CDCP program. 

 Table 4-2.  Comparisons of the Net Square Footages of the Programs and the Building.     
 
 

CDCP 
NSF NSF

RFP 
DIFF NSF

TK&A 
DIFF NSF

LIC 
DIFF

Collection Services 6,775 6,720 (55) 2,619 (4,156) 1,821 (4,954)
   
Public Services: 
Study Areas & Book 
stacks 

56,872 23,930 (32,942) 54,100 (2,772) 34,024 (22,848)

Circulation Desk & 
Reserve Room 

3,585 3,605 20 3,786 201 
 

3,761 176

Reference areas 2,075 5,520 3,445 6,335 4,260 8,050 5,975
Administrative suite 1,070 1,390 320 840 (230) 1,441 371
 
Total 

 
70,377 41,165 29,212 67,680

 
2,697 49,097 21,280

CDCP  =  College of Design, Construction & Planning preliminary program   
DIFF  =  Difference 
NSF  =  Net square footages 
Note:  Items in parenthesis under the DIFF column indicates a negative difference while items 
not in parenthesis indicate a positive difference. 
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 Based upon these results, the TK&A program incorporated a high percentage (96 %) of 

the proposed NSF as stated in the CDCP program.  The RFP incorporated 59% of the NSF 

proposed by the CDCP program.  The final LIC building incorporated 69.8% of the NSF 

proposed by the CDCP program.   

 Analyzing the data, it is evident that the TK&A program took square footage away from 

Collection Services (4,156 NSF) and may have re-allocated that space to the Reference Area 

(4,260 NSF).  Another significant difference is that the CDCP program allocated 2,075 NSF for 

the Reference Areas.  The RFP program increased this to 5,520 NSF, which is 266% more than 

the CDCP program.  The TK&A program increased this area to 6,335 NSF, which is 305% more 

than the CDCP program.  The final building ended up with 8,050 NSF for the Reference Area, 

which is 390% more than the CDCP program.   

 However, one of the most significant findings is that the difference in NSF allocation for 

the Study Areas and Book stacks.  The CDCP program stated that 56,872 NSF is needed for the 

Study Areas and the Book stacks. In contrast, the RFP stated that 23,930 NSF is needed, which is 

significantly 42% less than the CDCP program.  In the end, the final LIC ended up with 34,024 

NSF in the Study Areas and the Book stacks, which is still 60% less than the CDCP program.   

Changes and differences in the NSF allocation is to be expected, especially since the 

project went through three planning/designing phases with three different groups, the CDCP, 

UF’s FP&C, and the architects TK&A and Ponikvar & Associates.  The CDCP group adopted 

the calculation methods for determining NSF from the FP&C office.  However, the FP&C may 

have modified some of the square footages to reflect changes in user needs and requirements or 

university regulations.  The architects utilized benchmarking, as well as expected student 

enrollment, to determine the NSF by comparing the LIC to other similar university law libraries. 



 

69 

  In addition, there was a change in leadership within the College of Law library.  Betty 

Taylor, the former library Director, retired at the beginning of the planning and design process 

with TK&A.  Kathy Price, who had previous experience with law library renovations and 

construction, became the new Director.  Her perspective may have also been a contributing 

factor to the changes with both the NSF and the incorporation of certain user needs.  

Furthermore, at the time of the AR partnership between the CDCP and the LCoL, a budget for 

the LIC did not exist.  One of the main reasons for involving the CDCP was to attract donors and 

to convince the university to be aware that the need for a new law library was imminent.  Further 

explanation of these contributing factors to the planning process will be discussed later in this 

chapter in “Exploring the Planning Process through In-Depth Unstructured Interviews.”   

One important factor to recognize about this planning process was the continuum of using 

the action research process.  The plan for the Legal Information Center went through three 

distinct planning processes.  The process with the CDCP utilized “plan-act-observe-reflect.”  The 

Facilities Planning and Construction’s planning process contributed to the planning process as 

well by “reflecting” upon the CDCP programming document to then plan their RFP, produce it, 

and then release it to architects to bid on.  The architects repeated the same process and took it to 

the next stage with the final product.  This study contributes to the final stage of the action 

research process by conducting a POE that “reflects” on and evaluates the final building and 

process. 

User Satisfaction Surveys 

Research question two:  Did the AR approach capture the needs, values, and preferences 
of the both user groups, staff and students, in relation to the LIC?  Is there a difference in 
satisfaction levels between staff and students?   
 

This portion of the study used two very similar questionnaires that were tailored to both 

user groups--LIC staff and LCoL students.  Appendices F and G include both of the surveys. Of 
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the 23 staff members of the LIC, 15 responded.  A total of 114 law students responded to the 

student survey with four respondent surveys being omitted due to incomplete answers.  The 

surveys assessed their satisfaction with the final building design 18 months after being occupied.   

Data Analysis 

Table 4-3.  Categories and Dimensions of the AR Framework. 
Technical Functional Psychological Ambient 
Lighting Layout Privacy Interior finishes/style 
Acoustics Circulation Interaction Architectural elements 
Security Wayfinding Sense of place Sense of exposure 
Fire Safety Furnishings in  Sense of ownership Variety of spaces 
ADA relation to job task Sense of security  
Thermal Quality  Sense of community  
 
 The survey data analysis was done to determine if the two user groups were satisfied with 

the LIC building.  Both of the survey instruments contained four main categories: technical, 

functional, psychological and ambient.  These categories included dimensions used to define 

them.  For instance, technical consisted of questions that pertained to the lighting, acoustics, and 

thermal quality of the LIC in order to determine if a research participant was satisfied with the 

technical aspects.  Table 4-3 outlines the specific dimensions within the Action Research 

Subjective Assessment Framework that were included in the surveys. 

 In order to ensure the reliability of the survey instrument, the dimensions were tested for 

inter-item reliability by obtaining alpha ratings using Cronbach’s alpha.  This test measures 

reliability of the dimensions in producing consistent results (Blaikie, 2003).  An alpha value 

more than 0.80 indicates consistency among the dimensions, while an alpha rating less than 0.80 

is not considered reliable.  Table 4-4 shows the results from the reliability test that was done 

using SPSS, a statistical software program.  All dimensions in each survey were found to show 

consistency in reporting since all categories exceeded the alpha threshold.   
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Table 4-4.  Alpha Ratings of Categories of Dimensions. 
 
Categories 

Staff 
n 

Survey 
Alpha 

Student 
n

Survey 
Alpha 

Technical 12 0.81 9 0.85 
Functional 23 0.94 36 0.96 
Ambient 15 0.96 10 0.92 
Psychological 6 0.89 5 0.88 
Total 56 0.96 55 0.97 

n = number of items tested for each dimension.  

 
LIC Staff Demographics & Workspace Descriptors  

 The sample of participants for the staff survey consisted of 15 individuals from the three 

departments of the LIC: Public Services, Technical Services and Administration.  The 

participants answered a series of demographic questions (i.e., gender and age).  In addition, 

specific questions about their workspace included the amount of time they have occupied their 

new workspace, how much time they spend in their workspace and what type of workspace they 

occupy (i.e. personal office, cubicle, etc.) 

1 - 2 months
3 - 6 months
7 - 12 months
19+ months

Time spent in new workspacen=1
n=1

n=2

n=11

 
Figure 4-1.  Time Staff Has Occupied New Workspace. 

 Thirteen of the staff was female and two were male.  Three of  the staff were between the 

ages of 20-35, five were between the ages of 36-49, and seven were between the ages of 50-65.  

The staff respondents were also asked to report how long they have been working at University 

of Florida.  Nine of the staff have been at the LIC for less than five years, therefore they most 
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likely did not participate in the planning process.  Six of the staff have been there for more than 

five years, including five staff members who have worked there for more than twenty years.  

 The amount of time that the staff has occupied their new workspace is illustrated in 

Figure 4-1.  Based upon their answers, eleven of the staff has been in their new workspace for 

over a year.  Only one has been in their new workspace for 1-2 months.  Figure 4-2 illustrates 

how much time the staff spends in their workspace during a typical week.  Eleven of the staff 

members reported that they spend the majority of their work week (over 30 hours) in their 

workspace. 

20 - 30 hours
More than 30 hours

Hours staff spends in workspace
during a typical week:

n=4

n=11

 
Figure 4-2.  Hours Staff Uses Workspace. 

Of the staff that participated in this survey, only three reported that they were involved in 

the planning process for the LIC (see Figure 4-4).  However, based upon the results of how long 

the staff has been working at the library, only six of the survey respondents would have been 

working at the LIC at the time of the planning sessions.  Three of those survey participants 

reported being a part of the AR planning process.   
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Enclosed private office
Cubicle with high partit ions (5ft or higher)
Cubicle with low partitions (less than 5 ft)

Staff description of workspace:

n=10

n=4

n=1

 
Figure 4-3.  Staff Description of Workspace. 

LIC Staff Satisfaction: Participation (Questions 11 – 21)  

 

Pre-liminary programming with the CDCP
Planning and programming with the architects
Was not involved in the planning process

Staff participation in the planning of the
Legal Information Center:n=1

n=2

n=11

 

Figure 4-4.  Staff Participation in the Planning Process. 

LIC Staff Satisfaction: Technical Dimensions(Questions 22 – 31)  

 The survey asked the participants to respond to a series of questions about the technical 

aspects of the building and to rate their satisfaction with these on a 7-point scale, ranging from  

1.00 meaning “Very Satisfied” to 7.00 meaning “Very Dissatisfied.”  A mean score between 1 – 

2.5 is considered “very satisfied.”  A mean score between 2.6 – 4.5 is considered “moderately 

satisfied.”   A mean score between 4.6 – 7.00 is considered “very unsatisfied.”  Table 4-5 shows 

the overall results from this portion of the survey with the specific dimensions that were 
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analyzed, including lighting, lighting control, acoustics, security, fire safety, ADA, and thermal 

quality.   

Table 4-5.  Staff Satisfaction with Technical Dimensions. 
 
Technical n

Staff
M SD

Fire safety 14 1.79 1.05
ADA 14 2.21 0.89
Thermal: Temperature, humidity, 
and odors 

14 2.52 1.25

Security 14 2.59 1.32
Lighting: Natural, task, and ambient 14 2.82 1.87
Acoustics: Background, privacy, and 
disruptions 

13 3.54 1.73

Lighting: Control 14 3.98 2.23

Overall 14 2.76 0.90
  

The staff (n =  14) were very satisfied with fire safety (M = 1.79, SD = 1.05) and access for 

the physically disabled, ADA, measures (M = 2.221, SD = 0.89) for the building.  The staff 

reported  (n =  14) that they are moderately satisfied (M = 2.59, SD = 1.32) with security in their 

work area, including security of personal belongings and storage areas for their department.  

Another dimension in which the staff (n=14) reported being very satisfied with is the thermal 

quality (M = 2.52, SD = 1.25) of the building, including temperature, humidity, and odors.   

 For lighting, the staff (n = 14) were moderately satisfied with their workspace’s natural, 

task, and ambient lighting (M = 2.82, SD = 1.87).  Two participants commented about the 

overhead artificial lighting and how it causes glare.  “My office has no windows or natural light, 

and the overhead lighting, which I have no control over, causes glare.”  “Two of the four light 

panels in my office have burned out and so I no longer have to look into lights when I’m 

working at my computer.  There was a lot of glare when all four panels were working.”  In 

addition, the staff (n = 14) reported that they were moderately satisfied with the amount of 

control they have over the lighting in their workspace (M = 3.98, SD = 2.23).   
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Satisfaction with acoustics in their work area included their satisfaction ratings for 

background noise (voices, noise from air ducts, etc.), acoustical privacy (ability to have a private 

conversation, etc.), and acoustical disruptions (loud copiers, other conversations, etc.).  The staff 

(n = 13) were moderately satisfied with the acoustics in their work area (M = 3.54, SD = 1.73).  

One participant included these comments: 

My huge window overlooks the courtyard and is right by the front door.  Outside is a nice 
flat trashcan, just the right size to plop books on while talking on a cell phone.  So, the 
shades (which took awhile to acquire) are constantly closed.  But I can still hear the 
conversations in my office.  At the Reference Desk, students exit the main reading room to 
have their cell phone conversations in the lobby.  So, no matter where I am, I hear one-
sided conversations. 

Due to the location of this staff person’s office, they are subjected to many acoustical 

disruptions.  

In conclusion, all of these technical dimensions were combined to reveal that the staff (n = 

14) were moderately satisfied with the technical aspects of the LIC, with a combined mean score 

of 2.76 (SD = 0.90).   

LIC Staff Satisfaction: Functional Dimensions(Questions 32 - 48)   

 Table 4-6 shows the results of the staff satisfaction with the functional dimensions of the 

LIC.  The staff (n =  14) reported that they were very satisfied with most of the dimensions 

within their work area, including: the size and arrangement of their workspace (M = 1.64, SD = 

0.74), their workspace furnishings (M = 2.32, SD = 1.32), storage within their work area (M = 

2.35, SD = 1.16), their staff meeting room (M = 1.75, SD = 1.05), the entrance into their 

workspace area (M = 1.79, SD = 0.98), and circulation through their work area (M = 2.50, SD = 

1.38.   

 Satisfaction with the layout of their workspace is reported under “Layout: Work area,” 

and includes their satisfaction ratings about the distance between their workspace and other areas 
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of activity in which they are involved (sorting area, copy room, etc.), distance between 

themselves and their supervisor, distance between themselves and their co-workers, and the 

overall layout with their department’s work area.  The staff (n = 14) reported being very satisfied 

with the layout of their work area (M = 2.03, SD = 1.02).   

 Satisfaction with the layout of the whole LIC is reported under “Layout: Whole 

building,” and includes their satisfaction ratings about the location of storage areas, meeting 

rooms, printing/copy areas, toilet rooms, stairways, elevators, and their personal work area.  The 

staff (n =  14) were satisfied with the building’s layout (M = 2.18, SD = 0.92).   

 The staff (n = 14) were also very satisfied with the main entrance to the LIC (M = 2.14, 

SD = 1.35), as well as, the layout (M = 2.18, SD = 0.92) and the circulation (M = 1.79, SD = 

0.89) of the whole building 

Table 4-6.  Staff Satisfaction with Functional Dimensions. 
 
