4 s L5
96/ 10

5-H 2

h

THE NEED FOR ARCHITECTURAL INPROVEMENT IN <.
N\

THE DESIGN OF FEDERAL BUIDINGS X 3

The
OCUMENTS

viAY 3 1977,
S LSRARHEARING

MITTEE ON BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS

GOVERNMENT

Storage

Zy

ORI

A

OF THE

UMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS
UNITED STATES SENATE

NINETY-FIFTH CONGRESS
FIRST SESSION

ALLEDD ?548k6

JANUARY 24, 1977

SERIAL NO. 95-H2

Printed for the use of the Committee on Public Works

&

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON : 1977




COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS
JENNINGS RANDOLPH, West Virginia, Chairman

EDMUND 8. MUSKIE, Malne ROBERT T. STAFFORD, Vermont
MIKE GRAVEL, Alaska HOWARD H. BAEKER, Jr., Tennessee
LLOYD M. BENTSEN, Texas JAMES A. McCLURE, Tdaho
QUENTIN N. BURDICE, North Dakota PETE V. DOMENICI, New Mexico
JOHN C. CULVER, Towa JOHN H. HEINZ III, Pennsylvania
ROBERT MORGAN, North Carolina

GARY HART, Colorado

DENNIS DeCONCINTI, Arizona

JorN W. Yaoo, Jr., Stoff Director
BAILEY GUARD, Minority Staft Direotor
LEON G. BiLLINGS, RICHARD D, GRUNDY, and HAROLD H., BRAYMAN (Minority),
Senior Professional Staff Members
PHILIP T, CoMMINGS, RICHARD M, HArnris, RicHARD E. HBEROD (Minority), and
KaTHERINE Y, CUDLIPP (Minority), Associate Counsels

Professional and research staff: KArL R. BRAITHWAITE, PAUL CHIMES, TRENTON Crow,
Georee F. FENTON, Jr.,, RANDOLPH Q. Froop, EATHALEEN R, E. ForcoMm, JouN D, FRESH-
MAN, ANN GARRABRANT, RICHARD T, GrEER, WESLEY F. HAYDEN, VERONICA A. HoOLLAKD,
Roxatp L. Katz, Jupy F. PARENTR, JOHN B. PURINTON, Jr., JAMES D, RaANGE (Assistant
Coungel, Minority), JACQUELINE E. SCHAVER, CHARLENE A. STURBITTS, E.
SWaiN, Jr., ROBERT VAN HEUVELEN, SALLY W. WALKER, and HaveN WHITESIDE

STEVENS

(xm




CONTENTS

Morgan, Hon. Robert, U.8. Senator from the State of North Carolina,
opening statement of - oo ol

LIST OF WITNESSES

Knight, Roy, Acting Director, Architecture and Environmental Arts Pro-
gram, National Endowment for the Arts, acc ompanied by Robert Peck,
Federal Architecture Project_. o

Prepared statement ..
Responses to written f|ll|~~|1un~ = EL
Lawrence, Peter G, consultant |-I‘n"h|1|1 dirm-lur [1!:\'1nl {.r.nln ite

School of Design_ ek i e =l W]

MceGinty, John M., ¥ \I\ prn-si;lvnt, \:nnrl.-m Institute of Architects;
accompanied by Bruce Schafer, Federal Agency Liaison Director, and
Nicole Gara, Congressional Liaison Director.

Responses to written questions. v

Panuzio, Nicholas, Commissioner, Public Buildings Service, General

Services Administration __ L N P = R Sl
Prepared statement L R ek N T
Responses fo written qlllu-i ions_

Von Eckardt, Wolf, Committee for a National Museum of the imldm
P e et 4 Lo o B WP Dt B

White, George, A nlulvct 1-{ Ilw t‘.unTnI

(III)







THE NEED FOR ARCHITECTURAL IMPROVEMENT IN
THE DESIGN OF FEDERAL BUILDINGS

MONDAY, JANUARY 24, 1977

U.S. SENATE,
Coairree oN Pusric WORKS,

SQUBCOMMITTEE ON BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS,
W ashington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 9:35 a.m., pursuant to call, in room 4200,
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Robert Morgan, chairman of
the subcommittee, presiding.

Present : Senator Morgan.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT MORGAN, U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

Senator Moraax. Good morning. We first of all want to welcome all
of you here and to thank you for coming, not only on behalf of the com-
mittee, but personally, because the subject we are going to talk about
today has been one that I have had a longtime interest in. We want
to talk about the need for improvement in the design of Federal build-
ings, and the idea of trying to make them more hospitable and invit-
ing to the public. T have looked forward to this meeting for a long
time, and I hope it will be productive. If we can have some impact at
all, even the slightest bit, then I think it will have been well
worthwhile.

During recent years the popular trend has been towa rd contemporary
design, due to the development of new and more flexible building tech-
niques, which have favored commercial construction generally. This
also has applied to Federal buildings in many cases. '

These, no doubt, do good service as a functional solution to critical
space needs. But the truth is that look-alike clusters of uninspired
concrete and glass box buildings are rapidly replacing old familiar

+ skylines all across the country. Sometimes, in our own hometowns,
these seem to suddenly spring up out of nowhere, and the first aware-
ness of what is happening can be traumatic.

Now, I might digress for a moment from my prepared statement
to say that my interest in this matter began many years ago, in my
hometown where I was county school board attorney, and in that home-
town we have two of the most beautiful old school buildings that
one could ever hope to see. They are the two I went to school in; two-
story, classical architecture, up on a high hill; just something the
whole community could have been proud of forever.

But we needed a new cafeteria so our architect connected the two
buildings with a flat-roof addition that had red and orange and
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yellow panels in the front. He just destroyed the looks of two of the
most beautiful buildings in the whole State, I think, and since that
day T have been conscious of the architectural designs of public build-
ings around the country.

In addition to this is the fact that many of them seem to have
been transplanted, next to or in the middle of communities having no
visible relationship in terms of environmental mmlpatlblhty, and too
often they stick out like sore thumbs and become the objects of criti-
cism or ridicule.

Although some look drab and barren, while others seem to flaunt
spectacular expanses of glass set at odd angles, the impression con-
veyed most often is that of a lack of creativity. X

Now, I am saying this as a layman, and most architects might not
agree, but I hear other people express the same thought so there must
be some reason for it. Perhaps it is because Americans are becoming
more sophisticated, and begimning to rebel against sharp contrasty
delineations in art and architecture, which many look upon as ugly.

Some believe modernistic extremes are a fad, and are concerned
about how appealing they will seem in 20 or 30 years. I am sure there
are many considerations which influence the cosmetics of a building,
and a wide variety of opinions to defend them, but that is not what
we are most interested in today.

It is the conviction of many that architecture comprises our most
definitive legacy to future generations. They further feel that the
design of a Federal building should reflect an appropriate measure
of dignity. to be viewed with pride and recognized as symbolie of our
national heritage. This does not imply that designs should resort to
neoclassic concepts, but rather that new facets of artistic expression
might be explored.

A I“edm‘aﬁ building doesn’t have to be massive, or grand, or made
of marble, to command respect and convey a feeling of permanence
and integrity. Even simplicity of design is in order so long as a pleas-
ant and harmonious atmosphere can be achieved.

There is nothing wrong with contemporary design or materials, pro-
vided their application is governed by genuine dedication and adher-
ence to the principles of not only good taste but also a sense of
national pride.

It is hoped that future designs will express more awareness of
existing environmental factors which cannot be changed, and in addi-
tion convey a greater sense of accessibility to the public generally. I
feel that not enough attention is being devoted to civie commitments
by the Federal Government, and hope the new Public Buildings Co-
operative Use Act of 1976 will go far toward correcting this situation.

There were people we had hoped to have here as witnesses today
who could not come. Ada Louise Huxley, as an example, from the
New York Times, and Nancy Hanks and Lois Craig from National
Endowment, for the Arts. Another is Bill Lacy, formerly with the
National Endowment, who is now president of the American Academy
in Rome. I am sorry they are not here, but we do have some impres-
sive witnesses today and we thank all of you again for coming.

I would like to ask if Mr. John MeGinty has come in?

Thank you. Good to have you here this morning.




3

Dr. Fitch? Dr. Fitch is professor of architecture from Columbia
University, and apparently has not arrived yet. b

Mr. Eckhardt from the National Museum for the Building Arts,
and Mr. Knight from National Endowment is here. Prof. Vincent
Skully hasn’t come yet. I think he and Dr. Fitch must be on the same
plane. We also have Mr. Nicholas Panuzio with us, from GSA.

Mr. McGinty, do you have a tight plane schedule to meet?

Mr. McGinty. Somewhat. T need to leave by about ll. ;

Senator MoreaN. Mr. Panuzio, how long will your presentation
last?

Mr. Paxuvzio. No more than about 15 minutes, depending on the
questions, )

Senator Moraax. What we would like to do, Mr. McGinty, and get
‘you away from here by 11, is to open the meeting with Mr. Panuzio
from GSA and sort of get an overview of his testimony.

Mr. McGinty. That would be fine.

Senator MorcaN. We have a number of distinguished architects
here this morning. They are distingnished not only in their profes-
sion, but more specially because they are from North Carolina. We
are glad to have them with us, and I also thought I saw my former
assistant attorney general here with them.

Well, Nick, if you will, please come forward then.

Mr. Nick Panuzio is the Commissioner of Public Buildings for
General Services Administration. He is going to show us a slide
presentation so any of you who would like to, come on up and make
use of these seats so you can see what he is showing. Feel free to do so.

Mr. Panuzio, we are glad to have you.

STATEMENT OF NICHOLAS PANUZIO, COMMISSIONER, PUBLIC
BUILDINGS SERVICE, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

Mr. Panuvzio. Senator, thank you very much. We are delighted you
are having a hearing of this nature. The General Services Adminis-
tration has sometimes been caught between some public views which
consistently say why are we spending a good deal of money on Fed-
eral buildings and why aren’t we building simple buildings like some
of the speculative parts of the real estate business are and why are
we going into the monumental building. tWe are sometimes caught
up in that.

We think it is very important that design is a major consideration.
We are delighted that you are thinking along this way. The concept
of public buildings is evolving and has been evolving from the ali:’r
stract monumental buildings we have seen before in most of Wash-
ington to try and fit in with some local environments and satisfy
local needs. :

We think we have come the full circle. We used to build monu-
mental buildings. We now are trying, having gone through a certain
period of modern architecture, to be more realistic. We are now in
an era of resource conservation, in effect. Programs of energy con-
servation, adaptive rense of existing facilities, preservation of historic
structures. and quality-cost control in design and construction are
now in effect and supply the guidelines by which we are working.
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We are very much looking forward to implementation of the multi-
use legislation to accommodate some commereial, cultural, educational,
and recreational activities in these buildings so as to open them up
to the general public and tell them they have a building there for
them, as well as just being used for work to— .

Senator Morgan. Excuse me. Can you hear Mr. Panuzio in the
back ?

All right. T am sorry. ) 1

Mr. Paxvzio. We have put a high priority on integrating projects
within communities and trying to tie them in on a case-by-case basis
with the constituencies we are serving., Our preplanning, architect
selection, design, and construction process which has evolved over a
period of years is intended to accomplish that kind of integration.

Having been mayor of a local community myself, we think it is
extremely important that maximum multiple participation take place.
In regard to such things as site selection we haye major considerations
that we have to handle and deal with just as a part of the law. The
first, of course, is the Executive Order 11512 which tells us, in effect,
to look to the cities for location of buildings and sites, development
and redevelopment of areas to be prime targets, development of new
communities and improvement of social and economie conditions in
the areas.

We have had an agreement with the Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Department and with the Department of Transportation to give
particular consideration to local areas for employment of low- and
moderate-income persons, and to public transportation as a consider-
ation for our site selections.

Site selection, of course, has a major impact on the type of archi-
tectural design you are using. After delineation of these general areas
GSA regional offices investigate and evaluate all potential sites. We do
seek the viewpoints of a number of people and the comments of plan-
ning agencies from both the State and local governments. We also
have a responsibility to contact the mayor’s office, the planning depart-
ment, the community groups, and public and to hold public hearings
within the communities in which we are going to construct buildings
in order to get as much local input as possible.

Obviously, buildings can’t ? designed by a committee but we do
have a desire and have pushed the last couple years for a major input
from all of the local people involved so as to get not only the govern-
ment officials’ feeling at the local level but to try and get as much of
the community feeling as well.

We do have a requirement under the Intergovernment Cooperative
Act to notify State clearing houses through the office of the Governor,
the regional planning commission, county planning commission, and
city planning commission of our intentions.

Environmental impact statements are required and they are started
at the outset of the projects. They have also become a consideration for
site selections. We are required at the outset, as you know, to prepare
an environmental impact statement. We have adopted new guidelines
to improve their preparation but we also have found this requirement
to be somewhat of a deterent that takes some time in the way we choose
sifes,
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We do try to evaluate sites in two or three areas. One is the efficien?
performance of the tenants’ missions. For instance, is @ site necessary
in the downtown section of the city when you are trying to serve
your constituencies out in the agricultural areas?

Second is the impact of the site in accomplishing the social and
economic goals of Executive Order 11512; and whether or not the
conditions, both from a health standpoint and a safety standpoint
would be good for Federal employees.

Other factors would certainly include the acquisition costs, the ac-
cessibility and configuration of the site, adequate parking and sub-
soil conditions. We also give preference to urban renewal areas
because, as you know, I have been participating in a number of ground-
breaking activities for new Federal buildings which I have found to
be in some of the seetions of town that may be considered the worst.
But the local community has a desire to build that Federal building.
They feel it would be a stimulant to the rest of that area and they
2o in and they try to have us locate in the site that would prompt
the redevelopment of that area.

So we sometimes find ourselves limited to a site by local constraints.
I discuss sites so much because I think it is important that if we are
are going to have good architecture it should be blended in with the
location. We shouldn’t try to inject into a site the wrong type of
architecture. We should try to blend, particularly with the older
buildings: and, as you pointed out, we will try to get the name of
that architect to be sure we don’t hire him.

Senator Morean. I am not going to tell you.

Mr. Paxuzio. I tell you we certainly would not want that kind of
situation to take place, and once we have the site we would hope our
building design would conform somewhat to the general architecture
of the area.

Now, obviously, we think that the best way to assure good design
is by obtaining the best possible talent, and given the limitations of
required Federal procedures that is what we have tried to do from the
outset. Our selection of architects and engineers is by a procedure I
am not sure all agencies use, but we do use the regional public advisory
panel, consisting of nominees from architectural schools and uni-
versities. from architect/engineering societies and others. These reg-
jonal public advisory panels are changed every year. They consist. of
independent. experts nominated by their professional peers and one
purpose is to gain familiarity from the community since they are
from the area in which we are planning to build the building.

They give us assistance in the selection of architects, helping us to
find the best possible. This eliminates some of the questions that have
been raised in the past about the selection of architects and engineers.

We have been developing an evaluation format for architect-
engineer firms which will be expanded. Subsequent elements will aug-
ment the basic number 254 and 255 standard forms, which are now
nsed. We will have a next level in which we select and possibly pay
architects to present concepts for specific locations, so that we can
choose the best design.

We believe that a very well-articulated statement of what the usual
needs are is probably the basis for the development of good architec-
ture. Too often we don’t employ the preplanning that is necessary
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and we don’t listen to what the people who are going to use the
building actually need. We think that is extremely important, and
we are trying to put more attention on it than we ever have in th_('
past so that we can have a good, well-documented program communi-
cating what the building is going to be used for.

We have recognized the necessity for review of the architect’s con-
cept by the Public Advisory Panel, local planning groups, fine arts
commissions, local zoning, safety and building inspection people.
They, as well as historic preservation authorities have become a part
of our review process.

We think it 1s extremely important in our concern for historic pres-
ervation that we given consideration to the people who are responsi-
ble for that in the communities as well as to the established environ-
mental organizations. Our planning and design process reflects the
Federal policy established in the 1962 Guiding Principles for Federal
Architecture, that “architecture flows from the profession to the
Government.” We believe very strongly that the government architec-
ture should blend with the community and not swallow it up. ;

A recent event. in Federal policy, the Public Buildings Cooperative
Use Act of 1976, has resulted from our country’s maturing attitude
in its appreciation of older buildings as part of our national heritage.
You will note in several prospectures that we have recently sub-
mitted, including the Old Post Office here in Washington and the
Old Post Office in St. Louis we are proposing the adaptive reuse of
architecturally significant buildings. We think it is extremely im-
portant, and T want to emphasize the use of older buildings and to
continue that wherever possible as a means for providing space in
Government buildings.

I think it is our first priority, because under the new act that is
one of the considerations we must take into consideration before we
even try and satisfy a need for any space in a community.

Recyeling makes good planning sense from the community point of
view because it retains recognized landmarks. Tt makes good con-
servation sense from the standpoint of economies because the current
cost of quality eonstruction would have to be tripled in many cases
to mateh existing buildings. Certainly finaneial obligation to the tax-
pavers, which we think is important, limits us in being able to pro-
vide the classical architecture that many people would like to see. The
ability to do that is just beyond us in cost.

We have a lot. of costs problems. As T have indicated to you before,
the cost problems stem from people who say. “You are building a
Federal building. Why do you have to have monumental things? Why
can’t Federal officials and Federal employees work in simple build-
ings? If private buildings can be constructed at so much a foot then
why can’t yon build Federal buildings like that and why should Fed-
eral buildings cost so much more 2

One of the interesting things that we have to consider in the Fed-
eral building program is that we build a wide variety, some 30 dif-
ferent types of buildings. None of them. even within the same type,
are the same. When yon get into the building of courts, custom houses,
border stations and so many others you get such a wide variety in the
architecture that your ability to build repetitiously at a reduced cost
is lessened.
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I personally happen to believe that Federal buildings should stane
out. They should be something we are proud of in the community. We
shouldn’t go for cheap construetion for several reasons. No. 1, the Fed-
eral Government is going to be around for a long time. We are not
going away, and these buildings will be nsed for a long time.

No. 2. we are not looking for a speculative thing. We are looking
for solid construction and we will find that in many instances when
disasters strike. like floods, Federal buildings are less affected because
basements aren’t flooded out as they might be in less expensive build-
ings. The same is true in earthquake and high wind areas, We look for'
permanent construction as the Federal Government should. I per-
sonally think it is the way we should be going.

We attempt to respond to various local community concerns and we
would like to talk to you about some examples. In one of our Nation’s
most, important historie districts in Philadelphia the new U.S. Mint
was recently completed. We attempted to blend it in with the open
mall and some of the other buildings that are there and I think it has
been successful. It is something we have tried very hard to do.

In the case of Jackson Place here in Washington you can see the Of-
fice of Management and Budget and court buildings on either side of
Lafayette Park. An attempt was made to blend those two new brick
buildings in with the buildings along Lafayette Park.

Another setting in Los Angeles where the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration building was built provides a good example of where you don’t
build a classical building but, rather where you try and blend in with a
modern airport in an attempt to construct a building that ties in with
its local community.

We have also done a series of studies on open space adjacent to and
between public buildings to learn how such space can enjoyably and
efficiently be used while blending in with walkways and plazas. Much
of the space we supply for the Federal Government is acquired by
various leasing agreements. Recently completed facilities of that type
are the IRS building in Salt Lake City, Utah and the multiagency
office building in Helena, Mont.

Supplying so many square feet of space at such and such a cost may
seem to be our sole concern but in the long view our concern is match-
ing sensible design solutions to complex problems so as to produce a
lasting and positive impaet on onr national image and on the com-
munity we are affecting.

We would also like to point out that while GSA is, as 1 commented
before, usually associated with government office buildings we do build
courthouses. customhouses, laboratories, museums, border stations,
libraries, exposition pavilions and zoos: and now we are going to be
building an area for the Olympics, so we get involved in practically
everything.

In conclusion let me show you just a few slides and try and tell
you about the kind of design we have tried to prepare.

Senator Morean. Let me repeat again, if any of you in front would
like to come up and occupy these chairs, please feel free to do so.

Mr. Paxuvzio. This first building, of course, is the Federal building
in Chicago blending in with its community. As you look around that
building you see some of the other tall buildings. This is an attempt to
tie in with the surroundings.
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Senator Morcan. Is that where we are going to put the judges’
chambers that I fussed so much about last year ?

Mr. Panvzio. Yes, sir. The second one we have is Spokane, Wash.,
and you can see an attempt on our part to blend with the building
next to it in its design. The design of this walkway and this plaza area
tie in with the building next to it, which is an old building in Spokane.

The next one is the Seattle building and this building, on this site
was, interestingly, something we worked out with the city. There was
an old building there on that site, using brick. We have tried to blend
in with the walkways and the stairs and we even have gone this far:
In the next picture you will see the interior, the entrance to the cafe-
teria using some of the old brick and some of the salvaged architec-
tural ornaments to try and hold to some the history that was a part
of that area.

Senator Morcan. When was that building constructed ?

Mr. Paxuzio. I think it was completed in 1974.

The next one we have is the U.S. Mint in Philadelphia. This plaza
goes down the full length of several city squares. If you know Phila-
delphia at all you will know that this plaza, or mall, has a series of
different types of building fronting on it. We tried to blend our build-
ing into that and we particularly tried to relate to the plaza and its
fountain.

The next one is the Federal Aviation Administration in Los Angeles,
and if you are familiar with the Los Angeles airport, you know it is
a very modern airport. Its buildings are very modern, It would be
wrong to introduce some type of architecture in that area other than
modern, So this building was constructed.

The Bureau of Mines School in West Virginia is completely iso-
lated ; no tie-in with any local urban area. But we would not use just
any type of architecture. This modern architecture suits its open
setting,

The Federal Youth Center in California is also completely by itself.
We were trying to take advantage of the open space with the moun-
tains in the background, and give as much open view and light as
possible. In these residential areas you can see we tried blending with
the mountains in the background.

This Federal Office Building is located in Winston-Salem. Tn front of
this building, as you know, we have that big open plaza which is nsed
by the community a great deal.

Senator Moraa~. That was a good job.

Mr. Paxvzio. It was. T think it blends in beautifully, with the new
civie center or eity hall next to it.

The next one is the restoration of the customhouse in Galveston,
which we are certainly proud of. This is the type of thing you can do
while still protecting the image, one of the things we have treasured
for a long time.

Jackson Place in Washington, D.C. is another example of rehabili-
tation, but together with a new building that we built: The Office of
Management and Budget. On the opposite side of Lafayette Park is a
similar building just for the courts.

The Renwick Gallery renovation here in Washington is another
good example. The Renwick Gallery project actually restored the
building and returned it to its original use.
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Of course this is the old post office building in Washington whicl:
I think is a very, very attractive building. We have now completely
cleared it on the outside and I hope we move on quickly and provide
and maintain great spaces inside. I think its architecture is one of
the most attractive in Washington. Government buildings should be
attractive. blend with the community, be dignified, and hold to what I
think is important; that is, our history. And all this while being cost:
conscious.

We might like to build new buildings like the White House, the
Capitol or the Federal Triangle in the future but T am afraid, un-
fortunately, that the cost of those types of buildings will force us into
more re-use and rely more on existing local resources in the future.

That is about it, Senator, T will be glad to answer questions.

[ The slides referred to follow:]

EDRhD

Dirksen Building, Chicago, TlL Federal Office Building, Spokane,
Wash.




