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Executive Summary: 

The L.E. Phillips Memorial Public Library opened at its present location in 1976. In the intervening 41 

years, library services and customer expectations have significantly changed.  Recognizing the value 

of a comprehensive plan to meet the evolving needs of the Eau Claire area community, the 

library hired Zimmerman Architectural Studios to conduct a building feasibility study and space 

needs analysis that would examine challenges and opportunities over the next 1-15 years. The plan 

takes into account the rich history of the library, including the desire to preserve and invest in the 

existing library building, which is a focal point of downtown Eau Claire. The analysis also factored in 

key themes of the library’s forward-thinking strategic plan, which include promoting lifelong learning, 

creating collaborative spaces, and supporting open access to diverse materials and resources to 

enhance the quality of life in the community. The resulting report develops a vision of the future of 

this library, determining what spaces are needed to fulfill that vision and mission, and formulates 

options to meet those needs. 

The study consisted of three overlapping phases. First, evaluate the existing facilities’ physical 

condition, confirm the ability of the structure to carry another story, and judge how well those spaces 

meet the library’s needs. Concurrently, reimagine the library’s program and determine what spaces 

a reimagined library should include to meet its forward-looking vision. Staff and the public—through 

a survey—contributed to the vision. Finally, explore the benefits and challenges of several general 

approaches to fulfilling that vision. 

Condition: The study team found that a number of the systems and finishes in the 42-year-old 

building need renewal over the next several years. Consultant CR-BPS lays out a capital plan to 

deal proactively with the most pressing issues between now and 2022. Expenses would average a 

little over $1 million each year to maintain the building in its current configuration. 

Structural Capacity: Harwood Engineering Consultants determined the building’s structure was 

designed to carry an additional story. They also determined the added story could, if 

appropriately designed and detailed, meet current building codes, including new seismic 

requirements. 

Current suitability: While the building has many good qualities, we found the library would 

benefit from more daylight and windows, more options for both quiet study and collaborative work, 

better meeting rooms, improved accessibility, and a layout to promote more efficient work flow. 

Reimagined program: To best achieve these goals and to “promote lifelong learning, create 

collaborative spaces, and support open access to diverse materials and resources to enhance the 

quality of life in the community,” the library should be expanded to between 90,000 and 100,000 

square feet. Several different approaches—an enumeration of spaces, a planning tool for libraries 

from the Wisconsin DPI, and a comparison of library size to population served in other Wisconsin 

communities—support this conclusion. 

Recommended approach: The library’s Request for Proposals asked that the study consider three 

approaches: renovation only; full replacement; or a combination of renovation, replacement and 

expansion. Renovation alone cannot fulfill the need. A full replacement, the costliest option, not only 

raises logistical issues but would be out of sync with the sustainable goals of the city. 

The architects and committee therefore recommend combining renovation with expansion to reach 

the desired program. An additional story would provide much of the needed expansion. The 

remaining space could be added in one of two ways: enclosing and converting the covered parking 

zone at the basement level or expanding the other floors south and east (over the sunken plaza and 

drive) to the entry plaza and sidewalk on Eau Claire Street. These two approaches provide between 

89,000 and 102,000 gross square feet (gsf). A more complete description follows later. 
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We estimate the construction costs for these addition and renovation options range between 

$15.5 and $20.0 million. Project costs for fees, furnishings and moveable equipment could be about 

25% higher, depending on the extent to which existing furnishings and equipment is retained. If 

the renovation and expansion project is done in a timely manner, it would displace some of the 

renewal costs identified in the CR-BPS capital plan. 
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Process 

Evaluation 

The evaluation of the library included two major parts—the physical condition of the building and its 

systems, and the suitability of the facility for the library’s program. 

Zimmerman’s Harwood Engineering Consultants group and consultants CR-BPS carried out the 

technical evaluation of the physical building conditions by examining construction drawings, visiting 

and photographing the site, and consulting with staff familiar with the history of the facility’s 

system’s operations and maintenance. 

Harwood evaluated the condition of the load-bearing structure and confirmed its design capacity to 

be expanded by an additional story. 

CR-BPS evaluated the building’s other materials and systems. Based on their research and industry 

norms, they documented the current condition of the building’s systems, and determined when they 

should be renewed. They then reviewed and confirmed their findings and established priorities by 

meeting again with knowledgeable staff of the library and city. They calculated replacement costs for 

the building, and projected the costs for prioritized systems that would ideally be replaced through 

2022. 

Zimmerman evaluated the building character and the fit of the building to its program by analyzing 

the existing drawings, visiting the site, meeting with staff and administration and seeking input from 

patrons. 

This report includes a brief overview of the findings of Harwood and CR-BPS; both have issued 

detailed reports available separately. We also include our qualitative observations about the 

building’s and site’s condition, character and layout. 

Developing Program Objectives 

Zimmerman Architectural Studios developed the programmatic objectives and potential scope 

cooperatively with the library administration and staff, and with considerable public input. The library 

solicited public input about the existing library and the vision for its future through an online survey 

which generated 552 responses. After allowing for their varied vantage points, both public and 

staff input generally point in the same directions. 

Our experience at other libraries, the results from a library planning software tool, and research into 

trends in libraries’ changing roles also informed the space program that we recommend as the 

basis for planning the reimagined library. 

The appendix includes a distillation of the survey responses. 

Exploring Alternatives 

As noted above, the request for proposals directed Zimmerman to  evaluate three alternative 

approaches to meet the library’s anticipated space program, including renovating the existing 

building, partially renovating and partially replacing the existing facility, or replacing the existing 

facility completely. Though these approaches were not meant to be designs, we explored some 

ideas about how the library might be arranged within the constraints and opportunities provided by 

the building and site. For instance, we tested in some detail the reworking of the existing basement 

to improve how it works, and the feasibility of converting the current covered parking at the 

basement level to programmed interior space. 

 

Zimmerman created CAD drawings of the building to accurately calculate existing building areas 

and space usage, and to accurately quantify the potential for expansion. 
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Findings 

Assessment 

Aging building systems require reinvestment… 

In a building that is now over 40 years old, even well-cared for building systems reach the end of 

their useful life. Though the life of some systems has been extended through partial upgrades, such 

as converting most existing light fixtures to take efficient LED lights, the library should anticipate 

significant reinvestment in basic systems in the coming years. 