Functional n

Staff
M

 
SD 

Size & arrangement of workspace 14 1.64 0.74 
Staff meeting room 14 1.75 1.05 
Circulation: Whole building 14 1.79 0.89 
Entrance to staff work area 14 1.79 0.98 
Layout: Work area 14 2.03 1.02 
Main entrance 14 2.14 1.35 
Layout: Whole building 14 2.18 0.92 
Furnishings 14 2.32 1.32 
Work area storage 14 2.35 1.16 
Circulation: Staff work area 12 2.50 1.38 
Wayfinding 14 2.71 1.86 

OVERALL 14 2.11 0.84 
 
 In conclusion, all of these functional dimensions were tallied to determine the staff’s 

overall satisfaction with the functional dimensions of the LIC and of their workspace.  The staff 

were very satisfied overall with the functional dimensions (M = 2.11, SD = 0.84). 
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LIC Staff Satisfaction: Ambient Dimensions (Questions 49 - 56)   

 For the ambient aspects of the building, the staff (n = 14) reported that they were very 

satisfied.  Table 4-7 shows their satisfaction ratings for the ambient aspects.  Satisfaction with 

the finishes of their workspace included ratings about the colors, surface materials, flooring 

materials, furnishings, and overall interior style.  The staff (n = 14) was very satisfied with the 

interior finishes of their work area (M = 1.89, SD = 0.88).  The staff were also asked to rate the 

same criteria for the public spaces of the LIC.  The staff (n = 14) was very satisfied with the 

interior finishes of the public spaces (M = 2.00, SD = 0.97).  Architectural elements included 

staff satisfaction ratings of some of the more prominent elements of the LIC, the interior atrium 

at the entrance, the exterior building style, the courtyard, large windows and views, and the 

connection to other buildings.  The staff (n = 14) was very satisfied with these dimensions (M = 

2.14, SD = 1.12).   

Table 4-7.  Staff Satisfaction with Ambient Dimensions. 
 
Ambient n

Staff
M SD

Interior finishes: 
Staff work area 

14 1.89 0.88

Interior finishes: Public areas 14 2.00 0.97
Architectural elements 14 2.14 1.12

Overall 14 2.01 0.93
 
 The survey also asked the staff to rate how well the building supports certain ambient 

dimensions.  Table 4-8 shows the overall results from this portion of the survey with the specific 

dimensions that were analyzed.  The results of these findings use the same scale.  A mean score 

between 1 – 2.5 is considered “very well supported.”  A mean score between 2.6 – 4.5 is 

considered “moderately supported.”  A mean score between 4.6 – 7.00 is considered “very 

poorly supported.”  These dimensions were not included in the combined calculation for user 
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satisfaction with ambient aspects of the building since they do not directly ask for users to rate 

their satisfaction, but instead ask them to offer their opinion.   

 “Exposure” represents how well the LIC allows for easy supervision of the students 

without the sense of them feeling exposed.  The staff (n = 13) reported that the LIC supports this 

dimension moderately well (M = 3.00, SD = 2.04).  The staff reported that the other ambient 

dimensions were supported very well.   

 “Variety of spaces” represents how well the LIC supports many different spaces within 

the library, ranging from open areas to alcoves of semiprivate activity.  The staff (n = 13) 

reported that the LIC supports many different areas very well (M = 2.00, SD = 1.16).  “Intimate 

areas” represents how well the LIC supports areas that have a sense of intimacy within the 

overall public setting.  The staff (n = 14) reported that the LIC supports intimate areas very well 

(M = 2.07, SD = 0.98).  “Reading areas” represents how well the LIC supports a wide variety of 

reading areas to suit the users’ mood or environment needs.  The staff (n = 14) reported that the 

LIC supports a variety of reading areas very well (M = 2.07, SD = 1.41).  “Understand areas 

purpose” represents how well the LIC supports a clear understanding of the general purpose of 

each area within the library.  The staff (n = 14) reported that the LIC supports this dimension 

very well (M = 2.50, SD = 1.09).  Finally, “Visible staff” represents how well the LIC supports 

visible staff area so that information, services, and people are brought together.  The staff (n = 

14) reported that the LIC supports visible staff areas very well (M = 2.21, SD = 1.52).  Overall, 

the staff (n = 14) reported that the LIC supports these ambient dimensions very well (M = 2.32, 

SD = 1.05). 

 Question 53 included a quote from the RFP and the staff was asked to rate how well the 

LIC supports the statement.  The statement was the following: “The new facility should serve as 
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[the College of Law’s] ‘best foot forward’ by conveying an impressive and first-class image to 

current and prospective students, visiting faculty and distinguished lawyers and justices, alumni 

and members of the legal community and other benefactors.”   The staff (n = 14) reported the 

LIC supports this statement very well (M = 2.21, SD = 1.25). 

Table 4-8.  Staff Opinion on LIC Ambient dimensions. 
 
Ambient n

Staff
M SD

Variety of spaces 13 2.00 1.16
Intimate areas 14 2.07 0.98
Reading areas 14 2.07 1.41
Visible staff 14 2.21 1.52
Understanding areas purpose 14 2.50 1.09
Exposure 13 3.00 2.04

Overall 14 2.32 1.05
  
 Question 54 asked the staff to rate how well the LIC symbolically expresses the 

important values of knowledge and learning.  The staff (n = 14) reported the LIC symbolically 

expresses these values very well (M = 2.07, SD = 1.27).   

LIC Staff Satisfaction: Psychological Dimensions(Questions 57 - 62)   

 For the psychological aspects of the building, the staff (n = 14) was very satisfied (M = 

2.49, SD = 1.24).  Table 4-9 shows the overall results from this portion of the survey with the 

specific dimensions that were analyzed.   

Table 4-9.  Staff Satisfaction with Psychological Dimensions. 
 
Psychological n

Staff
M SD

Sense of community 13 1.92 0.95
Sense of ownership 14 1.93 1.07
Sense of place 14 2.07 1.20
Sense of security 14 2.29 1.27
Interact with others 13 2.86 1.80
Interact with other departments 14 2.86 1.92
Privacy 14 3.21 1.84

Overall 14 2.49 1.24
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 The staff (n = 14) reported that they are moderately satisfied with the privacy of their 

new work area (M = 3.21, SD = 1.84) under “Privacy.”  “Interact with others” represents how 

satisfied they are with the ease of interaction with others.  The staff (n = 13) was moderately 

satisfied (M = 2.86, SD = 1.80).  The staff (n = 14) was also moderately satisfied with the ease of 

interaction with other departments (M = 2.86, SD = 1.92).  In contrast, the staff (n = 14) reported 

that they were very satisfied with sense of place (M = 2.07, SD = 1.20) and sense of security (M 

= 2.29, SD = 1.27), sense of ownership (M = 1.93, SD = 1.07), and sense of community (M = 

1.92, SD = 0.95).  

Table 4-10.  Staff Opinion on LIC Psychological Dimensions. 
 
 n

Staff
M SD

Share information quickly with 
co-workers 

14 2.00 0.96

Productivity 14 2.00 0.96
Personal Space 14 2.29 1.07
Ability to concentrate 14 2.36 1.08
Coordinate tasks with other 14 2.64 1.22
Work team projects 14 2.79 1.84
Awareness of others’ tasks 14 3.71 1.98
Overall 14 2.71 1.31
 

A series of questions asked for the staff to rate how supportive the LIC was of certain 

psychological dimensions.  The results are show in Table 4-10.  The results of these findings use 

the same scale.  A mean score between 1 – 2.5 is considered “very well supported.”  A mean 

score between 2.6 – 4.5 is considered “moderately supported.”  A mean score between 4.6 – 7.00 

is considered “very poorly supported.”  Similar to the ambient dimensions that use this same 

scale, these psychological dimensions were not included in the combined calculation for user 

satisfaction with psychological aspects of the building since they do not directly ask for users to 

rate their satisfaction, but instead ask them to offer their opinion.   
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 The staff (n = 14) reported that the LIC supported the following activities very well:  

ability to concentrate when needed (M = 2.36, SD = 1.08), feeling productive at work (M = 2.00, 

SD = 0.96), ability to share information quickly with co-workers (M = 2.00, SD = 0.96), and the 

ability to define personal space (M = 2.29, SD =  1.07).  The staff (n = 14) reported that the LIC 

supported the following dimensions moderately well:  ability to be aware of what others are 

working on (M = 3.71, SD = 1.98), ability to work on team projects (M = 2.79, SD = 1.84), and 

ability to coordinate tasks with others (M = 2.64, SD = 1.22).  Overall, the staff (n = 14) is feels 

that the LIC supports these psychological dimensions moderately well (M = 2.71, SD = 1.31). 

LIC Staff Satisfaction: Overall (Questions 63 - 67)   

 In conclusion, the staff were asked to rate their satisfaction with their personal workspace 

and with the LIC overall.  Table 4-11 shows these results.  Question 65 asked them how satisfied 

they are with their work environment and the staff (n = 14) reported that they are very satisfied 

(M = 2.07, SD = 0.83).  Question 66 asked them how satisfied they are with the building overall 

and the staff (n = 14) reported that they are very satisfied (M = 2.36, SD = 0.93).  The overall 

satisfaction ratings for each category, technical, functional, ambient and psychological, were 

combined to calculate an overall average of staff satisfaction with the LIC.  The result was very 

close to the results from question 66 with the staff (n = 14) reporting that they are very satisfied 

(M = 2.40, SD = 0.85).  Not only do the means correspond closely, but so do the standard 

deviations.    

 The staff were asked what areas they thought should be improved within the LIC.  Table 

4-12 shows these results. Three of the respondents reported that they would not improve 

anything in the LIC.  None of the respondents would change the workstations, the copy room, or 

improve the circulation.  The layout, furnishings, equipment, and aesthetics categories each 
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received one vote.  Five respondents want to improve the temperature in the LIC.  The elevators 

were chosen by four respondents.  Another four respondents chose privacy. 

Table 4-11.  Staff Overall Satisfaction with the LIC. 
 
Overall n

Staff
M SD

Staff satisfaction with work 
environment 

14 2.07 0.83

Satisfaction with LIC building 14 2.36 0.93
Technical 14 2.76 0.90
Functional 14 2.11 0.84
Ambient 14 2.22 0.91
Psychological 14 2.49 1.24

Overall combined satisfaction  14 2.40 0.85
 
4-12.  Staff Recommendations for LIC Improvements. 
 
Improvement 

Staff  
n

Work Stations 0
Copy room 0
Circulation 0
Aesthetics 1
Layout 1
Furnishings 1
Equipment 1
Meeting rooms 2
Ventilation 2
Lighting 2
Noise levels 2
Toilet rooms 2
Wayfinding 2
Stairways 2
Storage 3
None 3
Elevators 4
Temperature 5
Privacy 4 
 
LIC Student Demographics & LIC Usage 

 The sample of participants for the student survey consisted of 114 law students.  The 

participants answered a series of demographic questions (i.e., gender and age).  In addition, 



 

83 

specific questions (questions 7 - 9) addressed how often they use the LIC, what activities they 

participate inside the LIC, and what areas they typically occupy in the LIC.   

 About 45 % (n  =  52) of the students were female and 52% (n  =  60) were male.  Most 

of the students (n  =  107) were between the ages of 20-35 (98%).  The student respondents were 

also asked to report how long they have been studying or working at University of Florida.  

Table 4-13 shows that there is the range among the students with 35% (n  =  39) having been at 

UF less than one year, 24% (n  =  27) having been at UF for one to two years, 27% (n = 30) 

having been at UF for three to five years and 13% (n = 14) having been at UF for six to ten 

years. 

Table 4-13.  Students’ Years at University of Florida . 
 
Years 

 
n

Students 
%

Less than 1 yr 39 35.14
1 - 2 yrs 27 24.32
3 – 5 yrs 30 27.03
6 – 10 yrs 14 12.61
Total 110 97.37
  

Less than 5 hours
5 to 10 hours
11 to 25 hours

26 to 35 hours
More than 35 hours
I never us e the library

During a typical week, how
much time do you spend
working or studing in the LIC?

37.61%
n=41

24.77%
n=27

24.77%
n=27

3.67%
n=4

7.34%
n=8

1.83%
n=2

 

Figure 4-5.  Time Students Spend in the LIC. 
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 The amount of time per week that students typically spend in the LIC is illustrated in 

Figure 4-5.  Based upon their answers, 38% (n = 41) spend less than five hours in the LIC.  25% 

(n = 27) spend five to ten hours and another 25% (n = 27) spend eleven to twenty-five hours a 

week. 

 Table 4-14 shows those activities that the students typically participate in while at the 

LIC.  The number one activity is studying with a response of 95% (n = 106).  The second most 

popular activity is meeting with peers with a response of 52% (n = 58) followed by searching for 

books or research materials with a response of 39% (n = 44).   

Table 4-14.  Student Activities in the LIC. 
 
Activity 

 
n

Students 
%

Studying 106 94.60
Meeting with peers 58 51.80
Searching for 
books/research materials 

44 39.30

Using computers 39 34.80
Taking a break between 
classes 

35 31.30

Socializing 21 18.80
Returning books 17 15.20
Meeting with librarians 3 2.70
 
 Table 4-15 shows what areas the students usually use in the LIC.  Study carrels is the 

most popular area with a response of 61% (n = 68), followed by the O’Connell Reading Room 

(57%) and the private meeting rooms (55%).   

Table 4-15. Areas Students Typically Use in the LIC.  
 
Area 

 
n

Students 
%

Study carrels 68 61.3
O’Connell Reading Room 63 56.8
Private meeting rooms 61 55.0
Circulation Desk 25 22.5
Tax Graduate study room 18 16.2
Reference Desk 17 15.3
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Table 4-15 continued. 
Book stacks 16 14.4
Other 12 10.8
Reference Room 11 9.9
Administrative office 1 0.9
Microfilm Area 0 0.0
 
LIC Student Satisfaction: Technical Dimensions(Questions 21 - 28)   

 The survey for the students was similar to the staff survey.  It asked the participants to 

respond to a series of questions about the various aspects of the building and to rate their 

satisfaction with these on a 7-point scale, with 1.00 meaning “Very Satisfied” and 7.00 meaning 

“Very Dissatisfied.”  The satisfaction ratings are reported in the same format as the staff survey 

(i.e.  very satisfied, moderately satisfied, very dissatisfied).   