Federal Office Building Cafeteria,
Seattle, Wash.

Federal Office Building, Seattle, Wash. 1.8, Mint, Philadelphia

Federal Office Building, Hawthorne, Mine Health and Safety Academy,
Beckley, W, Va.

Federal Youth Center, Federal Youth Center,
Pleasanton, Calif. Pleasanton, Calif.




Federal Office Building, Winston-
Salem, N.C.

New Executive Office Building, Renwick, Gallery, Washington, D.C.
Washington, D.C.




01d Post Office, Washington, D.C.

Senator Morean, Thank you very much, Nick. Are you going to be

able to stay with ns?

Mr. Panwvzio. Sure. If you have got some questions——

Senator Moreax. I would like to reserve the questions until we hear
some of the other witnesses but I do want to express my appreciation
for your presentation. One of the advantages of being a chairman is
that I can digress and talk all I want to. I personally must have con-
ducted 8 or 10 tours of the Capitol, Friday, with North Carolinians
who were here for the inauguration. If I had not been convinced be-
fore, I certainly am now, that people look upon their public buildings
as somewhat symbolic of the Government, and the democracy, and 1
cannot help but think it is money well spent.

For those of you who are not familiar with congressional hearings
let me say T do have some colleagues on this committee, although they
are not here this morning. They are attending other committee meet-
ings, but stafl are representing the minority here. Some had to go to
the Intelligence Committee meeting, where T am also supposed to be.
I do want you to know, even though T am the only member here. that
we consider this a very important hearing. There will be a record made
of this, and we are also going to prepare a special report on this hear-
ing which will be submitted to the entire committee, We want you to
know it is very important.

[Mr. Panuzio’s prepared statement and responses to written ques-
tions follow:]
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Environmental Statements are required and they are start at the

outset of the projects. A has adopted new guidelines to improve their

preparation in order 88 more unity impacts before

final site selectic
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When the investigation of potential sites is completec a site invest igation
report is prepared by the appropriate GS! egional office. This report
serves as the basis for the site selection by the Administrator of General

Services or other desi

Prospective sites are evaluated on the bas s of various criteria:

the missions

the Federal agencies to be housed in the proposed

What ict will the site have on accomplishing the social and

economic goals of Executive Order 115127

Will the site assure safe, healthful working conditions for the

employees?

Other factors considered include:

acquisition costs

accessibility and configuration of the site
adequate parking

subsoil conditions

availability of utilities

proximity to other public buildings

Preference given to sites located ir

which financing and development have been initiated and

In regard to architect selection -

How does GSA assure design from the : itects and engineers it




commissions?

The best way to assure good design is by obtaining the best pos-

sible talent. Given the limitations of required Federal proced-

ures, that is what GSA tries to do at the outset.

we select architects for a project:

A regional public advisory panel, consisting of independent ex-

perts nominated by the design professions, initially screens the

firms to be considered.

Familiarity with the community is always a selection criterion.

Extensive interviews and investigations are conducted in order to

match the best firms with the appropriate project.

VE L,

A new proposal format, the Standard Forms 254 and 255, have been

developed to find the best firms for the particular project.

- What direction and support does GSA give the architect?
Once the AE is selected we employ the following by way of direction, support

and critical review:

a well articulated statement of user need requirements
orientation and familiarization of the AE
standards and criteria furnished and explained
design review of AEs concepts by
Public Advisory Panel
Local Planning and Fine Arts Commissions (where applicable)
Local Zoning Safety and Building Inspection Departments

(where applicable)
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Historic Preservation and Environmental Councils

(where applicable)
GSA regional /national staff
compliance with local and national

codes

proper inspection and supervision of construction

periodic post-constructi building and us aluati

feedback of information and experience
Our planning and design process reflects establi eral pc

1962 Guiding Principles for Federal Ar itecture, that "architecture flows

from the profession to the LOVErn That same policy discoura zes the
g F E

adoption of an official "government

A recent event in Federal po ur country's

maturing attidue in its appreciation of older buildin a8 part

our national herita Publiec Law 94-541, the Public Building Co

operative Use Act of 1976, will re to re-use more buili
of historical and architectural

This sort of re-cycling makes good planning
ity point of view because {

L retains recogniz

It also makes for good conservation sense from the standpoint of

economics because the current costs of quality

constructior
have to be tripled in many e
Considering our financial

obligations to > taxp:

architectural detailir duplicated now

of cost, time and talent limitations




1f a modern gover

mental - and there ma) good argu
the costs can be expec
on the commercial

obtain i y construction at re:

y various local munity concerns by doing
opriate for places and people:
In one of our nation's most import t historic districts, on the
fringe of Independence } ytional Historiec Park in jelphia, a
int recently c onpleted. There the Public Buildings
faced with the problem of building what is, in effect,
anufacturing plant with ¢ jcient architectural distinction
near neighbor to In :ndence Hall.

-ase of Jack v Place and the New Execut fve Office Building,

here in Washington, a suc cessful integration of

Q g-establ ished

residential urban scal the form of nineteenth century town=

houses and a high-rise office bui lding has been accomp

In quite another sett ing and style

of architectural ression, a

the Federal Aviation Adr ion inte-

with its local enwvir t - the Los / s yort. The

acter of that building } d very favorable

notice in the press
Studies of to and between public

have been ur

and how such spaces

ciently and
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The design and construction program GSA manages for the Federal
Bureau of Prisons producing a series of correction centers
across the country that incorporate a sense of dignity and hope

through their human scale.

Much of the space we supply for Federal government use is acquired by vario
leasing arrangements. Examples of recently completed lease
the Internal Revenue Service Building in Salt Lake City, Utah and the multi-

agency office building in Helena, Montana.

Supplying so many square feet of space at such and such cost may seem to be
the sole concern of the Public Buildin: Service, but in the long view our
concern for appropriately matching sensible design solutions to complex prob-
lem situations should produce a last ing and positive impact on our national

image.

It also should be noted that while GSA and the 2lic Buildings Service are

usually associated with government office building we also responsibil-

ities in the des construction and operation of some thirty different

building types, including courthouses, custom houses, laboratories, mus

border stations, librari v exposition pavilions and zoos.

In conclusion, 1'd like to show some slides of a few Public Building Service
concerns for site situation, proper design, community interest and impact
upon occupants and environment:

1. Federal Center
Chicago, Illinois




Mew Federal Building an irthouse

Spokane, W: on

Seattle,
xterior:

Interior: -¢ to cafeteria

United Stated Mint
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

ireau of Mines School
Beckeley, West Virginia

dayroom

Exterior: residential units




Renwi

Washi

Washing




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION
Public Buildings Service
Washington, DC 20405

FEB7 1977

Honorable Robert Morgan
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

,4

It was a pleasure to appear before the Bulldings and Grounds
Subcommittee on January 24. T have attached answers to the
questions given me at the conclusion of GSA's testimony.

Dear Senator :

1 am also enclosing a copy of a paper, "The Public Building
as Museun" which Mr. Walter Roth, who accompanied me at the
January 24 hearing presented to the 1974 National Conference
of the American Assoclatiom of Museums. 1 believe Mr. Roth
mentioned this to you at the close of the morning session.

Thank you most sincerely for your interest in quality Federal
design. I feel sure that the involvement of your Subcommittee
{n this area will contribute much in this directiom.

Please let me know if there i{s anything I or any member of my
ataff can do to be of further service.

Sincere .

NICHOLAS A. PANUZIO
Commissioner

Enclosure

wn Comm trec Ciles.

/@mf& Y Retrne ™

Keep Freedom in Your Future With U.S. Savings Bonds
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QUESTIONS FOR MR. PANUZIOD

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

IN YOUR TESTIMONY, YOU MENTIONED AN AGREEMENT WITH HUD, REQUIRING
THAT GSA CONSIDER SITES IN RELATION TO EMPLOYMENT OF LOW AND MODER=
ATE INCOME GROUPS, AND ALSO ACCESS BY PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION, DOES
GSA ALWAYS ADHERE STRICTLY TO THIS, OR ARE THERE VARIATIONS?

YOU SAIO "THE CONCEPT OF PUBLIC BUILDINGS IS EVOLVING FROM ABSTRACT
MONUMENTAL SYMBOLS TO STRUCTURES THAT SULIT LOCAL ENVIRONMENTS AND
SATISFY LOCAL NEEDS." WHAT DOES THAT MEAN? IS5 SYMBOLISM TO BE ELIM=
INATED ALTOGETHER FROM FEDERAL BUILDING DESIGN?

YOU DESCRIBED HOW YOU EVALUATE AND SCREEN BUILDING SITES, WORKING
WITH ELECTED AND APPOINTED PLANNING GROUPS AND INDIVIDUALS, ALL
THE WAY FROM FEDERAL DOWN TO CITY LEVEL. ARE ACTUAL BUILDING PLANS,
OR EVEN A PICTURE TO SHOW HOW A BUILDING WILL LODK, EVER AVAILABLE
AT THIS TIME, S0 PEOPLE WILL KNOW WHAT IS GOING UP?

WHY DO YOU NEVER SHOW THIS COMMITTEE ANY PICTURES OR SKETCHES OF
NEW BUILDINGS THAT GSA PROPOSES, WHEN YOU COME IN FOR AUTHORIZA-
TION AND FUNDING?

DO YOU CONDUCT PUBLIC HEARINGS, AND ARE SUCH PLANS OR SKETCHES ON
DISPLAY OR AVAILABLE, FOR PEOPLE IN THE COMMUNITY OR THE PRESS TO
SEE? ARE THE BUILOINGS ALREADY DESIGNED AT THAT TIME?

00 YOU BELIEVE IN PUBLIC HEARINGS, WHERE DESIGN OF A PROPOSED BUIL-
DING COULD BE OPENLY DISCUSSED, OR CRITICIZED, AS THE CASE MAY BE?
IS GSA INCLINED TO WELCOME CRITICISM OF THEIR DESIGNS AND PLANS, OR
D0 THEY FEEL IT ONLY COMPLICATES MATTERS ONCE A PLAN IS FIRMED UP?

YOU MENTIONED A "LIMITATION ON REQUIRED FEDERAL PROCEDURES™ THAT
GOVERNS GSA'S RELATIONSHIP WITH ARCHITECTS. WOULD YOU PLEASE GO
INTO THAT A LITTLE MORE IN DETAIL?

WHAT IS GSA"S FEELING WITH RESPECT TO PUBLIC.LAW 92-582, THE A/E
SELECTION ACT OF 19727 IT HAS BEEN CRITICIZED, FOR RESTRICTING
CONSIDERATION OF YOUNGER LESS WELL-ESTABLISHED FIRMS FROM COMPE=—
TITION IN GETTING GOVERNMENT DESIGN CONTRACTS. SHOULDN'T ALL HAVE
AN EQUAL CHANCE?

D0 YOU THINK THAT BOTH DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION RESPONSIBILITIES
SHOULD BE DELEGATED TO THE SAME OFFICE OR AGENCY? ISN'T MORE EM=
PHASIS PLACED ON THE BREAD AND BUTTER ASPECTS OF CONSTRUCTION AC-
TIVITY THAN ON GODOD ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN?

IN YOUR TESTIMONY YOU ALLUDED TO THE "GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR FED=
ERAL ARCHITECTURE ," WHICH WERE PART OF A REPORT PUBLISHED FOR
PRESIDENT' KENNEDY IN 1962, INTENDED BASICALLY TO UPGRADE THE QUAL=
ITY OF FEDERAL BUILDING DESIGN IN WASHINGTON. HAS GSA ADHERED
STRICTLY TO THESE, AND ARE THEY CONSIDERED TO BE A DIRECTIVE?

WHY, WHEN GSA HAS STRESSCO AND DEMONSTRATED INNOVATION IN SO MANY




MR, PANUZIO

—_—

OTHER AREAS, DO THEY STILL CLING TO GUIDELINES PROMULGATED BY
ANOTHER ADMINISTRATION 15 YEARS AGO? HASN'T THERE BEEN ANY INCEN=-
TIVE OR INSPIRATION DURING THAT TIME TO TRY AND IMPROVE UPON THEM?

DOES GSA DO THE BUILDING DESIGNS FOR OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES? ALL
OF THEM? IF NOT, WHY NOT?

WHAT 15 YOUR FEELING WITH RESPECT TO DESIGN COMPETITIONS FOR
FEDERAL BUILDINGS?

WOULD YOU AGREE WITH THOSE WHO SAY THAT SO0ME FEDERAL BUILDINGS

DO NOT SEEM TO REFLECT AN ADEQUATE MEASURE OF DIGNITY TO COMMAND
UNIVERSAL PRIDE, OR BE REGARDED AS SYMBOLIC OF OUR NATIONAL HERI-
TAGE? WOULD SUCH SYMBOLISM BE CONSTRUED AS AN "OFFICIAL GOVERNMENT
STYLET?" WHAT COMPROMISES COULD YOU SUGGEST?




5 TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR MORGAN

The HUD agreement is not universally utilized. It is applied in the
site selection of Federal buildings (both leased and new construction)
when it is anticipated that a minimum of 100 low income persons may be
employed.

Accessibility by public transportation is always considered in broad
planning; however, if fewer than 100 low income employees are in-
volved, it is eliminated as a consideration in final site selection.

In the past, many government buildings typically followed design
formulas that stressed mass and scale beyond any relation to the indi-
vidual. They also frequently disregard their physical setting and no
particular effort was made to relate to the character of surrounding
or natural features. They also seldom made provision for the recogni-
tion, let alone the integration, of community activities, whether
social or economic. That approach has not yet been completely turned
around, but it is under way.

Symbolism in terms of architectural dignity, warmth, stability and
integrity are to be encouraged in Federal building design, as opposed
to exclusive dependence upon official seals and similar devices in or-
der to establish an image of character.

The buildings are typically designed after site acquisition, therefore,
a precise picture at that point in the process does not exist. How-
ever, we do convey to the involved parties our general impressions of
what direction the design may take.

For the reason given in our answer to Number 3, sketches of new build-
ings would be premature before acquiring a site or articulating a de-
tailed program of design requirements. We could conceivably show pic-
tures or scale models of recently completed similar buildings in order
to gain the committee's response,

We do conduct public hearings in connection with site selection: and
for Bureau of Prisons projects we have shown plctures of similar proj-
ects developed in other places. It has not been our practice in the
past to conduct design concept reviews open to the general public,
since we considered the members of our regional Public Advisory Panels
to be representative. Still, that does not mean we have avoided pub-
lic exposure and involvement. For example, in a current project for
NOAA at Seattle our architects meet monthly with the Mayor's liaison
committee of neighorhood representatives to review the progress of the
design and to provide their input.




In Washington, D.C., our projects are reviewed at the Natiomnal Capital
. Cormission meetings which are open public hearing and by the
on of Fine Arts which had press in attendance but has not con-

Plannin

ommiss

ducted truly open sessions.

As of March, 1977, 1 of our Public Advisory Panel functions will be

announced as open to the public at large.

We believe in the idea of public design hearings as part oi the
democratic process, provided such sessions could produce constructive
criticism and positive contributions to the project. That sort of in-
ally helpful in the earliest phases of design, particu=-
jonally termed the "design
Complications could

put - 1s espe«
larly in the formulation of what is profe:
program" - in effect a brief of user requirem
occur if this is done late in the design proc Contractual commit-
ments might be affected, but that is life and minor complications
in the design phase could conceivably prevent major complications dur-
nstruction or, worse yet, during occupancy.

ing «

Procedures require us to select firms based on a process that is, in
fact, the opposite of the direct way most individuals and private cor-
porate clients select architects, engineers and other professionals in
order to obtain highly personalized services. We understand the rea-
sons for those procedures and recognize the safeguards they are sup-
ed to guarantee, but when critics of Federal architecture make com-
parisons with privately-commissioned projects, we feel this fact
be taken into account. We also feel that even within limita-
the Federal design record compares quite favorably with the total

shou
tio
body of private work.

We endorse Public Law 92-582 and in our selection process, we utilize
evaluation factors, particularly in matters of creativity and innova-
tion, that encourage the consideration of "younger, less well estab-
lished firms". On the other hand, we are conscious of the responsi-
bilities implied by multi-million dollar projects and, therefore, wish
to consider firms or joint ventures that can assure execution d com=
pletion. We are not only dedicated to the consideration of mnew firms
who would ntribute to the success of our projects, but we are also
bound to consider small businesses and minority organizations. Our
affirmative action pregram targets a high percentage of our projects
for the latter.

3, because it is not realistic to se
from the responsibility of construction. SA staff does not actually
perform the design or the construction of most of its projects, but we
do closely manage both parts of the process. We also see pre-planning
with our client agencies and post-occupancy evaluation as integral

yarate the authority of design




links in the same chain. Also, our implementation of "construction

management" and "fast-track" techniques demonstrates that in the
future design and construction phases might not exist as separate
entities.

That 1962 document contained broad principles; fortunately, it did
not define specific details of design. We, therefore, consider
that GSA has strictly adhered to the spirit of the Guiding Princi-
ples for Federal Architecture, and, while we have not used it as a
directive in the literal sense we have employed it te help direct
our philosophy of design.

As indicated by our answer to Number 10, we consider the 1962 Guid-
ing Principles a wvalid basic philosophy, providing good guidance.
The fact that they are 15 years old and were issued under another
administration does not diminish their worth. A good test of their
validity is that they have permitted us to be innovative. There
have been incentives to improve upon the 1962 Principles. For in-
stance, GSA among other agencies has worked with the Federal Archi-
tectural Project since 1972 toward expanding the Principles in
terms of their application and impact. As a result, publications
were issued in April 1974 (Inte amework for Debate),
November 1974 (Multiple-Use Faciliti g May 1975 (Adaptive-Use
Facilities) embodying recommendations for such expansions.

GSA provides all their building design services for many agencies,
occasional services for some agencies and none for several others.
Various agencies are autonomous in their design and construction pro-
grams because of a variety of reasons: ownership of the land, for-
eign sites, defense security, and the like. Also, it must be said
that the intent of the Federal Buildings Act of 1949 has been eroded
over the years.

The basic idea of design competition is a good one. Some of this
nation's best buildings in the past were the result of such compe-
titions and many of the best architects practicing today were
trained in the competitive design traditfon of the Ecole des Beaux
Arts. They can be a good way to discover design talent. Design
competitions for major national and international projects have lost
thelr appeal in recent years for a number of reasons: client dis-
satisfaction with design, public dissatisfaction, architect's in-
ability to carry out concept, cost overruns, and so on. We feel that
design competitions may be warranted under specific, highly control-
led conditions for selected projects. We also feel that our Forth-
coming Level 3 phase ("competitive" proposals) of the architect-
engineer selection process can provide a form of limited design com-
petitions for the majority of GSA projects. We are happy to have
this opportunity to respond, but we believe the question deserves a
more expanded opportunity for discussion.
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CEBT 1877

lonorable Rolert T. Stafford

United States nate

Vashington, D.C. 20510

Dear Seunator Stafford:

1 an pleased te cnclose ancwers to your questions rclated
to the January 24, 1977 hearing of the Scnate Publie YWorke
Subcormittee on Buildings and Grou » Tocusing upon the

need for improved arch ctural desinn of Federal

. ings. Your interast is sincercly appreclated, as

opportunity given this agecuey to testify on the subject.

Flease let ma know 1f there 1o anything I or any rember of
my otaff can do to be of further service.
Sincerely,

Ve

{Gfn

RICHOLAS A.
Cornisoioner

Fueclooure
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RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FROM SEMATOR STAFFORD

We believe that good design need not and eannot be legislated, It
18 up to the Covernment, as client, to provide the proper condi=-
tions and incentives for rood desizn, and it is up to the desipgn
professions to understand the necds to be satisfied and to provide
the best possible desicn in tha fullest sense.

GSA has done much internally and externally to irprove standards and
intenoify awareness of excellence in architecture and the entire
field of design. Since 1972 we have:

fnstituted Public Advisory Tanels in each repion to make rec-
comncudations in the selection of architects and engineers and
to review and criticize thelr desipn concepts

conducted two Licnnial Deoien Avards proeroms to identify, com-
mend and publicize projects that have made significant contri-
butions to the environment

activated an extended art-in-architecturc program within strict
budget limitotions

exchanged info tion oand 1decas with natfional and international
governnenta, profcesional societies and institutions of higher
learning

developed and incorporated advanced proprans of nafety, re-
source conservation, barrier-free desipgn and life-cycle cost
applications

participated with the National Endowment for the Arts in devel-
oping preopesals for multiple-use of povernment budldings and
adaptivo-use of hiatorfc structures; and with the Civil Service
Commisaion in developing and dmplepenting a propram to inprove
the deaign profesalons in the Federal governrent

extended the concept of desipn excellence to the finishes,
furnishings and fraphice in Federal buildinga.

We would encournge any contribution that could improve the desipn of
our projects, but we would be reluctant to recommend additional lay-
era of formal design review proccdures.

Public hearinpgs are held in conncction with site selection, and this
has been especially productive in our cau of Prinona projects.
Review of architects' desipn concepts have not previcualy been open
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to the general public aince wve considered tembers of our regpional
Public Advisory Panels to be repreoentative. We do not discourage
responsible public involvewent; for instance, tho Mayor of Seattle
has o liaison committee of peiphborhiood representatives that mcets
monthly with our regional office to provide input and revicw design
propress on a current project there for the Mational Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration. We do belicve loeal people should have
full opportunity to constructively participate in the decinion-making
and deairn proceso; their participation is especially effcctive in
the early stages of the proceso: pre-planning, aite selection and
definition of user requircments. The local public should also con-
tribute to post-operational evalvations of the buildings. Asc of
March 1977, all of our Public Advisory Panel functions will be an-
nounced as open to the public at large.

Two loeal inotances may be cited: the Federal lioma Loan Bank Eoard
building which will soon be conpleted, and the renmovation of the 01d
Fost Office on Pennsylvania Averue. The foroer will include cormer—
cial and recreational uses, ee stipulated in Title I of PL 94-541;
the latter will incorporate adaptive rc-use of nn historiec structure
as well, In both cases the scceosibility to the physically handi-
capped required by Title 11 is incorporated.

The 0ld Post Office project referred to in tiunber S may be considered
a "firot". Our January 24 anmouncement in the Coraorce Dusineas
Daily, soliciting professional desipgn services, malica apeelfic ref-
erence to that feature of FL 94-541 and required the architects/en=
ginecrs to be responsive to it.

tae of Federal bulldings and their adjacent opon arcas for cultural
and reereational purposcs is a matter of facility operation and
building management. In the broad view that, too, 18 part of desipn
because it is the continuing program of activities that nrkes a build-
ing viable. Yes, it 13 possible that currently unused courtyards
(and other spaces) could bLe used in proprams gimilar to "Summer in
the Parks". An interior ccurt of the Department of the Interior
Tuilding, displaying totca poles and other appropriate sculptures

has been used for outdoor dining for years. Art exhibits and live
entertaimment, including a mariachi bard, are frequent happenings on
the plaza of the Federal Center in Chieago, and ethnic food faire
were held last surmer on Police Plaza in llew York City, opposite the
Federal Building and adjocent to the United States Courts complex.
This sort of activity, not unknown to GSA, deserves to be expanded and
publicized.

CSA is giving greater attention to the retroficting of existing
facilitics for enerpy conscrvation, and to the preservation and rehab-
114tation of historie structurea. We are continuing to cxamine and
evaluate our current practices in order to improve our methods of pro-
viding space.