 

The CR-BPS study contains much more detail, but to touch on a few examples: Critical and 

potentially critical items include many of the floor finishes, some ceilings, some doors, the roofing, 

and elements of the plumbing and mechanical systems. (Staff notes the mechanical systems are 

often unable to maintain a comfortable indoor environment, and restrooms have not been 

updated. Temporary patches have postponed the much-needed roof replacement pending the 

results of this study in order to avoid replacing a roof only to have it removed shortly thereafter.) 

Necessary but not-yet critical items include basic systems (power, data, security and fire alarm), 

water heaters, and some casework. 

 

The original ceiling tiles may contain asbestos and should be tested. If they do contain asbestos, 

they need not be removed as long as they are left intact, but will require special handling if 

disturbed. 

 

CR-BPS notes the building does not have a fire-suppression system (“sprinklers” or other 

system). The building code does not mandate sprinkler systems for buildings (depending on their 

construction type, height, and area), though they are provided in most new buildings. 

 

CR-BPS has found, if the City were to follow an optimal schedule for renewing the identified 

items, up to $6.25 million could be expended through 2022 to make these improvements without 

changing the building configuration. 

 

The structure is in good condition and is designed to carry another story. 

Harwood Engineering Consultants, the engineering arm of Zimmerman Architectural Studios, Inc., 

issued a detailed report following its inspection and analysis. After caveats and more detailed 

description, they conclude: 

The overall concrete structure is in excellent condition. While the whole concrete structure 

was not visible to observe, we did not find any areas of the concrete slabs requiring 

immediate repair. The cracks that were found were typically on masonry partition walls 

which are non-load bearing. From our assessment, there were no building conditions that 

affect the load carrying capacity of the structure, and no repairs are required. The exterior 

walls have been properly maintained and appear to be in overall good condition. They 

should continue to perform well if promptly repaired and maintained as required. 

 

We do recommend repairing the cracks and spalls on the retaining wall (Pictures EXT-11 & 

EXT-13) before rusting and corrosion of the wall reinforcing becomes an issue. We 

recommend an experienced Restoration Contractor is hired to address this item and to 

develop a plan with costs. 

Lastly, it can be concluded one floor of vertical expansion is indeed feasible based on 

existing drawings, current structural conditions, and a lateral load analysis. This can only be 
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said under the assumption the new roof level would be steel construction and consist of 

approximately the same floor to floor height as below. 

Note the library is of Type I construction (assuming all interior finishes meet the 

requirements of the current code for this building type). This means, even without sprinklers, the 

library’s area and heights are effectively unlimited if we maintain this rating. This also means the steel 

structure recommended by Harwood will need to be appropriately fire-rated (not exposed 

unless 20’ above the floor). Also, higher clearances on any new upper floor would be ideal; Harwood 

will need to evaluate any specific taller proposed design for lateral load carrying capacity. 

The existing building has strengths and shortcomings, some of which are the same. 

 Warm, dark or both? Many people appreciate the warmth of the building’s wood and brick, 

though others find the library to be dark and dated. 

 People also enjoy the seating areas by windows, especially with river views, but find there 

are too few of these areas. 

 Too little daylight, though there are opportunities for more windows on the upper floors. 

 The building’s maze-like basement presents challenges for work flow. Exit pathways from 

some staff areas are less than ideal. 

 The meeting rooms are less than ideal in proportion, daylight and features. 

 The building’s efficient structure is well-suited to stacks and smaller rooms and areas, but 

limits the ability to create well-proportioned larger spaces. 

 Too many stories? Conventional wisdom for libraries holds that fewer, larger floor plates are 

most conducive to flexibility and efficiency of layout and staffing; though they may result in 

larger windowless areas. On the other hand, the central area (especially if it actually had 

real skylights) and the extensive perimeter (especially if it had more windows) provide 

extensive opportunities for daylight. Also, the larger the library, the more stories can be 

staffed at an appropriate level. 

 Accessibility: people who cannot use the stairs must seek staff assistance to use the 

elevator to get to the basement from the first floor. 

 Not quiet: many patrons complain there often is no quiet place in the library. 

 Uninviting entry: many find the entry to be dark and uninviting. 

Site and Location 

 Most people appreciate the central location of the library and its accessibility by car, bike 

and transit. 

 The riverfront is a scenic asset. Many feel the library should take better advantage of it. 

 Many people appreciate the convenience of the parking; others object to the meters or the 

need to cross busy streets. 

 The depressed area outside the basement provides functional benefits, but detracts from 

the appearance of the library and its connection to the adjacent sidewalks. As currently 

designed, it is stark and uninviting. 
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Program: Enhance the library’s ability to connect people and resources 

In broad terms, the library is a place of connections. The overriding goal of the recommended 

program is to maintain and enhance the library’s strong position as a community resource for 

literacy, exploration, and for seeking and sharing knowledge. This is done partly by continuing to be 

a source of materials (books and more), but also by enhancing the ways people can interact with 

resources and with each other. Secondary goals include providing better connections to the site, 

better access to and within the building, and better workflow and efficiencies for the staff in 

providing the library’s services. 

Additional spaces needed 

Ideally, the library should have a greater number of places in which people can interact with the 

resources the library has to offer and with each other. Also, the materials provided by the library 

should be easily accessible and visible—people don’t check out what they don’t see or can’t reach. 

In recent years, as the library has worked to achieve these goals within the available space, it has 

weeded its collection and reduced somewhat the amount of space devoted to shelving in order 

create more seating and other features. An expanded library would lessen the need for such trade- 

offs. 

Our study has found that a library building of around 90-100,000 gross square feet should serve the 

community well. The   additional space would allow the following  improvements: 

 More space devoted to the materials (stacks) will allow some combination of lower shelving, 

wider aisles, more face-out display, more special displays, and less reliance on bottom 

shelving. Together these changes will allow the library to maintain or expand a robust 

selection of varied materials, while making the collection more visible and more readily 

accessible to all. It will also enable a more open feel for much of the library. The additional 

space also could allow for making the circulating art collection more visible and accessible. 