 The student survey included three dimensions under technical, which were lighting, 

acoustics, and thermal quality.  Table 4-16 shows the overall results from this portion of the 

survey.  The students (n = 106) were very satisfied with the thermal quality of the building (M = 

2.40, SD = 1.22), however they were only moderately satisfied with the lighting (M = 2.86, SD = 

1.44) and the acoustics (M = 3.11, SD = 1.41).   

A few did comment about it being too cold.  “It’s too cold!  If the temperature was a few 

degrees warmer I would prefer it.”  One research participant recognized the lack of control over 

the temperature.  “Once, it was sweltering hot in the Reading Room, and some students 

complained.  Administration personnel came out and said that ‘it was out of their control because 

the A/C was controlled by UF.’  If that’s the case, it’s not the best management technique.” 

 Many survey participants commented that there was a lack of lighting in the study 

carrels.  “Study carrels need individual lights.” “I think they need to improve the lighting in the 

study carrels – there isn’t enough lighting there.”  “Study carrels are aligned in a way so that 

lighting isn’t ideal for each individual carrel.” 
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 Table 4-16.  Student Satisfaction with the Technical Dimensions. 
 
Technical 

 
n 

Students 
M 

 
SD 

Thermal: Temperature, humidity, and odors 106 2.40 1.22 
Lighting: Natural, task, and ambient 107 2.86 1.44 
Acoustics: Background, privacy, and disruptions 106 3.11 1.41 
Overall 108 2.79 1.06 
 

Satisfaction with acoustics in the LIC is reported under “Acoustics: Background, privacy, 

and disruptions,” which includes their satisfaction ratings for background noise (voices, noise 

from air ducts, etc.), acoustical privacy (ability to have a private conversation, etc.), and 

acoustical disruptions (loud copiers, other’s conversations, etc.).  Many of the student 

participants complained about undergraduate students coming in and being disruptive.  “The 

undergrads create disturbances beyond description.”  This is not a design flaw, however, one 

participant suggests that a separate area should have been created for them.  “There should be a 

small area where only undergrads should be allowed to study, especially during exam time, 

rather than a small area where only law students can study.”  Other complaints were made about 

the meeting rooms.  “I’ve had one experience where my group was asked to be more quiet 

because our discussion was inhibiting another group’s study in an adjoining meeting room.”  

“The study rooms are very far from sound proof (maybe they were not designed that way), but 

hell, come on, you can hear a pen fall in the adjacent room.”  Some complained that there are not 

any areas to study without noise, and some complained that there needs to be areas where talking 

and group study is allowed.  “It would be nice if the ‘quiet areas’ were truly quiet, and there were 

more areas where small groups could work together without having to reserve a room.”  “There 

should be a non-quiet area.”  “I would like it if there were areas that were dedicated to talking or 

taking phone calls and areas dedicated to complete silence.”  
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In conclusion, all of these technical dimensions were combined to reveal that the students 

(n = 108) were moderately satisfied with the technical aspects of the LIC, reporting M = 2.79, 

SD = 1.06, which is similar to the staff’s satisfaction ratings (M = 2.76, SD = 0.90). 

LIC Student Satisfaction: Functional Dimensions(Questions 29 - 44)   

 Table 4-17 shows the overall results from this portion of the survey with the specific 

dimensions that were analyzed.   

 The students were very satisfied with five of the functional dimensions that are the 

following:  the layout of the O’Connell Reading Room (M = 2.48, SD = 1.37), the student 

meeting rooms (M = 2.38, SD = 1.21), the circulation through the book stacks (M = 2.48, SD = 

1.21), the main entrance (M = 2.49, SD = 1.85), and the ability to find and identify major areas in 

the LIC (M = 2.45, SD = 1.05).   

 Satisfaction with the layout of the whole LIC is reported under “Layout: Whole 

building,” which includes their satisfaction ratings about the location of storage areas, meeting 

rooms, printing/copy areas, toilet rooms, stairways, elevators, and their personal work area.  The 

students (n = 103) were moderately satisfied with the building’s layout (M = 2.96, SD = 1.25).  

Satisfaction with the layout of the study areas and the distance between themselves and others is 

reported under “Layout: Distance.”  The students (n = 103) were moderately satisfied (M = 3.13, 

SD = 1.80).   The students (n = 94) were moderately satisfied with the layout of the book stacks 

(M = 2.57, SD = 1.32).  Students (n = 103) reported that they were moderately satisfied with 

wayfinding through the LIC (M = 2.86, SD = 1.14).   

 Students (n = 103) were moderately satisfied with the study carrels (M = 2.83, SD = 1.54) 

and the furnishings (M = 2.78, SD = 1.48).  Students (n = 102) reported that they were 

moderately satisfied with the seating options and arrangements in the LIC (M = 2.78, SD = 1.48).  

One participant did comment, “there ought to be a place to relax and lay back with pillows.”  A 
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few others commented that the furniture should be adjustable.  “Chair to study table height is not 

quite correct.  Adjustable chairs are more comfortable than un-adjustable chairs.”  “I would like 

adjustable-height chairs in the O’Connell Reading Room.”  Other comments about the furniture 

were about lounge type seating.  “It would be nice if some of the most comfortable seating (i.e. 

the armchairs) was located in areas where some conversation was allowed.”  “I like the couches 

next to be large windows.”  “Love the leather easy chairs.”   

Table 4-17.  Student Satisfaction with Functional Dimensions. 
 
Functional 
 

n
Students 

M
 

SD 

Student meeting rooms 102 2.38 1.21 
Ability find and identify major areas in 
the LIC 

103 2.45 1.05 

Layout: O’Connell Reading Room 100 2.48 1.37 
Circulation: Bookstacks 99 2.48 1.21 
Main entrance 102 2.49 1.85 
Circulation: Whole building 102 2.52 1.24 
Layout: Book stacks 94 2.57 1.32 
Furnishings 103 2.78 1.26 
Seating options & arrangements 102 2.78 1.48 
Study carrels 103 2.83 1.54 
Wayfinding 103 2.86 1.14 
Layout: Whole building 103 2.96 1.25 
Layout: Distance  103 3.13 1.80 
Overall 103 2.72 0.87 
  
 Satisfaction with the amount of circulation within book stacks is reported under 

“Circulation: Book stacks.”  The students (n = 99) were very satisfied (M = 2.48, SD = 1.21).  

Their satisfaction with the amount of circulation to walk and move throughout the whole 

building is reported under “Circulation: Whole building.”  The students (n = 102) were 

moderately satisfied (M = 2.52, SD = 1.24, compared to the staff who were very satisfied (M = 

1.79, SD = 0.89).  Eighteen participants made comments about the lack of having a second floor 

exit.  There are a few picture windows that provide transparency between the second floor of the 
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library and the hallway to the classrooms on the other side.  Students who have been studying on 

the second floor of the library have to go downstairs, exit the library, go up another flight of 

stairs and re-enter the building to be on the other side of the glass so that they can go to class.  “I 

hate that you can’t have access to the library from the second floor.  It’s really annoying to see 

the hallway you need to get to for class from within the library but you still have to walk back 

downstairs, outside, and then go back inside the library.”  Another comment: 

It would be extremely useful to have access to the library from the second floor, instead of 
having to go down to the first floor and then back upstairs to get to the second floor.  The 
floor to ceiling windows between the parts of the second floor that are not a part of the 
library are frustrating in that you have to go up two flights of stairs to get to the areas just 
on the other side of the panes of glass.  

A few people did comment about the circulation within the study areas and how there was not 

enough thought put into how the lack of proper circulation disturbs those that are studying. 

To get to the carrels on the second floor, you have to walk past and disturb just about 
everyone studying on the second floor.  The layout of the O’Connell Reading Room isn’t 
very good for the same reason—to use the chairs closest to the windows, you have to walk 
past everyone since there isn’t really a separate ‘walkway’ other than the space between 
the study desks.  

 In conclusion, all of these functional dimensions were tallied to determine the student’s 

overall satisfaction with the functional dimensions of the LIC and of their workspace.  The 

students (n = 103) were moderately satisfied with the functional dimensions with a mean score 

of 2.72 (SD = 0.87). 

LIC Student Satisfaction: Ambient Dimensions(Questions 45 - 51)   

 Table 4-18 shows the overall results from this portion of the survey with the specific 

dimensions that were analyzed.    

 Satisfaction with the finishes of LIC is reported under “Interior finishes: Public areas”, 

which includes their satisfaction ratings about the colors, surface materials, flooring materials, 

furnishings, and overall interior style.  The students (n = 100) were very satisfied with the 
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interior finishes (M = 2.36, SD = 1.11).  “Architectural elements” includes student satisfaction 

ratings of the some of the more prominent elements of the LIC, the interior atrium at the 

entrance, the exterior building style, the courtyard, large windows and views, and the connection 

to other buildings.  The students (n = 100) were very satisfied with these dimensions (M = 2.46, 

SD = 1.13).  Overall, the students (n = 100) were very satisfied with the ambient dimensions of 

the LIC (M = 2.42, SD = 1.05).  A few comments were made to support these results, such as:  

“It seems as if a lot of thought was put into creating different sections that have different styles.  

I love this effect.” “The richly paneled reading room, with large windows, looks great!” 

  Table 4-18.  Student Satisfaction with Ambient Dimensions. 
 
Ambient n

Student 
M SD

Interior finishes: Public areas 100 2.36 1.11
Architectural elements 100 2.46 1.13

Overall 100 2.42 1.05
 

The survey also asked the students to rate how well the building supports certain ambient 

dimensions.  The reporting of these findings uses the same scale of the staff’s opinion of how 

well the LIC supports ambient dimensions.  Table 4-19 shows the overall results from this 

portion of the survey with the specific dimensions that were analyzed.   “Exposure” represents 

how well the LIC allows for easy supervision without the sense of students feeling exposed.  The 

students (n = 98) reported that the LIC supports this dimension moderately well (M = 2.53, SD = 

1.25).  “Variety of spaces” represents how well the LIC supports many different spaces within 

the library, ranging from open areas to alcoves of semiprivate activity.  The students (n = 100) 

reported that the LIC supports many different areas moderately well (M = 2.51, SD = 1.29).  

“Intimate areas” represents how well the LIC supports areas that have a sense of intimacy within 

the overall public setting.  The students (n = 100) reported that the LIC supports intimate areas 
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moderately well (M = 2.51, SD = 1.39).  “Reading areas” represents how well the LIC supports a 

wide variety of reading areas to suit the users’ mood or environment needs.  The students (n = 

100) reported that the LIC supports a variety of reading areas moderately well (M = 2.64, SD = 

1.49).  “Understand areas purpose” represents how well the LIC supports a clear understanding 

of the general purpose of each area within the library.  The students (n = 99) reported that the 

LIC supports this dimension moderately well (M = 2.72, SD = 1.36).  Finally, “Visible staff” 

represents how well the LIC supports visible staff area so that information, services, and people 

are brought together.  The students (n = 99) reported that the LIC supports visible staff areas 

moderately well (M = 2.62, SD = 1.30).  Overall, the students (n = 99) reported that the LIC 

supports these ambient dimensions moderately well (M = 2.61, SD = 1.17). 

 Question 48 was the same as the staff survey question 53, which included the quote from 

the RFP about whether or not the LIC conveyed “best foot forward.”  The students (n = 97) 

reported the LIC supports this statement moderately well (M = 2.59, SD = 1.28). 

Table 4-19.  Student Opinion LIC Ambient Dimensions.  
 
Ambient n

Students 
M SD

Variety of spaces 100 2.51 1.29
Intimate areas 100 2.51 1.39
Exposure 98 2.53 1.25
Visible staff 99 2.62 1.30
Reading areas 100 2.64 1.49
Understanding areas purpose 99 2.72 1.36

Overall 99 2.61 1.17
  
 Question 49 was the same as the staff survey question 54, which asked to rate how well 

the LIC symbolically expresses the important values of knowledge and learning.  The students (n 

= 97) reported the LIC symbolically expresses these values moderately well (M = 2.88, SD = 

1.42).   
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LIC Student Satisfaction: Psychological Dimensions (Questions 52 - 56)   

 Table 4-20 shows the overall results from this portion of the survey with the specific 

dimensions that were analyzed.  Overall, the students (n = 100) were moderately satisfied with 

the psychological dimensions of the LIC (M = 2.91, SD = 1.25).   

Table 4-20.  Student Satisfaction with Psychological Dimensions. 
 
Psychological n

Students 
M SD

Sense of place 100 2.71 1.36
Interact with others 100 2.79 1.36
Privacy 100 2.90 1.56
Sense of community 99 2.91 1.60
Sense of security 99 2.93 1.66
Ability to block distractions 98 3.18 1.78
Sense of ownership 100 3.27 1.66
Overall 100 2.91 1.25
  
 The students (n = 100) reported that they are moderately satisfied with the privacy within 

the LIC (M = 2.90, SD = 1.56).  “Interact with others” represents how satisfied they are with the 

ease of interaction with others.  The students (n = 100) were moderately satisfied (M = 2.79, SD 

= 1.36).  The students (n = 98) were moderately satisfied with their ability to block distractions 

while studying in the LIC (M = 3.18, SD = 1.78).  The students were moderately satisfied with 

sense of place (M = 2.71, SD = 1.36), sense of ownership (M = 3.27, SD = 1.66), sense of 

security (M = 2.93, SD = 1.66), and sense of community (M = 2.91, SD = 1.60) compared to the 

staff, who were very satisfied with these psychological dimensions.   

A series of questions asked for the students to rate how supportive the LIC was of certain 

psychological dimensions.  The results are show in Table 4-21. The results of these findings use 

the same scale as the staff’s opinion of psychological dimensions.  A mean score between 1 – 2.5 

is considered “very well supported.”  A mean score between 2.6 – 4.5 is considered “moderately 

supported.”  A mean score between 4.6 – 7.00 is considered “very poorly supported.”  These 
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dimensions were not included in the combined calculation for user satisfaction with 

psychological aspects of the building since they do not directly ask for users to rate their 

satisfaction, but instead ask them to offer their opinion.    