34

Senator Morcax. We will go now to Mr. McGinty, who is the presi
dent of the American Institute of Architects, Mr. McGinty, would
you come forward and identify those who are with you for the record ?

STATEMENT OF JOHN M. McGINTY, FAIA, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN
INSTITUTE OF ARCHITECTS; ACCOMPANIED BY BRUCE SCHAFER,
FEDERAL AGENCY LIAISON DIRECTOR, AND NICOLE GARA,
CONGRESSIONAL LIAISON DIRECTOR

Mr. McGinty. Yes, sir. This is Nicole (Fara. our director of con-
gressional liaison at the American Institute of Architects, and Bruce
Schafer, director of Federal agencies liaison with the American Insti-
tute of Architects.

[ am certainly pleased for this opportunity to be here this morning
and to present our views on the subject of the quality of Federal
architecture.

I would also like to thank you, Senator Morgan, for your attention
to this matter and in addition for the fact that you did participate in
our public forum last April. We are very grateful for that and glad
to continue this exchange.

The AIA believes that the Federal Government should be a leader
in establishing high design standards and in exemplifying good de-
sign. Today the Federal Government, through more than 30 agencies
and departments, constructs over 15 billion dollars’ worth of facilities,
ranging from military housing to veterans’ hospitals, from general
office buildings to recreational shelters.

In reflecting for a moment, one realizes that the Federal Govern-
ment has created a heritage of great design—not just good design,
but great design. Here in Washington, for example, there is the Old
Patent Office, now the National Portrait Gallery; the Pension Build-
ing, whose future use has not yet been determined; that grand Vie-
torian edifice, the Old Executive Office Building: and of course, the
two greatest pieces of architecture in terms of our national heritage,
the U.S. Capitol and the White House. Notable examples of more
recent date include the Renwick Gallery and the replanning and adap-
tive use of the area surrounding Lafayette Park.

Throughout the United States there are great courthouses, im-
pressive post offices, and outstanding civil works projects. The Federal
Government has created structures and public works of high design
quality. We must be conscious of this heritage as we continue to strive
for excellence of design in future publie buildings.

The past achievements of the Federal Government in attaining de-
sign excellence are carefully recorded. But we must move forward
with our collaborative efforts toward achieving a built environment
that is commensurate with the goals and needs of all eitizens,

As set forth in 1962 by the Ad Hoc Committee on Federal Office
Space, convened by President Kennedy and chaired by Arthur Gold-
berg, the U.S. Government adopted the “Guiding Principles for Fed-
eral Architecture.” The American Institute of Architects fully
supports the three-part “guiding principles.”

Ve are committed to the concept as stated in principle 1 that “the
policy shall be to provide requisite and adequate facilities in an archi-




35

tectural style and form which is distinguished and will reflect the

dignity, enterprise,
Government.” J

Federal buildings must be representative of the finest achievement,
the very best architectural expression as entries into our future heri-
tage. Federal architecture must exist as the joining of the best design
concepts with materials sited on the American landscape.

In this regard, the first principle called for, “designs that shall
adhere to sound construction practices and utilize materials, methods,
and equipment of proven dependability. Buildings shall be economi-
cal to build, operate and maintain, and should be accessible to the
handicapped.” For today and the future, we are aware that Federal
buildings also must make efficient use of energy.

Principle 2 warns against the development of an official Federal
style, recognizing that design must flow from the architectural profes-
sion to the Government and not vice versa. To this end Congress
passed the Architect-Engineer Selection Act, Public Law 92-582, in
October of 1972. The law gives to agency and department heads the
authority to conduct negotiations with qualified members of the archi-
tectural profession in order to obt ain the very best professional design
services at a cost which is fair and reasonable to the taxpayer. It is
important that this present method for procuring design services be
maintained.

As stated in the third guiding principle, Federal architecture must
fit into regional and city fabrics. If a public building is to have a
prominent position and role within a community. it should be sited so
as to enhance the community’s plan and objectives and also the city’s
design quality. The site is particularly important as is the compati-
bility of the structure’s design with its surrounding area.

On occasion this may mean paying more for a site than otherwise
would be the case, but the goal should be to locate new Federal strue-
tures so as to aid the city and region in achieving their objectives. As
the “guiding principles” stress, “The choice and development of the
building site should be considered the first step of the design process.”

Mr. Chairman, your committee is to be congratulated on l}u- enact-
ment of Public Law 94-541, the Public Buildings Cooperative Use
Act of 1976, Great emphasis must now be placed on its implementa-
tion. This new law allows the rental of a limited amount of space on
pedestrian levels of Federal buildings for commercial, cultural,
educational. and recreational activities in order to encourage publie
use of buildings. Tt also allows the General Services Administ ration,
when appropriate, to make available auditoriums, meeting rooms,
courtyards, rooftops, and lobbies of public buildings for certain activ-
ities. This will add vitality to downtown areas and provide conven-
iences for Governmernt employees as well as for the general public.

_Also authorized by Public Law 94-541 is the acquisition and use of
historically, architecturally, or culturally significant buildings for
Federal office space. The concept of adaptive use is an important one,
for it aids the preservation of our urban fabrie, conserves energy and
materials and increases awareness of our national heritage.

This new design impetus, if implemented effectively, can do much
to improve the quality of Federal architecture, for it recognizes the
very important role that Federal architecture plays as part of the
built environment. i

vigor, and stability of the American National
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I would like to note that good design need not be more expensive
or monumental. Architecture, buildings, simply enclose those activ:
ities which must be housed away from the natural elements. Archi-
tecture is space for people, whether the space is used for the day-to-
day functioning of a Federal program or the setting for the perform-
ing and creative arts. Federal architecture, because it belongs to all
of us, is especially significant.

It is regrettable that the “Guiding Principles,” thrust briefly into
the limelight by President Kennedy, have faded ffom public aware-
ness. We believe, Mr. Chairman, that it would be beneficial for your
committee to reinforce the Government’s commitment to design ex-
cellence by focusing attention once again on the “Guiding Principles
for Federal Architecture.”

Coupled with the exercise of authority granted under the Public
Buildings Cooperative Use Act, such action would do much to help
improve the design quality and character of the built environment.

I would like to make one further comment. Mr. Chairman. Good
architecture is subjective, It depends largely upon our individual ex-
periences and education. And in addition to our personal opinions, we
must be aware that there are other contributing, nonsubjective
factors, such as budget limitations, space needs, and time schedules.
These elements are real and valid constraints in the design process.

We must recognize that the design process is the result of many
factors interwoven to produce a unified fabrie. Congress has within
its power to insure that a climate of openness, of receptivity to
change, is maintained. This will do far more to encourage archi-
tectural excellence than would the promulgation of a single, preserip-
tive policy intended to insure “good architecture.”

In elosing, Mr. Chairman. I would like to thank you for this op-
portunity to discuss a subject which is of great personal interest to
me. I believe through our discussion today we have made a contribu-
tion to the process by which design excellence is achieved, and for
that, sir, we thank you,

Senator Moreax. Thank you very much, Mr. McGinty. T would like
to ask you a few questions, First, let me thank you and the other wit-
nesses for bringing to my attention the report of the ad hoc commit-
tee, prepared back in 1962. Frankly, I had not seen it. but Mr.
Purinton was able to dig up one copy. That should give us some indi-
cation that the guiding principles have sort of slipped into the back-
ground for some reason. There are some very good statements in that
report, which I think the committee can and should use.

Let me ask you; do you feel that the Federal Government has been
a leader in establishing high design standards, and in exemplifying
good design in recent years?

Mr. McGiaxry, I think that it certainly has in terms of certain ex-
amples, I think the problem that is of more direct concern is the fact
the Federal Government builds so much and they are so heavily in-
volved that I think their leadership, although there are great sin-
gular examples, is probably not as deep and broad as it should be.

We need to elevate the quality of all our buildings because it is
such a substantial part of our building industry today.

Senator Morcan. In your statement you mentioned several old

buildings as typical of a good and great Nation, such as the Old




37

Patent Office and Old Executive Office Building. Also the old Post
Office and the Portrait Gallery. But how about the more recent ones,
such as Labor, HEW, the FBI. and some of the newer buildings?

Mr. McGryty. Well, these buildings-

Senator Moreay. 1 didn’t ask yon to comment specificially on any
particular building, but as a group.

Mr. McGinty. 1 think you draw a good example because the old
buildings are far easier to single out as having stood the test of time
and history as eontinued use is, in fact, a testimonial to the quality of
their good design,

The newer buildings, ov principal problem I think with our new
Federal architecture in some of the examples you have cited, is their
relationship to the city. As individual examples of a building, they
may not suit our subjective taste, but the fact that they are such
monumental struetures, that, in fact, separate themselves from the
everyday life of the people of the city, I think is the real problem with
these and I think that the new law of 1976 is attempting to address
this.

What we need are more open buildings, more inviting buildings,
buildings that speak to the streetscape they are on and conform to
and help advance the purposes of the city plan that they are sited in.
So T think the modern examples have their principal problem in terms
of their urban design as opposed to their individual building design.

Senator Morcax. What impact do you think the Kennedy report on
“Guiding Principles for Federal Architecture™ has had, if any, on
Federal bnilding design since 1962 Of course, you partially answered
thig in your statement by recognizing its importance to them.

Mr. McGryry. Well, it is certainly hard to trace the exact cause
and effect relationship. Tt is our opinion through that the “Guiding
Principles of Federal Architecture” referred to have slipped away
from our attention and I would hesitate to say they have had much in-
flnence either good or bad on what we have done. I think a lot of the
thoughts and ideas of the principles have come from independent
sources and they have, in fact, made themselves felt.

Certainly the Cooperative Use Act of 1976 reflects a concern for
some of the things that were called for in the “Guiding Principles.”
I thonght though. seriously, that the document itself has not achieved
the purposes for which it was intended and we would like to be
brought forth and focused upon much more directly.

Senator Moraax. Do you attribute that to the unwillingness, or
failure, or neglect of Government agencies, or that time just pushed
them in the background ?

Mr. McGrxry. I would think more time itself, It has been forgotten.
It never did have the force of implementable law, just stated prin-
ciples, and these things are easily forgotten and shoved aside.

Senator Morcay, AIA supports these principles, presumably for
buildings all over the country, even though they were intended pri-
marily for new structures in Washington. How do you go about design-
ing a building to reflect dignity and enterprise, vigor, and stability of
the Government ?

Mr. McGixty, Well. there is certainly no pat formula. I would like
to point out it is the relationship between the professional architect
and the client who eares and it takes those two ingredients to produce
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great architecure, whether it is in the public or the private sector.
It is not easy to say if we follow certain steps, one, two, three, that good
results will follow. It is simply the interplay and exchange and the
working between talented, creative people and clients, people whe
have the responsibility to deliver this from the other side. It is a
process.

Senator Morcan. No single formula?

Mr. McGinty. There is no magic formula. If there were we cer-
tainly would be here recommending it.

Senator Moreax. It seems to me you may have answered the ques-
tion in a previous statement, when you discussed buildings here in
Washington, and whether they fitted into the pattern of the city.
The first of the principles states that design shall adhere to sound
construetion policies, utilizing methods, materials, and equipment of
proven dependability. What of the new fast track procedure, and other
methods developed since then, and the various systems concepts which
are being implemented ? Some of these, like solar energy, have no past
history of large-scale dependable performance. Are architects today
considering some of these designs, or systems, in their new designs?

Mr. McGinty. Are you speaking specifically of Federal design?

Senator Moreax, Yes.

Mr. MeGinry. Yes. I think to a great extent these sort of things
are being used as they become proven. I don’t think that necessarily
we shonld be at the very leading edge of experimentation in terms
of publie_architecture. However, many of the new techniques and
technologies that you mentioned are, in fact, proven and T think it
is a responsibility of the Federal Government to sometimes lead in
demonstrating their potential.

Senator Moreax. Well now let’s talk about the systems concept
for just a moment; a concept that I have been somewhat critical of.
Isn't it true that the Government is the only group that could afford
to experiment with this? It is a new area, but aren’t they probably the
only ones that could do it?

Mr. McGinty. The purpose of system building is not an end in
itself. Tt is a way to achieve efficiency in time and cost in construction.
It is a broad area, Systems building is not a certain style. It is the
idea of using, systematically predesigned parts to achieve a result.
It is neither good nor bad. It is only there to serve the purposes of
time and economy, and if it meets those criteria T think the Federal
Government certainly does have the responsibility to use it.

It is not to say it is the answer to everything or it is in itself an
architectural purpose.

Senator Moreax. Well, it seems to me that the Federal Government
probably has some responsibility to experiment. T could talk about my
objections to the system or concept for a long time, but it does
seem like those would also tend to make for uniformity, or lack of
imagination,

Mr. McGixry. It certainly has that risk and T would think the Fed-
eral Government also has the responsibility to experiment with good
design as a total and with the aesthetics of the building. If any par-
ticular technology or technique is counterproductive, I think the Fed-
eral Government needs to recognize that and not experiment just for
the sake of that.
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Senator Moreax. The first principle says that buildings shall be
economical. How can this be reconciled with the kind of architectural
improvements that we are talking about?

Mr. McGinty. Well, economical is a broad term. It does not mean
cheap. We are talking about——

Senator Morean. Does that mean initial cost; what you are saying?

Mr. McGinty. No. It includes the entire cost over the life of the
building in terms of its maintenance, its upkeep, in terms of its energy
consumption, utility utilization, throughout the life of the building.

Senator Moraa~. Is that what we call life cycle costing

Mr. MoGrxry. Life cyeling cost is the buzz word that covers that
particular type of economic service, The Federal Government operates,
1 think, in a better climate to really deal with these long-term cost
issues than perhaps the private sector does, where there are the finan-
cial restraints of borrowed money and mortgages and things of this
sort that have to be retired within a certain, set time frame.

The Federal Government I think needs to look at the life of its
architecture over a much longer period and this often doesn’t mean
lowest first cost. It can. though, mean the lowest unit cost over the life
of the building and good design, I think, must be economieal, That is
one of its best definitions.

Senator Morean. It is an important consideration too. You warned
against, and the second principle warns against, establishing any
particular ctyle as an official Federal style. You say that architectural
design should flow from the architectural community to the Govern-
ment. and not vice versa. Now. in practice, has this worked in recent
vears, or have cost and other factors dictated the design?

Mr. McGinty. Well; of course, I don’t think it has flowed that
direction as rapidly and as fluidly as we wonld like to see but to some
extent certainly new ideas, new thouehts, new developments from
within the art and science of architeetnre do find their way into actual
use. so that it is in that direction,

I don’t think we have fallen into the trap of having a Federal style
in recent years. I think that the variety of buildings that Mr. Panuzio
<howed. for instance, are evidence that new ideas are acceptable and
that we are getting a wide variety of expression.

Senator Morcan. In your testimony you referred to the Architeet-
Engineer Selection Act of 1972. You said it should be changed ?

Mr. McGinry. No, sir; maintained.

Senator Moreax. Maintained. Is that because you feel the fees can
be negotiated, under the act, or because you think overall you achieve
better designs and more for the money ¢

Mr. McGixty. The process, if T could briefly outline it, is to estab-
lish three firms or individuals for a particular project on the basis of
their qualifications and then among these highly qualified ones, in the
order of their qualifications, fees are then negotiated.

The fee issue is not the important one here. The point is it is selec-
tion of professional talent on the specific merit that they can bring
to the job at hand, We feel that this process is important in bringing
the best talent to bear on architectural projects and it is also a way
for the small firms and the minority firms and young firms who can
be some of our most creative people, to be involved in Federal archi-
tecture. We think that the results in terms of the new ideas and the
breadth of ideas is much greater.
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Senator Moreaw. In that connection what do you think of, in con-
:hi(ll'l"l'll,':‘lll('. selection of architects? What do you think of design
competitions?

Mr. McGinry. Well, design competitions are certainly an exeiting
and challenging thing that have been within our profession for a long
time and it is not to say they would be opposed. However, T think it
should be understood that design competition is a very cumbersome
and expensive method. It takes a great deal of time and money because
the competition, if it is going to yield the kind of results that we
would hope for, has to be very carefully planned.

The building itself has to be programed far in advance so that
enough information is available to the competitors that their solu-
tions do, in fact, address the problem. This requires a great deal of
time and effort and expense. It is a cumbersome way and not prac-
tical for very widespread use.

Certainly in rare instances for extremely singular national projects
it is worthy of consideration, but as a widespread form of selection
of professionals we feel it is a mistaken direction. We feel that for
instance, if you were to take three firms and pay them to submit ideas
and design, preliminary designs as a basis for competition, that more
architecture, better quality architecture would result from selecting
the best professional you could and having them do three times as
much work.

In other words, it is the amount of work that goes into it and not
the singular shot that goes into a competition, we feel, that will pro-
duce the quality we want,

Senator Morcax. When you do that aren’t you pretty mueh stuck
with the design that the architect you have selected comes up with?

Mr. McGixnry. Not at all. Architects don’t come up with a design
and then hold to that steadfastly throughout the process. The design
of a building is an evolutionary thing, with an architect and a client
in a dynamic relationship, working on a project together. Architects
go through many solutions in response to the input from their clients
and the information that is developed and a single architect would
develop many designs in the evolution of a particular building project.

Senator Moreax. It has been my experience, as a member of the
State building authority in North Carolina because of my position
as Attorney General, that too often we selected the architeet and then,
from that point on, it was pretty much in his hands. It is true that-his
designs and plans were submitted to the public officials who had re-
sponsibility for it, but it was very seldom that changes were made.

I wonder if the originator of a design competition couldn’t estab-
lish whatever rules that were necessary, or they thought. were neces-
sary, and then simplify or eliminate some of those that have normally
given us so many problems? Like eliminating the building of models
and that sort of thing ?

Mr. McGinry. Well, the problem, as I say, is that for a design, an
architectural design to be good, it has to be based on a tremendous
amount of information. An architect simply can’t submit a design
without—of any quality—without a great deal of background knowl-
edge about the user, about its needs, about the site, about all of these
kinds of things and it is not always known at the beginning. These
things come through a long period of working with the user of the




41

building, discovering how he operates. A design competition means
that all of this information has to be developed up front without
benefit of the architect who is doing the design, information must be
presented to all competitors in orvder fo maintain fairness and very
often this information, because it has to be so carvefully spelled out in
advance, is superficial and therefore the designs are responding to a
sot of eriteria that may, as you get into the problem. not really be the
criteria that should be addressed. _

So this is a problem, that the designs submitted in & competition
often are superficial and don’t address the problem. Then the selection
i< often made on the basis of an idea that probably is not the best one.

Qenator Morgan. I can see the problem you address, and under-
stand the reluctance to become involved, but it still worries me that in
building a $20 million art museum, and you select your architect first,
it is pretty difficult to reject the first idea or plan. How long can you
keep on rejecting them?

I understand some contracts provide for a complete change of archi-
toets. But it seems to me if you were selecting competent, professional
architeets. only considering those, then you could have some kind of
design competition. It is an idea that maybe we should explore.

You mentioned that the third “Guiding Principle” specifies that
Foderal architecture must fit into regional and city fabrics, T take that
to mean they must agree with what is being done and public hearings
held. Tf 0. we are not made aware of those here on the committee.
Have public hearings been held as a matter of policy ¢

Mr. McGinty. Well, T think what we are addressing there are
publie hearings in the localities. and it is—there is no set formula for
this. Every city has its own intentions and plans, and what T think
this principle speaks'to is that when the Federal Government builds
a facility in a city that it ought to be subject to the same local review,
whatever that review process is in that city, and it should be sym-
pathetic and respond to the city plan and the intentions of the people
that live there. This, of course. varies in every location.

SQenator Moreax. Moving on to another area, we talked about res-
toration of existing buildings and noted that the cost might be as
much or more than constructing new Federal buildings. How should
we vo about making the decision, whether we should restore an old
existing building or build a new one? Which do you think the ATA
would prefer? .

Mr. McGrinry. Again, T don’t think it is a policy view as much as
it is an issue of professional analysis. Each building has to be looked
at separately in terms of its physicial soundness, the problems of res-
toration. the suitability for its intended use, and then, of course, its
historie sienificance and importance in the city. Sometimes that can
be the overriding factor to where it justifies a greater economic expend-
iture. but it should be on a case-by-case basis.
~ Tt is not to say every old building should be kept. but sometimes this
is not a cost factor.

Senator Morcan. You don’t just preserve them simply because they
are old. but also if there is some historical or cultural significance
attached ? Is this your opinion ?

Mr. McGinry. But even buildings that are not historical superstars
are highly significant. They should be looked at and analyzed in terms
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of their ability to be restored and renovated, if they are structurally
sound, if they are well built, could be adapted well, then T think cer-
tainly they should be considered. )

Senator Moraax. I couldn’t agree with you more. 1 think if you limit
them to the superstars, as you say, we wouldn’t have very many.

Mr. McGinry, That is very true.

Senator Morcan. There are many substantial buildings that are old,
which T think could be restored and used. Even if it cost a little more
money, in the long run it. might be worth it.

[ liked your statement that good design need not be more expensive
or monumental. Presumably. vou are saying that it doesn’t necessarily
have to cost more, but just takes a little more planning and coordina-
tion. Interplay, as vou called it.

My. McGinry. That is certainly true. In fact, as I said, economy,
real true economy I think is a eriteria for good design. I don’t think
good design, in fact, should cost less than poor design because it meets
its requirements and it fills needs. It would be difficult to—of course,
economics of any partienlar building differ one from another. They are
not, the same for the National Gallery of Art as they are for a post
office in Texas, So it is the economics of the specifie situation, of
course, that have to be considered.

Senator Morean. T am glad you emphasized earlier, too, that econ-
omy doesn’t necessarily mean initial cost.

Mr. MeGinty, we thank you very much for coming.

Senator Stafford, who is the ranking minority member on this sub-
committee; has some questions. As you know, he had to leave. One he
wanted to ask you is this. What has GSA done, since 1972, to carry out
the language of seetion 12C of the Publie Buildings Act requiring
that the administrator shall give due consideration to excellence of
architecture and design? Another question is, what does GSA do to
encourage excellence and variety of design ?

Mr. McGinry. Well, I don’t know at which level really to address
that. We would be happy to prepare a very specific response in terms
of the details of the implementation of the law that T am probably not
prepared to just give off the cuff.

Senator Moreax. T think that might be good, and you might also
include any suggestions you might have, or that the ATA might have,
on what GSA eould or should do.

Mr. McGinty. We would be very pleased to do that., yes, sir.

Senator Moreax. Thank you very much for coming.

Mr. McGinty. Thank you for the opportunity.

[ Responses to written questions follow :}
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Response by The American Institute of Architects to Senator Stafford’s question
posed at the January 24, 1977 hearing before the Subcommittee on Public
Bulldings and Grounds on the quality of Federal architecture,

Question

What has GSA done, in your opinion, since 1972 to carry out the language of
Section 12 of the Public Bulldings Act requiring the Administrator of GSA to glve
due consideration to excellence of architecture and design, and what has GSA
done to encourage excellence and variety of design?

Response

The Public Bulldings Service at GSA is charged with the responsibility of securing
needed federal facilities. Since the passage of PL 92-313, Public Buildings Act
Amendments of 1972, GSA has contributed to the improvement of federal design

standards in three areas.