 A wide variety of additional areas to sit, read and meet, both quiet and conversational. This 

category was the most frequently requested improvement. It includes more places to sit 

near windows, with views to the river; comfortable chairs, and large work tables; quiet 

places to read undisturbed, and places where people can work together and converse 

without disturbing others; places near a fireplace, aquarium, or indoor plants; a coffee 

shop; a roof terrace; and small group study rooms. 

 Expanded Youth Services area (the children’s library). This area, one of the most popular in 

the library, would benefit from a significant expansion. Staff and the public identified a 

number of needs, including the ability to accommodate more people at popular programs 

without moving to the Eau Claire room, more seating for adults to sit with or near the 

children they brought, additional play-and-learn space, and more space for seating and 

collections for a variety of children’s needs. The staff work space also is significantly 

undersized. 

 Relocated young adult (teen area). This area needs its own identity, but would ideally be 

located near the “Teen and Technology” librarian, who shares office space with the other 

Youth Services staff. Also, at its current location and configuration the teens using it as 

intended sometimes disturb people seeking quiet reading space nearby. Group study and 

tutoring rooms (see below) would also benefit teens. 

 Study rooms for individuals and small groups. We propose ten rooms of 100-200 square 

feet to facilitate group work, quiet study, tutoring and the like. These would be located and 

designed to simultaneously allow privacy with appropriate oversight. Quiet—but with a view 

in. 
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 Continue to provide access to the internet, with a balance of access and privacy (and with 

appropriate website controls). While it may seem most people have access to the 

internet through smart phones, tablets, laptops or other personal devices, not everyone 

does. The library also provides access to some specialized resources and programs that 

most people do not own. We anticipate maintaining about the same number of public use 

computers, along with the ability to check out laptops for use in the library. 

 Improved and expanded program and meeting rooms for programs, lectures, events, 

meetings of community groups, book clubs, and more. The expanded library could provide: 

o a flexible large meeting room that would accommodate about 200 people for 

lecture-type events, with a smaller capacity for hands-on or table-based activities 

o a classroom-sized space suited for training classes, but available for other uses as 

well 

o medium sized meeting rooms similar in size to the Chippewa room, but with varied 

furnishings 

o appropriate support space, including storage and kitchen 

o a better sized “pre-function” (lobby and break-out) space 

o larger, more modern restroom facilities 

o appropriate infrastructure and provisions for presentations and interaction (screens, 

audio, whiteboards, tack space) 

 Flexible spaces: One goal would be to maximize the flexibility of these spaces and others in 

the library. For example, attractive spaces like conversational seating areas with a coffee 

shop and  indoor conservatory could be designed to serve as pre-function space for 

meeting rooms, as overflow space for the same, or as a space that hosts programs in its 

own right. 

 Expanded and additional maker spaces. Provide a larger Dabble Box, and space for other 

maker space such as recording or art studios. Also, find a way to make the Dabble Box 

available for use even when a program is not scheduled. 

 Art gallery should be maintained or expanded, and access to art increased. 

 Facilities to enable making community connections. The idea is the library can provide 

space to allow connections between people and community resources, such as social 

service agencies. Exactly what spaces those would be, and whether dedicated or flexible, 

will require additional thought. Some library features such as message boards and spaces 

such as meeting rooms can promote this goal, as might office / conference rooms that are 

dedicated to one or more agencies for outreach activities. 

 A permanent Friends book store. 

On the site 

 Useable outdoor spaces, including at the river, for casual seating, passive enjoyment, or 

scheduled programs. Improve the features and lighting of the entry plaza, and coordinate 

with the proposed Eau Claire Street plaza. 

 Improve the entry to make it more appealing. 

 Provide a book drop on driver’s side. If possible without compromising other goals, have 

this connect directly into the building to improve staff efficiency. 
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 Improve the safety and convenience (real and perceived) of access. 

 Consider parking in the larger context, not in isolation. 

 

Make qualitative improvements 

 Provide more access to nature and daylight. Ideas in this category include: more windows 

and possibly skylights, views to the river, a roof garden and terrace, a small aquarium and 

an indoor conservatory or other indoor plants. 

 Improved comfort (HVAC) 

 Acoustics, Quiet: provide both quiet spaces and places to converse. 

 Update the image: brighter, but maintain warmth and good qualities. 

 Modernize the restroom facilities throughout the library, including gender-neutral / family 

restrooms. 

Related Considerations 

Parking and Access 

 Additional parking could be created by creating an additional level to the Farwell lot. Access 

from Gibson Street. 

 Traffic calming measures could help with the safety and perception of safety crossing 

Farwell and Dewey Streets. 

Eau Claire Street Plaza 

 A version of the proposed Eau Claire Street Plaza would also improve outdoor amenities 

and could provide safer access to the library, and sharing of expanded City Hall parking. 

Remote Services 

 Consider adding holds services to the remote book drop locations. 
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Options 

1: Replace the library 

A new library could optimize the configuration and adjacencies, within the constraints of the site(s), 

while providing the full desired program. This could be accomplished in the same location, or 

nearby. 

New building in the same location: 

o will create issues with phasing—a temporary library would be needed. 

o the overall size constraints of the site would remain, but the geometry, column bays 

and floor-to-floor heights could be adjusted. Rather than the regular, one-size-fits- 

all structural approach of the existing building, a new building could provide some 

larger clear-span spaces appropriate to different uses. 

o the advantages of site and river front would also remain, and a fresh approach 

taken to the relationship of the building to the river. 

o the 0.02% (aka “500-year”) flood hazard zone is mapped onto the west corner of 

the site, though we do not expect this would preclude building in that area. The 

Confluence project, and nearly all of downtown south of Farwell Street, is also 

mapped in the 0.02% or 1% flood hazard zone. 