Table 4-21.  Student Opinion LIC Psychological Dimensions. 
 
 n

Students 
M SD

Productivity 99 2.36 1.31
Ability to concentrate 99 2.48 1.42
Work team projects 100 2.69 1.42
Overall 98 2.70 1.31
 

 The students (n = 99) reported that the LIC supported the following activities very well:  

ability to concentrate when needed (M = 2.48, SD = 1.42) and feeling productive at work (M = 

2.36, SD = 1.31).  Students (n = 100) reported that the LIC supported their ability to work on 

team projects moderately well (M = 2.69, SD = 1.42).  Overall, the LIC supports these 

psychological dimensions moderately well (M = 2.70, SD = 1.31). 

LIC Student Satisfaction: Overall (Questions 57 - 60)   

Table 4-22.  Student Satisfaction with the LIC. 
 
Overall n

Students 
M SD

Satisfaction with LIC building 102 2.59 1.30
Technical 108 2.79 1.06
Functional 103 2.71 0.87
Ambient 100 2.40 1.05
Psychological 100 2.91 1.25

Overall combined satisfaction  107 2.59 0.98
  
 In conclusion, the student were asked to rate their satisfaction with the LIC overall.  

Question 59 asked how satisfied they are with the building overall and the students (n = 102) 

reported that they are moderately satisfied (M = 2.59, SD = 1.30).  Table 4-22 shows these 

results.  The overall satisfaction ratings for each category, technical, functional, ambient and 

psychological, were combined to calculate an overall average of student satisfaction with the 
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LIC.  The result was very close to the results from question 59 with the students (n = 108) 

reporting that they are moderately satisfied (M = 2.58, SD = 0.99).  

The students were also asked to check which areas of the LIC should be improved.  Table 

4-23 shows the results.  Of the respondents, 41% (n = 43) reported that improvements needed to 

be done to the toilet rooms.  In addition, there were 12 negative comments about the toilet rooms.  

“The library needs more restrooms.  I know this is probably impossible, but it’s silly to have 

dozens and dozens of people studying in one place and only have one toilet stall per floor.”  

Another comment: 

The toilet rooms need much improving.  There are too few stalls for the number of people 
present in the LIC.  The toilet rooms are often dirty and smell bad.  The urinals are 
particularly bad.  I usually leave the LIC and go to Bruton-Geer to use the toilet room even 
though it is older and not as aesthetically pleasing, it is a much better restroom.  

Table 4-23.  Student Recommendations for LIC Improvements.   
 
Improvement n

Students 
%

Ventilation 2 1.90
Circulation 7 6.60
Equipment 8 7.60
Aesthetics 9 8.50
Storage 14 13.20
Wayfinding 14 13.20
Temperature 15 14.20
Elevators 16 15.10
Stairways 19 17.90
Layout 22 20.80
Copy room 22 20.80
Privacy 23 21.70
Lighting 24 22.60
Meeting rooms 24 22.60
Furnishings 25 23.60
Study Carrels 28 26.40
Noise levels 39 36.80
Toilet rooms 43 40.60
 
The second highest score was for noise levels with 37% (n = 39) reporting that this needed to be 

improved.  As noted earlier, there were many comments about noise disturbance, the need for a 
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quiet area, and a need for a group study area.  The third highest score was for the study carrels 

with 26% (n = 28) reporting.  It was noted earlier that lighting was an issue.  Another comment 

that was made about the study carrels was that "there isn’t enough room to spread out my stuff 

while using my computer!”  Only 1.9% (n = 2) chose ventilation, only 6.6% (n = 7) chose 

circulation, 7.6% (n = 8) chose equipment, and 8.5% (n = 9) chose aesthetics. 

Exploring the Planning Process through In-Depth Unstructured Interviews 

 Research Question Three:  Are the key participants who were involved in the planning 
process satisfied with the AR planning and design process?  What do they remember from the 
process and how would they describe the process today?  In order to test this, key participants 
were invited to participate in in-depth interviews where they were asked to share their thoughts, 
opinions, and stories about the planning and design process of the LIC.   
 

 The following section of the findings includes excerpts from the six in-depth interview 

sessions that were conducted in order tell the story of the planning process.  The findings are 

divided into the following themes:  1) Reasoning for the AR partnership and how it worked, 2) 

Value of the AR process, the student design, and the CDCP program document, 3) The design 

process with the architects and creating the heart of the LCoL, 4) This process compared to 

individuals’ experiences with other building projects, and 5) Importance of participation.  The 

excerpts from the interviews illustrate how AR influenced and affected the design process and 

the final building design.  It relates how the participants felt about the process, and if they 

thought it was valuable.  In addition, four of the participants have had previous experience with 

other large building projects, and their insights on how the process for the LIC compared to those 

projects provides a unique perspective.  The interview participants’ names have been omitted.  

The following are alias names and descriptions of who they are and how they relate to the LIC 

project: 

“Ms. Jones”:  She is the former Director of the law library and has been at the LCoL for a 
long time.  Her insights are of particular value since she was a part of the planning process 
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for the original library in Holland Hall that was built in the 1960s, as well as the planning 
process for the LIC.   

 

“Mr. Smith”:  He was the interim dean of the LCoL at the time when the planning and 
design for the LIC was underway. 

 

Ms. Maxwell”:  She is the current Director of the LIC who served as a consultant during 
the planning process with the architects.  However, she was not a part of the planning 
process with the CDCP faculty and students.  She does have experience with building other 
law libraries, specifically at a prominent private law school in the Northeast. 

 

“Mr. Davis”:  He is the Associate Director of the LIC and was apart of the planning 
process with both the CDCP faculty and students and with the architects.  He also has 
experience with past building projects, specifically with Bruton-Geer.   

 

“Ms. Amos”:  She is apart of the LIC staff and participated in the planning process with 
both the CDCP faculty and students and with the architects. 

 

“Mr. Mars”:  He was one of the chief architects involved in the design process for the LIC.  
He has extensive experience with designing higher-educational facilities.   

Reason for the AR partnership and How It Worked 

 Why was there such a need to build a new library?  What was wrong with the library in 

Holland Hall.  Ms. Jones explained, 

Moving [into the Holland Hall law library] the first time it was oh-so expansive and then 
you get 700 students in the building and not very much space.  Soon you realize that it’s 
getting cramped and books are stacked on the floor because we had no other place to put 
them.  We were really going all out to make it look pretty bad in the library.  And telling 
them that we were throwing away books because we didn’t have space for them.  But we 
had the third floor just lined with books up there on the floor because we had no other 
place to put them and I didn’t want to throw them away.  But we really needed a new 
space; there was no question about that, even with all the books that were discarded.   
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In addition to not having enough space for the library collection, the LIC was not compliant with 

American Bar Association (ABA) standards.  Ms. Jones, the Director at the time, was trying her 

best to keep the LIC to their standards, but it was impossible.  Ms. Amos explained even further 

that there was not even enough space for students to study. 

And we had all of this furniture crammed in because the director then wanted us to have 
this certain number of seat counts in order to be ABA compliant.  [The Director] wouldn’t 
let us take away chairs because we needed to maintain a certain number of seat counts.  So 
we had a table here and then three feet away there was another table.  Even though two 
chairs were backed up to each other – as if the chairs could be pulled out with people 
sitting in them in a three-foot space.  That isn’t going to happen.  We just had all the 
furniture crammed in there.  We had the right number of seats, there was no way they 
could be occupied, but they were there!   

Due to lack of space and an influx in the law student population it was clear that a new library 

was needed, however there was not a budget to support this endeavor.  The school needed a way 

to generate interest from donors, to let others know that they were serious.  Therefore, the 

partnership between the LCoL and the CDCP began.  Mr. Smith, the interim dean at the time, 

explained, 

I think that the components of the story include the fact that it was not ABA compliant and 
we had accreditation issues.  So we very much wanted to build a new library.  So the issue 
was where do you start to build some sort of consensus vision and the ability to galvanize 
folks around wanting to raise money to do that.  And we had to get everybody to say that 
this was a good idea because everybody would like a new library whether its alumni, 
students or faculty.  So we started meeting with [a key member from the CDCP group and 
with the Director] looking at what the library could look like.  And one of the thresholds 
was that we didn’t have any money at that point.  So what worked very well was to work 
with the architecture students and give them a project to design this law school library 
facility.  And then they began by doing all the things that I think an architect would do.  
Interviewing the users.  Analyzing existing uses.  Analyzing what uses should be scaled to 
size.  Looking at other plans.  They ended up doing plans and models. And during this 
entire process, we were still doing other things.  But at each phase it was extraordinary 
helpful to have student plans when we could not yet afford plans.  And student models 
when we did not have models.  It was something that we used to generate faculty and 
student interest and we showed it to alumni and we showed it to donors.   

The partnership developed to be something that would benefit both groups.  The CDCP students 

would be able to work on a “real” project, starting with the planning process and moving into 
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conceptual designs.  The LCoL would benefit not only by generating interest among potential 

donors, but also by discovering what options, they had for the design of the new facility.  Mr. 

Davis, the Assistant Director, explained, 

The idea was for it to be that a joint effort so that architecture students had the opportunity 
to participate in a real live planning process.  And on one hand, we would get the 
advantage for the College of Law, to get professionals to look at the plan here and help us 
envision what we wanted to do....They all came over and they helped the College of Law 
by getting focus groups together and bringing their students over to create these focus 
groups, to get these ideas together of what is was that we wanted.   

 Another goal for the planning process for the LIC was to make sure that everybody had a 

chance to give their input to ensure that the majority of the users would be happy with the final 

building design.  Ms. Jones added,  

So that’s how we got started with that project.  That was very interesting to me because we 
had entirely different goal.  [The interim dean] said that ‘He wanted everybody satisfied in 
this law school. And that the plan is acceptable and that they had been involved in it.’  So 
he gave us instructions about what we were to do about making sure faculty had input, 
students had input, staff had input. 

From the very beginning, this was a prime focus for the partnership.  Making sure that users 

were involved every step of the way. 

Value of the AR Process, the Student Designs, and the CDCP Program Document 

 How valuable was the AR process?  What was valuable about it?  As mentioned earlier, 

one of the greatest benefits of the preliminary planning was to gain interest among alumni and 

other potential donors in contributing funds to the project.  Mr. Smith spearheaded the 

fundraising efforts. 

People are loyal to their college and want to see it succeed.  The issue we had with the 
accreditation issues was not only are we looking to improve, but we are also looking to 
avoid being penalized for inadequate facilities.  It was pretty easy to show people that the 
facilities were inadequate, both in terms of the library and the classrooms.  So it was a 
matter of getting leadership among to the alumni to say this is a good idea.  And then 
commit to ask other alumnus and come up with a very specific plan over a period of time 
to raise money and to raise matching money.  Our director of development, who is now 
with the Florida Bar Association, was terrific.  We had deadlines; we had people faxing 
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things in three hours before deadlines.  We had to reach matching amounts of money.  It 
ended up being $24 million to do the project.  And we raised that money, true pledges over 
periods of time and all sorts of creative financing. 

Ms. Jones explained how some of that “creative financing” happened. 

When it came to fundraising and [Mr. Smith] was raising funds from all of our graduates 
and anybody else he could talk to...he’s a true politician having been in the legislature.  
And he went around to people and he said that lawyers didn’t want to contribute.  But he 
would say, “Just give us ten dollars and your name will be on the list.”  And here’s [Mr. 
Smith] talking to a lawyer who is probably making $200,000 dollars a year asking for ten 
dollars.  And nobody had the nerve to give him just ten dollars.  So he did a wonderful job 
with fundraising.  But he went around to all these lawyers to raise these funds and 
explaining with the building.  And I kept him totally involved with everything that was 
happening in the meetings with all of the different groups.  So he knew what was going on 
with the decision-making.   

Not only did Mr. Smith’s creative skills in raising the necessary funds for the project work, so 

did the information that Ms. Jones kept him abreast with about all of the decisions that were 

being made.  Being able to explain to alumni and donors that the new facility was necessary and 

that they were already starting to plan for it, it was easier for them to commit a larger dollar 

amount to the project. 

 Another benefit of the AR process was that it exposed the LCoL faculty, students, and 

staff to what was going to happen with the library, while at the same time it gathered useful 

information for the design process.  Mr. Smith explained,   

[It] was extremely useful for a number of reasons.  Not only to give us the information, but 
[it] educated everybody in the building.  The way the questions were asked and the way the 
information was acquired so the library staff and the faculty and all the people who 
participated learned too.  So when it came time to look at the architectural plans, they had 
already been exposed to the ideas and the information.   

Mr. Davis also believed that the planning process with the CDCP introduced everybody to the 

architectural language and allowed them to feel comfortable talking about the building in spatial 

terms.  It also helped them to start thinking about what they would want to accomplish with a 

new building.  The process was constructive and informative. 
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Made us more conversive, I think.  And I think that it probably helped us better interpret 
what we thought we needed to the architects.  Probably made it easier on them.  So that 
was helpful...  And to be forewarned, as it were, to make sure that you’re thinking in terms 
of spaces, traffic movement, your place in the building, how many floors you want, how 
difficult it is to get from place to place, the idea of having big open spaces and quieter 
study spaces.  We knew that we wanted study rooms, and they helped us get an idea of 
where we might incorporate those.  Again, I can’t say enough about that group of people.  
At no time did we think, “Good lord.  Why did we call them?  They are in the way.”  No.  
They were always available when we wanted them but they never imposed themselves 
during the project.  Maybe that’s something to say about the personality of the people.  We 
were very fortunate to get the team that we did. 

As the planning process progressed, town-hall style meetings were organized to allow faculty, 

staff, and students to discuss their opinions, concerns, and ideas for the LIC in an open forum.  

Ms. Jones related what they did during this AR planning process and how this was different from 

the first time they planned the library when the dean and she were primarily responsible for 

making the decisions. 

We met with student groups.  They told us what they didn’t like about the building and 
what they did like and what they wanted in the future.  And we met with faculty.  We had 
open meetings and said anyone can come to the meetings.  Three or four faculty from over 
at the College of Architecture would facilitate the meetings, and then we would invite 
faculty here from specific subject areas, the teaching faculty, clinical faculty, the students 
and the staff.  And we would say this is what we were going to talk about that day, come 
and tell us what you think.  It worked out very well.  Because everybody felt like they had 
some input into what we were talking about and how the building was going to be 
designed.  And that every step along the way they had input.  And this entirely was 
different from the last time when the dean and I made most of the decisions...well, the 
architects would make the decisions and we concurred. 