First, the General Services Administration has maintained an attitude of openness

and flexibility toward changes in the building process. GSA Is to be commended

for having the boldness and strength to try the untested and the unknown, Exemplifying
this creatlve searching is the current project "MegaStructure * which addresses

the creation of a totally new concept for federal office space.

Second, GSA, in realizing that good architecture is the result of collaborative efforts
between the design professional and the client, has strengthened its “client” role.
GSA has been moving toward a project management structure which permits the
effective coordination of building projects. Included In the administration process at
GSA are new technigques for acquiring needed facilities, such as systems bullding,
value management, construction management, phased construction, and the

now-essential energy conservation analysis.
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Each of these tools represents methods by which better designed solutions can

be secured,

Third, in the last three years, GSA has strengthened the procedures by which
architects and engineers are selected, Recognizing that the first step {n the

selection process is communication, GSA has presented in the Commerce Business

Dally complete information on pending projects. In turn, GSA also has seen the need
for the design professional to be provided with the best possible mechanism for
responding to their CBD ads, GSA called together in 1975 an Interagency Committee
to review the Standard Form 251, The result was a new set of documents, Standard
Forms 254 and 255, to be used by architects and engineers, The result has been the
submission of better, more current information leading to the selection of better
qualified design professionals, Finally, GSA in 1974 convened a Special Study
Committee on the Selection of Architects and Engineers to assess GSA's procedures,

By opening the process to public scrutiny, GSA gained valuable insight into its

programs' impact and future direction. This same public participation attitude continues

at GSA with the on~-going work of the GSA's Public Advisory Panels, the first step In

screening architects and engineers, The panels also maintain an Important link in

the design professions.

GSA has also recognized that prior to final selection architects and engineers often
must provide more detalled information specifically directed at the building type

desired, Presently in the testing stages at GSA is the development of project proposal
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1 evels which are points at which firms are asked to submit additional materials
for consideration, Test results are {nconclusive at this time but it is GSA's
desire to find better mechanisms for arriving at better selections. In tumn, by
selecting the most qualified firm to perform the work, GSA stands one step closer
to obtaining the very best possible design solution at a cost which {s fair and

reasonable to the taxpayer,

Finally, it must be noted that design excellence is not achievable at any one point in

the design process or with the promulgation of any one policy. In the past few years
GSA has created procedures by which better designed buildings can be procured.
GSA is to be commended for its past efforts and encouraged to continue In this

direction,
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Senator Morcan. At this time we would like to hear from the Archi-
tect of the Capitol, Mr. George White. George, we are delighted to
have you with us this morning.

STATEMENT OF GEORGE WHITE, ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL

Mr. Warre, Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I don’t have a prepared
statement but I do have some notes and some comments that I would
like to make. With your permission I will proceed and will try not to
ramble.

Senator Morean, Go right ahead.

Mr. Warre. There may be some of my comments that might be use-
ful. First I would like to say that I want to associate myself with the
remarks of both Mr. Panuzio and Mr. McGinty. They said a great
many things which are of major importance in terms of how good
design is achieved and how efforts have been exerted in the reeent
past to do just that.

As you know, the jurisdiction of the Architect of the Capitol 1s on
Capitol Hill only so that our effect on Federal design is rather
minimal.

Senator Morcan. Is that what you eall a disclaimer?

Mr. Warre, T won't use it as a diselaimer. Mr. Chairman, but rather
to point out that while our effect may be limited in that sense we have
had some experiences here that T think may be useful for the commit-
tee to consider.

I would like to comment first just in general, if I may. about the
whole question of design and what is good desien and how is it
achieved. If you ask how it is achieved, yon have to ask what it is. Of
course, that concept varies from time to time and from era to era. My
own opinion is that we have had in the recent past a sort of confused
period in design,

I refer, of course, to architectural design, but T think it is true in
other areas as well. Starting sometime about 60 or 70 vears ago, really
in Europe, questions of design, not only in terms of architecture but in
terms of modern art, of musie, the so-called aesthetic portions of our
human interest, began to change. probably associated with changes in
our whole civilization.

I don’t mean to be esoteric but there have been changes, social
changes, economic changes, changes of an international nature in
terms of politics and so on beginning 60 or 70 vears ago and T think
is a rather well-accepted principle that design is reflective of human
endeavors at any particular period of history. So during this period
of formation of perhaps a new phase of life for our civilization. as
population increased and so on, the design concepts began to change.

There has been a period of confusion T believe on everyone’s part,
the designers, the public, everyone affected by the physical surround-
ings. As a result of that there have been a lot of experiments taking
place and a lot of dissatisfaction. :

If one picks a style of an ancient nature the good ones and the bad
ones have already been selected over the vears, We don’t have that
cirenmstance when we are in the period of development of a style or
of a new concept concerning the way things should appear. T men-
tioned that to indicate that it isn’t always appropriate. it seems to me.
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to talk about good design or bad design, because that keeps changing.
T think that is important in the light of one of the suggestions that I
would like to make a little further on. :

Desion at the moment is, of course, affected, as you mentioned a lit-
tle earlier. by a number of things, such as energy considerations, cost
considerations, the use of systems construction and so forth. All of
these thines basically affect the design and appearance of a building.
If there is a lot of glass, for example, we have a rather difficult time
with energy and yet for a while that was a very popular thing to do.
Tt has begun to change now.

In terms of the changing design characteristies T believe that most
people who are concerned with it would agree that we are making
efforts now—by we I mean we as a society—to humanize our designs
to a greater degree. The concept of a building as a machine for living
is ono that was very popular 30 years ago and perhaps even today in
some areas and yet human beings have found themselves uncomfort-
able with the stark glass boxes as being inhuman, and so texture has
begun to return to design as well as color and scale.

One of the reasons I think that the adaptive use of so-called old
buildings is or has become more popular—their are many reasons, of
course—but one of them, and T believe an important one, 1s the human
feeling of those old buildings. A building built with bricks, for exam-
ple, is one in which everyone can visualize a man placing the bricks
in the building one by one, instead of the use of impersonal fascia
pieces being squirted out of a machine on an assembly line somewhere.
It is a different feeling that I think reflects a desire on the part of
human beings to recapture that human quality.

We come, of course, to the original question that you asked, namely,
how do you achieve good design. The designer, that is the selection of
the designer, is. of course, primary in that regard. Several methods
were discussed. Do vou have a competition? Do you narrow the selec-
tion to three and then finally select one? How do you find someone
who is going to give you this so-called good design ?

Senator Morcax, Isn’t that the way the Capitol was?

Mr. Wiarre. The Capitol design was a result of a competition and, as
you know, the jury was composed basically of President Washington
and Thomas Jefferson, who was more knowledgeable about architec-
ture than most people in the country at that time.

Senator Morcan. He had an entry in it. didn’t he?

Mr. Warre. He had an entry for the White House. It is not clear
he had one for the Capitol, but his concept was ultimately utilized in
the selection. Small diagrams on the back of an envelope are still in
existence that he made, which very closely resemble the Capitol as it
was finally built.

In any event, that was a competition. T would venture the state-
ment that it is not a simple thing to find good designers, no matter
how hard one tries. I have thought of the instance where one sits
in a schoolroom, either in grade school or in a university or in law
school or wherever it might be and one knows who the top people
are, who the best ones are becanse one listens to them and sees the
grades coming back and hears the responses and so on. Yet profes-
sionals take State examinations of one kind or another in order to
be able to place a label after their name stating whatever profession
it is. The State examination is a rather minimum kind of a stand-
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ard so that one never really knows after that whether the professional
1s someone who was at the top of the class or the bottom of the class.

I often think of that when I go to a physician. I think that when
the surgeon stands poised over you with his knife, you hope that he
was at the top of the class. but you are really not sure and that same
truism, 1 believe, is applicable to the architect.

There is a spectrum of ability among professionals and in an effort
to achieve the best design one needs to find a wiy to find the best
designer. It may be that it is difficult. of course. to try and give too
much advice to creative designers, but there is a constant balance nec-
essary between not diminishing the creative capacities of people and
at the same time giving them some constructive advice.

L think, for example, that a design committee advising Michael-
angelo on how to paint the ceiling in the Sistine Chapel might not
have achieved the same result. On the other hand. something can be
done.

I would offer the example that was accomplished through the aus-
pices of this committee about two and a half years ago with regard
to the Phillip A. Hart Office Building, then called an extention to
the Dirksen Building, which is now under construction. The design
of that building was begun with reviews by the Senate Office Build-
ing Commission and the Senate Committee on Public Works. The full
Committee on Public Works, as it turned out. was imterested because
each Senator was interested. It was decided that there ought to be a
public hearing in order to see whether or not comments from the
public would be comparable to those of the Senators who were re-
viewing if.

[ say “the public™ in quotes because it was decided. and T think ap-
propriately so, that criticism should be made by those who have a
sound basis for criticism. Otherwise vou do have the risk of having
so-ealled eurbstone opinions, which are really not necessarily of value,
although they do express the opinion of the individual. They are nof
necessarily of value in the long run though, for achieving good
lli'r-ij_fll.

Senator Morcan. Is that the first time. to yvour knowledge, that
public hearings had been held on the design of a public building?

Mr. Wurre. So far as I know that is the first time there was a
public hearing of that nature held for the design of a public building.

Senator Morcan. Did you find it useful?

Mr. Winrte. We found it extremely useful, and T must cay that as
a professional we had some anxieties about it initially. We wondered
how that would result in better design. T believe it is important to
find a way to be critical of the desien while the designer still has an
eraser and can do something about it rather than wait until the build-
ing is up and then be critical of it.

Senator Morcan. Now George. the New Senate Office Building Ex-
tension, or Hart Building, will be a monumental building. Tt is on
Capitol Square and adjoining other important buildings. but do yon
think this process might be adaptable to lesser Federal buildines
across the country? Having public hearings in a local community ?

Mr. Warre. I do. T think it would be a very valuable thing to ex-
plore. It may need to be done somewhat differently than we did it
here. On the other hand, it serves another usefnl purpose, and that is
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to inform everyone who may be interested regarding what the plans
are at a time when something can still be done about it.

Even the architectural eritics, the professional erities, it seems to
me. have a better opportunity to affect eood design by being eritical
of the design before the building is built. After it is built you can
only affect the next design, but the one that is built ig already there.
We found it to be a very valuable experience.

Suggestions were made by highly regarded professionals and by
architectural critics. Some of them were useful and some of them
were not. but on the other hand the whole process turned out to be
a very worthwhile experience as far as we were concerned.

[ would suggest that before such a procedure takes place, however,
that certain planning be done in preparation for it. It seems to me
that a design philosophy needs to be established, for example, so
that there is a basis upon which to eriticize. For example, we started
here with the philosophy that the design, while it should be contem-
porary, ought to be based upon classical principles. That may be too
broad a way to state it, but we wanted to be certain, for example, in
the selection of the designers, of the associate architecets, that they
were schooled and grounded in the classies because this is a classical
environment here, and therefore we planned that the contemporary
design, while representative of today, would nevertheless be founded
upon and blend as reasonably as possible with the surrounding classi-
cal designs.

Questions of quality of construction that you spoke about earlier
are important. It is one thing to design a speculative office building
to have an economic life of 20 or 30 years. The buildings that were
built in Manhattan in the 1920’ and 1930’s are now mostly torn
down. and new buildings have replaced them because their economic
life has passed.

We believe a Government building ought to last a great deal longer
than that and again, depending upon what its use is. We think that
a Senate Office Building ought to have infinite life, which means 1t
will last as long as people are willing to maintain it with reasonable
cost.

1f criteria such as these can be established and notice given so that
the designer knows in advance that he will have to be prepared for
a hearing. He knows what his program and design philosophy is and
he prepares his design knowing that it is subject to eriticism of a
constructive nature. Maybe, for example—and this is merely thinking
out. loud. Mr. Chairman—but it may be that a sort of Fine Arts Com-
mission with replaceable regional membership ean be created for
this kind of thing as a foundation for the criticism that takes place.
That may not be workable, but we have one here locally and there
are some in many communities. It may be that something of that
nature needs to be done as a part of this process of “public” review.

T would like to touch on one other area and that has to do again
with the selection of a designer. T want to associate myself again with
Mr. McGinty’s remarks in that regard. I believe that the GSA is,
under the so-called Brooks bill, doing a responsible job of selecting
good architects, T think that the proposals which have been made
for injecting price as a criterion will result ultimately. if that should
be adopted, in a trend toward mediocrity of design. That is not to
say that spending a lot of money for high fees will guarantee good
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design, but on the other hand I believe the reverse is true. If ll!l'
designer who is willing to work for the least amount of money 18
awarded the contract T believe we will have mediocrity in our design,
and it is difficult for a contracting officer working for the [‘1l'llt‘l":!l
(Government, once price is a part of the selection process, to :t\'t._aid
making it the sole selection deviee because he, after all, has to justify
his role to others in the Government and he is interested, of course,
in protecting his personnel file and all of those kinds of things of
which I am sure you are well aware.

So I believe that this question has a very marked effect on the
achievement of good design and ought to be viewed very carefully
when that subject arises.

I believe T have rambled on enough, Mr. Chairman. T will be glad
to answer any questions.

Senator Moraean. Thank you very much. With regard to the Brooks
bill and the selection of architects, I notice that each witness this
morning and those in the past have referred to it favorably. I think
it is a good law that commends itself to many State governments,
particularly those with no established procedure for selection of
architects.

George, I think we have talked about all the things I had in mind,
except for one. If you would please sum up for me how you determine
good design in a building. We talked about the fact that contem-
porary architecture is considered by some to be a good design, while
others prefer the classic. T know when you design a Federal building
you can’t please everyone. But how do you go about determining when
a building has good design?

Mr, Wurre. T believe that the only reasonable way to make that
determination is through the eves of others who are concerned with
that as a part of their whole life. For example, if T wanted someone
to paint a portrait T would go to those who are crities of portrait
painting and ask for their adviee and counsel. That is one of the
reasons I suggested such a thing as a so-called Fine Arts Commission.
As someone said, beauty is in the eye of the beholder and that changes
from time to time,

It seems to me it ought to be somewhat of a group decision, even
though the group may say, for example, “Select this designer.” Of
course, even the great masters didn't always make a masterpiece.
So you can occasionally get poor design even from a ereat designer,
and I think everyone who is concerned with it can find examples of
that. But T think one must turn to advice from others who have that
as a part of their daily concern.

Senator Moreax. T think you covered another important aspect of
it too when you described the method by which you arrived at the
design for the New Senate Office Building. Tt had to blend in with
the buildings already on Capitol Hill, and vet you wanted some con-
temporary design in it. Tt seems to me that this is the most important
facet of it. While T personally might not like contemporary desion,
I am sure that my views are not the views of many others. But it does
seem to me, the most important thing is that it blend in and be har-
monious with the area. Tt seems to me, also, that important Federal
buildings ought to have something about them that would stand out
and be symbolic of the purpose which it serves,




I don’t know how you would build something of this nature into n

contemporary design. 1 would be hard put to point out, to my con<
ctituents from down home, anything about the FBI building that L
thought was outstanding or that might be interesting to them.

You made a very fine presentation and 1 appreciate it. I will say for
the record that I have been working with Dr. White for over 2 years
and am very much impressed with what he is trying to do here on
Capitol Hill. Also with what he hopes to do teepreserve our Capitol.

Among the things I recently pointed out to some visiting constitu-
ents were those big timber beams, fastened on the side of the Capitol
Building that are holding up an exterior wall. T told them about some

of your ideas on how to prevent the wall from failing and how much

it will cost. Thank you again for coming.
Mr. Wire. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator Morcan. George,

Stafford for you and would like for you to su

for the record. .
Now. let’s take a 10-minute recess and come back about 11. That will

give us time to find out which witnesses are in the b

we have some questions from Senator
bmit answers in writing

iggest hurry.

AFTER RECESS

[The subcommittee reconvened at 11:15 a.m., Senator Robert Mor-
can (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. |

Senator Moreay. Welcome back. We are delighted to have you
Lere. Mr. Von Eckardt, We think we have had a right inferesting
session this morning.

For the record. Mr. Von Eckardt is on leave from his job at the
Washineton Post to work with the Committee for a National Museum
of the Building Arts. Whenever you would like to proceed, we would
be delichted to hear you. I think I should explain, as T did earlier,
that even though my colleagues on the committee are not here now
due to other commitments, they are very much interested. As you
know, this is sort of typical for congressional hearings. But we are
getting all this into the record. Also. we plan to prepare a special
report on these hearings. We hope your time will not have been
wasted and that this may have some impact on the future.

STATEMENT OF WOLF VON ECKARDT, COMMITTEE FOR
A NATIONAL MUSEUM OF THE BUILDING ARTS

Mr. Vox Eckarpr. Well, T am sure it will have, Senator. I am very
delighted to be here because I consider public buildings a very im-
portant matter. There are more public buildings than most people
vealize and the quality of these buildings usually sets the quality, the
“yisual quality,” of the whole environment and whole surronndings.

I qualify by saying “visual quality.” but actually I do not need this
modifier, becanse quality is inseparable, It consists of what one sees,
hears, smells, feels, and everything else that a ffects the senses whether
one is conscious of that or not. If you see a good building, a beautiful
building. vou feel good about it whether you know it or not, It is one
%&_ff the thinegs that contribute what we fashionably call the quality of
ife.
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I feel pretty rotten if I pass the FBI Building on Pennsylvania
Avenue. In fact, it sort of reminds me of what Senator Fullbright
called arogance of power. It is an overbearing way for government to
deal with people.

If I look across the avenue at the old post office, which has all the
dignity that you would want and yet it is a human building. If that
building were a person it would walk down Pennsylvania instead of
riding in an armored limousine,

All of this is to say that public architecture has a tremendous in-
fluence on how the governed feel about their government. I think this
1s a point we have missed in the past. But perhaps we shouldn’t feel too
badly about it, but architecture as a whole has missed this point.

Federal architecture is generally pretty medioere these days, often
offensive, but private architecture is not very much better. As George
White has pointed out, contemporary architecture is in a state of con-
fusion, of erisis.

The modern movement has lost its way, T think. Since that move-
ment began some 50 years ago with great architects like Mies van der
Rohe, it has perpetually been in the vanguard, always experimenting,
always ahead of people, way out in front. The troops never follow.

Modern architecture is, I believe, the only style of architecture that
has totally lost its hold on the common enlture. During the Renais-
sance period everything was Renaissance, During the gothie period
everything was gothie. There was no question abont the style. People
took the style of theirs here for granted and concerned themselves
with the quality and beanty of building within a given style. Today
people leave their modern office buildings and get out as fast as they
can into their phendocolonial, Cinderella rambler, They watch tele-
vision in a console that is made to look early American, Tt even has
worm holes drilled into it to look “antique.” People go to any length
to evade modern. They seem almost repelled by the modern style.

That is pretty sad. We have an elite style. an elite conception of
what our culture ought to be, and we have a popular style. The two
are just way apart and almost antagonistic. Therefore I pity the poor
architect who has to do a Government building. He has a mandate
really to make his building somehow popular, but on the other hand
he can’t accommodate popular taste beeause then he loses the approval
of his peer group. He won’t get published in the architectural maga-
zines. So architeets are in a terrible bind: GSA is in a terrible bind.

However, T think there is hope. There are some signs of a begin-
ning, a popular rebellion against the modern style. Tt is mostly ex-
pressed in a rather positively—they say. one manifestation is the
slogna “Don’t tear it down.” What it mostly means is “don’t build it
up.” It also indicates a growing recognition in this country that we
have to preserve what is good. We have discovered hist ory.

We have discovered that we have to know where we have been to
see where we are :_rnin;_f. It also indicates to me that we :lf'}{rll)\\']{‘lf;_"l'
at long last that America has reached the frontier. We have been
turned back in the Mekong Delta. We can't escape west any more.
We have to settle down and bring our house in order.

If yvou settle down in a house. vou take a look at vour old furniture
and decide what you want to keep and dust off and maybe refurbish
and what you throw away. As part of the process of seftling down I




think architecture will soon become less sensational and more sensi-
ble. Arehitects will realize that they don’t have to experiment all the
time; that they don’t have to reach new frontiers in technology or
originality. They will find something we can live with for awhile
and be calm about,

Up until now artists and architects felt they had to come up with
comething new every Monday morning. The eriterion was not is 1t
oood. is it beautiful, but is it novel and is it original. I think we are
passing that stage.

Another strong influence on architecture, in my view, is going to be
the growing awareness that we are running out of natural resources.
The energy crisis makes us realize that we have to make the best
of what we have and save on the heating bills. So we will get back to
windows that we can open again and to passageways and breezeways
and some of the things, the natural things, that have made the archi-
tecture of the past so attractive.

Our trouble was that technically just about everything was possible
and o we did just about everything that was possible. An architect
could always find an engineer to figure out how to make his creation
stand up and how to heat and air-condition the most impossible glass
towers and architectural stunts. He didn’t have to have any regard
for nature or which way the wind blows or where the sun comes from.
The engineer could fix everything—for a price. This kind of irrespons-
bility is over. We now have to be more responsive to nature. That, in
turn, will make buildings more pleasing, more human, and more
liveable.

What is also I think of great importance is the discovery that, as
the economist E. F. Schumacker put it, “Small is beautiful”, Megalo
polis, megastructures, all super-big things are unmanageable and in-
human. The individual is lost. We have got to start making things
small, making things manageable, creating communities where people
know each other. We must organize society in integrated, small units.

The same is true of buildings, of course. I think we are going to stop
building megastructures and learn that there is no efficiency in bigness.
“The bigger the better™ was a mistaken notion. The bigger the worse.

All this leads me to specific recommendations which this committee
might want to consider. The first one is that we ought to start think-
ing about what the architects call “the building program” before
we start thinking about a public building. Every administrator thinks
that he is administering the important effort in the Nation and that
it will obvionsly grow and grow. He will say that in 1950 his office had
300 lu-n;;ll- and in 1960 his office had 600 iwn|1||' and therefore if you
follow that line of growth yon are going to have 2,400 people in 1980
and therefore yon need a building that is much larger than what you
have, allowing for expansion.

That is a lot of nonsense. As we all know. we projected the pop-
ulation increase after World War IT, but suddenly people decided
they are not going to have that many more babies. The result is the
whole country is littered with empty schools. We have way overbnilt
5, 6 years ago and all our population statistics and projections were
\\'['”]l:‘_f.

The fact of the matter is that offices are being automated. The
Xerox machine and all these other machines are replacing people.




Good, bad, or indifferent, it is a fact. Office work is being miniaturized.
There is also great virtue in decentralization and breaking things up
into smaller units. There are totally new means of communication.
In other words, you don’t have to have thousands of square feet of
storage space where land cost is very high. You can have your storage
and documents 150 miles somewhere else and get the information
faster than you could out of a file cabinet standing there,

These dangers, I feel. are instifficiently taken into consideration
when we plan buildings. Planning should start earlier and i, should
not be left to people directly involved and used to the old ways of
doing things. We need management committees of some kind. out-
side experts that evaluate the claims that are being made for office
space and the need for facilities, T think these claims will unevitably
be whittled down.