A new building nearby, for example, on and across the current Eau Claire Street, might have 

fewer issues with phasing, but would face similar or possibly greater size constraints on site. It 

would also have less of a connection to the river, though the current site could become park-like 

setting 

In either case, demolishing the existing building is neither “green”, as it wastes embedded energy, 

nor cost effective, as it requires replacing a very solid structure. Given the sustainability goals of Eau 

Claire and the good qualities of the building, the study team and steering committee decided not to 

further pursue a replacement strategy. 

 

 

2a: Renovation only 

A renovation strategy falls far short of meeting the library’s identified needs; thus we do not 

recommend it. Without additional building area we would be unable to fully meet program 

requirements, as the existing building is about 60,000 gsf vs. the estimated goal of around 90,000 to 

100,000 s.f. Thus the library would necessarily continue to make trade-offs, improving some aspects 

at the expense of others. For instance, to gain more seating areas would probably mean losing 

space devoted to the collection. That in turn would require further weeding of the collection and 

continuing with a relatively dense shelving arrangement. 

Nonetheless, qualitative improvements would be possible. These would or could include 

 Adding windows (and possibly real skylights) 

 Improving restrooms 

 Remodeling the kitchen 

 Creating a green roof / roof terrace, with access from the second floor. 

 By relocating the open stair to the two-story volume, the existing stair location could be 

reclaimed on both floor levels, providing a few hundred square feet of added useable area. 

 Expansion of the Dabble Box, but at the expense of other functions. 
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2b: Renovate with minor expansion under the existing footprint 

An approach that would allow meeting a few more of the objectives would be to convert the current 

covered parking into useable interior space. However, the resulting library would still fall far short of 

the desired program, so we do not recommend it as the only expansion. 

In exchange for the loss of eleven covered parking spaces and a handful of outdoor spaces, we 

could add about 5,000 gross square feet of interior space with excellent access to daylight, if not 

view. The new space could be used for some meeting space and perhaps staff space located from 

the second floor. However, the quality of the basement space would not be ideal for a large meeting 

space, and most of the other programmatic goals would remain unmet. 

Combined with renovation, this approach could improve the library qualitatively, add a variety of 

seating, improve meeting space and add a larger though less than ideal program room. Without 

making other trade-offs, however, it would not expand the Youth Services area (children’s library), 

add study rooms, or add additional maker spaces, among other desired features. 

A small southward addition could create conservatory like spaces flanking the entry bridge. 

The gross area of the building would expand by between 5,000 and 6,500 s.f., depending on 

whether the under-bridge and conservatory areas are enclosed as described in the appendix. 

The maximum gross building area in this scenario would be approximately (rounded) 

 61,000 gsf existing 

 5,000 newly enclosed at basement level 

 1250-2500 newly enclosed basement with bridge-conservatory options 

 66-68,500 gsf total. 
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3a. Renovate and expand under and upward 

In this scenario, we would add space under the existing footprint, as described above, though 

probably with a different mix of spaces. We would also add the additional story to the library. The 

main variable in terms of total area and volume is the treatment of the current roof at the second 

floor level. There are three conceptual options for it: a roof terrace at the second floor level; single 

story space at the second floor with a roof terrace at the third floor level, or a double height space*, 

with the roof at the new upper roof level. (*If structurally feasible.) 

The main issue to be weighed in pursuing this option is how to divide the uses among the four floor 

levels. 

 In order to add prime public space on the second floor overlooking the river, the 

administration and PCS offices could move to the third floor. This also would provide staff 

presence on that floor. 

 A large column-free meeting space should be created on the third floor. It provides the only 

opportunity for a large column-free space since the new roof structure can be designed with 

longer spans. (The second floor addition necessarily shares the limiting 25’ bay width of the 

existing building.) If the large meeting room is on the third floor, other meeting and maker 

spaces could come with it to create synergies of use. But then to what use is the new 

basement space put? Alternatively, other meeting spaces, and active maker and 

creative spaces could use the new basement areas and garden, while much the third 

floor would be a quieter zone. 

 The Youth Services area is landlocked in its current location, and this option provides no 

added first floor space. Does Youth Services expand toward the open center of the existing 

building, perhaps by displacing the restrooms, or does it move to a different floor? 

(Somewhat surprisingly, the west side of the first floor does not contain more area than the 

current YS area.) 

The maximum gross building area in this scenario would be approximately (rounded) 

 61,000 gsf existing 

 5,000 newly enclosed at basement level (6,250-7,500 withbridge-conservatory  option) 

 0 added space on first floor (750 gsf if the bridge is replaced with enclosed space) 

 3,750 gsf at the second floor 

 19,250 gsf at the third floor 

 +/- 89,000 – 92,000 gsf total, less any current roof area retained as roof garden / terrace. 
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3b. Renovate and expand outward and upward 

Build out to the south, and build up to provide the complete program expansion, while retaining and 

expanding the covered parking at the basement level. 

This scenario builds up, as in 3a, but also adds space to the south above the recessed terrace 

areas and the paved area east of the covered parking—the areas proposed as garden and 

conservatory in the “expand under” option. The footprint of this addition is around 5800 gsf per floor. 

The outward addition 

 would better connect the library to the sidewalks along Farwell and Eau Claire streets 

 would create an entirely new and more open image to the south and east while providing 

light-filled spaces within 

 through the additional areas on the upper floors, it would allow for the complete program 

without also converting to other uses the basement level parking. (Those spaces 

necessarily would have little daylight.) The result would be a small increase parking capacity 

at this level, with more spaces sheltered. 

The main issues to be weighed in pursuing this option are how to divide the uses among the four 

floor levels, and whether or how to provide daylight to the larger central areas of the library. 

Compared to option 3a, most or all public functions would be on three floors with larger footprints, 

rather than four with smaller footprints, while the basement would be used for staff, support spaces 

and parking. This opens up more options for the layout of the three public floors, but increases the 

amount of internal space away from the perimeter. 

 The southeast expansion would provide additional seating options on the second floor 

without sacrificing collection space. As in (3a), moving administration and PCS offices to the 

third floor would provide staff presence on all floors and add prime public space on the 

second floor overlooking the river. 