Mr. Davis shared that the experience was positive because the CDCP group was “objective” and 

gave them a good starting point.   

I felt like they were totally objective, because they had no interest in the long-term building 
plan, other than to help us think about what it was that we wanted to do, so that there was 
no interest on their part of coming in and actually designing and finishing the building or 
making a profit from it.  So we felt like they were people who did help us think more 
broadly than what we were thinking before.  We had no idea where to begin, how we 
would go with an architect. 
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Of those who participated in the AR planning partnership, they had positive memories and 

opinions of the process.  There were no negative experiences relayed to the researcher.   

 After the students and faculty of the CDCP gathered information, the students created 

conceptual and schematic designs for the LIC.  The architectural students focused on the exterior 

overall structure of a new building or renovation of the existing library, and how it would relate 

to the other buildings of the LCoL.  The interior design students focused on the classrooms, the 

library, and the moot courtroom designs.  Mr. Smith explained in further detail how the models 

done by the architecture students were helpful. 

And they were allowed to dream.  There were some of these things that clearly we could 
not afford to do.  But, it also provided a context.  It also provided very different structural 
options.   We could do it as rebuilding the library.  We could have another separate 
building for the library.  We could be either on the west side, the east side or the north side.  
Just the fact that people had been turned loose to create all these different options was 
useful to us when we ultimately sat down with architects and they were trying to do this for 
real with their options. 

Ms. Jones also related her memories about the experience with the student designs. 

Then the students were encouraged to get together in one of the classes where you design 
projects, and they had 10 different designs.  And the architecture students would bring over 
floor plans and present them.  And we would set it all up and then invite everybody, 
students, staff, faculty, come and see what some of the proposals are for the building.  And 
they all thought that that was just great.  And they would go around and say, “I like this but 
I don’t like that.”  And we were very pleased with the turnout with the students and faculty 
both who went over there to critique the designs.  To me, it was very fascinating because it 
was entirely different than the first go around.   

Ms. Jones elaborated on the process and explained that this type of involvement and participation 

from the faculty, students, and staff of the LCoL continued with the planning and design process 

with the architects. 

When somebody would leave, they would go tell somebody else, “Go look and see what 
these architecture students are suggesting about the building.  You can tell what you like 
and what you don’t like.”  You know.  And the faculty were doing the same thing...and the 
staff...we got the whole community in the law school was involved.  And then the interior 
design students put their designs up...they were scattered around a big classroom...what 
they were proposing for sections of the building and what they would look like.  And, then 
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the [architects from Boston] came down with their plans that were much more expanded, 
much more of an idea of what they are really talking about and what the school is going to 
look like.  And they had faculty and students coming in critiquing their designs, “I don’t 
like this. This would be better if you did this.”  And they would go back and bring back 
another set.  So there was a lot involvement that we didn’t have before and that was the 
instruction that Mr. Smith gave me.     

Involvement from students, staff and faculty from the beginning was a major goal for the project.  

Mr. Smith explains that this was imperative in order to ensure that everyone is satisfied. 

The effort to get people involved was important because one of the things that inevitably 
happens in the any projects, particularly a building project, that sometime later when things 
are going along somebody or some set of people will say, “Why didn’t we do this!”  And 
we would say, “We considered that six times!”  And so its valuable to make sure that you 
are getting all these ideas out to people even if...there’s no way you can get everybody to 
participate.  So I think inevitably, that some people will come back towards the end of the 
process and say, “I have a really great idea.”  And you say, “You know, that great idea was 
seriously considered two or three times.  That would be a great idea but it just doesn’t 
work in this context.” 

Mr. Smith thought that the whole AR planning process contributed positively to selection 

process for the architects, as well as providing the architects a good starting point from which to 

work. 

But is was also helpful when we came to selecting architects because there were so many 
proposals and we had some very good ideas and information that had been developed by 
the students that allowed us to evaluate their proposals more effectively.  We did have 
people from the University who had been involved in building construction but we had 
additional information about law libraries and about this law library that we never would 
have had.  That was an additional value.  And there was further additional value when it 
came to the actually doing it because we were able to give all this information to the 
architects that won the project and it was very useful to them.  It gave them a baseline.  It 
gave them information that they could use. 

In addition, the experience with the AR process informed them about what to look for in an 

architectural firm.  Mr. Smith elaborates, 

I think we learned form the students and the design faculty about law schools and libraries.  
And just because somebody has built a government building does not mean that they know 
about law schools and about the particular issues that arise in law schools.  It was more 
important to know that somebody had had experience with law schools before.  I think I 
was more attentive to that because of the experience.  They had experience with law 
schools and they also, in terms of Tsoi/Kobus in particular, they seemed very attuned to 
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understanding what we were doing here and what our problems were.  They were not just a 
big company that knew how to build and how to design a flashy building.   

In conclusion, Ms. Jones commented that the process was very positive and she would 

recommend it to other departments on campus.  

I think the working with the two groups was just wonderful and I would recommend it to 
any department on the campus.  Because if you don’t have any background in planning a 
building and you work with people who have the background, but don’t know the subject 
area it is very good to work it together and to come out with a wonderful product. 

Mr. Davis also had similar sentiments. 

I would recommend it.  If they can do that.  I know others may be stretched and have their 
own schedule and problems...and I’m assuming that they can’t do it for everyone on 
campus. But it was just an easy way to get started as opposed to being just thrown in.   

They felt that the process was valuable because it gave them a solid start, as well as, information 

to what steps to take next and allowed them to feel more in control of the project.   

The Design Process with the Architects 

 Ms. Jones remembers the sequence of events, 

And then after that, the architects were hired from Boston.  And they came down and held 
sessions.  And we would plan what sessions do you want....well, let’s talk about faculty 
offices today.  And I would send out a notice to everybody that the architects are here and 
we are going to be discussing faculty offices.   

The AR process continued with the design and planning efforts of the architects.  Participation 

from the faculty, staff, and students was still a top priority.  Mr. Mars discovered early on that 

the participants in the meetings were very collaborative and receptive. 

One of the things that I thought was really interesting was the buy in was so strong.  
Typically, people are good about what’s good for the group is good for the group, as long 
as I get what I want.  And there was pressure initially re-do the faculty offices because they 
are in pretty bad shape on the third floor.  And it became clear that the project budget 
couldn’t stretch to do all of that.  So we said, “What’s the priority?”  [And they always said 
that] the priority is classrooms first [and] the offices can come later.  So the offices were 
seen as a phase two. That’s just another indication of that people understood what was 
trying to be done.  Now there was a limited amount of money so you couldn’t do 
everything but we wanted the right and best things first.  And they knew that they needed 
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to give up some of the creature comforts for themselves in order to help the College as a 
whole.   

The faculty, students, and staff already understood what the situation was, understood what could 

and could not be done.  In addition, the architects were given the CDCP preliminary 

programming document.  Mr. Mars saw this to be a very valuable resource.   

[We used the CDCP preliminary] document that had been prepared [and it] became very 
valuable.  [It] was clear that there had been spadework done and we did not need to spend 
a lot of time essentially reinventing the wheel.  We were able to pick up from the point 
where they had left off and validate some of the decisions that had come out of that 
document.  Some of them were validated 100%, some had changed because time had 
passed and people had changed.  But we had a starting point that was somewhere much 
further up than zero and that helped move the programming along more quickly so that we 
could start to look at what was the right way to achieve the goal. 

It was interesting because we had the document and the mission statement.  And we didn’t 
know what to do with all this stuff and we didn’t know what would take precedent.  So we 
just dove in and got started.  And as we dove in, we realized the value of the document as 
we were going because we would say, “What did they say about that?”  And go back and 
use it as a springboard.  We saw the value of the document more at the end of the process 
more than at the beginning of the process, which was interesting.  It was not like “oh 
there’s nothing there.”  No, it was “okay we got to talk to these people and find out what 
they need and we got this as more for background information.”  Well, it turned out to be 
more than background information.  It was a way to check and say, “This says this and 
you’re saying this.  Why did you say this here and why are you saying this now?  And 
what’s the right answer?”   

The document served as a way for the designers to check to make sure they were on the right 

track.  They were able to clarify information so that the best decisions were being made during 

the design process.  In addition, the participants had already spent time exploring their needs 

during the AR planning process, which aided the design process to progress smoothly. 

I would much rather design for a client that knows their thing.  Because we’re architects – 
we’re not lawyers, we’re not scientists.  And the more that they know, the better the 
solution is going to be.  I never go in there thinking that I know more than them.  I go in 
there thinking I’m a sponge.  “Tell me what you want.  Show me what you [have].  Tell me 
what works and doesn’t work.”  And you take all of that information and then try to do the 
best you can with the money and time available.  That’s what design is.  But first, you got 
to listen.  And the more that they can tell you, the more it feeds the process.  If they just sit 
there and say, “We don’t know.  Just draw something.”  Somehow, it just won’t be quite as 
good.   
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Now that all of the participants, the building users and the architects, were informed of what their 

needs and priorities were, they were able to get into more of the specifics of what the building 

may look like, to discover how all of this information would translate spatially.  The open forum 

discussions continued and, as these meetings progressed, the idea of creating a square, or a 

“heart,” for the school became to be important for them.  Mr. Smith explained, 

There was that and there were other options...like developing a square.  I remember the 
architect saying that [the courtyard] began to feel like the heart of the college, that this was 
the place were people circulated around with all sorts of different activities.  I think we all 
contributed to that conversation.  We were down to discussing two or three final 
approaches to this.  And I just remember that a couple of the final approaches were to have 
two buildings lined up....which would not have been terrible, sort of a main street feel with 
things on both sides...and then the other option was to enclose the courtyard so you would 
have circulation and it would become the heart of the school. 

So essentially the whole building was destroyed, gutted, and redone for the library and 
classroom space.  And these two towers that sort of enclose [the courtyard] are classroom 
space.  And one of the thoughts that played in various design ideas from the very 
beginning was trying to integrate the space more closely so people would be able to go 
from classes to library to offices more easily.  And putting a building way out there did not 
translate very well into that idea.   

This was the biggest decision made in one of the meetings, and Mr. Mars reflected upon how 

important it was to get that noted in the meeting minutes so that everyone knew that it was 

agreed upon. 

And I remember one of the biggest things that I said was, “If we design it this way, we will 
get less building than we will if we go over here and build a new building.  Because its 
going to be cheaper to do start anew than it is to renovate.  And I want everybody to 
understand that because if somebody is sitting here thinking, ‘My goodness, it’s important 
that we get the most square footage that we can get.’  Then this is not the right answer.”  
And without fail, everybody said, “No, we’re willing to take less if it’s the right thing to 
do.”  And that was important.  To get that noted in the minutes because there were people 
who later came in and said, “How much could we have gotten if we had done that?”  
“Well, we would have gotten more.”  “How much more?”  “I don’t know how much more, 
just more.”  However, we made a decision, an informed decision, that we were willing to 
give up space for having a qualitative thing happen. 

This was a difficult decision for all of the participants to make because it was not the easiest 

solution.  They felt that it was the right solution.  Mr. Mars elaborated, 
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We found a real nice quips and the one that comes to my mind is, “Make a community not 
an architectural statement.”  And there were several comments that talked about that.  So 
instead of looking like at two existing buildings and looking to build a third building to the 
west, which was what was originally envisioned by the program, we elected to look at how 
we could use this project to do that, to make a community.  And that certainly meant 
interjecting ourselves into the heart of this and actually trying to create a heart because at 
that time there were just two linear buildings that did not really elicit a sense of 
community. 

That meant that we tear down literally half of the existing original building.  We tore it 
back to the structure and rebuilt the whole east half of that existing building that was 
originally built in 1965 to allow the space to happen in the way that we wanted to do it.  
And to make the LIC the center focus of that courtyard.  We basically did the hardest thing 
that we could think to do because it was the right thing to do.  Both in terms of design – it 
was very hard to design that project because we had to connect two existing buildings 
which was certainly a lot harder design problem than coming to the west and building a 
third building.  And saying, “Gee, aren’t we great?  Look at the beautiful building.”  
Taking our pictures and going home.  But here we left exhausted, everybody was 
exhausted.  It was a very difficult project to do, structurally.  Because of the interface of 
new and the old.  It was hard for the users and the students because we were right in the 
middle of their little campus doing this renovation because that’s where the heart needed to 
be.  We weren’t over here just quietly building a new building.  So it was hard on 
everybody but when it was done, everybody felt like any other solution would not have 
been as sufficient as the one that we came up with.  But it was hard on everybody. 

 Another major design element that came out of the collaborative meetings was the 

architectural peak element above the entrance into the O’Connell Reading Room.  According to 

Mr. Mars, quite a few participants wanted the new LIC to have the same architectural language 

as the old Bryant Hall.  However, this would not work stylistically in context with the 

surrounding buildings.  Therefore, that element was into the interior of the building incorporated 

in a different way.   

That’s why when you go into the LIC and the element that goes into the reading room – 
there’s that peak element with the double doors – that is actually a dimensional abstract of 
the entrance to the old Bryant Hall, which was the original law school.  We took the exact 
dimensions and built it as an abstract.  And there are people who go in there that go in 
there and say, “I know that.  I know what that is. What is that?”  And if they look at the 
wall where we did the recognition of donors, we have the picture of the original Bryant 
Hall there.   
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 Specific elements of the building were also discussed by others during the design 

development phase.  They felt that their contribution to the planning process was not all for 

naught.  They were actually making a difference to the quality of the LIC.  Ms. Amos related her 

experience. 

And when I would raise a concern, they would actually make the changes.  Originally, 
there was just going to be one set of glass doors to come in the front door, and that’s what 
we had before was just one set of doors and you were immediately outside.  We talked 
about how that was not a good scenario.  Even the winters here are not Nordic there is still 
cold air that can come gushing in.  And when there would be leaves in the courtyard, they 
would blow into the library.  So it was a combination of mess and cold air.  It wasn’t so 
much noticeable in the hot times of the year.  So they put a double set of doors there!  Oh, 
it made me feel like I had made a big impact. 