Another thought I feel very strongly about is this: George White
said he didn’t want a curbstone opinion. Well, T think we do want
curbstone opinions because the people on the curbstone are the ones
we are building for. 1 realize that peoples’ participation, citizens’
participation, in the planning of buildings and neighborhoods and
of cities is a pain in the neck. People don’t know what they are talking
about. They spend an awful lot of time doing it and the experts are
usually irrtated and annoyed and delayed and have to change their
plans. Bureaucrats don’t like controversies and think curbstone opin-
ions are a pain in the neck. But democracy is a pain in the neck. It is
a very dangerous form of government. If takes a long time to work
things out. But I think we get a better product in the end. politically
as well as any other way.

It is high time that we begin to have environmental democracy as
well as political demoeracy. As people start participating in the de-
sign decisions how we want to live and how we want to shape our
place to live, they will learn more about it.

You were kind enough to mention that T am temporarily on leave of
absence from the Washington Post and working on a program for a
National Museum of the Building Arts. Musenm is not quite the right
word for what we have in mind. We are thinking of a popular educa-
tion center to help this process of citizen participation and to give
them more information about what they are to part wipate in and what
the problems are.

[ would very strongly urge that public buildings be subjected to
review in the very initial stages. The review panel should include
citizens of the neighborhood immediately affected by the building.

If nothing else, such comprehensive programs, siting and design
review would teach the Government to follow its own policies, which
very often it doesn’t. As an example, I was very distressed that while
our national poliey stresses strengthening the central cities. when it
came to finding a loeation for the Home Loan Bank Board in Wash-
ington, it was built west of the White House where there are already
far too many financial institutions. The 2.000 employees of HLBB
could have helped downtown. Locating it in the urban renewal area
might have demonstrated that the Government has confidence in its
own policies. It could have set an example for developers to follow.

~_ Now, this is just one instance of thousands where the Government
doesn’t follow its own overall policies. Tt is also an instance, of which




we have thousands, of us taking full advantage of the tremendous
potentials of a Government building in terms of enhancing a neighbor-
hood, of providing employment, of showing confidence in America’s
inner cities.

A further point I would like to make is making public buildings
public. You have heard this before. The public never really enters a
Government building unless it has urgent business. One way to over-
come this is to open the building to a variety of public uses.

I congratulate this committee for having taken the initiative in the
Public Buildings Cooperative Use Act, which will revolutionize public
buildings. Tt will help us to settle down, to make America liveable, to
form meighborhoods and make our cities more beautiful and lively.
You can do that best with a variety of activities such as you have in
multiple use buildings and multiple use areas.

What has been so terribly wrong in the last 50 years in America is
that everything has been segregated. I don’t mean only racially segre-
gated, T mean segregated into zones where people with an income of
$20.000 a year live and zones where people with $10.,000 a year live:
yones where the old folks live and zones where the big families live.
We have been segregating our urban areas to such an extent that our
whole society is beginning to disintegrate.

We have to reintegrate again. That starts in the building. That
starts in the neighborhood where folks of all ages and all income
eroups can get together. There has been a change that makes this
possible. This is not abstract theory.

Just a fow years ago it was still considered un-American to live over

a candy store and it was considered un-Ameriean to sit in a sidewalk

cafe, The FBI refused to permit stores and an arcade in its building
because Mr. Hoover was afraid that his secretaries would get raped
as they leave the office. He didn’t have much confidence in his own
protective forces.

But our attitude has changed now. We are becoming much more an
arban nation in the sense of being more urbane and cosmopolitan.
Multiple use, sidewalk cafes, these kinds of amenities, are becoming
acceptable, The Government ought to take the lead and push this trend
as far as it will go.

Implicit in what T am saying here is a further recommendation or
suggestion that we consider public buildings not just as individual
buildings but as an instrument of urban design. A post office in a small
village can be the center and the focal point of that village. Tt is very,
verv relovant whether it is @ good building or just a brick barn. The
poliey of leasing buildings for temporary use, adopted during the
Eisenhower administration. was a bad idea in my opinion. You get a
sense of corruption—T have no evidence of financial corruption, T
mean moral corruption—if Government just leases any old shoddy,
jerry-built building where the land is cheap and where someone malkes
a lot of money to serve the people. This lacks dignity. It lacks re-
spect for both Government and those ooverned. Tt should be stopped.
_ The Government should not contribute to a vagrant, temporary so-
ciety with no other aim than to get the most money out of our land
and our buildings. That is not what buildine. architecture. cities—our
place to live—is all about. .
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Senator Morca~. You ought to see the post office building in my
home town. Tt is a small town and the post office sets right on the side-
walk, like a box sitting there. Tt is an eyesore, built only in the last
15 years.

I didn’t mean to interrupt, but you hit on a sensitive note.

Mr. Vox Eckaror. Thank you for giving further evidence of what T
am saying. A post office can be and shounld be a community building.
It should be t{w pride and joy of the community. To most people a
post office helps determine what they feel and think about the Federal
Government. If it is a jerry-built box, well, they won’t have much
confidence in the (Government,

We often wring our hands about aesthetics: This facade is good and
this is not so good. But that is not as important as what the building
does for its surroundings and the total ensemble, as Jefferson called it.
the grouping of the buildings and the spaces it creates and the atmo-
sphere it creates with them. I think GSA and whoever does the public
building should go much more into city planning rather than just
individual building design. There should be more direct cooperation
with private developers and Government should help urban develop-
ments which need it. The Federal new town policy, is, I think, very
important. T don’t want to take the time of this committee to 2o
deeply into it, but the new towns could be helped greatly if the Fed-
eral Government were to place some of its buildings where planned
communities are emerging to help prevent urban sprawl. GSA has
not done that to the extent it should. The rest of the Government has
just ignored HUD's attempts to help develop new communities.

Another point T wounld like to make concerns public art in public
buildings. We are doing fairly well by spending one-half of 1 percent
of the construction cost for art: Now I hear some bureauerats
in GSA want to whittle down that figure. Don’t let them. The allow-
ance for art should be raised to at least 1 percent of construction
cost. Germany spends 2 percent for public art. We are a rich coun-
try and there is no reason why we can’t afford the same. It isn’t very
much. Also, we should not blow all this money on one great. famous
seulpture—the ubiquitous Henry Moore Calder or Picasso, Why don’t
we give local artists a chance ? Why don’t we try to please a variety of
tastes in public buildings and places?

The trouble with modern architecture is that the leaders of the
modern movement. decided “ornament is crime.” Most people don't
seem to think so because they have ornaments all over. Some even
tattoo their own skin because they like ornaments. Almost everyone
somehow tries to compensate for the absence of ornaments in our
modern buildings by adorning them somehow—with graffiti, if nec-
essary. Needless to say, such popular ornamentation often defeats the
purposes of the architect. If we want less vandalism—do-it-yourself
ornamentation—uwe ought to adorn buildings in the first place.

A word about the selection of architects and engineers, T do not
agree with my friend, George White, that the GAO proposals for
selection of achitects is bad or that cost should not be considered, I
think there is much to be said for the GAO recommendations. T don’t
think the Brooks bill is by any means perfect. Here again I feel that
citizens tlll_:_'llt to come info the act and that the [n'm'lw]1rt'l'.- should be
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much more designed to bring new talent to the fore. The present pro-
cedure precludes that by putting all the emphasis on past experience
of an architect or engineer,

Well, the past experience, if we look back at our Government build-
ings, isn’t so hot. They didn’t do so very well. They didn’t do very well
on cost and they didn’t do very well on efficiency or anything else.
[ think the Government almost has an obligation to help young people
along, to help new ideas along. This can be done with caution, without
being radieal and wild about it.

But I think the architect selection procedures that have been tried
by, the National Endowment for the Arts for the design of Immigra-
tion Service border stations are impressive. Mr. Peck, I think, is going
to testify about them and will give you some details about this.

I will also say that most of the best buildings in the world have
heen the result of competitions. The Capitol and the White House
are examples. You name them. More recently we have had the famous
Boston City Hall. The experts and bureaucrats will tell you that
competitions are cumbersome and cost money. What’s more they have
to think about them and might find that somebody gets the job that
they think should not get the job. But T don’t think that should deter
this committee from pressing for more competitions for public build-
ing design. .

T don’t think you need a competition for every little job, But if the
Government is going to be more accessible to people, if this is going
to be a more lively democracy, this will have to reflect itself in the
buildings Government builds and in the way Government arrives at
the design of its buildings, including the selection of architects.

We have to be more daring. More people ought to be able to con-
tribute their ideas. Sure, that may be controversial, but I say again
demoeracy is controversial and we shouldn’t be afraid of criticism and
controversy. We havet got to take risks to arrive at excellence.

Two more points. One is local review boards. Here in Washington
the Fine Arts Commission functions quite well. It has made some
mistakes. in my view. It has approved the FBI building, for instance.
But on the whole the Commission, particularly under the chairman-
ship of William Walker, has done a great iob upgrading municipal
architecture here. Washington’s school buildings are better buildings.
The firehouses are better firehouses.

Again, review by outsiders and nonarchitects is a cumbersome
process. But you get some feel for what the community wants and 1
think this is good. Citizens’ review boards impart a community feeling
into what ought to be a community building.

My last point is this: We all know that we are not as rich as we
thought we were. We have to mind money and cost. But. we should
not be parsimonious but intelligent about this. T would welcome if
this committee, perhaps with the help of outside experts, were to
examine the whole notion of cost benefit analysis. I think we are taking
much too narrow a view of what is cost and what is benefit. Cost, as we
all know. is not just purchase ecost but long-range cost, maintenance
cost and o forth, Benefit is not just what benefits the bureaucrat who
sits in the building but what benefits the community and many, many
intangible things that are very hard to put into statistics and calculate
on a computer. But they must, just the same, be taken into
consideration.




In other words, let’s look at public buildings not only as a machine
to live in or to work in, a machine built for obsolescence to be dis-
carded in 20 years, a machine that gives us the most efficient job for
the least money. Let’s look at public buildings as setting examples of
excellence, as means to enhance their surroundings, as tools for build-
ing communities in the physical as well as metaphysical sense. A public
building should be a joy to work in and a pleasure to visit.

As we heard the other day, we are a people determined not only to
work together but also to laugh together. Thank you.

Senator Morean. Mr. Von Eckardt, I can’t thank you enough for
your appearance, and the time you have given us today. You have cer-
tainly said, very eloquently, things T have thought and have not been
able to express.

John, T think if you look at our questions, T believe he has answered
all of them, T had jotted down a note on art, when you started on the
subject, and then yon answered it when you said we shouldn’ put all
of our money in masterpieces but should encourage more local art.
I would pursue that one step further, with a thought Peter Lawrence
expressed to me this morning.

In doing that, what would you think of trying to encourage use of
a public building for expressions of art and otherwise, through other
areas such as using the courtyard? Some of these are beatuiful, and
could be used for concerts. That would cost very little, except for the
speaker or P.A. systems, and using it for things like this seems
reasonable,

Mr. Vox Eckaror. I think that would be wonderful. T think it would
provide more outlets for peoples’ creative energy and the more outlets
we provide, the happier the people in the community are going to be.

We need more places for artistic performances and ceremony for lay
groups and for neighborhood groups. Second, such uses give people
the feeling this is their building, because it is their Government and
they can sing in it or give an amateur performance or have their lunch
there, Nothing is worse than these lawns with signs saving “Don’t step
on the grass.” Grass is there to be stepped on and public buildings are
there to be used by the public.

So I am very much in favor of creative use of courtyards and why
not have a cafe there or, you know—the National Gallery and Portrait
Gallery has this wonderful court. Have you been there on a Sunday ?

Senator Morca~. Not.on a Sunday.

Mr. Vox Eckaror. It is beautiful. They have a group that makes
very nice sandwiches and people enjoy it and you feel good about
museums and enlture and Washington and everything else.

Senator Moraax. T think sometimes nothing can be more intimidat-
ing than public buildings, as you say, where there are signs, “Don’t
step on the grass”, “No entry here™, or don’t do this or that. As a good
example, in the Russell Buildings there is a beautiful courtyard, and
for 2 years we have been trying to get permission to use it for an out-
ing, for some people back home: a small group. But no, they say. “We
only permit use of it once per vear, and that is for a staff party. Tt is
a beautiful courtyard that the public never sees and nobody can use.
We could probably get permission to use any other Federal building
in the country quicker than the Senate Office Building.




Mr. Vox Ecxagpr. I might add, Senator, the reason the Govern-
ment is so restrictive about its buildings is usually concern about
security. That is a misconception of how security comes about.

Jane Jacobs enlightened us about this by telling us about “the eyes
on the street.” In her book “The Death and Life of Great American
Cities” she points out that a busy street with bars and shops is safer
than an empty street. The barkeeper and the shopkeeper look out the
window and with their eyes on the street make sure no one is molested.
People protect each other. The same thing that is true of building. If
you have a lot of people going around you find fewer typewriters miss-
ing and better security in general because people watch each other.

Senator MoreaN. Some years ago, when I was attorney general in
North Carolina, my State Burean of Investigation had to arrest
some youngsters for breaking into a publie school gymnasium during
the summer. The director of the bureau came to me and said, “You
know. instead of indicting these voungsters we really ought. to be
indicting the public school officials for not having them open during
the summer.”

We have all the public facilities, but don’t make use of them.

I have one other question. Do you see any danger to the quality
of Federal buildings in what appears to be the increasing use of
construction management techniques the way they go from planning
right on through construction ?

Mr. Vox Eekaror. No. I think on the contrary. As I understand
management techniques, such as the critical path method and so forth,
the are leading us on the right track to better building construction.

The Federal Government. along with almost everybody else, has
pinned great hopes on industrializing the building process and pre-
fabrication. T am afraid it doesn’t work and T am glad it doesn’t;
work becanse this i one area now where people are still involved and
where the quality of bricklaying, as you pointed out before, still has
some meaning.

T was never a great advoeate of turning ont buildings like automo-
biles and making them cheaper. Tt doesn’t work. But the process of
building. that is the sequence in which you employ different trades
and subcontractors can be much improved. It is good to know that
if it rains you can do something else in the meantime. It is good to
have a computer tell you what to do if the electrician does not show
up.

These manacement methods are going to help us a great deal re-
dueing cost, building faster and using labor more efficiently. So T
am in favor of them from what T understand about them.

Senator Morean. We again thank you for coming in. T told someone
back in North Carolina that being a member of the Senate was some-
what like enrolling into one of the best institutions of higher learn-
ing in the world, where, the classes are taught by some of the world’s
oreatest scholars and the class size is very, very small, as you can see
here this morning. T am learning a great deal and T appreciate it very
much.

Mr. Vox Eckarnr. You are very flattering. Thank you, sir.

Senator Moraan. Has Professor Fitch come in yet, or Professor
Skully ?
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Mr. Knight, how about you and Peter both walking up here just
a minute.

We will run on a little later. Mr. Knight has to cateh a 2 o’clock
train. I have a caucus meeting at 12 but there probably won’t be any
business for a little while. So we will adjourn after Mr. Knight's tes-
timony, and come back for the afternoon if Professor Fitch comes in.
Professor Skully and Mr. Lawrence also have some testimony.

Mr. Knight, thank vou for coming. Mr, Roy Knight, for the record,
is the Acting Director of the Architecture and Environmental Arts
Program, National Endowment for the Arts. He is accompanied by
Mr. Robert Peck, Federal architecture project. Gentlemen, you may
proceed,

STATEMENT OF ROY KNIGHT, ACTING DIRECTOR, ARCHITECTURE'
AND ENVIRONMENTAL ARTS PROGRAM, NATIONAL ENDOWMENT
FOR THE ARTS, ACCOMPANIED BY ROBERT PECK, FEDERAL
ARCHITECTURE PROJECT

Mr. Kxteur. Thank you very much for inviting us here today be-
cause we are certainly delighted to have this opportunity to present to
you some of the ideas that have grown out of the Federal design 1m-
provement program, Bob Peck, who is with me here, is the Assistant
Director of the Federal architecture project, which is a part of that
program,

This is a Federal design improvement program that has been con-
ducted by the Endowment at Presidential request since 1972, and at
the present also in my capacity as Acting Director of the Architecture
and also executive of the Federal design improvement program.,

As you may recall, Miss Hanks, Chairman of the National Endow-
ment for the Arts, testified before this committee nearly 2 years ago
on the Public Buildings Cooperative Use Act, now Public Law 94-541,
I don’t want to repeat her testimony, In fact, what T really intend
today is to just highlight some of the points that have been covered
with that and I will try to make it somewhat brief in acknowledge-
ment of your need to move on.

Senator Moraan. Don’t worry about it.

Mr. Kxtanr, T have presented a text for the record, so what T will
do at this point is just sort of wander from that and speak to several
points, some of which have been raised. T think many of the points
that have been raised are very much of interest in the context of the
Federal design improvement program. The Federal design improve-
ment program, in particular the Federal architecture project, has:
worked with a task force composed of private design professionals and
publie leaders, including Senator Baker. :

They have come to a conclusion in their review of the questions
affecting Federal architeeture and it is not only what the building
looks like that makes the difference but it is the building’s effect, its
use, and the way you go about arriving at building a building and the
decisions of what kind of building it will be that make a difference.

It is even the operation of the building, of course, that has very much
to do with the impression that it gives to people whe use it. What we
find is that it is sometimes a question of reception. Someone approach-
ing a building, whether they like it or not, has very miuch to do with
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the way they are permitted to approach the building. Even a pretty
building is not a very nice building if you are not really lrmtmil very
kindly in it.

We find this whole point of attitude is something that really per-
vades, really just goes right through the whole matter of how the
building is managed.

Senator Moraax. I want to interrupt you there to say that it
couldn’t be more true than at the U.S. Supreme Court Building. It
is a beautiful building; but I was taking some guests up the steps one
Saturday afternoon some time ago when we were approached by a
great big guard who had a-gun as big as he was, on his side, and in a
very rude and abrupt manner wanted to know what we were doing
there: what business we had there. It is this sort of attitude, I think,
that turns people off about their government, as well as the building
itself.

Mr. Kxicrr. It reminds me of the story I have heard about the
building associated with the tax system in New Jersey. Apparently a
very massive, monumental structure, and it was said by one of the
people who was approaching to have his case reviewed, when he ap-
proached that building his comment was, “T have already lost my
ease.” T think this conveys a very strong sense of the attitude that we
are concerned about and what kind of an impact a building can have
on people, public.

We are talking about buildings for the public and, of course, what
part they can play in it.

Senator Morean. I am sorry to have interrupted you, but your
comments hit home. :

Mr. Kxiairr. I think it isa very important point.

To get on back to the work of the task force I really stressed sev-
eral points and at this point I think it is important for us to express
our appreciation. I don’t t hink we have really had the chance to formal-
ly thank this committee for its work on the Public Buildings Coopera-
{ive Use Act because it embodies two of the principles that the Federal
design improvement program has attempted to promote strongest, the
principle of adaptive reuse of buildings and the idea of mixed use of
facilities. We find that these offer important opportunities for the
Federal Government in dealing with buildings.

Certainly the mixed use policy is a very strong one in terms of
offering opportunity to give possibilities for bringing the public in
for other reasons than the typical one of just conducting Federal
business into Federal facilities.

Certainly by allowing for commercial space and for other kinds of
activity, public activity, it allows people to come more regularly in
contact with Federal buildings and therefore become more comfort-
able with it as part of their everyday lives.

At this point we have mentioned. I think several times I have heard
mentioned, the FBI building. That is a case on point in terms of this
question about possibility of mixed use. I think it was originally in-
tended that there be some there but it was eliminated for the excuse
of security. Now, it is a funny thing because this argument about
security is a kind of self-defeating and circular one because as Soon
as you remove people from the scene you have also removed a kind
of & built-in self-protection system. People are less likely to mishehave
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when there are a lot of people watching them than they are when they
are there by themselves in a barren and desolate place.

The kinds of suggestions that one might consider in the case of the
FBI building, which is itself a building already constructed but not
necessarily one that can’t be a little bit improved. For example, we
find that the ground floor where the store space is considered a possi-
bility, that simply the removal of a few panels—it is not an expensive
matter—could allow for the opportunity of introducing this commer-
cial space at the ground level and therefore a greater level of activity
into that building. '

Same thing goes for the use of the courtyards. We have talked about
courtyards and certainly it is an opportunity for bringing the public
into the environs of public buildings for activities that are pleasant,
delightful and tend to celebrate the spirit of participation in com-
munity life.

There are other things, of course, other devices that ¢an be used in
some of the buildings and I think an interesting one that occurred
just this last week—I don’t know if you had the opportunity to ob-
serve or not—but there were some special banners placed over the Old
Post Office Building. That kind of thing serves to give the building
a life in the community that goes on with time, according to the sea-
sons and the special events that take place and at the same time give
that building an additional character in terms of a smaller scale of
time, you might say.

The building, of course, stands there for many years but it also lives
with the community day in and day out as events take place.

We have mentioned the point of building management and again
I say it is often a matter of lots and it is a matter of the way staff
and personnel treat you and so forth. There is also another question
in terms of the matter of orienting oneself to buildings.

I have found in looking at this building when I came this morning
that a typical problem that occurs in terms of monumental buildings
is the one of how can you get in. Now, I happen to know how you
get in and that was no problem for me, but as I looked down the
street here I noticed that there was a very imposing impediment sort
of pasted into the facade of the building and generally when you are
talking about referring to this sort of classical style of architecture
that this building tends to be, it isn’t precisely—one expects that to
be the entrance to the building. But if you go down there you will
find out there is absolutely no way of getting in the building at that
point. The entrance to the building is really kind of like at the
corner.

Now, there are many buildings that have been built, both public
and private sector, that share this problem and, of course, there are
many devices that can be used that can be attractive, informative,
and appealing in terms of applied graphics that can help to serve to
remedy those problems.

Of course, it is better if we can anticipate those in the planning
process and eliminate them from the beginning.

I have talked about a number of things that have sort of perhaps
been felt to be skirting around the issue of style, but we do feel that
that is an important consideration. There has been some discussion
here today about contemporary architecture, whether you like it or
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not and so forth. I think that as an architect I have a great deal of
difficulty with some of the dialect that architects become involved in
with the question about architecture mus be contemporary.

Well, to say that is also to say that the building must be there and
that really is not saying very much at all. I think Mr. Von Eckardt’s
remarks are very much to the point in terms of dealing with some
of the possibilities that buildings offer for design opportunities and
the interest that the public has shown in design as we have observed
it at the National Endowment for the Arts as emerging from the
movement in historic presrevation.

There are a lot of values and opportunities for buildings that are
now being realized again because we don't get them very often in
new buildings nowadays. that we can take. I think, in terms of future
design.

[ think one of the examples of what I am saying about contem-
porary architecture and what I hear other people in the field partic-
ularly, the public saying about contemporary architecture is perhaps
best referred to in the pactice of the great architect Mies van der
Rohe. He contributed very much to the profession of architecture and
to the ideas of the design of buildings, but he did put his foot into
his mouth. He said, “God is in the details,” and then once he said
that he proceeded for the rest of his life in practice to do all he
could to eliminate details and T think this is a trend that has been
followed often in contemporary practice of architecture.

On the one hand, in the hands of architects less masterful than
Mies himself have led to a level of mediocracy with which we are
all rather fod up, I think, at this point, and on the other hand simply
led down some tracks that are not leading anywhere much at all.