 The third floor would no longer be the only level on which a large column-free meeting 

space could be created. All or part of the southeast expansion of the second floor could 

also be designed with longer spans, especially where third floor space is not added above. 

As in 3a, other meeting and active spaces could be co-located with the large program room 

(whether on the second or third floor), and / or much of the third floor could be a quieter 

zone. 

 This option provides added first floor space adjacent to the Youth Services area. Thus the 

YS area could expand directly eastward into the new first floor space, including a larger 

column free zone for the program room. 

 Some of the southern first floor expansion could serve as an active entry zone that provides 

bright, daylit conversational seating areas such as a coffee shop and conservatory directly 

adjacent to an outdoor garden plaza. 

 This overall approach affords many possibilities for terraces (at second and third floors) and 

double height spaces from first to second or second to third. Those decisions will affect the 

aesthetics and final size of the library. For example, a double height space at the entry 

would be very appealing, an opening through the third floor could allow daylight to the 

existing double height space, and a roof garden terrace on a portion of the existing roof 

(third floor) would overlook the river. Each of these would impact the final enclosed volume 

and area, which would still fall within the desired range. 
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The approximate maximum areas resulting from this scenario would be 

 61,000 gsf existing 

 1250 gsf newly enclosed non-parking interior space in the basement level at the bridge- 

conservatory location. 

 5,800 gsf of added space on first floor (5,000 if the westernmost bay is open to the 

basement) 

 9,500 gsf at the second floor 

 25,000 gsf at the third floor 

 +/- 102,000 gsf total (excluding parking) 

 As noted above, roof areas retained as roof garden / terrace, and double height spaces in 

the added footprint would reduce the total area. 

 11,000 gsf total covered parking (existing and new. The upper floor additions cause the 

parking to become enclosed space except for its north side; by building that north wall with 

overhead doors and by providing appropriate ventilation, the space could be secured when 

the library is closed. It also could be tempered, lessening the amount of cold-season heat 

loss from the floor above.) 
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Existing Basement Plan 

Staff areas (blue) 

Meeting Rooms (gold) 

Service areas (gray) 

Vertical ci rcu lation (red) 

Covered parking (Blue Gray) 

Note that due to parallax, walls of plan do not align precisely with walls on aerial photo at different 

levels. 

West Lawn 

Service 

Drive 
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Revised Basement Plan, Option 3a 

Diagram overlaid on existing plan and aerial. Note that due to parallax, walls of plan do not align 

precisely with walls on aerial photo  at different levels. 

 

Create a clear circulation loop in the remodeled areas (dashed). Add windows where feasible. 

Infill the covered parking with programmed spaces with windows on the extensive perimeter wall. 

Recessed Gardens (green): Create greener, more heavily landscaped garden terraces. 

C1, C2: Optional create daylit conservatories that provide daylight from above to enclosed 

basement level spaces with plants and seating. 

E: (Option) Enclosed under entry bridge, and potentially at first floor as well. 

Create 
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amenities 
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Clear 
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Revised Basement Plan, Option 3b 

Diagram overlaid on existing plan and aerial. Note  that due to parallax, walls of plan do not align 

precisely with walls on aerial photoat different levels. 

 

Create a clear circulation loop in the remodeled areas (dashed). Add windows where feasible. 

Expand the covered parking under the expanded first floor space. 

C1: Create daylit conservatories that provide daylight from above to enclosed basement level 

space. (C2: Optional). 

E: Expanded lower level lobby. 

Create 

useable

outdoor

amenities 

Remodel Existing Service 

Drive 

Clear 

loop 
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Existing First Floor Plan (to be remodeled in 3a) 

Staff areas (dark blue= enclosed room, light blue =service desk) 

Closed meeting/ program rooms (gold) 

Seating areas, play and learn (approximate)  (lighter yellow) 

Collection areas (stacks and display, lobby, approximate) ( Pink or, in YS,: tan) 

Service areas (gray), Vertical circulation ( red) 

C1, Entry, C 2 Optional conservatories and entry in 3 a, south addition in 3ab 

Note that due to parallax, walls of plan do not align precisely with walls on aerial photo at different 

levels. 
The Youth Services area is “landlocked” by fixed elements. 
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Option 3b Diagram 

Diagram overlaid on existing plan and aerial. 

 

Remodel the existing spaces. 

Add one story at the roof areas above. 

Expand the footprint on all floors as shown. 

C1: Create daylit conservatory that provides daylight to basement level below. 

C2: Could be double-height space connecting to second floor. 

E: Expanded entry zone. 

Youth Services is no longer “landlocked” by fixed elements. 

Create 

useable

outdoor

amenities 

Service 

Drive

 

Remodel existing and 

add a story at existing

roof areas 

 

 

(3a and 3b) 
Expanded area, 

all floors 

C2 
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Existing Second Floor Plan (showing potential expansion zones for 3a and 3b)) 

Staff areas (dark blue= enclosed room), Gallery: Light green 

Seating areas, (approximate) (lighter yellow) 

Collection areas (stacks and display, lobby, approximate) ( Pink) 

Service areas (gray), Vertical circulation (red) 

Remodel existing and 

add a story at the

existing roof areas 

(3a and 3b) 

Moving administrative offices to the 

third floor would allow for prime

public seating area and gallery

 

Moving the PCS offices would 

improve the flexibility of the

second floor layout. 

Existing roof area at second floor.

Add one-story space (with terrace

above) or double height space 

 

the open stair,

then infill this

opening on the

second floor 

Expanded area, 

all floors (3b maximum) 
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Preliminary estimates of construction costs 

The following estimates of probable range of construction costs are based on the areas being 

proposed for renovation or new construction. These are not detailed estimates based on a specific 

design, since there is as yet no detailed design. Rather, they incorporate assumptions about the 

level of quality (good institutional quality, but not extravagant) and extent of renovation required. We 

include some specific known items in addition to the area-based cost range. These construction 

cost estimates do not include an estimate of fees, furniture and moveable equipment—as a rule of 

thumb these add about 25% of the construction cost for new construction. 

Some of the renewal costs identified by CR-BPS would no longer be needed if a remodeling and 

addition occurs in a timely manner. Some costs would be part of the renovation, others, such as re- 

roofing an area that is to become a floor, would not be needed at all. 