 However, it was recognized that not everyone participated in these meetings.  Most of the 

key participants who were interviewed reported that everyone was invited to participate in the 

planning process with the architects.  However, it was also recognized by some that either not 

everyone took advantage of the invitation or certain groups were not included.  Ms. Amos stated 

that not all of the staff was involved, but that the design team tried their best to accommodate the 

needs of all users. 

That worked fairly well since I was involved with the planning and that I had input.  I’m 
not sure about the rest of the staff if they just felt like things were happening and they 
weren’t having any involvement and if they were happy with it afterwards.  We tried to let 
them know what we were doing and what the options were. And we let people choose – 
like we had it down to a few models of chairs and we let them pick what kind of chair they 
wanted.  Tried to give them some options as we went.  We tried to make the ones that were 
in cubicles – we tried to go with as fancy as we could with options, storage options - so it 
wouldn’t be just a work surface and two drawers.   

Mr. Davis stated that mostly staff and faculty were present at the open forum meetings.  He 

speculated that the students did not participate due to class schedules or possibly, because they 

were not interested in a building that would be built after they were gone. 

But it was more staff and faculty that were there.  And it may have been a timing thing 
because some of it was held in the afternoons...and I think that it was more of a timing 
issue.  You know students are here for three years.  And sometimes, I think that when you 
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are a student, it’s hard to think three years down the road….most of them would be gone 
when the building would actually be finished. 

In addition, everything about the building project was certainly not perfect.  Ms. Maxwell stated 

there were some aspects of the design process that they were not involved in.  She thinks that 

because of their lack of involvement in these areas the final design suffered.   

I think they made some horrible mistakes in the part of the building that we weren’t 
involved in.  I didn’t have anything to do with classrooms.  And I had said to them that 
based upon my experience at NYU where the rolling chairs kept rolling out of the building 
and I said, “Do not have non-fixed seating.”  Well, the most of the seating is fixed and half 
the seating is rolling.  And we’ve already lost 23 chairs.  I would have had a dark finish on 
all of the tables and all of the chairs.  And when you go into Room 180, you’ll see –first 
they chose the cheapest of the desk suppliers for the classrooms and they look cheap, and 
then they got the lightest color and of course, the students write on that with pencil and ink.  
And then they bought chairs that have a white frame and pale green seat.  Well, the 
students immediately spilled coffee all over them and they look awful.    

Comparison to Other Building Projects 

 How did this experience compare to other building projects that they were involved in?  

Ms. Jones related her experience with building the original library within Holland Hall. 

So no one had any experience in building a new building before.  So he decided that he 
would have a committee.  So he appointed a committee of faculty and one of the faculty 
members served as the chair.  And we started in on the planning for the new building – 
what we needed.  Nobody knew what office space ought to be and how much library space 
there ought to be and how are you going to arrange classrooms.  This was all brand new to 
all of us.  Well, the faculty started arguing about this department ought to have more space 
and the faculty who were professors ought to have bigger offices than the assistant 
professor coming in.  The architects were having a horrible time working with us on it.  So 
the Dean said that he and I would do the planning.  He would do it for the academic side 
and I would do it for the library side.  And to avoid a lot of problems with the faculty... 

No, the architects had no patience with these groups that wanted to do different things.  
And the faculty was so divided.  How big should a faculty office be?  Should it have a 
window...all these types of things.  So the way we finally got around all of this.  The Dean 
and I would travel to the architect’s office in Miami.  And we went down there once a 
month.  We drove to Jacksonville, flew to Miami.  Spent the day with them going over all 
these plans and they were making suggestions  and we would say yes or no.  Come back to 
Jacksonville, drive to Gainesville.  And once in a while, they would come up with and we 
would distribute them around and the faculty said yes or no.  That was the way the original 
building was designed.  The Dean and I did most of that.  And so of course, there were lots 
of complaints. 



 

109 

Because the first time, the architects would say, “This is the design.  How do you like this?  
This is what the first floor of the library will look like.  And this where people are going to 
come and go.”  And I didn’t see any problem with it, but it was hard for me to visualize 
what it was going to look like from a floor plan.  And then I didn’t see any of these things 
until we actually moved into the library...and then I thought, “Oh my.  We shouldn’t have 
done this.” Or “I wish I had told them to do that.”   

This [current] process was so different than from the first building because we had eleven 
different models.  And everybody was looking at them and critiquing them.  And [before] 
we didn’t have faculty meetings and we didn’t involve staff and we didn’t involve 
students.   

Her prior experience with Holland Hall lacked the collaboration and participation that this 

process had.  She expressed regrets over her decisions that affected the final design and now 

recognizes the value of involving all of the building users in the democratic process. 

 Mr. Mars explained how the LIC project was not necessarily different for them, just more 

“rigorous.” 

I would say it was not different from what we do typically.  It was just more rigorous and 
included a broader range people over a longer period of time because it just seemed so 
important.    

Yes, we are doing a large laboratory building at University Z.  The size of the project got 
cut in half because their budget was half of what it needed to be.  So we are literally 
building less than half of the original program.  And it was a little disconcerting for the 
people that the building was being built for and for them to come to the first meeting and 
be told, “You don’t have enough money to build half of this.”  Which is what we told 
them.  Because we had just done several laboratory buildings for the state university 
system and we knew what they cost. 

I was a little surprised that there was that big of a disconnect.  That there wasn’t more work 
done on finding out how much does a laboratory cost.  So we had to back up and it was 
incumbent upon us as designers to gain their trust because we were telling them something 
that they didn’t want to hear.   

Mr. Mars recognizes the value of the CDCP program over the program that his firm received for 

the laboratory building at University Z.  The CDCP program, though not complete, was at least 

accurate and thorough due to the AR process. 
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 Mr. Davis related how this process was “freer” than a building project that he was 

involved with at Bruton-Geer Hall.   

But that process that we participated in with the architects… it was more time driven 
because they were already underway.  They were actually designing the plans.  And, quite 
frankly, they said to us, “Here is your space.  What would you do with it?”  And then they 
helped us work out the details.  But, with the project with the [CDCP], that was much freer 
or open because we didn’t have the immediate time constraints.  They encourage us to 
think differently and not….you know…they didn’t push us in one direction or another.   

Mr. Davis values the time and the lack of pressure that the AR partnership between the LCoL 

and CDCP allowed them to explore their options.   

 Ms. Maxwell was involved with a law library project at a university (referred to as 

University X) in the New York City and told her account about that experience.   

Let me tell you about University X and what they did.  I was the director of the law library 
there.  And in New York City, they tell you essentially how tall a building you can build if 
you’re not trading for air space over another building.  So the architects knew that they 
were going to fill half a city block and they could go 13 stories high.  And they filled 13 
stories, but when you look at that space now, it’s really to me very disappointing.  The 
library, of course, got the sub-basement, no windows.  Each of the floors is very small.  
They seem to be crowded.  I would disagree with some of the priorities of the choices 
made of things to go into that building.  Because they were planning for the building, that 
building which was across the street from the current building, they never really looked at 
the overall structure of the campus.  And the beauty of the cooperative plan that we 
currently had, was that [the design team] talked to everybody.  And what we ended up with 
then was a master plan for future of the law school.  Not just individual buildings taken in 
isolation.   

What I had a University X was one hour with the architects.  And the two associate deans 
who were planning the new facility.  It wasn’t just a library.  It was a 13-story building, the 
library got one floor of it.  I found it to be a very unsatisfactory process.  They hired a 
library consultant.  And essentially we got the impression that person was there to second-
guess everything that the library had told the architects.   

Considering the space that we got, I think it was the best consultant they could have and 
we did as much as we could.  But because the library was not high on the priorities of 
University X, it never really was able to get space that flowed well together.  And one of 
the things that happened during this process was that the administrative space that the 
library director and director staff had was turned over to one of the Centers at the law 
school ...And the director of the law library and the administrative staff are now clear 
across the building outside of the library.  Now this is just totally non-functional. 
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We renovated every summer at University X.  There were lots of projects and very 
expensive wasteful projects.  For example, one year they would put in study rooms.  The 
next year they would throw away all of that study room furniture and turn that space into 
offices.  You can’t even imagine how much that university wastes.  I keep saying to 
people, “If I had the budget of what University X wastes, it would be larger than our larger 
our current library budget.”  But that’s the difference between a $50,000 dollar tuition and 
a $7,000 dollar tuition. 

Ms. Maxwell had a very negative experience while employed with University X.  The process 

was dictated by a small group of stakeholders, the consultant, and by the architects.  The users 

had no control, no ownership, and limited say in the design process.  Therefore, she concludes 

that the final design is “totally non-functional.”  In addition, she notes that this university has a 

much larger budget than LCoL and that LIC is a much better design than the law library that was 

designed at University X.   

Importance of Participants’ Input and Involvement 

 The participants noted the value of everybody’s involvement.  Ms. Jones observed.  

Because with involving everybody – nobody complained!  Everybody was complimenting 
the beautiful entrance to the library and the great improvements that were made in the 
whole building.  So I think it worked out.  I would recommend it to anybody – even if you 
were just building a house.  You need information in order to work with the architects to 
know how to build a house.  Or anything else. 

Mr. Mars concurred that building a consensus among the participants leads to a more successful 

project. 

And the reason that we carried through was because we had good buy in with everybody.  
Gave people a chance to talk.  We had forums, we built a consensus.  Not everybody got 
what he or she wanted, but everybody had a chance to talk and have themselves heard.  
And that whole process was very much necessary in order for us to feel like when we got 
done that nobody could say, “I didn’t get a chance to talk.”  Everybody had a chance.  And 
I think, if it’s successful as I think it is, it is because of that. We had lots of buy in from 
students, faculty, and staff. 

Mr. Smith added that a democratic process like the AR partnership brings people together and 

builds a closer community.   
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Projects like this do bring people together.  When you have a particular goal in mind, there 
can be a major achievement that everybody can look at.  And I think with the alumni, 
students, faculty...it did bring people closer together.  And it was so clearly needed and so 
clearly a galvanizing force to say, “If we can do this, it will make it a better place and we 
will all benefit.”  It did bring people together. 

Summary 

 This chapter presented the finding from the three different methods: verification of the 

preliminary AR program, user satisfaction surveys, and in-depth unstructured interviews with the 

key participants.  The researcher concludes that the preliminary AR program was utilized during 

the planning and designing process for the LIC.  A significant number of the users’ needs were 

evident in the final LIC building.  The results from the surveys demonstrate the staff is very 

satisfied  and the students are moderately satisfied with LIC based upon the technical, function, 

ambient, and psychological dimensions.  Lastly, the key participants related that they were 

satisfied with the planning process and that user participation in the planning process is of value 

in order to have a successful building project, as well as raise the necessary funds and interest to 

make the project a reality. 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 

Discussion 

 This case study used a multi-method approach with both qualitative and quantitative 

measures to explore the success of the AR planning methods for the Legal Information Center at 

University of Florida’s Levin College of Law.  Verification of the preliminary AR program 

created during the partnership between the College of Design, Construction and Planning and the 

College of Law revealed that a majority of the users’ needs were implemented into the design of 

the final building.  The user satisfaction surveys revealed that some unresolved issues exist, but 

the majority of staff  were very satisfied and the students were moderately satisfied with the final 

results.  The in-depth unstructured interviews revealed that key participants in the planning and 

designing of the LIC were satisfied with the process and valued the participatory approach.  AR 

was a valuable process for the College of Law in gaining a collective vision for the LIC from 

different users and user groups, which lead to satisfaction among those groups.  The AR 

preliminary program also assisted the LCoL in raising funds for the project by showing potential 

donors all of the spadework that had already been done and how committed the college was to 

building a high quality facility.  Not only do these findings support the success of the AR 

planning partnership, but it may prove to be a viable option for stakeholders who will be 

planning future facilities that have just as much complexity as the LIC. 

Comparison and Verification of the Preliminary CDCP Program 

The discussion of the findings for the comparison of the CDCP program to the RFP, the 

Tsoi/Kobus architectural program, and the final building design was presented in Chapter 4, 

along with the findings.  The researcher decided that this was the best course of action in order 

for the reader to have a better understanding of the user satisfaction survey findings and of the 
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key participant interviews.  The discussion of the findings clarified the content of the programs 

and explained how much of the CDCP program items were found in the programs and in the 

final building design and why.   

One document that was not discussed and is relevant to uncovering the value of the AR 

process was the proposal the Ponikvar & Associates submitted, along with their partners 

Tsoi.Kobus & Associates.  In the document distributed to the LCoL Facilities Planning 

committee, a list of key team members was provided along with a description of their job task 

through each phase of the project, pre-design, schematic design, design development, 

construction documents, and construction administration.  The interesting part of the document is 

a section about the design charette process.  Their objective of conducting charrettes was to 

identify the project goals, verify the CDCP and FP&C programs, review site plans and 

alternatives, review building configuration and alternatives, produce adjacency diagrams and 

schematic plans.  During these charettes, they proposed to work closely with the College of Law 

representatives to develop a common vision about the project goals and design preferences.  In 

addition, they proposed organizing tours of other newly constructed benchmark law schools for 

the College of Law representatives to get an idea of what is currently being done at other 

universities.  They also proposed organizing student focus groups to investigate likes and dislikes 

about the existing law library so that they can develop strategies to improve the facility to best 

suit students’ needs.  These proposals and strategies of the design team suited the LCoL 

Facilities Planning committee’s vision of how the process should proceed for the LIC project.  If 

the LCoL representatives had not participated the AR preliminary planning, they may not have 

known the true value of this process and recognized that this approach would involve them in the 

design decision making and allow them to participate on all levels.  
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User Satisfaction with the LIC as Assessed by the Surveys 

The findings from the user satisfaction surveys were also very interesting.  The staff and 

the students use the LIC in different ways and occupy different spaces within the LIC.  The staff 

reported being very satisfied with their sense of ownership in the building, while the students 

were moderately satisfied.  This could be attributed to the fact that the most of the staff has 

individual offices within the LIC while the students do not.  It would be interesting to compare 

the general law student population to the graduate tax law students since the latter group has a 

designated study space and lounge on the second floor of the LIC.  Figure 5-1 and 5-2 show 

these respective spaces.  Since these students have their own study area and lounge, they may 

report a higher satisfaction with the LIC and with their sense of ownership of the LIC. 