Recent design competition—I noticed a publication that came from
it was very interesting to see and also very disturbing at the same
time. Everything vepresented there could have been called in the minds
of some people by some definitions as machinery rather than architec-
ture. Now. that is not to say that some—that T am here and can say
what is the right way to design a building and what is the right style,
but it is to say that it is an important issue and one that concerns
vou all and one which we should not, I think, avoid every opportu-
nity to discuss because I think there has been some tendency to turn
over responsibility to the professional on the part of the public and
to feel well, it is kind of a high-priced good and there is nothing we
can say about it. They must know what they are doing. They have
been to school and have their registration and all the rest of it.

I am not blaming the profession for that. What I am saying is in
a cense T am blaming the public for not having maintained its own
responsibility in this regard because it has resulted in a problem for
the profession because it has not had the information from the public
side that it needs, I-think, really to keep in touch with what the
public needs and what the public senses.

This gets us, I think. to move on to a couple more points. T have
been interested in the discnssion about economy because I think we
can see that cheap is not necessarily ugly nor is expensive necessar-
ily beautiful, but we do see we pay for what we get. Sometimes we
pay too much and this 1s where I think the question of constructive
management is very important. We have to be careful that we don’t
pay any more than we need to get what we are looking for.
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Finally I think we can always see we get what we deserve. That is
really my way of saying I think this whole matter comes down to a
question of simply being very careful about what we do and have
lllmu;_rln. if you will. and be thorough at every stage of the way,
from the selection of the designer and the architect and the estab-
lishment of the need of the building right down to the point of turn-
ing the key and opening the door when we are ready to use the
building.

I might add one other point here. I think is an im]]:m‘t:mt. statement
of attitude and that is that it can be said that a yuilding is never
really—its design is never really finished. T think you can probably
just looking around you find many instances of this. Of course, one
of the most outstanding, monumental ones that is here is right around
the corner in the form of the Capitol Building itself, and to my mind
that is one of the most interesting and one of the most magnificent
buildings that we have with us.

It is interesting to note that it began its life and its design evolu-
tion from a competition but it has gone through a number of stages
which leave it—almost leave the original idea unrecognizable without
some very careful scrutiny over the facade or setting.

But I think this serves to point out the kind of very lively process
that the life of a building represents. To get back to another point,
then, about “Guiding Principles” that was mentioned. I think that
they are very important but only on one very limited level. It is im-
portant to say that our heart is in the right place because if we can't
say that then we can’t go anywhere at all. Still, if that is where we
stop a great gap between setting “Guiding Principles” and construct-
ing buildings exists.

There are still quite a few things that have to be looked at in terms
of what it is we are going to build and what the specific problems are
at hand and we are building a building, what the site possibilities are,
what materials are available, what costs are, what budgets are avail-
able, et cetera, that have to be considered in this light.

We can’t just glorify a set of standards that are as broad and as
general as this and leave it at that and expeet to be able to solve all
the problems that we are confronted with in terms of actually build-
ing a good building.

[ would like to point out one of the distinetions T think is very
important to make in this regard. It is the distinction between the
client and the user and then on the other hand its relationship to the
design profession,.the architect in terms of dealing with client and
user. We see that certainly the work of a General Services Admin-
istration is as client, but what we also see is that many, many times
when there is very little communication or opportunity for com-
munication between the architect and the user the person who lives
with and works in the building day by day, the people who live next
door to the building, people coming in to do business, the people who
work at the desk in the building, that all of these people are really
removed from the designer of that building and separated from the
designer of that building by the General Service Administration, by
a program that it might prepare.

Somehow the means needs to be found to make the connection be-
tween those people who use the building and the ideas that the
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designer develops. This goes all the
point of preprograming, preplanning,
the point that Mr. Panuzio made, that is a very important
development of a building. :

Another thing that can be considered at this point, I think, is that
oiven the massive inventory of buildings of the General Services
\dministration there is also a tremendous opportunity to use even
though it be a remote device in terms of communicating the needs of
the users, it is an opportunity, and that is evaluation of the facilities
that it has in terms of how well they work in order to be able to pro-
vide information for the next buildings that are built.

Now. we have talked a little bit about style. We have talked about
Washington and Jefferson and building the (':mitt:l Building and we
are also. I think, talking about taking risks and being brave and we
have been talking about mediocrity. I would like tnljust say that it
would be nice if we could appeal for an opportunity for brilliance in
Federal architecture and I think there is an opportunity for brilliance
in Federal architecture, whether it be the post office in the small town
or whether it be a major building for a Federal agency in Washing-
ton or a museum or whatever.

It goes back to the questions that have been raised about the selec-
tion of the architect. I think by no means has the question of com-
petition been even scratched. It is just a very large area of opportu-
nity about which in recent years I think relatively little exploration
has been done.

The Brooks bill in 1972 is important in terms of expressing a con-
cern for quality of design. It, I might add, also does not cxvhidc the
possibility for competition. I think this is an important thing to con-
tider because 1 feel that that is really where the gap might lie is in
the question of competition.

I think at this point I would like to, although I can’t offer the
words myself, I would like to appeal for a new word to be developed
in place of competition, because there is a whole range of possibilities
that exist in terms of the selection of the designed of a building that
[ think offer some promising opportunities.

The border station, the Federal design improvement staff worked
with Tmmigration and Naturalization in selecting an art, not a design.
This offers a suggestion as to in the question of cost and cumbersome-
ness and time consumed and all of these aspects that are often thrown
up as being problems with competitions, but it is a question of what
kind of competition and what the basis or criteria might be for mak-
ing the determination as a result of the compet ition.

Tn this case what happened was that the general selection of a few
competitors was made on the basis of submittals of work that archi-
teets that were interested in the projeet had done. It established some
basic level of qualification, but then the next step was not to design
the border station but to come to a meeting where they could be inter-
viewed and questioned by people who knew the problems of border
stations to get some sense of the attitudes of those architects and how
they might go about approaching this problem.

This then formed T think very good basis of information upon
which a good decision could be made as to what architect might be
selected and what architect might have some good sense about what
would be the right way of solving this problem.
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I have, incidentally, a copy of Mr. Von Eckhardt’s writeup of this
experience with the Federal design improvement program with the
border station entitled “New Federal Design: Tart Architectural
Apple Pie,” because it implies we get a little life into the system and
we might be able to move forward in this regard.

Senator Morcax. We would like to make that a part of the record
of these hearings.

Mr. Kxteur. It is from the Washington Post, Saturday, Novem-
ber 6, 1976. In any case, I would say it seems to me, that the questions
of time, cumbersomeness, are ones that can be resolved if we think
about it. We have been talking in terms of competition as the standard
almost operating from time immemorial approached competition,
which is massive and it is cumbersome and it is expensive and it does
separate the designer from the project.

If you can focus on the selection of the designer, put him in touch
with his clients and users, you can given him an opportunity to enter
into a dialog with those people to develop the design which suits the
problem best. Tf you do go into the standard way of approaching
competitions that has often been used then you produce a situation
where you are rather stuck with a given design that has had the bene-
fit of very little conversation with either the user or the client of the
building.

Finally, T think that another opportunity exists with the Federal
Government for encouraging good design management and planning
and basically to emphasize good design process, and that is an awards
program, an awards program not the sort that could be termed a
beauty contest that consists of some judges coming and looking at a
building and seeing how brightly it shines, but instead a design jury
that comes in and examines the procedures by which the bnilding was
built and can make some evaluation and some assessment of the effec-
tiveness of that procedure relative to the quality of the building that
results.

I think with those remarks T would like to conclude and certainly
would be happy to answer any of your questions. T appreciate this
opportunity, 1 say once again, to share some of the ideas from the
Federal design improvement program.

Senator Moraan. We thank you again, you and Mr. Peck, for being
willing to come and give us so much of your time.

I do have a number of questions, but T wonder if in the interest
of time, and the commitment that T have, you would be willing to
provide the answers for us in writing after we review your testimony.
You have answered some of onr questions already. The first was about
the border stations and we’ll pass on the rest of these questions to you.
and ask for your comments in writing, for the record. ;

Mr. Kxterrr. T just might mention this is a bright idea that fell
out of the ceiling this morning, the question of art in public buildings.
I think it might be extended one step further. It occurred to me that
there are other art forms we have not talked about. We have not talked
about dance and we have not talked about music. Some of the arts
budget might go for speaker systems in the courtyards so it is possible
for a group to come in and perform and be heard or it might be pos-
sible to pay for some program or bringing performing groups into a
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courtyard or a public space that is a Federal property. Again, 1t
seems to me that there are other alternatives in this question of public
works of art that could go in to further enlighten public facilities.

[ think that also another point that can be made is that there is a
place for artists in terms of building in a more integral sense and that
is there is no reason why artists cannot participate in the design proc-
ess of a building itself, particularly when it comes to the question of
some of the details like lighting or lighting fixtures or sound systems
or any other number of kinds of parts of the building that really
could be considered integral to the structure and enliven the situation
expressly. There is plenty of precedence in the history of architecture
so there is no problem there.

Senator Moreax. It is interesting you made that remark, because
one of the questions has to do with how we can use art in public build-
ings to enhance their image to the public.

Mr. Kxicur. 1 will certainly be happy to take your questions and
elaborate on them to whatever extent would be useful for you.

[Mr. Knight's prepared statement and responses to written ques-
tions follows:]
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Chairman, am Roy Kni irector of the
+ Environr E: : S Nt nal Endowment )T
With me today is Robert Peck, ;tant director of
deral Architecture Project. The Fe al Architecture
vject is a compone F the Federal I v Improv Ry
am which the Endowment has conduc 1 »sidentia
972 I am acting executive director of that pro

ypreciate the opportunity to speak to ibers of the
e on improving Federal architec al design. As
call, Miss Nancy Hanks, Chairman of the National
for the Arts, testified before this subcom ittee 3
ars ago on the Public Buildings Cooperative Use
blic Law 94-541. I will try not to repeat her
feel that much of what she said then is relevant to
subject of today's hearing.

In our studies of the Federal Government's building efforts,
we have found that what Senator Morgan s2id in his announce-
ment of this hearing is quite true: Trecently constructed
Federal buildings are often not regarded fondly by their com-
munities., People often say that these buildings create an
image of a government remote from the people. It was precise-
1y to the task of counteracting that image that the recommen-
dations of our Federal Architecture Task Force were aimed.
This Task Force, composed of private design professionals and
public leaders, including Senator Baker, concluded that the
image of remoteness is not altogether a matter of what Federal
buildings look like. Rather, it is more a matter of the way
they are used and operated. An unfriendly reception in the
prettiest of buildings is still an unfriendly reception. Good
design, no matter how defined, cannot erase the impression
created by the imperious attitudes and policies of the people
who run the buildings.

The Task Force, therefore, turned its attention to the impact
that Federal buildings have on community life and on what archi-
and planners aw rdly refer to as the "built environ-
vt Taking this roach led the Task Force to its recom
lntions that e voernment utilize old, landmark buildings
isfy its space quirements to t xtent practical, |
Government buildings become "mixed-use" building: (
articipating in the commercial and social life of
srhoods. This Subcommittee took the lead in turn
wendations into 1« slation, and seceing to it that
.lation was enacted into law. We at the Endowment
1d an opportunity to thank you all in person for
on behalf of that legislation, and I would like
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NATIONAL WASHINGTON
EMDOWMENT D.C 20508
FOR

THE ARTS o L

Honorable Robert Morgan

Chairman, Subcommittee on Building
and Grounds

Committee on Public Works

United States Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

At the hearing of your subcommittee on January 24 on
improving the design of Federal buildings, you and

Ser »r Stafford asked a number of questions arising out
of my testimony. Because time did not permit my answering
at that time, I offered to reply in writing.

Enclosed is that response and some additional comments
prompted by the questions. These answers and comments
were prepared by Lois Craig, Robert Peck, and Hope Gray,
the staff of the Federal Architecture Project. At the
suggestion of your staff, our response is in a general,

narrative form. The questions are appended separately.

We thank you for the opportunity afforded by your

subci ttee to air our views on improving Federal
architecture. We would be delighted to meet with you and
your staff to discuss the findings and proposals of the
Federal Architecture Project at greater length. With the
new administration installed and just under way, we think
this is a good time to contemplate new directions for our
public buildings program,

Sincerely,

Roy Knight

Acting Director, Architecture +
Envir ntal Arts

Acting Executive Director,

Fede Design Improvement Program

Enclosure
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QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR MORGAN

You mentioned working with the Immigration Service in selecting
designers for two border stations in the northwest, and that
their designs were praised in the press as being fresh and
suitable. Can you tell us about them?

Was Immigration or GSA responsible for design?

The Federal Architecture Project and the U.S. Immigration
and Naturalization Service tested a simplified competitive
selection process last year. INS was seeking a design that
would be suitable for two border inspection stations budgeted
for construction at $150,000 each. (INS procures and supervises
design and construction with its own staff on projects of
$200,000 and less; GSA services INS on larger projects.)
Registered architects in five northwestern border states were
invited to submit standard government forms or their office
brochures to apply for the project commission. The selection
panel, composed of the chief INS architect, the director of
the National Endowment for the Arts architecture program, and
a8 distinguished private architect, first whittled down the
158 submissions to six. (The panel reported that, on a
project of this size and nature, review of the firms'
brochures, which are normally illustrated and indicative of
the firms' design approaches, was more useful than reading
the standard government forms 251, 254 or 255.) These six
were paid to bring no more than two people apiece to Seattle.
Once there, each firm had a brief opportunity to show slides
of its work. The selection panel then explained what it was
looking for, gave each firm a copy of a detailed building
program, and then invited the designers to spend approximately
three hours in private developing a response to the program.
The panel specifically warned that it did not expect a design
for the border station, but hoped that the program would allow
the firm to discuss how it would tackle design of the station.
The firm that won was selected because the panel felt that it
demonstrated the best judgment of what portions of the program
were most crucial to a successful design, and that it promised
the most appropriate and imaginative solution to the problems
the program presented. (These included providing comfortable
quarters and efficient inspection facilities for the horder
patrolmen, and at the same time, presenting a welcoming image
to visitors to the United States.) Based on submission of
applications alone, and based on the initial interview on top
of that, the panelists agreed they would not have selected
the firm they eventually did--evidence that the actual
solicitation of design proposals makes a difference. A
questionnaire evoked favorable responses from all the finalists,
several of whom had not before braved Federal selection
procedures.




You said you believe that many government agencies are not
receptive to novel design concepts. Can you cite any good
examples?

You said in the early days the Federal Government set the
style for public building design, but that now they have lost
their nerve. What accounts for this?

In the early years of this country, the Federal Government
was a leader in architectural quality. George Washington took
a direct interest in architectural design, as did most cultured
men in a day when professional architects were practically
unknown. Jefferson started a tradition of placing the country's
best architects--for a while, jt's only professional architects--
in full-time charge of Federal building efforts. These men--
Benjamin Latrobe, Charles Bulfinch, and Robert Mills--established
innovative design and technological standards that other public
and private building followed.

Now, many of our building officials think that "design"
is only a frill, something added on after the basic shape and
function of a building is determined. Many of those in charge
have backgrounds in administration, rather than design. They
abdicate design responsibilities to private designers and opt
for safe, middle-of-the-road design approaches. And these
designers, cognizant of what's expected of them, usually offer
the Government the least daring, least controversial design
they can produce.

This is not to say that the most controversial design is
necessarily the best. But it is a feeling that the Government
is not a very enlightened, not a thought ful architectural
client, that discourages the country's outstanding
architectural practices from seeking Federal jobs.

The exceptions to this general rule are instructive.
pulles International Airport, considered one of the
outstanding American buildings of this century (and the only
Federal structure to make the all-time American top ten in a
poll conducted by the A.I.A. last year) was designed by Eero
Saarinen. The airport is noted not only for the stylistic
distinction of its terminal and tower, but also because it
attempted a different approach to the basic architectural
problem of the airport--how to funnel passengers efficiently
from terminal to airplane. Saarinen was chosen by an FAA
Administrator who took a special interest in design and
together they fought a bureaucratic war of attrition waged
against various aspects of the unconventional design.

The National Park Service is often singled out as the
Federal agency maintaining the highest design standards. It
has hired some of the country's outstanding firms--and, for
a museum on the site of Benjamin Franklin's house in
Philadelphia, hired one of our most controversial firms and
got an unusual and popular design. The Park Service does a




substantial amount of its design work in-house with a staff of
architects, planners and exhibits designers. This staff

exudes a sense of pride in its own work, and a sense of
confidence in selecting the work of others. When the Park
Service reviews design proposals prepared by outside architects,
it tends to focus its criticism on functional aspects and
leaves questions of style alone. In its functional critiques,
of course, the Service draws on a great store of accumulated
in-house experience.

GSA performs almost none of its own design work. Even
small projects are contracted out. Architect Walter Meisen,
a former Acting Commissioner of the Public Buildings Service,
once remarked that when a GSA project was received favorably,
its private architects were acclaimed by the press; when a
project was reviewed unfavorably, GSA was assigned the blame.
It should not be surprising, then, if the morale of GSA's
staff is not high. Mr. Meisen's remark also sums up the
incentives operating on government officials to encourage
"safe" design approaches -- not a fertile ground for a
progressive, cooperative relationship between public official
and private designer.

One recommendation we would make, therefore, is to allow
GSA to prepare designs in-house for small projects. his
would, at least, help GSA attract architects and other
designers with design experience and an interest in "design
table" work. It would also help GSA attract young architects.
(At the present, employment at GSA does not even meet the
criteria established by state registration boards for the

design experience that is requisite to architectural licensing.)

For the Government to accomplish at least a portion of
the design work on its major public buildings programs is not
a break with our history. The current situation is rather the
historical aberration. As already noted, the Federal government
had practicing designers in its employ from the very beginning.
In the 1850's an Office of Construction was established in
the Treasury Department; it evolved into the Office of the
Supervising Architect, a design and construction organization
that survived right up until World War 1I, and furnished designs
for most of the Federal buildings (including post offices)
built during its existence. Many of our most distinguished
old government buildings were designed by government architects:
the Treasury, 0ld Post Office, 0ld Executive Office building
and Patent Office (now the National Collection of Fine Arts)
here in Washington alonec.

Design and construction staffs should be directed by
design professionals or administrators with experience in
the design fields. There are currently very few design
professionals in policy-making positions in the government.
I1f we want to improve the performance of the government as a




client, we need administrators familiar with the design process
who will demand and support thoughtful work by both private

and public designers. This may require training designers

in public administration ckills and training administrators

in the application of design skills. In addition, the Civil
Service Commission could review its criteria for appointments
to policy-making design and construction positions, with a
view toward emphasizing experience in and knowledge of design
management.

You recommend more flexibility in the way architects are
selected by the Government. Do you advocate repealing or
changing the Architect-Engineer Selection Act of 1972
(P.L. 92-582) and, if so, what should be changed?

’
You suggested design competitions. How could we go about
this? What impact would that have on the present system?

The present system for selecting private architects for
Government projects tends to reinforce the other pressures
we noted that result in the Government opting for safe,
unexceptional design. This selection system has rewarded
those "safe" firms, both large and small in terms of the
number of people employed, that have taken the time to fill
out the proper forms, that have been likely not to challenge
programs that give short shrift to a building's environs and
the needs of employees and the public alike, and that have
given promise of not embroiling the Government in internecine
design controversies.

What the system does not allow is the presentation of
competing approaches to satisfying the Government's .
architectural needs. In nearly every other major search for
its needed materiel, for weapons, transit systems, electronic
devices, etc., the Federal government adheres to policies that
encourage selection from a range of proposals advanced by
private enterprise that differ in approach to design, use of
technology, and ultimate cost. Architects have long been
familiar with a procedure that offers the advantages of the
competitive system, but the Federal government has not taken
significant advantage of it in nearly four decades.

Design competitions offer several distinct opportunities,
not only to the government, but to the design community as a
whole. They can provide suggestions of widely varying ways of
meeting specified building needs--not just new ideas, but new
combinations of the familiar, as well. They provide a sort of
forum in which architects, responding to the competition's
program, have a dialogue with the competition's prnmnicr-—und
with each other. Competitions provoke public interest in the
design process and in architecture. The public is drawn by
the suspense involved and by the design “"debate" represented
in the various entries. Losing entries sometimes attract more




attention than the winners and provide ideas used in
subsequent projects. (In some West German and Swiss
competitions, provision is made for "purchasing" a second or
third place design and using it instead of the adjudged
winner, either for the project at hand, or for a subsequent
one.)

Design competitions in Federal practice, like in-house
design work, are as old as the Republic. The White House and
Capitol building were both subjects of design competitions.

(We may as well note right here that there were procedural
irregularities in the Capitol competition that have recurred,
with variations, down to the present. We will argue that

these can be avoided.) So was the Washington Monument. In
1893, with forceful A.I.A. backing, the Tarsney Act became law
and, until its repeal in 1912, provided for selection of private
architects ‘only through competitions. The Ellis Island
Immigration Station and the acclaimed New York Custom House were
both Tarsney Act products. (Its repeal was prompted by the
findings of a Congressional committee that the work of the
Supervising Architect's Office was less costly.) The impetus
for A.I.A. support of the Tarsney Act seems to have been at
least as much to induce the government to switch to designs of
the classical, Beaux Arts school from its then-preferred
Victorian eclectic, as to get work for private architects. In
the 1930's, when private architects very much wanted government
work, though, the A.I.A. gave very little support to competition
as a selection procedure. However, a group of "modern"
architects lobbied for a competitions bill in the apparent hope
that it would lead to selection of designers of their school
over the survivors of the Beaux Arts who still held sway over
Federal design--and over the A.I.A. The bill did not pass,

but several competitions for post offices were held in the

late 1930's. 1In 1939, Congress funded a competition for design
of a Smithsonian Gallery of Art on the Mall. Eliel and Eero
Saarinen won with a design that some art historians now believe
was one of the most-successful-ever accommodations of the
“modern" style to a monumental building program. (That building
was never built. The Hirshhorn Museum is its indirect
descendant.)

The American architectural establishment does not favor
competitions. A.I.A. spokesmen claim that they are costly,
both to promoters and to architects; cumbersome and time-
consuming; often become "beauty contests', with top honors
going to the most spectacular rather than the most
functional--or even "buildable'--design; and deprive architects
of close rapport with the client. None of these objections
hold up well under close scrutiny.

Architectural competitions are routinely promoted by
public authorities throughout Scandinavia and in West Germany
and Switzerland. The Royal Institute of British Architects
actively encourages their use. The President of the RIBA




recently wrote, "If we want our architecture to flourish, to
be relevant to today's needs and to be enjoyed [his emphasis]
by the public, we need a constant flow of architectural
competitions." (Foreword to Participating in Architectural
Competitions, by Judith Strong, The Architectural Press, Ltd,,
London: 1976). The popular European and British competitions
are conducted, however, under rules and safeguards that make

them very different from those American architects think of
when they dismiss the idea of competitions.

For over seventy-five years, American competitions have
followed rules laid down and enforced by the A.I.A. Under
study by the U.5. Justice Department for the anti-trust
implications of the sanctions prescribed for violation of its
competition code, the A.I.A. is reforming its competitions
rules. At ' the very least, the revised rules will allow for
a greater variety of competitions procedures. We believe that
new procedures can also eliminate most of the objections to
current competitions.