Option 1: 90-100,000 gsf $26,000,000 to $29,000,000 

New Library 

 

Option 2a 61,000 gsf $8,300,000 to $9,000,000 

Renovation only 

 

Option 2b: 66-68,500 gsf $9,450,000 to $10,250,000 

Renovation, minor expansion 

 

Option 3a: 89-92,000 gsf $15,250,000 to $16,000,000 

Renovation and vertical expansion 

 

Option 3b: up to 102,000 gsf $18,250,000 to $20,000,000 

Renovation   with  both   vertical and horizontal   expansion 

 

 

Recommendation 

We recommend pursuing a renovation and expansion approach. Either option 3a or 3b can create a 

library suited to the future of this dynamic and growing community. Each has advantages. 

Working within the existing footprint, option 3a allows for attractive daylit public spaces and 

improved garden terraces at the basement level, though this comes at the expense of some 

covered parking. This option could also provide greater continuity in the overall form of the library. 

The public would use all four levels of the building. 

Option 3b could transform the south and east faces of the building with glassier facades and daylit 

spaces on the upper three floors, directly connecting the interior to the street level entry plaza. 

Covered parking would be increased, though this comes at some expense of daylight in the 

basement areas immediately below. The public would most likely use only the upper three levels of 

the building, a more flexible arrangement given deeper floor plates, but with more internal space. 

A hybrid option 3ab could couple occupied daylit basement spaces with a smaller south addition 

that connects to the entry plaza. At the first floor this addition would provide a new entry lobby and 

flanking conservatory spaces open to the basement. 

Should the board concur with this recommendation, further design studies would more fully explore 

and weigh the specific design possibilities of a renovation and expansion approach. 
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Appendix: Additional Detail 

Architectural Assessment: 

 Warm, dark or both? Many people appreciate the warmth of the building’s wood and brick, 

though others find the library to be dark and dated. 

 People also enjoy the seating areas by windows, especially with river views, but find there 

are too few of these areas. 

 Too little daylight. 

o The “skylights” above the main two-story space are in fact light fixtures. 

o Much of the building’s exterior, including nearly the entire south wall, is windowless, 

though the upper stories could have many more windows. 

o The basement level has few windows with little opportunity for more windows to 

occupied spaces. The Eau Claire and Red Cedar meeting rooms have windows to 

the lower courtyard zone, and the technical services department has a new set of 

windows in the north wall. Few other windows are possible. The southwest corner is 

below grade. The north side of the building facing the river could have more 

windows, though all but one bay is devoted to mechanical rooms. The east side 

corridor abuts covered parking. If the covered parking were converted to interior 

space, however, it could have windows looking into the lower courtyard areas. 

 The building’s maze-like basement presents challenges for work flow. Exit pathways from 

some staff areas are less than ideal. 

o As originally designed, the large central windowless portion of the basement 

provided non-public storage of materials, such as back issues of periodicals. 

Remodeling in 2009 created much-needed staff work space in this area, but the 

stairs and elevators needed to move materials to and from the upper floors lie at 

opposite sides of the building and are reached through long narrow corridors. 

o The main passage from some staff areas extends about 75’ before two directions 

of travel is possible. Shorter paths to the front stair and elevator lead through an 

adjacent space and the Eau Claire Room. Not all doors along the egress paths 

have appropriate clearances for accessibility. 

o The front public zone includes the entry from the basement level parking. The 

public corridor serving the meeting rooms is uninvitingly narrow and utilitarian and 

provides little pre-function space. “Pre-function” refers to space outside the 

meeting rooms for registration and for informal discussion before, after and during 

breaks in the program. 

 The meeting rooms are less than ideal in proportion, daylight and features. 

o The size and proportion (roughly 25’ x 90’) of the Eau Claire Room limit its useful 

capacity. Its long and narrow shape pushes too many the mid-sized, windowless 

Chippewa Room is unappealing for longer meetings; and the windows of the small 

Red Cedar room look out to the space under the entry bridge. Also, the kitchen 

serving the meeting rooms needs improvements. 

 The building’s efficient structure is well-suited to stacks and smaller rooms and areas, but 

limits the ability to create well-proportioned larger spaces. 
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o The building’s columns occur on a 25’ grid. This is good for most purposes, but 

eliminates the possibility of a large column-free space. The long narrow proportion 

of the Eau Claire room is the most apparent result of this constraint. Ideally, a large 

capacity meeting room would have a proportion closer to square or 2:3. 

o The building has a 12’-8” floor to floor height, with a relatively thin 8” post-tensioned 

slab spanning between columns with capitals. (The post-tensioned slab must be x- 

rayed before making any penetrations in order to avoid damaging the post- 

tensioning cables.) The system provides structural clearance of 12’ except around 

the columns. This allows for duct and light fixture space above 10’ ceilings: good 

for stacks and smaller spaces, but a bit low for larger spaces. The central double- 

height public space overcomes this constraint by eliminating part of the second 

floor while retaining all of the columns. In the public part of the library, the 

orthogonal distance from this high space to the perimeter wall is 75’ or less. 

 Too many stories?: Conventional wisdom for libraries holds that fewer, larger floor plates are 

most conducive to flexibility and efficiency of layout and staffing; on the other hand, large 

floor plates can create large interior windowless areas. In the current arrangement, most 

space for processing materials is at the basement level,  requiring use of elevators to 

distribute items to any of the public areas of the library. On the other hand, the central area 

(especially if it actually had real skylights) and the extensive perimeter (especially if it had 

more windows) provide extensive opportunities for daylight. Also, the larger the library, the 

more stories can be staffed at an appropriate level. 

 Accessibility: the front stair and lobby serve both the upper floors (inside the zone of 

secured materials) and basement meeting rooms (outside of the secured zone). The stair is 

designed such that people access the basement from the unsecured lobby, but people 

who cannot use the stairs must seek staff assistance to use the elevator to move between 

the two zones. (Independent wheelchair access to the meeting rooms is provided from the 

lower parking and lobby, but not from the first floor.) 