  

Figure 5-1.  Graduate Tax Student Study Area 
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Figure 5-2.  Graduate Tax Student Lounge Area 

In the new LIC, the staff has a new administrative suite, which consists of private offices, 

cubicles, a kitchen/cafe, a staff meeting room, and a book sorting area.  The administrators (the 

Director, Associate Director, and support staff) are in this area, as well as, the technical services 

staff.  Figures 5-3 and 5-4 show some of the areas in the administrative suite.  These areas 

provide a sense of ownership, as well as, exterior views and natural light.  These were 

dimensions that that staff was very satisfied within their work area.   

 

Figure 5-3.  Staff Kitchen and Cafe 
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Figure 5-4.  Director’s Private Office. 

Since some of the staff members participated in the planning process, their satisfaction 

with sense of ownership could also be higher than the student’s, since the current student 

research participants (RP) that were surveyed were not part of the LIC planning process.  

However, the former students who participated in the planning process, provided a solid 

representation for the future law students since the current student RPs are moderately satisfied 

with the final LIC.  It appears impossible to please all of the users; therefore, a moderate 

satisfaction rating from the students is considered to be a successful result of the planning and 

designing process. 

One of the most significant findings from the user satisfaction surveys was the student 

dissatisfaction with the layout of the second floor of the LIC.  At the interior atrium near the 

main entrance to the LIC, there is a stairway that leads up to the second floor book stacks and 
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study areas.  At the top of the stairs are large picture windows to the north and south that provide 

interior views.  To the north (figure 5-5), one can see part of the study spaces and book stacks of 

the LIC.  To the south (figure 5-6), one can see the entrance hallway to the second floor of 

Holland Hall, which leads to classrooms and administrative offices.  The LIC is not accessible 

from the hallway on the second floor.  In order to access the classrooms and offices on the 

second floor, one must exit the LIC through the main entrance on the first floor, use the exterior 

stairs that are located in the courtyard, and then re-enter Holland Hall.   

Students found this to be inconvenient and frustrating.  However, from a staff librarian’s 

point of view, it is a means for security of the LIC’s books, materials, and equipment.  If a 

second entrance to the library was provided at this location, then it would have to be monitored 

and controlled requiring more staff and security measures.  However, if the windows were not 

transparent but still allowed for natural light to penetrate the LIC interior, students would be less 

aware that their classroom was on the other side.  It is a no-win situation for the designers.  The 

designers wanted to allow for natural light, but they probably were aware that this visual 

transparency would aggravate the library patrons.  This is an issue that affects the students and 

not the staff because of the differences in the way the two groups use the building.  The staff 

primarily occupies the work areas on the first floor, while the students use the study carrels and 

tables, most of which are on the second floor.   

Another significant finding from the surveys was student dissatisfaction with the toilet 

rooms.  According to student RPs’ comments, there are too few toilets to accommodate the 

number of students.  There is one toilet room per gender, per floor.  This may be due to several 

contributing factors, such as, space limitations, location of plumbing walls, and budget.  In 

addition, the architects did meet the codes for the correct amount of toilet stalls per the facility’s 
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occupancy, however the student RPs are requesting that the design should have exceeded the 

code requirements.  Another popular issue heard from quite a few male students pertained to the 

cleanliness of the waterless urinals.  This may be due to lack of proper janitorial maintenance 

and building commissioning may be a strategy to solve the problem.   

 

Figure 5-5.  View to the North at the Top of the Atrium Stairs. 

 

Figure 5-6.  View to the South at the Top of the Atrium Stairs. 
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Acoustics and noise distractions were an issue that arose for both staff and students.  

According to some of the staff, their workspace does not provide enough acoustical privacy.  

Often, they overhear conversations taking place both inside the LIC near the Circulation Desk 

and immediately outside in the courtyard.  This is probably an issue for the two staff members 

whose workspace is directly behind the Circulation Desk.  Figure 5-7 shows these two semi-

private offices.  The walls of these offices do not go all the way to the ceiling so they are still 

subject to noise from patrons who are in the entrance atrium. 

 

Figure 5-7.  Circulation Desk and Two Collection Staff Member Offices. 

 This noise issue may also affect staff members whose private offices are adjacent to the 

courtyard.  The courtyard is constantly bustling with activity, especially between class times, and 

since the new addition for the LIC is a glass envelope sound transmits more easily than it would 

with a brick building.  Once again, it proves to be a no-win situation for the designers.  Either 

provide natural light and views with some noise distractions or provide offices with little or no 

natural light but with complete acoustical privacy.   
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 Another noise issue came from the law students’ complaints that the undergraduates were 

too noisy and distracting.  However, the LIC is a public institution that welcomes not only other 

University of Florida students but also other members of the community.  This is not directly 

related to the design of the LIC, but it could be solved by providing different zones, such as, 

quiet zones, group study zones, and law student-only zones.  This was not an issue that was 

discussed in any of the three programming documents, therefore it could be a problem that has 

only started to surface with this new building.  The LIC does provide a variety of spaces, so 

creating different zones could be a viable option that the library administration could facilitate.   

Students also suggested that an area where food and drinks are allowed would better suit 

their needs.  Across the courtyard in Bruton-Geer, a student center exists where there is snack bar 

and tables.  Casual observations of the student life at LCoL revealed that this area is lively with 

student activity, ranging from socializing to quiet individual study.  However, the space is not 

particularly attractive, nor inviting.  Perhaps by providing a “cafe” in the LIC would improve the 

student life and encourage them to use the facility more.  It could also be a strategy to increase 

profits for the LCoL by selling drinks and snacks.  However, from a staff’s point of view, this 

becomes an issue of security, monitoring, and maintenance.  If this idea was to be explored 

further, certain strategies would have to be implemented in order to satisfy both user groups.  

The food and drink would have to be limited to one small area within the library.  Students 

commented that they “loved the lounge chairs.”  Figures 5-8 shows how the students use the 

lounge chairs that are provided in the new facility.  The students want to be comfortable at their 

school.  The LIC provides an opportunity for that, but perhaps more can be done to facilitate 

their comfort needs by providing a cafe area with lounge chairs and tables.  The cafe could 
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become a place for impromptu group study sessions or a place for students to relax while 

studying and enjoying a nice frothy cappuccino. 

 

Figure 5-8.  Students Using the Lounge Seating in the LIC. 

Overall, the staff and students’ main complaints were in regards to factors that are 

restricted by codes and/or university regulations, such as toilets, elevators, and noise distractions 

from undergraduate students.  Factors that are attributed to the design of the building (i.e. 

wayfinding, circulation, and aesthetics) were mostly satisfying to both user groups.  In addition, 

both user groups found the ambient dimensions very satisfying.  This category was added to the 

assessment framework to determine how design decisions affect users’ satisfaction.  This study 

found that these dimensions are important.  Aesthetic appeal and design elements that reflect 

user values have a considerable affect on users’ overall satisfaction with a building. 
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Analyzing the In-Depth Interviews with Key Participants 

 It is evident from the in-depth interviews, that the planning process overall was 

successful and a good experience.  This section will discuss the important findings that were 

discovered from the interviews based upon the themes that were developed.   

 The theme, “Reasoning for the AR Process and How It Worked,” revealed that the library 

book collection was overflowing, there was an influx in the student population, and that the 

LCoL was threatened with the possibility of losing their ABA accreditation due to the 

inadequacy of the law library.  The AR partnership between the LCoL and the CDCP had three 

main goals: to generate ideas and interest among the LCoL community and potential donors, to 

allow CDCP students the opportunity to work on a “real” project, and to allow everyone a 

chance to voice their opinions and concerns to ensure user satisfaction.   

 “Value of the AR Process” demonstrated that the process was valuable.  Under the 

guidance of the CDCP group who utilized the AR methodology, participation in the democratic 

planning process was achieved by inviting the faculty, staff, and students to meetings and 

planning sessions.  The interim dean at the time of the AR partnership used the preliminary AR 

program to generate interest among the donors, which lead to additional funding to build the two 

classroom towers that flank the east and west sides of the LCoL courtyard.  In addition, the 

FP&C office used the information in the CDCP program to generate the RFP that was sent out 

the A/E firms.  Moreover, the efforts that began with the AR partnership were then carried over 

to the planning/design process with the architects, which was revealed in the “Design Process 

with the Architects.”  The architect who was interviewed commented often that there was “good 

buy-in” with the participants, and they understood that “they needed to give up some of the 

creature comforts for themselves in order to help the college as a whole.”  An attitude and a clear 

common goal was formed among the different user groups of the LCoL.  It was also evident that 
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the CDCP programming document was a useful tool for the architects.  Often, they referred to it 

to verify not only what was discovered during the preliminary AR planning process, but to also 

verify what they were doing during the design process.  It also served as a solid starting point for 

the architects so that they did not have to focus on what the problems were, but instead focused 

on how to solve the problems.     

Some of the more interesting findings that emerged from the in-depth interviews with the 

key participants were revealed during the “Comparison to Other Building Projects.”  Some of the 

interview participants had a means of comparing the planning process for the LIC to another 

building project in which they had been involved.  “Ms. Jones” had been the Director of the 

LCoL library when Holland Hall was originally built in 1968.  The dean at the time and she were 

primarily responsible to represent the LCoL.  In her accounts of that experience, she recalls 

complaints from the faculty and staff after the building was completed.  She realized that this 

was due to the lack of participation from users.  In comparing that experience to the experience 

with the AR planning process, she concluded that inclusion of the building users in the planning 

process was an enormous benefit to creating a facility that supports their activities and satisfies 

their needs and preferences. 

“Ms. Maxwell” had an experience with another university law library and recounts how 

she had only “one hour with the architects.”  Since she was allowed very little input during the 

planning process, she concluded that the final product is “non-functional” because the 

administrative staff is now on the other side of the building and not even within the library.  The 

design team of that project ignored the users’ opinions and needs.  She too believed that the 

collaborative planning process for the LIC contributed to a successful design. 



 

125 

It was clear that the participants valued the participation process of the AR planning 

approach in the “Importance of the Participants’ Input and Involvement.”  They were aware that 

it is impossible to give everybody everything that they want, but at least they were able to speak 

their mind and offer their opinions.  In conclusion, the key participants’ responses and accounts 

of the planning process proved interesting by not only explaining how the process unfolded, but 

also it also revealed their values and opinions of the process and the final building design. 

Action Research as a Planning and Design Approach 

Based upon the interview with the former Director of the law library, it became evident 

that the original law library within Holland Hall utilized agreement-based programming 

techniques.  The former director and the dean at the time were primarily responsible for 

communicating the user’s needs and preferences.  The dean communicated the needs of the 

faculty and administrative staff of the College of Law, while the former director communicated 

the needs of the staff and students for the law library.  Based upon the results, this method 

proved to be ineffective in satisfying the needs of the users.  The former director remembers the 

faculty complaining immediately after the completion of the project.  Therefore, the interim dean 

at the time of planning for the LIC knew that an integrated and collaborative approach was 

required in order to give everyone a chance to voice their opinions so that they would most likely 

be satisfied with the final building design.   

On the other hand, a knowledge-based (k-b) programming method could have been used to 

identify the LCoL’s design problems.  This method requires systematic research methods and 

statistical output.  Closed-ended surveys would have been administered to gauge the needs and 

preferences of the staff, students, and staff.  Systematic observations of how the students used the 

space would have been conducted.  Structured interviews with staff would have revealed what 

activities they perform and how they need the space to support them.   
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When data is collected in this manner, the output includes descriptive statistics and 

compares the results across different user groups.  Most designers and users find this information 

somewhat interesting but not very useful.  Statistics do not really point to a design solution or 

create an image that designers or stakeholders can easily access.  In addition, once the report is 

completed and distributed, it is the designer’s responsibility to turn the statistical information 

into functional spaces.  When the stakeholders receive the report, they rarely reflect on the 

report, critique it, or make suggestions since the information is presented in a way that is not 

particularly easy to comprehend.  The k-b method is similar to most methods in social science 

research.  The real testing of the results are not performed until much later when the building is 

completed and only then do the users begin to really understand whether or not their needs have 

been realized.  Action research attempts to solve this problem by addressing the issues at the 

beginning of the process by involving users in a manner in which they feel comfortable 

contributing to planning and designing decisions.  In addition, the CDCP program was 

constructed in a descriptive narrative format so that it would be accessible to all of the 

stakeholders (i.e. users, potential donors, alumni, university officials) and to project architects 

and designers. 

The action research approach relates most closely to value-based (v-b) programming.  

Similar to the Hershberger’s description of v-b programming and how this approach borrows 

methods from the k-b approach, the action research preliminary planning team interviewed 

building users and conducted systematic observations.  The CDCP team of faculty and students 

from the Interior Design department developed a survey interview instrument to collect 

information from 50 respondents. (Hasell, et. al., 2001, p. 12).  The observations of the user 

activities were used to support the findings from the interviews and to gain a broader 
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understanding about each group and department. In addition, the CDCP team attended LCoL 

faculty and staff meetings where plans for the new facility were discussed. All of this 

information was then compiled into overview statements, which give a clear picture about each 

user group or department (Hasell, et al., 2001, p. 12).  The descriptive and narrative information 

contained in the preliminary program aimed to be more accessible to designers by providing 

more detailed overview of how the LIC should take form to support the users’ needs and 

preferences and the College of Law’s collective vision.  The AR approach differs from the v-b 

approach in that it not only is the process about revealing the users’ needs preferences, and 

vision, but it also aspires to bring about change.  The continual and cyclical process of AR forces 

the participants to observe what they have just planned and acted upon, reflect upon what is 

working and what is not, and then re-plan to make the situation even better.  The development of 

the programming documents and the design for the LIC went through a series of AR cycles until 

a final plan was constructed.  This case study observed and reflected upon the final results to 

determine that the project and the process was successful. 