At present, American competitions are either "open" or
"limited", and either “one-step" or "two-step'. "Open"
generally means that any registered architect may enter the
competition. "Limited" means that specific architects (usually
no more than ten) are invited to compete. In a two-step
competition, five to ten initial entries are selected for
further development by their authors, and the winners are
named from these. In a one-step, there is only one stage of
judging. Only second stage competitors in a two-step, and
the winners in a one-step are given money awards. Judging is
conducted by a jury composed of a majority of architects.

A "professional adviser" is appointed to help prepare the
program and organize the competition for the promoter. Under
the old AIA rules, this adviser is supposed to be an architect
drawn from outside the promoter's organization; he does not
sit on the jury.

Architects are quite naturally concerned that a competition
may require them to spend a great deal of time and work
developing and illustrating their design with a relatively
small change of getting any compensation at all. (Most
foreign architects' associations publish a schedule of suggested
award amounts, based on a percentage of project budget. The
AIA has no such schedule, but recommends the first place amount
be such as to compensate the winner for the time spent
developing the design. This amount would normally be
substantially larger than that recommended in the foreign
schedules.) There are simple ways to cut the costs to the
competing architects--and to equalize the differences in size
and resources among them. A definite time period during which
design development can occur may be set. 1In the large
competitions that characterize the recent American experience,
this period is typically several months. That time can be
shortened substantially. Similarly, the amount of detail
required in the entries can be limited. and presentation

techniques restricted to inexpensive ones.




There is no good reason that competition entries need
be complete designs. One criticism of competitions is that
once a design has been adjudged the winner, everyone involved
is afraid to change it, even if, on later thought, it appears
to need revision. This attitude is a product of a misplaced
emphasis in competitions. What one should search for through
the competitive process is the designer who appears to best
understand the client's needs and shows the greatest promise
of fulfilling those needs. It is not necessary to require
competitors to carry designs all the way to the stage that
they are almost ready to be built to find this out. Our work
with the Immigration and Naturalization Service indicated
that the search can be ended long before that stage is reached;
indeed, our JNS project did not require any sort of specific
design at all.

Competitions have always been conducted so that the
great majority of entrants wind up with no compensation, yet
architects still flock to competitions when they are held.
One reason is the publicity given winning designs. Many
architects seem simply to enjoy the challenge of the competition.
Young and unknown architects view competitions as a means of
becoming known.

Architects risk their capital in other ways in the hope
of securing commissions. They entertain potential clients.
They fly to Washington and other cities to stalk corporate
and government corridors in search of commissions. A former
GSA Administrator remarked, "No people are more politically
oriented in procuring federal commissions than architects.

They contribute to both parties. Never a day passed that
there was not at least one architect on my appointment list."
As long as architects have speculative money to spend, it
might be better spent designing than lobbying.

Competitions can be made less costly to their promoters
as well. In the federal governemnt, the "professional
adviser" could be a designated staff architect, or design
team. The RIBA has experimented with a form of regional,
"1imited” competitions for government work. The tedious and
time-consuming process of soliciting questions arising from
the program from entrants and distributing answers in return
is eliminated by substituting a conference at which all the
competitors meet with the program's author. RIBA architects
serve as judges for these short-term competitions (which also
require only simple design sketches) for free. The costs of
competition also decrease if provision is made for second and
third place winners to receive commissions for subsequent
projects. (This would appear to be legal under the Brooks
Bill as long as the subsequent projects were designated in
the competition announcement.)




The current system could also stand improvement in the
means by which designs are judged. There have been instances
in which promoters have not been pleased with the designs
ranked first by juries--with the usual result that the
"“winners" are compensated, but the actual project commissions
go to others. One way out of this dilemma is for the promoter
to have a representative, or even a majority of representatives,
on the jury. In a recent competition jury report, the jurors
said they felt they could have done a better job had there
been a promoter's representative present to help interpret his
particular needs. Another method is to have the jury select
three designs (or designers) for commendation and to leave the
final choice up to the promoter. This alternative, too, is
being tested by the RIBA and is close to the procedures widely
prevalent in West German governmental competitions.

Juries do not have to be comprised solely of architects.
Even the AIA rules require only a majority of architects.
The Swiss routinely ask lay public officials and building
managers to serve. In recent Canadian and French competitions,
finalists' designs were put on display and the public was
invited to vote on them, the public vote being counted as one
vote in the ultimate jury selection.

However the jury is constituted, standards of fairness
might be improved by the application of standards borrowed
from the judicial system. For example, the jury could be
required to write an opinion justifying its selections according
to criteria established in the program. Competitors, by the
same token, might be allowed to submit short briefs explaining
their entries. Jurors and competitors could be prohibited
from ex parte communication during the course of the competition.
And we might then abandon the traditional anonymity of
competitors, allowing the jurors to know the author of each
design. But, again following legal precedents, the identity
of the jurors would not be made known to the competitors until
their entries were in. There is no a priori reason why we should
assume architectural jurors are any more prejudiced than the
judges and jurors of our legal system--and the establishment
of explicit judgment criteria would restrict the possible effect
of bias. With this system, competitors would be unable to
attempt to "play" to what they assume to be the jurors'
prejudices, too.

The judging criteria could be written in such a way to
discourage jurors from turning the competition into a "beauty
context."” Some jurors now apparently fecl a compulsion to
vote for the most spectacular or startling design simply
because there are so few competitions. They think if they
uncover a groundbreaking design, it will help prove the value
of the competition system. As the Sydney Opera House competi-
tion showed, the most spectacular design can also be nearly
unbuildable, and at the very least, frightfully expensive.
Many architects cite this as further "proof" that competitions
are inherently imperfect. The more rational conclusion, of




course, is that there need to be cost and technical conditions
laid out in the competition program. One can, for instance,
stipulate a project budget and have cost consultants review
submissions. Those entries that could not be built within
the budget can be disqualified. This is a common feature

of British and Swedish competitions. And, if the winning
architect appeared to lack the experience needed to see the
design through to working drawings, he or she can be required
to affiliate with a more experienced firm. Some West German
public competition winners move into government offices to
work with experienced in-house staff.

The GSA is in the process of experimenting with a form
of A-E selection that is, in effect, a limited design
competition, The Stage 3 Project Proposal procedure to be
used for the 01d Post Office project here in Washington, will
utilize GSA's existing public advisory panel and in-house
evaluation board to select five architects for intensive
interviewing. Three of these will then be asked to prepare
designs and, out of these, a winner will be selected.
Relatively explicit judging criteria have already been set out
in the Commerce Business Daily announcement that invited
applications. This procedure is an imaginative combination of
existing mechanisms with a competitive procedure.

We believe that this, and other forms of competitive
selection, could open architect selection to public view,
just as the mixed-use provisions jin the Public Buildings
Cooperative Use Act can open buildings to public use. It
could go a long way toward eliminating the taint of political

jnterference in the selection process. The visibility of the
selection and the design alternatives it produced might induce
officials and the general public alike to take a greater
interest in the government's building programs. And designers
with fresh ideas might be attracted by the open challenge of
meeting the government's architectural needs.

At least for the purpose of experimenting with various
forms of design competition, it would not appear to be
necessary to amend the Architect-Engineer Selection Act of
1972 (P.L. 92-582). Reports of the Senate and House Committees
on Government Operations favorably reporting out the legislation
that became P.L. 92-582 explicitly provided for the use of
design competitions in "situations involving 'prestige'
projects such as the design of memorials and structures of
unusual national significance."™ (Senate Report No. 92-1219,

p. 8, and House Report No. 92-1188, p. 10). At some later
point, if competitive procedures prove to be advisable, the
Act might require amendment in order to authorize their
routine use.




You also advocate a government-wide awards program, putting all
federal construction agencies against each other in a
competition. How could this be done? Isn't GSA responsible
for building design?

A design awards program not only recognizes past
achievements, it also keeps the issue of design quality in the
minds of those with the authority to influence it in the future.
And by singling out specific aspects of design for commendation,
an awards program may alter design procedures and concepts.

Most architectural awards programs have concentrated
on building style, honoring those single buildings an awards
jury considers the most aesthetically pleasing. Some of the
buildings so honored have turned out, in actual use, to be
barely functional for the purposes they were intended to serve.
The most egregious example is the Pruitt-Icoe public housing
project, widely praised in the late 1950's for the appearance
of its high-rise apartment blocks, and demolished early in this
decade when living conditions among its low-income population
became untenable,

Awards categories in recent design awards programs have
been expanded in an effort to counteract this; Progressive
Architecture magazine presents awards for research into building
programming and operation. The American Tnstitute of Architects
now separately honors adaptive-use projects. The Civic Trust
awards in England require that nominated projects be visited
by regional judges to assess how well they accommodate their
surroundings and their functions.

GSA has gone farthest of all. In its second and most
recent biennial design awards in 1975, GSA recognized work in
historic preservation and adaptive-use, interior planning and
design, research, the fine arts, and new construction. In
presenting the awards, for work accomplished by both in-house
professionals and private designers, GSA also honored, where
appropriate, the Federal agencies that sponsored the projects
and the GSA regions that carried them out.

We believe the GSA prcgram is a good model for a
government-wide awards program. In line with the objectives
of the Public Buildings Cooperative Use Act, the main theme
of such a program could be to recognize Federal and private
designers, and government agencies and officials, whose work
has created federal facilities that are accessible to the
public, that enhance their surrounding physical and human
environments, and that function efficiently for their federal
occupants. The GSA categories could be expanded to include
awards for multiple-use projects and for management initiatives.
(As we noted above, building management initiatives might be
particularly important in assuring the success of multiple-use
projects. Another kind of management action was commended in
the GSA awards: a program that required in-house staff to
spend a day at their jobs in wheel chairs in order to acquaint
them with the obstacles encountered by the handicapped.) A
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full-fledged program might be expanded further to encomj
other aspects of federal design, su s ‘graphic desij
photography in government publicat s, and clothing design
in both military and civilian servic

A government-wide program could stimulate a healthy
spirit of competition among the major design and construction
agencies. Besides GSA, these include: the Army Corps of
Engineers, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Air Force
Directorate of Civil Engineering, Veterans Administration,
National Park Service, Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, Energy Research and Development Administration, State
Department, NASA, Tennessee Valley Authority, Postal Service,
Smithsonian Institution and Architect of the Capitol. All of
these agencies carry on significant architect selection, design
and construction supervision, or building management activities
ocoutside the jurisdiction of GSA. DOT, HUD, and Commerce
administer large grant programs with great impacts on the
design of our urban environment and an awards progrs
make provision for recognizing achievements in subsidiz
federal design and construction, too. (HUD, in its design
awards, has already developed a system for grading the impact
of subsidized projects on the urban environment.) Agencies
that currently conduct their own awards program -- at present,
the Department of Defense, Corps of Engineers, Naval Facilities
Engineering Command, GSA, and HUD -- could be encouraged to
continue them within the framework of the larger program.

Either the National Endowment for the Arts or the Council
on Environmental Quality might logically be assigned the task
of administering the awards program. CEQ could include the
results of the awards judging in its annual report on the
environment, but, in order to do an adequate job, CEQ would
need to augment its staff with additional people with an
intere: in, and knowledge of, the built environment. In
either case, it would be advantageous for the program to have
the imprimatur of authorization in a presidential executive
order and to be administered by a neutral, non-building agency.

In your statement you suggested that hearings be held in the
early stages of design, to get public input. Don't agencies
such as GSA do this already, as a matter of policy? What
would you recommend public hearings be focused upc

In only a few instances has the government provided a
mechanism for the public to express opinions on building
projects before they rise up out of the ground. This Committee
did a few years ago, when it held hearings on the proposed
design of the Dirksen Senate Office Building extension (now
the Hart Senate Office Building). And GSA held a hearing in
Baltimore a few months ago to solicit opinions on the design
of a controversial sculpture.




Public hearings sometimes are scheduled in response to

ies over Environmental Impact Statements, but these
hearings usually focus on site selection in one form or
another: the issues raised deal with impacts on local traffic,
employment, housing, urban services, and, of course, air and
water quality. t The EIS normally notes if historic buildings
will be affected (but rarely considers their use for government
purposes), and otherwise ignores issues of urban design. Often,
a boilerplate statement about wgesthetics" is included,
promising that the facility's design will be an appropriate
and aesthetic one, or words to that effect.

Impact statements are issued before facility design is
completed. But prograr development is usually well along
when the EIS comes out, and, as we have stated, program
development is really the crucial phase of project design.

If the regulations for preparation of the EIS were revised to
require attention to urban design issues, the Impact Statement
could serve as the forum for discussion of the quality of the
man-made as well as the natural environment. (We would hope
that this new task for EIS authors would be accompanied by a
general simplication of the EIS process. The issues we would
like to add can be addressed concisely, in any event.)

Urban design issues would include the overall size of the
facility, the predominant materials to be used in its
construction, and proposed confipuration and uses of its street
level facilities, open spaces, and interior public areas.
Interested citizens and officials could then compare these
plans with the character of existing and projected development
in the area to determine whether the federal facility would
enhance its surroundings or not.

In the case of major projects ("major" being defined in
terms of potential impact on the project area, not just as an
absolute budget figure) in which the EIS comments indicate
substantial local reservations, public hearings could be
convened under the authority of either the Federal construction
agency or of the Congressional public buildings subcommittee.

Opportunities exist for public and Congressional
participation in the design process at even earlier stages.
When GSA conducts a survey of government space needs in a
geographical area, it might be feasible to conduct public
hearings to gather information on real property availability
(particularly of historic structures). GSA currently notifies
local officials of the conduct of the survey. A hearing might
produce information from other sources. Similarly, when the
site selection process is initiated, a public hearing could air
objections before expensive planning is undertaken. Of course,
the desirability of public notice must be balanced against the
need not to inflate specific neighborhood real estate values
artifically and prematurely.




Congress could revise building prospectus requirements
to include consideration of the urban design values we
mentioned above, the use of historic and other existing
structures, and provision of commercial and other public use
facilities. The prospectus could also require the description
of the facilities planned to enhance employee morale,

In selected instances of major urban design impact,
public hearings could be held again when preliminary designs
are completed. This process might be reserved for those -cases
mandated by Congress in response to demonstrated community
objections to earlier programming presentations. Again, we
believe that review should be restricted to matters of urban
design and should not be opened to consideration of detailed
aspects of building layout and exterior appearance. The latter
sort of review has the potential of disrupting the integrity
of the designer's scheme, rendering the final product a
patchwork of ideas. This sort of review could also have a
"chilling" effect on future projects, discouraging some
architects from applying for federal commissions and frustrating
the best efforts of others who are selected.

For similar reasons, we urge caution in acceding to the
reviews of community design review boards. Many tend to
concentrate on just those matters we described above as tending
to frustrate the design process. Moreover, few such boards
have established reviewable criteria for their decisions and
many do not prescribe rules that guarantee the elements of
due process in their deliberations.

The National Park Service has recently developed a citizen
participation process that might be a model to follow when
time and project size allow. In devising a master plan for
Yosemite National Park, the Service prepared a package that
could be sent to anyone with an interest in use of the park.
The package was detailed, and required those wishing to advise
the planners to study pertinent laws and regulations and to
designate, area by area and for the Park as a whole, their
choices from a list of up to 15 increasingly intensive land
uses. Despite Park Service estimates that responses could
take days to prepare, over 10,000 families, environmental
groups and business concerns sent back complete replies.

Finally, we wish to point out again that design
competitions, by their very nature, cncourage public notice
of architectural programming and design.

Do you think every construction agency should have its own
designers, responsible for their own buildings?

Do you think that design and construction responsibility must
necessarily be centralized in the same agency or office, such
as the Public Buildings Service, or could they be separated?
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Combining design and construction responsibilities in
the same office can allow a flow of information useful to
both processes. Technical and cost data from construction
can be fed into subsequent design efforts, and new design
approaches can be developed taking account of construction
and cost constraints. In fact, building management and
maintenance data should also flow freely into design offices
and should include evaluations by those who actually occupy
or visit Federal buildings. And interior design should be
a part of the same building service staff and share in the
general exchange of ideas and experience. The Public
Buildings Service as currently constituted contains all these
elements. The only significant building function separate
from it is furniture procurement, which should be controlled
by the interior design office.

Most agencies have no need for their own building
design staffs. They should be able to make use of the
central design service GSA was meant to provide. The active
in-house design staff we have suggested would need a steady
workload of small projects. In the past few years, other
government agencies that formerly relied on the Public
Buildings Service for design and construction have begun to
form their own building services. HEW is a notable example.
This competition over building work has not improved design
noticeably. We believe competition is healthy, but recommend
it be fostered in other ways.

At the same time, GSA could improve the service it
provides to other agencies by designating some of its building

design and management personnel to act as liaisons with each
serviced agency. They could act much as commercial service
representatives do, providing one point of contact within GSA
for its customers. These representatives might be placed in
an office of customer service, so that their performance would
be evaluated at least in part by the quality of service they
give to their "customers".

There are, nevertheless, situations that argue in favor
of agencies other than GSA maintaining their own architectural
or design staffs. Agencies that operate programs requiring
a significant inventory of special needs buildings, like the
Veterans Administration, the military services, and the
National Park Service, can justify the expense of a full-
fledged design and construction staff. Some other agencies
with specialized needs but smaller construction programs, like
the Customs and Immigration Services with their inspection
ctations and the Federal Aviation Administration with its air
traffic control centers and towers, might need full-time
staff to study, refine, and manage work-space Tequirements,
while not directly furnishing their own design and construction
services.




Do you think the cost factor » is responsible for so many
of the drab and uninteresting 1ildings we see today? Is it
so much more expensive to combine a little brick or stone
into an exterior conérete wall than to just leave it plain?
Costs alone are rarely the sole cause of unimaginative
design. Down to some certain limits, architects can create
buildings that function well, fit in with their surroundings,
and serve public purposes--or buildings that do none of
these--no matter what the budget. Structural concrete and
steel and mechanical pij can be used to create textured as
well as monotonous surfaces, vibrant public spaces as well as
""dead" ones.
However, costs can be reduced to the point where certain
aspects of a public building program cannot be met. We
believe that this happens, when it does, because, while our
current analysis techniques provide an estimate of costs, they
do not provide us with an estimate of corresponding benefits.

Life-cycle cost procedures, for example, provide an
estimate of building costs over time. (And some of these
estimates are subject to question, since the underlying
assumptions are debatable, e.g., the number of years of the
building's usable life, costs of ener sources in the future,
and the relevant discount rate.) The life-cycle cost printout
does not, however, estimate the benefits of functiomal public
reception areas, or better interior de and other morale-
enhancing expenditures, or the strengthened tax base produced
by a federal development designed to stimulate commercial
rehabilitation of a rundown area.

Because of this biased analysis, the tendency is to opt
for the least-cost solution. When life-cycle cost analysis
is applied to a defense system, the cost is compared to
certain "benefits" the military have determined are essential.
The least-cost system may not provide the requisite "benefits"
of reliability or ease of operation. Until we can provide
similarly defined goals for our public buildings, we should
be careful in relying on cost estimates alone to get project
budgets.

We should also recognize that some benefits may not ever
be susceptible of analysis by mathematical computation. How
does one estimate the dollar value of providing a town with
a project that boosts civic pride? It would be hard to trace
any particular business investment in an area ctly to the
fact that money was spent to make federal building's plaza
a catalyst for downtown acti y. There is no substitute
for subjective but rati olicy-n in these cases.
Decisions such-as these have to be '"political' in the best
sense of the term.




The same problem inheres in value 1agement and fast-
track construction systems. They are L anagement tools,
but they can so come to dominate decision-making, that factors
that are irrelevant to them may be overlooked entirely in
making overall project choices. Some of the same cautions
apply to the decision to adapt an old building or build a new
one. Just looking at the comparative cost estimates does not
inform one that adaptive use projects are more labor-intensive
and supply more employment opportunities. Nor do we know how
to estimate the dollar benefits of saving landmarks that
contribute to feelings of neighborhood cohesion. More
fundamentally, the prices assigned to some construction resources
may under-value the opportunity costs incurred in using them.
(For example, the price of new steel may not reflect the costs
to society of the air pollution incurred in its manufacture.)

What do you think about the idea of upgrading the outward
appearance of existing federal buildings, to modernize or
improve them?

What are your ideas concerning restoration of old buildings
having historical or architectural significance? You pointed
out that some appear over-dignified, pompous, and lacking in
human warmth. Where do we draw the line here?

We believe that many American institutional buildings
(and not just Federal buildings) designed in the last twenty-
five years now appear over-dignified and sterile. While there
certainly have been some architecturally significant buildings

in those years, it is not to these that we presume the
government will primarily look when seeking to comply with the
adaptive use requirements of P.L. 94-541.

The outward appearance of most existing buildings,
including those built in the last twenty-five years, could
be improved by implementing the cooperative use aspects of
P.L. 94-541. Active public use of lobbies, courtyards, and
plazas would do much to dispel the forbidding image some of
our federal buildings present. Festive banners draped on the
sides of buildings or over entrances could add color and an
aura of welcome while publicizing performances and exhibits
taking place below or inside. > blank walls might furnish
a "canvas" for murals or mosaic igns. Generally, however,
we would advocate concentrating energies and funds on turning
existing federal buildings into active, friendly places rather
than on remodeling the building facades.

Your comments, regarding the new Public Law 94-541 and how
existing buildings can be changed, and converted to more active
public use, were very interesting. Particularly the new FBI
Building and other existing federal buildings. Have you
discussed this with the FBI, GSA, or any other agency, and

what are their reactions?




The renovation of the 01d Post Office building on
Pennsylvania Avenue will become the first GSA project to
incorporate multiple-use leasing. Planners for the District
of Columbia government have approached federal authorities
about the possibility of incorporating multiple-use facilities
in the J. Edgar Hoover FBI Building. We are aware of existing
federal buildings in Seattle, Portland, and Chicago that could
also be converted easily to multiple-use, and we presume there
are numbers of others

Public accessibility is not something that need be an
element of design and management only in office buildings.
The Bureau of Engraving and Printing hosts many Washington
tourists. A gallery permits them to watch the presses in
operation. Government laboratories and research installations
not engaged in classified defense work could also provide for
public tours, becoming an educational resource for local schools.
Waste management and pollution control projects belonging to or
supported by the government could have public observation
facilities designed in, enhancing environmental awareness.

We have not discussed specific multiple-use projects with
other agencies.

Where the cost of restoring an old building might approach or
equal that of constructing a new one, offering greater benefits
such as efficiency and flexibility, what would you recommend?

Comparisons of the efficiency of new huildings over old

may be skewed. Large-scale new projects are sometimes
justified on the ground that it is advantageous to '"consolidate"
all the federal employees in an area into one building. Since
older buildings tend to be smaller-scale than the consolidation
would seem to require, the old buildings are not considered
adequate. We believe this policy should be reviewed and

refined. While it is undoubtedly true that some federal
activities now located in dispersed facilities could function
more efficiently if collocated, it seems hard to believe, as
Senator Buckley said nearly two years ago, that the Forest
Service needs to be across the hall from the Secret Service.
Surely some efficiencies can be realized merely by using
available electronic communication devices or messenger services.
Consolidation advantages should be analyzed on a cas

basis, with comparative physical relocation and alter
communication costs perhaps computed according to a g
cost model.

Moreover, restoring an old building may generate benefits
that are difficult to measure, such as improvements to other
properties in the immediate neighborhood and conservation of
construction resources. Restoration projects typically provide
more jobs than new construction for a given outlay of money.