 Not quiet: Many patrons complain that, at times, there is no quiet place in the library. This is 

due in part to the lack of private study rooms, and to the aesthetically desirable openness of 

the library, including the connection between the first and second floors and the open path 

to the children’s library. 

 Uninviting entry: many find the entry to be dark and uninviting. Some in the survey 

requested a larger lobby area for waiting before the library opens. 

Site and Location 

 Most people appreciate the central location of the library and its accessibility by car, bike 

and transit. 

 The riverfront is a scenic asset. Many feel the library should take better advantage of it. 

 Parking and the “moat”: Many people appreciate the convenience of the parking; others 

find parking to be inconvenient (metered, across busy streets). The ramp and depressed 

area provide vehicular access for deliveries and some covered parking, access to the 

meeting room level and some daylight (all arguably good) but, also arguably, 

separate the library from the public sidewalks in a not very attractive manner. 
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Expand and renovate the basement—more detail for 3a 

In broad outline, converting the existing covered parking into useable space adjacent to an attractive 

sunken garden plaza would look something like this: 

 The ten structural bays of the covered parking, each 25’ x 25’ to the column centers, would 

be enclosed with about 200 linear feet of exterior wall that could have windows. 

(Approximately 150 linear feet of existing windowless exterior wall would now be inside the 

building, for a net gain only 50 feet of perimeter wall, but 5000 s.f. of enclosed space.) 

 The existing sunken courtyard space and the asphalt areas immediately east and south of 

the newly enclosed space would be converted to accessible garden space with more 

planting and less paving. This would create a useable amenity and improve the view from 

the new spaces, with plants in front of the existing stark but nicely textured concrete 

retaining wall. An exterior stair could connect the street level terrace to this new garden. 

 The area under the bridge could also be enclosed, but doing that alone would  

problematically isolate the section of the sunken courtyard beyond the bridge. 

 Therefore, that otherwise isolated space could be made a conservatory by enclosing it with 

skylights or, as a two-story space, by a roof at the second floor level and clerestory 

windows to the south and east. Extending that upper roof east over the entry bridge and 

possibly beyond would  create a new entry and  lobby at the first floor flanked by 

conservatory-like spaces reaching to the basement level. 

 The majority of the basement (excluding the northern service and mechanical areas) would 

be reconfigured to provide better circulation and a combination of behind-the-scenes work 

space and public meeting space. A majority, but not quite all, occupied spaces would have 

access to windows. We have done preliminary studies that suggest the following could be 

included: 

o IT, Holds and Resource Sharing, and Technical Services (currently in the 

basement) and possibly some other relocated office space. 

o A simple circulation loop to improve egress, wayfinding and ADA compliance. 

o Ideally, a new central elevator that reduces travel time for staff moving books from 

these staff areas to the library stacks. (Careful engineering and a specialized 

contractor would be required to create the opening in the post-tensioned slabs at 

the first floor and existing roof.) 

o Some combination of public spaces: a classroom, meeting rooms, maker spaces, 

better lobby/pre-function space, a coffee shop, and a permanent Friends book 

store (though perhaps a bit less behind the scenes space  for  the  Friends). 

Probably not all of these, but more under the “conservatory” option. 

o New, larger restrooms, a better kitchen, and storage. 
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Survey results summary 

The library conducted an online survey that resulted in 552 responses. 

 

Nearly all respondents have a library card and have used the library in the last 12 months. Just over 

40% would like some change to library hours—earlier opening, changed Sunday hours, or a 

combination. 

 

The open-ended responses to question 8, “Describe your reimagined library” provide a summary of 

the survey as a whole. We quote some responses at the end of this section. Key aspects of the 

community’s vision, in approximate rank order, include: 

 

1. Books plus (including other media) and literacy are a unique, core function of the library. 

2. Provide more places to sit and read, to converse, and to share. 

3. Improve the aesthetics of the library, including daylight and art. 

4. Improve and expand the much-appreciated children’s area. 

5. Nature: provide more connection to nature inside and out. 

6. Provide accessible creative spaces. 

7. Improve accessibility for all. 

 

 

Question 5 asked “In addition to traditional library spaces, what types of spaces would you like to 

see in a reimagined library? Please rank the five categories below in order of their importance to you 

and your family.” Respondents had to answer this question to continue the survey, and could only 

put one response in each category. This chart summarizes the distribution of responses, with the 

least important in black at the left, and most important in orange at the right. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      



Reimagining the L.E. Phillips Memorial Public Library Summary Report 

L.E. Phillips Memorial Public Library Feasibility Study 

Zimmerman Architectural Studios 170057.01 

p. 25 

7/18/2017 

 

 

 

 

The following charts graphically display the responses to three other open ended questions. To 

generate the charts, Zimmerman Architectural Studios created categories and then sorted each 

response into the appropriate category or categories. On the charts, each bar represents the 

number of responses that dealt with the category. For questions 4 and 6, the three segments, left to 

right, represent mentions as the first, second or third comment, respectively. Similarly colored 

categories closely relate to each other. Question seven asked for a single response, hence a single 

bar on the graph. 

 

4: “What are you most proud or do you enjoy the most about the existing library building and 

grounds”. 

 

 

Art, Aesthetics 
 

Books, Collection, Variety 
 

Children's Area 

Layout, Seating

Location and Setting 
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Meeting, Programs, Dabble 

Access and Parking / Bikes
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Services, Holds, etc. 

0 50  150 200 250 



Reimagining the L.E. Phillips Memorial Public Library Summary Report 

L.E. Phillips Memorial Public Library Feasibility Study 

Zimmerman Architectural Studios 170057.01 

p. 26 

7/18/2017 

 

 

 

 

6: “What changes in existing library spaces would you like to see (e.g.: more of something, different 

features, or larger rooms)? List up to three comments. 

 

 

 

Note that an area with fewer comments is not necessarily unimportant. For instance, the teen area 

directly affects a small percentage of the library’s patrons and survey respondents. Also, although 

many people have other means to access technology and the internet; for those who depend on the 

library it is a vital resource. 