Further Discussion on Other Discoveries 

 The purpose of the POE is to evaluate whether a facility “meets the intended 

organizational goals and user-occupant needs” (Lackney, 2004, p.3).  It is a way to learn from 

the past so that future design decisions are better informed.  POEs can also inform future 

planning methods.  They can inform facility managers about what changes need to done to be 

made to improve the facility, as well as inform designers about what changes need to be done in 

their design practice.  Users, as well, can be informed about the value of their facility, which in 

turn can evoke a sense of pride if the facility is successful or spark a revolution for change if the 

facility is unsuccessful.  The most common form of a building evaluation is “to look primarily at 

the observable conditions of the physical structure and building systems.” (Lackney, 2004, p.3)  
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However, this approach does not reveal the adequacy of how the facility is serving the 

community.  This case study explored how well a law school library served its community based 

upon the AR Subjective Assessment Framework, which included four categories (technical, 

functional, ambient, and psychological) that were developed and modified for the contextual 

purpose of this study.   

As mentioned earlier, the POE should not only evaluate the building, but also the process.  

It is useful to have knowledge about whether a facility is successful or not in serving the needs of 

the users and the organization and why.  It would also be valuable to know how this was 

achieved.  Who was involved?  How was the information gathered?  How was the information 

organized and disseminated?  How was the information utilized and synthesized?  In this study, 

the process was found to be successful and satisfactory to the key participants in the process.  

This may be due to the wide range of user participation throughout not only in the planning 

phase but also during the design phase.  Nevertheless, the process is critical.  The stakeholders 

took responsibility for their facility rather than relying on the architects to be the “experts.”  Ed 

Tsoi, the chief architect from Tsoi/Kobus & Associates, stated the following during a 

presentation that he made at a convention for stakeholders of law libraries.  

You shape the way the architect sees the problem.  How the design team communicates 
with and how you communicate with them is critical in terms of determining the outcome.  
You should not expect that the designers are conversing with all of the subtleties of what 
you are dealing with.  You have to be able to communicate it and communicate it clearly.  
(Tsoi, 2006) 

Communication is critical.  The AR process started the collaborative process, and the 

preliminary AR program began to communicate the needs of the users and the law school to the 

design team.  The planning and design process involved many voices, not just one voice.  Tsoi 

stated,  
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There are times when I know that the consultants would love to have one voice.  But I’m 
actually a proponent of many voices.  I think the richness of those who are interested in 
developing one part of a law school or another, needs to be heard. 

From the information divulged from the interview participants, it was clear that faculty, staff, 

and students were involved in the planning process.  As it was revealed in the in-depth 

interviews, it was imperative to the interim dean that “everybody is satisfied.”  Therefore, 

everyone needed the opportunity to communicate their ideas.   

 In addition, it was imperative that the right design team was chosen for the project.  

Ferguson, the Senior Project Manager of the LIC from UF’s FP&C office, states that this 

decision is very important because they need be able to work collaboratively not only with the 

users and stakeholders of the facility, but also the facility’s project manager, contractor, code and 

permitting officials, etc.  The selection of the architect should not be based solely on their 

“impressive resume of similar facility types” (Ferguson, 2003, p. 19).  Ferguson explains, 

[T]he design team [needs to be able] to translate complex design components from a 
narrative program and concept to a set of construction documents free of errors, omissions, 
and conflicts, code compliant and absent of flaws that make end users wonder later if 
anyone actually thought about what was drawn. (Ferguson, 2003, p.19) 

All of the work during the AR preliminary programming process could have been lost if a design 

team did not understand the culture of the LCoL and their desire for the project to be 

collaborative.  It could have also been lost if the design team completely ignored the CDCP 

program.  However, it was utilized according to the one of the chief architects and the 

architectural project manager of the LIC.  In addition, Ferguson stated that the CDCP program 

was “largely a benefit in intangible ways” (Ferguson, 2007).  It was a catalyst for getting LCoL 

to think and dream, it helped demonstrate to A/E applicants that the LCoL was serious and had 

taken time to study user needs, and it partially helped the LCoL in warding off the threat of 

losing accreditation by the ABA (Ferguson, 2007).   
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Recommendations for Designers and Stakeholders 

Reflection ‘in action’ and reflection ‘on action’ lead to ‘action research.’  This 
comparatively recent evolution of methodology of research in the social science field has 
lead to significant elements that could be assimilated into the design practice.  (Swann, 
2002, p.50) 

Implementing AR into the planning and design process is something that could come 

easily to designers.  Most designers can universally accept that design is about problem solving.  

A problem arises and it is the designer’s job to analyze the problem, research solutions, 

synthesize the information, execute a solution, produce a solution, and evaluate the solution.  The 

design process is a cyclical, so that if the solution does not alleviate the problem then the process 

can begin again to discover a better answer.  Figure 5-1 illustrates this process, which is similar 

to the AR model of diagnosis, planning, implementation, and analysis, or more simply, plan-act-

observe-reflect. 

 Action research “has been described as a program for change in a social situation, and 

this is an equally valid description for design” (Swann, 2002, p.56).  However, AR may require 

more work, time, and effort than what many designers would accept into their current 

professional paradigm.  Theoretically, designers would support AR, but few would actually 

make the effort to involve all of the users, gather all of their information, and synthesize it 

(Swann, 2002, p.57).  A strategy that may solve this problem is for the client to hire a planning 

consultant who works collaboratively with the stakeholders, the users, and the design team.   

By hiring a consultant, there is also less risk of there being a conflict of interest.  If the 

same design office is working on both the program and the design for a large-scale project 

similar to the LIC, there may be an inclination for the programming team to influence decisions 

that may not be the best solution for the client and instead benefit the aesthetic design.  
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Moreover, if an outside consultant is not used, there is less “fact-checking” between the two 

teams.   

 
Figure 5-7.  The Design Process (adapted from Swann, 2007, p.55) 

 When the architectural team was chosen for the LIC project, the two firms, Ponikvar & 

Associates and Tsoi/Kobus & Associates, formed a partnership.  Ponikvar & Associates acted as 

the lead architect while library-planning experts from Tsoi/Kobus served as consultants.  

Tsoi/Kobus was responsible for the programming and schematic design, and then Ponikvar 

started where they left off and continued the design process into the construction documents and 

administration phases.  This strategy allows the planning team to keep the client’s best interest at 

the forefront.  It minimizes conflict and ethical implications.  The two teams must be willing to 

work together and the lead architect must be open to criticism from the consultants and accept 

their corrections in order to provide the users with the most functional and pleasing space.  It 

may take extra time and steps to perform then action research approach; however, this case study 

and evaluation indicates that the implementing action research methods is worth the extra effort, 

especially for a building that will have to last for at least thirty to forty years. 

 In addition, the client has to take responsibility.  In the case for the LIC, the LCoL 

interim dean realized from the beginning the importance of involving the whole community in 

the process.  The CDCP assisted the LCoL by getting the ball rolling, having the community 
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generate ideas, inviting all users to participate, and gathering all necessary information.  It was 

discovered from the in-depth interviews with key participants that this preliminary step inspired 

the LIC users to be active in the process and to feel comfortable talking about space and what it 

means to them.  The LCoL may be a special case, just because of the awareness of the 

stakeholders in the project.  They were aware that “architecture matters.”  Dean Jerry of the 

LCoL stated the following: 

At the risk of stating the obvious, architecture matters.  The nature of space in which we 
work, teach, and study is important.  The design of our surroundings affects our attitudes, 
moods, self-esteem, efficiency, and sense of community.  For our students, space makes a 
difference in the quality of the learning experience.  It is possible to teach and learn in 
deficient space, but it is easier to teach and learn when both faculty and students are 
comfortable, happy and not distracted by the inconveniences and annoyances of a poorly 
designed environment.  Inadequate space prevents us from achieving all of which we are 
capable, thereby diminishing our productivity, creativity, and accomplishments.  If 
deficient space limits our future, then good space can expand it.  Ultimately, the space 
around us helps define who we are and what we can achieve (Jerry, 2004, p. 86). 

If the client knows why it is important to have good space (meaning space that suits the users’ 

needs and values), then they will be able to demand this from their design team.  However, they 

must communicate their needs and values to the designer clearly.  The AR approach can 

contribute to this process by involving all of the users, analyzing the problem, evaluating 

solutions, and generating a narrative of the problem (i.e. a preliminary program) for the 

designers.  This program would not just include the traditional list of space requirements with 

their respective gross square footage and net square footage suggestions.  It would include items 

that reflect the users’ needs and values.  It could even include the information that is rooted in a 

habitability framework, similar to the one used by this study’s surveys to evaluate user 

satisfaction of technical, functional, ambient, and psychological.  Since, an evaluation of the 

design problem at the beginning of the planning process is similar to an evaluation of a newly 

built facility, then why not incorporate the same means of analysis to both evaluations?  Once the 
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design team receives this detailed program, they are then obligated to work with the client/users 

and to continue with them in the AR process of plan-act-observe-reflect.    

AR can prove to be a valuable methodology for the design profession as a whole.  By 

conducting POEs and by evaluating one’s work systematically, the information “could provide a 

learning resource in the way that case studies have contributed to the establishment of a culture 

of dissemination and learning in the business world” (Swann, 2002, p.60).  Communicating the 

evaluation of the design to the public, could positively contribute to the profession by elevating 

the importance of design.  By involving users, consumers, and the general public in the process 

of the design, they are in turn being educated about the mysteries of the design process and could 

gain appreciation for the profession.   

Recommendations for Future Research 

 This study contributes to the body of knowledge that exists on university law library 

design and to the body of knowledge that exists on AR methodology in the planning and 

designing of public facilities.  However, there is always a need for future research especially due 

to the growth of the internet in this Information Age.  The role of the library may change 

drastically.  Who knows?  Books may become obsolete.  What will become of the library?  How 

will user needs change?   

 Future research about action research and how it relates to the design and planning 

process is greatly needed.  There are practitioners currently using this method and publishing 

articles about their projects.  However, there is little evidence of formal research about AR in the 

planning process.  This study was a case study about one library facility.  It would be interesting 

to conduct a study that involved a formal comparison between a similar facility that used a 

different planning and design process.  Investigation of other libraries would be valuable in order 

to learn how the new LCoL facility compares to other institutions.  It would also be valuable to 
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compare the results of this research, specifically user satisfaction with the LIC and key 

participants’ evaluation of the planning process, to other programming methods and to examine 

further the validity of architectural programming methods. 

Conclusion 

 The school district mentioned in the scenario (see “Introduction” in Chapter 1) could 

benefit from using the AR planning approach to plan and design their new facility.  The 

superintendent could involve the teachers, students, parents, and the community in numerous 

ways.  An open forum discussion about the new school would allow everyone to voice their 

complaints and offer their opinions and ideas on how to improve it.  A survey could be 

administered to gauge the students, teachers, and staff’s current level of satisfaction with the 

school and what they would want to improve.  Most likely, an educational design consultant 

could be hired to facilitate design workshops where the teachers, students, and parents actually 

get to actively participate in the process.  They could draw, write, or talk about their ideas.  This 

process could assist the school in raising funds for the project, just as it did for the LCoL. 

 Then a design team would be hired to act upon these ideas and implement them into the 

design.  Once the building is complete and the teachers and students have a chance to settle in, an 

evaluation of the process and how it has changed the space and it improved the users’ ability to 

teach and learn would be conducted.  From this evaluation, it may not be surprising to discover 

that there is a stronger sense of community and a higher level of learning.  The teachers are 

proud of where they work and there has been a boost in morale.  The students are able to 

concentrate better and they are enjoying their new school.  The parents are proud of their 

children’s school and to have been apart of the planning process for it.  The surrounding 

community is pleased that they were involved as well because they were able to voice their 

concerns and have now received a new attractive building in their neighborhood, which has 
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boosted their property value.  AR is a cyclical process that can positively affect the success of 

any organization or community.  By evaluating their work, figuring out a solution, implementing 

the plan, and then observing the repercussions, improvements are made to benefit the group as a 

whole.  If it does not work, then the process can start over again to fix it.  However, with 

inclusion of all those who will be affected, problems can be avoided.   
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APPENDIX A 
UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APRROVAL LETTER  
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APPENDIX B 
CONSENT FORMS 

 

 



 

138 

 

 



 

139 

 

 
 



 

140 

APPENDIX C 
EXCERPTS FROM THE PROGRAMMING DOCUMENTS 

College of Design, Construction and Planning Preliminary Action Research Program: 
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University of Florida’s Facilities Planning & Constructions’ Request for Proposals Excerpt: 
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Tsoi/Kobus & Associates Final Architectural Program: 

 

 
 



 

144 

APPENDIX D 
PROGRAM VERIFICATION CHECKLISTS 
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APPENDIX E 
SURVEY QUESTIONS DEVELOPMENT 

CBE = Center for the Built Environment sample survey 
 (http://www.cbe.berkeley.edu/RESEARCH/survey.htm) 

 Univ of Sao Paulo = University of Sao Paulo survey  

 

 

http://www.cbe.berkeley.edu/RESEARCH/survey.htm
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APPENDIX F 
STAFF USER SATISFACTION SURVEYS 
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APPENDIX G 
STUDENT USER SATISFACTION SURVEYS 
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APPENDIX H 
EMAIL TO KEY PARTICIPANTS FOR IN-DEPTH INTERVIEWS 

 

Dear _____________, 

Thank you for participating in the recent survey about your  satisfaction with the new Legal 

Information Center.  I would like to conduct an interview to learn more about your participation 

in the planning process.  It would take approximately 30 minutes, the session would be tape 

recorded so that it can be transcribed.  Once a transcript of the interview is completed, I would 

send it to you so  that you can edit or omit information.  This interview is voluntary and you will 

not be compensated.  Your responses would be used anonymously in my thesis and your 

information would be kept confidential.  You would also sign an IRB permission letter. 

 

 If you would like to participate (which I would greatly appreciate!!), I am available to conduct 

the interview either May  14th or 15th.  Are you available then?  If not, please let me know  

when would be a good date and time. 

 

Thank you once again for your participation and I look forward to hearing from you! 

 

Jennifer C Lamar 
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Dr. M. Jo Hasell approached her in fall of 2005 with the idea of conducting a post-occupancy 

evaluation of the Legal Information Center to investigate the planning process and she gratefully 

accepted the challenge.  Jennifer is now working as a consultant with Fielding Nair International, 

an educational design firm, as an Associate Designer.  She hopes to use her knowledge and skills 
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