Reading, Seats, Coffee 
Meeting, Programs, Maker 

Books, Collection 
Conference, Study, Quiet 

Aesthetics, Daylight 

Children's Areas 

Technology, Computers 
Parking, Access 

Art Gallery
Teen Area 

 50 100 150 200 



Reimagining the L.E. Phillips Memorial Public Library Summary Report 

L.E. Phillips Memorial Public Library Feasibility Study 

Zimmerman Architectural Studios 170057.01 

p. 27 

7/18/2017 

 

 

 

 

 

7. What kind of spaces could the library provide to improve the quality of life in this community? 

 

The community provided a variety of very thoughtful responses to this question. While themes from 

other questions recur here, the word “community” seems to have introduced some new ideas. 

Some themes: 

• Provide places for people to come together, whether to study, converse, share knowledge 

or skills, tutor, promote literacy, access services, and create. 

• Here and elsewhere, a thread of concern for the homeless, and ideas with them in mind. 

• “Biophilic” features (not their word) (nature, daylight, gardens…) and environmentally 

responsible design. 

 

 

 

Some summary observations: 

• BOOKS!+ Many people feel strongly the library is first of all (but not necessarily 
exclusively) a place to promote learning, research and discovery. 

– Many appreciate the collection available locally and through requests; they would 

like to see the collection maintained or expanded (including other media and 

genres). 

– A few expressed the opinion that the other activities are a distraction, or that these 

types of spaces and services are available elsewhere. 

– Others, however, see the library as uniquely accessible—alternatives are less 

visible or carry a cost. 
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• Technology 

– Some requested additional computers for various purposes 

– A few suggested reducing the visibility of the computers—too much a focal point— 

or to reduce the number of screens in the young children’s area. 

– A need for privacy on computers (with appropriate website controls). 

– Some support for new technologies. 

• Parking and Access 

– While some feel parking is an issue (convenience, meters), a somewhat greater 

number mentioned parking and access as current strengths. (Most didn’t 

mention park ing  at all.) 

• Aesthetics and daylight 

– Quite a few people complemented the existing building and grounds—beautiful, 

modern, warm wood, inviting, open, nice windows, view of the river—while others 

find it to be tired, in need of refreshing, dark, too much wood and brick, too few 

windows and too little daylight. 

• “Infrastructure” 

– The infrastructure category in these charts encompasses a variety of features and 

ideas, including among others elevator access, repair issues (e.g. front walk), and 

restrooms (condition, gender). 

• Complements to the staff 

– Many people complemented the friendly and helpful staff and 

– the ongoing evolution of the library and its services. 

• Youth Services, aka Kids’, Kiddos’ or Children’s Area 

– Ranked very high on what people liked about the library. 

– Also ranked relatively high on suggested improvements, including larger play and 

learn, more space for intermediate aged children, more books, improvements to 

program area…basically more of it. 

• Art  

– Many noted their appreciation of the rotating art shows, as well as the permanent 

sculpture. Some also looked for more interactive programs—demonstrations or 

hands-on—led by artists. 

• Programs, Meeting rooms, Dabble Box 

– Many suggested the need for improvements to meeting rooms—capacity, quantity, 

access, character, capabilities, and technology. 

– Space for classes. Availability. Small groups. Large groups, book clubs. 

– Some seemed not to know these rooms are available to the public. 

– Some suggested a design promoting flexible uses (eg. coffee shop—program). 

 

Describe your reimagined library: a sample: 

• My reimagined library would be open, well lit by windows, and have adaptable spaces to fit 

the needs of both students and families. There would be quiet areas for study and areas for 

kids to play while parents sit nearby. I would also have a place, like a coffee shop, that 

brings both these things together, a meeting place for conversation, book clubs, or study 

groups. 

• My reimagined library would be more modern, offering outdoor space, smart work spaces, 

as well as continuing to offer a great source of materials. 

• Beautiful space with a lot of great books. 
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• Comfy, cozy reading spaces. A place that offers a variety of reading materials, resources, 

and classes for all age levels. Lots of natural light and views to outside. A space that's alive 

with people from all walks of life engaging with each other or library materials. 

• People should just be able to sit down at a PC and use it, without identifying themselves in 

any way. ~ several small meeting rooms, as described above. ~ lots of focus on children 

reading and learning ~ more accessibility for the elderly and handicapped, including 

improvements to the bathrooms and better elevator accessibility ~ good lighting 

throughout ~ more plants, and I like the idea of a cozy reading room with a fireplace ~ a 

bigger variety of public presentations in the evening. 

• None of those are important to us for our experience at the library. We like books. 

• It should have more devotion to BOOKS, which are, after all, the core of a library's being. 

Also, periodicals. 

• More open, less crowded shelves, less crammed reading spaces. 

• The library will have lots of spaces for studying, more technology used (VR rooms, 

computer lab, etc.), and spaces for tons of books. 

• Green spaces as in sustainable features, expansive views of the river, outdoor spaces to 

read, flowers, plants on the flat roof areas. 

• I imagine a library that has lots of light and green plants, places for kids and adults, music 

behind the library by the river. 

• Bright and sunny, lots of windows or skylights, keep the plants and maybe add more. 

Create quaint spaces for book groups to meet. Ask teens and children to help design the 

youth areas. 

• I love our library and think it is a gem. Making use of the natural spaces and connections to 

other locations (the arts center, the city square idea) would be great. More spaces and 

activities that appeal to kids from 12-18 would be great too. We do pretty well for younger 

kids in the city, but not always the older kids. 

• Honestly I love our library as is; all I would really like is better chairs and larger tables 

especially in the young adult lounge for students with lots of materials. 

• There would be a lot of space and a lot of books, there would be rooms full of things that 

you could do and there would be a recording studio and a gaming VR thing and an art 

workshop, there would be kind of like a nature walk or nature thing inside with plants 

growing and small animals or something, that would be cool! Maybe there could be a 

tutoring place and a coffee shop, and a language center where you could learn different 

languages, and a place where you could learn about college or degrees and careers, and 

there could be a place to learn robotics. 

• In short, “A place to learn, play (kids and adults), and be inspired to follow your dreams.” 