You mentioned the "Guiding Principles for Federal Architecture,"
published in President Kenne s 1962 report, and indicated
these had not influenced federal architecture to any great
degree since then. Can you tell us why, and if these should
be re-emphasized or strengthened as a matter of policy?

Declarations of government architectural principles are
as old as the Republic. Each one characteristically asserts
that the government has an obligation to erect distinguished
buildings and that one style best s) bolizes American democratic
institutions. Under this mantle of symbolic fitness, Thomas
Jefferson invoked the Roman temple form, Nicholas ddle (head
of the Second Bank of the United States) the Greek temple,
James snwick the Romanesque of the Smithsonian, the Supervising
Architect in 1866 the Second Empire style (borrowed from France),
the Supervising Architect in 1901 the Beaux-Arts, and the U.S.
Public Building Commission in the 1920's a combination of the
classical and what it called the "modern office-type."

In 1931, the A.T.A. Board of Directors enunciated design
principles in a new form. The government was still exhorted
to architectural excellence, but no particular style was
invoked:

We believe that the country is entitled to the
services of the best architectural talent available....
We affirm that our Federal buildings in all
parts of the country should proclaim the highest
standards of enduring architecture. The special
requirements, custo , and traditions of the communities
in which they are located should be recognized and met
in their design.

such standards of excellence can be ieved
only by enlisting the best ability in the architectural
profession. Men capable of producing these results are
not to be found in subordinate capacities in government
bureaus....

The 1962 Guiding Principles for Federal Architecture read
very much like the 1931 A.T.A. declaration. Both statements
are valuable as calls for high design standards and in |
aside the endless and unwinnable debate over style. But
neither suggests how high design standards can be attained,
other than by following the lead of private architects. As we
have noted before, this is no guarantee of good design.

We believe that improving the government's architectural
undertakings can be accompli 1 better by plotting and
following a course of specific actions, such as that we have
outlined in our Federal architecture reports and in this
statement. As a means of seeing that these actions are
implemented, we would call attention to the concluding
recommendation in the 1974 report of the Federal Architecture
Task Force, established by the National Endowment for the Arts
to advise the Federal Architecture Project in reviewing the
1962 Guiding Principles:
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To give continuity to periodic initiative

for federal design achievement, government concern
for the design quality of federal facilities should
be formalized. An overall design advisory office
should monitor all federal building activities with
periodic reports measuring government progress and
recommending changes in federal policies to raice
the level of design achievement.

How could we use the art in public places program to enhance
the image of public buildings?

Until the federal government embraced modern architecture
in the late 1950's, and with the style, its idea that "ornament
is crime," federal building design had long been a cooperative
product of architects and artists in other fields. Classical
pediments and Beaux-Arts rooflines and entrances were considered
incomplete without sculptural embellishment. Early in his work
on the Capitol, Benjamin Latrobe "americanized" classical design
by topping columns with stone capitals carved in the form of
tobacco leaves. In his preface to The Scarlet Letter, Nathaniel
Hawthorne told of his duties in the Salem, Massachusetts
customhouse and his apprehension over the carved wooden heraldic
eagle poised over the entrance.

The large, neo-classical federal buildings of the 1930's,
such as those in the Federal Triangle, bore a profusion of
works of arts and crafts. Metalworkers fashioned chandeliers,
gates, and monumental doors, muralists covered hallways, and

sculptors carved reliefs and statues. We believe that it is
possible to integrate the arts and crafts again into the design
and life of a building.

GSA funds for fine arts in federal buildings have been
concentrated in the purchase of one or two important pieces
of art, usually sculpture. Fine arts funds could also be used
to purchase a substantial number of smaller works of arts and
crafts. Paintings and photo-murals could be hung on every
floor, and smaller pieces of sculpture placed in plazas (where
some could double as playground pieces for children), lobbies,
and, perhaps where architects understand how to re-integrate
sculpture and architecture, on building facades.

There has been a crafts revival in the United States and
craftspeople can provide hand-crafted ite of architectural
hardware that are now ordered from mass production catalogues.
Woodworkers, ceramicists, and metalworkers can make chandeliers.
Metalworkers can make stairway railings, gates, fountains, and
even elevator doors. Furniture makers can provide benches,
chairs, tables and kiosks for plazas, lobbies, and waiting
arcas. These items could be purchased with regular construction
funds.
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The arts of stonecarving, stained glass windows, and
weaving might also be utilized. A stained glass window on a
lobby or auditorium can be placed so that the sun's rays
trace the changing seasons on a floor or wall. Tapestries
and banners can celebrate events going on in the building or
its neighborhood and can serve as directional signs, as in
the rotunda of the Smithsonian Museum of Natural History. Of
course, signs can be carved out of wood also.

This kind of program would provide opportunities for local
artists and craftspeople to place their work in some of their
communities' most prominent places. The federal government
could provide a market and source of support for many creative
talents.

Program funds could be used to make federal buildings
available to the performing arts. By purchasing a sound system
and a mobile stage, a building manager could invite musical,
dance and dramatic groups to perform at lunchtime, in the
evenings and on weekends. This activity would help supply the
clientele for multiple-use commercial concerns. With
installation of a special lighting system and purchase of
moveable panels, the building can house arts and information
exhibits.

Many agencies generate exhibition materials in the course
of their work. 1In the Pentagon, some of the hallways become
galleries, hung with combat art work, models of military ships,
planes and vehicles, and photographic biographies of some of
our past military leaders. GSA itself has the entire National

Archives to draw on for exhibit material. Agency exhibits
could travel from one federal building to another.

Employees can participate in all of this, and be given a
chance to put their mark on the building. At the Central
Intelligence Agency, an employee committee oversees the
placement of artwork to be displayed in and around the
headquarters building. In some west coast post offices,
designers were brought in to advise and help similar employee
committees, and there, the postal workers created murals
themselves.

California is experimenting with a system that does away
with setting aside a certain percentage of a project's funds
for the arts, realizing that when project costs escalate, the
arts budget may be the first thing to go. And arts funds
linked to new construction projects do not provide for the
purchase of artwork for existing buildings. As we understand
it, in California, the building agency will now operate a
separate arts program, with local advisory committees guiding
purchase and distribution of the works. This system recalls
the Treasury Department's art program in the 1930's. A Section
of Fine Arts and Painting commissioned the works, many through
competition, and consulted with the Supervising Architect's
Office to assure compatibility with building des ign. Most
works were commissioned for specific buildings.
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How could GSA become a better architectural client and write
better programs for its buildings?

The first and most critical step in design is providing
the architect with a good "program'" for the building, a
description of the functions the building will have to serve
and the services it will have to provide. Government building
program documents are traditionally over-stuffed with details
concerning technical matters, such as mechanical and structural
systems, paint and hardware, and somewhat terse about the
work-day needs of the building's inhabitants and visitors, and
the building's relation to its urban environment.

The reason usually given for this, so far as office
buildings are concerned, is that the actual agencies that will
occupy the building have not been determined when the program
is drawn up. Moreover, it is asserted, the agency occupants
will change over the years and all that can be said is that
interior space needs to be flexible. This argument overlooks
the fact that many facets of office life remain fixed no matter
what the organizational structure--the need for conference rooms,
visitor reception, pedestrian circulation, etc. Also ignored
is the fact that those things that make a building inviting and
accessible to the public at large do not vary with changing
tenancies.

There is a great deal of research that needs to be done
to improve the functioning of interior work-spaces, and the
government has an unusually good data-base to support such
research. GSA manages or builds a vast inventory of general
office and special-use space (laboratories and detention
facilities for example). It could conduct continuing studies
of how well the needs of the various users of these buildings
are being met under existing program guidelines. GSA, possibly
working cooperatively with the Civil Service Commission, might
study whether office efficiency could be increased by providing
employee lounge areas or by any other maninulations of office
space layout. Lounges, conference rooms, and reception areas
might be built-in to new or renovated buildings. Under the
Public Buildings Cooperative Use Act, GSA should study private
mixed-use buildings and then monitor its own projects to
develop design guidelines for successfully opening Federal
buildings to public and commercial use.

On the other hand, GSA ought to work with various agencies
to refine the standards for flexible, office work space. Too
often now, space needs are expressed as a simple measure of
square feet per person. Such an expression fails to take account
of the vastly different individual and collective space needs
of a budget office versus a design office, say.

All of this suggests that GSA needs a strong, in-house
interior design staff with the ability to conduct sophisticated
research -- and also the imagination to make the best out of




existing resources. The government cannot afford to revamp all
of its office space, for example, every time a new interior
design concept, such as action office units and office
landscaping, sweeps the design world. A good interior design
staff should be able to produce pleasant and functional -- and
well-designed -- workspaces. And this staff should be trained
to work with employees, to allow them to help shape their own
work environments. The cause of good design is set back every
time a designer imposes inflexible designs that cannot be
adapted for personal use.

Where private architects are hired by direct selection,
they ought to be hired early enough in the planning process to
have some say in the writing of the building program.
Otherwise, we cut them out of the genesis of the design, we
lose the opportunity to learn from their experience, and we
present them with a set of rules which will not elicit their
best efforts. In the Washington Metro subway project, for
example, architect Harry Weese was consulted early enough in
the process to suggest vaulted stations in place of post-and-
beam ones tentatively programmed by engineers. Not only is
the resulting design impressive, it is more efficient from an
engineering standpoint. A private architect selected by GS5A,
on the other hand, argued in vain for re-use of an historic
building on the site of a new federal building. His appointment
and his recommendation came long after the building program had
bheen written.

Once the Government selects a private architect, it should

allow flexibility within the agreed-upon program. Design
reviews by agency staff should be restricted to matters of life-
safety, budget, and work-space efficiency (assuming the agency
has demonstrated experience and expertise in those areas).




QUESTIONS FROM

Is federal architecture bad?

When we speak about the quality of design in the Federal
government's public buildings program, people usually assume
that we are referring to architectural beauty. That is not
what we mean. Perhaps what we do mean has been best expressed
by Reyner Banham, a British architectural historian and critic
now teaching in the United States:

The more we see of architecture the more we are
forced to realize that the only real progress in
the field is in making more fit environments

for human activities, and that no building that
can't offer this is really worth a second look

: architecture, even though it may be a handsome
sculpture....or the cleverest erector toy in the
world....Architecture as an art is finger-painting
compared to architecture as an art of environment.

When we speak of "safe" or "bad" versus "good design,
we are not subjectively assigning the labels of "ugly
versus "pretty". We are speaking of the difference between
un-thought-out, imitative drafting and a design process that
steps back from a program, analyzes all the needs to be
satisfied, and produces a design that satisfies those needs.
This is not easy to do. The needs are often in conflict.
The designer and construction officials work within a budget
and must decide which needs are to be accorded priority.
Improved design, if taken to mean a revolution in architectural
style, comes about rarely. Improved design, if taken to mean
finding ways to manipulate familiar architectural materials
and concepts in order to satisfy human needs, comes about only
slightly more often in the architecture of our times. It is
this second meaning of design improvement that interests us.
Good architecture, under this definition, is generally lacking
in American architecture today. The problem is not unique to
government building. We believe, though, that the government
can take actions that will encourage designers to create better
federal architecture.

Is legislation required or desirable to encourage better
architectural style in federal buildings?

We see no present need for legislation to improve federal
architecture. However, as we have noted in our answers,
certain changes in federal design and construction procedures
might be desirable. New techniques for public and congressional
participation, design by in-house staffs, competitive selection
of private architects, and smaller scale and performance and
Ccrafts-oriented arts-in-architecture products are examples of
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wst decide which needs are to be acco rded priority.
ation, if taken to mean 2a revolution in architect ural
comes about rarely. Innovation, if taken to mean

finding ways to manipulate familiar architectural mater ials
and concepts in order to satisfy human needs, comes about
only slightly more often in the architecture of our tim
It is this second me 1ing of innovation that we wish to
a form of innovation y,(-m.‘r:lil}' lacking in
architecture today. So the problem is not unique
to government puilding and won't entirely be solved until

the profession solves it. We believe, though, that the

government can establish incentives to help the profession

along.
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The Federal Government as Architectural Client

In the early years of this country, the Federal
Government was a ]leader in architectural quality. George
Washington took a direct interest in architectural design,
as did most cultured men in a day when professional architects
were practically unknown. Thomas Jefferson, himself one of
America's distinguished architects, had even greater influence
both in Washington's administration and then in his own.
Jefferson believed in the symbolic importance of architectural
design and encouraged the Federal and state governments to
adopt the classical style and thus recall the virtues of
Republican Rome. Jefferson started a tradition of placing
the country's best architects--for a while, it's only
professional architects--in full-time charge of Federal
building efforts. These men -Benjamin Latrobe, Charles Bulfinch,
and Robert Mills--established innovative design and technological
standards that other public and private building followed.

Now, many of our building officials think that "design"
is only a frill, something added on after the basic shape
and function of a building is determined. Many of those in
charge have backgrounds in construction, rather than design.
They abdicate design responsibilities to private designers
and opt for safe, middle-of-the-road design approaches,
generally presented by designers who represent the

"followership" of the design profession. And these designers,

cognizant of what's expected of them, usually offer the Govern

ment the least daring, least controversial design they can produce.
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This is not to say that the most controversial design is
necessarily the best. (As we tried to emphasize in testimony
before the Subcommittee, the "best" in private American
architecture of the 1950's and 1960's no longer seems Very
satisfactory. It very poorly discharges architecture's
fundamental responsibility--to provide apnronriate settings
for human life.) But it is a feeling that the Government is
not a very enlightened, not a thoughtful architectural client,
that discourages the country's outstanding architectural
practices from seeking Federal jobs.

The exceptions to this general rule are instructive.
pulles International Airport, considered one of the finest

merican buildings of this century (and the only Federal
structure to make the all-time American top ten in a poll
conducted by the A.I.A. last year) was designed by Eero
Saarinen. The airport is noted not only for the stylistic
distinction of its terminal and tower, but also because it

attempted a different approach to the basic architectural

problem of the airport--how to funnel passengers efficiently

from terminal to airplane. Saarinen was chosen by an FAA
Administrator who took a special interest in design and
together they fought a bureaucratic war of attrition waged
against various aspects of the unconventional design.

The National Park Service is often singled out as the
Federal agency maintaining the highest design standards. It

has hired some of the country's outstanding firms--and, for
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2 museum on the site of Benjamin Franklin's house in
Philadelphia, hired one of our most controversial fir
80t an unusual and popular design. The Park Service
substantial amount of its design work in-house wi
of architects, Planners and exhibits designers.
exudes a sense of pride in its own work, and a sense
confidence in selecting the work of others. When the Park
Service reviews design proposals pPrepared by outside
architects, it tends to focus its criticism on funct ional
aspects and leaves questions of style alone. In its
functional critiqm-s, of course, the Service draws on a
great store of accumulated in-house experience.

GSA performs almost none of its own design work.
Even small Projects are contracted out. Architect
Meisen, a formerx Acting Commissioner of the Public Building
Service, once remarked that when a GSA project was received

favorably, its Private architects were acclaimed by the

pPress; when a project was reviewed unfavorably, GSA was

assigned the blame. It should not be surprising then, if

the morale of GSA's staff is not high. Mr. Meisen's remark
also sums up the incentives operating on government of cials

' '

to encourage "safe’ desipgn approaches not a fertile ground
for a progressive, cooperative relat ionship between public
official and private des gner.

One recommendation we would make, therefore, is to

allow GSA to p are designs in-house for small projects.




105

This would, at least, help GSA attract architects and other
designers with design experience and an interest in "design

table" work. It would also help GSA attract young architects.

(At the present, it does not even neet the criteria established

by employment at GSA state registration boards for the design
experience that is requisite to architectural licensing.)

For the Government to accomplish at least a portion of
the design work on its major public buildings programs is not
a break with our history. The current situation is rather
the historical aberration. As already noted, the Federal
government had practicing designers in its employ from the
very beginning. In the 1850's an Office of Construction was
established in the Treasury Department; it evolved into the
Office of the Supervising Architect, a design and construction
organization that survived right up until World War 11, and
furnished designs for most of the Federal buildings (including
post offices) built during its existence. Many of our most
distinguished old government buildings were designed by
government architects: the Treasury, 01d Post Office, 0ld
Executive Office building and Patent Office (now the National
Collection of Fine Arts) here in Washington alone. (See the
attached manuscript entitled, nStarved Architects", a section
from a book on the history of federal architecture prepared
by the Federal Architecture Project to be published in the
fall of 1977. 1t describes the events leading up to the

démise of the Supervising Architect's 0ffice.)




The first and most critical ste 1 design is providi

the architect with a good "proj For the building,

description of the functions the building will have to serve

and the services it will have to provide. Government building

program documents are traditionally over-stuffed with details

concerning technical matters, such as mechanical and Structural
systems, paint and hardware, and somewhat terse about the
work-day neceds of the building's inhabitants and visitors

>
and the building's relation to its urban environme
The reason usually given for this, so far
buildings are concerned, is that the actual agencies
occupy the building have not been determined when the program
Mm up. Moreover, it i erted, the ency occupants
will change over the years and all that can be said is that
interior space needs to be flexible. This argument overlooks
the fuct that many facets - of e 1life remain fixed no
matter what the organizational structure -the need for
conference rooms, visitor reception, pedestrian circulation,
etc. Also ignored is the fact that those things ths
building inviting and accessible to the public at
not vary with changing tenancies
1ere is a great de 0t research that needs to be done
rove the functioning of interior worl snaces, and the
government ‘has the perfect dat: support such research.

GSA nages or builds a vast inventory of general office and

ial-use space aboratories and detention facilities
I
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for example). It could conduct continuing studies of how
the needs of the various users of these buildings are
met under existing program guidelines. GSA, possibly
-king cooperatively with the Civil Service Commission,
might study whether office efficiency could be increased by
providing employee lounge areas or by any other manipulations
of office space layout. Lounges, conference rooms, and
reception areas might be built- in to new Or renovated
buildings. Under the Public Buildings Cooperative Use Act,
GSA should study private mixed-use buildings and then
monitor its own projects to develop design guidelines for
SUCCES 111y opening Federal buildings to public and
commercial use.
the other hand, GSA ought to work with various
refine the standards for flexible, office work
space. Too often now, space needs are exnressed as a simple
measure of square feet per person. Such an expression fails
to take account of the vastly different individual and
collective space neceds of a budget office versus an
architecture section, say.
A1l of this suggests that GSA needs a strong,

in-hou interior design staff with the ability to conduct

yphisticated re rarch and also the imagination to make

st out of existing resources. The government cannot
afford to revamp all of its office spac for example, every

+ime a new interior design concept, such as action office




units and office landscaping,

good interior design

and functional -- and well-des i 7 aces. And this

staff should be trained to work with employees, to allow

them to help shape their own work environments. The cause

of good design is set back every time a designer imposes

inflexible designs that cannot be adapted for personal use.
Where private architects are hired by direct

selection, they ought to be hired early enough in the planning

process to have some say in the writing of the building

program. Otherwise, we cut them out of he genesis of the

design, we lose the oppi ‘tunity to learn from their experience,

and we present a set of rules which will not

heir best e "ts. n the shington Metro subway project,

for example, architect Har Y Weese was consulted early enough

in the process to suggest vaulted stations in place of

post-and-beam ones tentative Y Ppre ned by engineers.

only is the r 1g desigr mpressive, i is more efficient

from an engineering stand . AN vate ar >t selected
»

historic

appoint

building
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reviews by agency staff should be restricted to matters of
life-safety, budget, and work-space efficiency (assuming the
agency has demonstrated experience and expertise in those
areas).

Combining design and construction responsibilities in
the same office can allow a flow of information useful to
both processes. Technical and cost data from construction
can be fed into subsequent design efforts, and new design
approaches can be developed taking account of construction
and cost constraints. In fact, building management and

maintenance data should also flow freely into design offices

and should include evaluations by those who actually occupy

or visit Federal buildings. And interior design should be

a part of the same building service staff and share in the
general exchange of ideas and experience. The Public Buildings
Service as currently constituted contains all these elements,
The only significant building function separate from it is
furniture procurement, which should be controlled by the
interior design office.

Most agencies have no need for their own building
design staffs. They should be able to make use of the
central design service GSA was meant to provide. The
active in-house design staff we have suggested would need

a steady workload of small projects. In the past few years,

other government agencies that formerly relied on the Public

Buildings Service for design and construction have begun to
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form their own building services. HEW is a notable example.
This competition over building work has nnt improved design
noticeably. We believe competition is healthy, but recommend
it be fostered in other ways.

At the same time, GSA could improve the service it
provides to other agencies by designating some of its building

design and management personnel to act as liaisons with each

serviced agency. They could act much as commercial service

representatives do, providing one point of contact within GSA
for its customers. These representatives might be placed in
an office of customer service, so that their performance would
be evaluated at least in part by the quality of service they
give to their "customers'.

There are, nevertheless, situations that argue in favor
of agencies other than GSA maintaining their own architectural
or design staffs. Agencies that operate programs requiring
a significant inventory of special needs buildings, like the
Veterans Administration, the military services, and the
National Park Service, can justify the expense of a full-
fledged design and construction staff. Some other agencies
with specialized needs but smaller construction programs, like
the Customs and Immigration Services with their ins
stations and the Federal Aviation Administration with its
air traffic control centers and towers, might need full-time
staff to study, refine, and manage work space requirements,
while not directly furnishing their own design and construction

services.
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NDesign and construction staffs, regardless of location
on government organization charts, should be directed by
design professionals or administrators with experience in
the design fields. There are currently very few design
professionals in policy-making positions in the government.
If we want to improve the performance of the government as a
client, we need administrators familiar with the design process
who will demand and support thoughtful work by both private

and public designers. This may require training designers

in public administration skills and training administrators

in the application of design skills. In addition, the Civil
Service Commission could review its criteria for appointments
to policy-making design and construction positions, with a view
toward emphasizing experience in and knowledge of design
management.

II. Architect Selection

The present system for selecting private architects for

Government projects tends to reinforce the other pressures we
noted that result in the Government opting for safe,
unexceptional design. This selection system has rewarded
those "safe" firms, both large and small in terms of the
number of people employed, that have taken the time to fill
out the proper forms, that have been likelv not to challenge
programs that give short shrift to a building's environs and
the needs o6f employees and the public alike, and that have
given promise of not embroiling the Government in internecine

design controversies.
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What the system does not allow is the presentation of
competing approaches to satisfying the Government's architectural
needs. In nearly every other major search for its needed
material, for weapons, transit systems, electronic devices,
etc., the Federal government adheres to policies that
eéncourage selection from a range of proposals advanced by
private enterprise that differ in approach to design, use
of techndlogy, and ultimate cost. Architects have long been
familiar with a procedure that offers the advantages of the
competitive system, but the Federal government has not taken
significant advantage of it in nearly four decades.

Design competitions offer several distinct opportunities,
not only the government, but to the design community as a
whole. They can provide suggestions of widely varying ways
of meeting specified building needs--not just new ideas, but

new combinations of the familiar, as well, They provide a

sort of forum in which architects, responding to the

competition's program, have a dialogue with the competition's
promoter--and with each other. Competitions provoke public
interest in the design process and in architecture. The
public is drawn by the suspense involved and by the design
"debate" represented in the various entries. Losing entries
sometimes attract more attention than the winners and provide
ideas used in subsequent projects. (In some West German and
Swiss competitions, provision is made for "purchasing" a

second or third place design and using it instead of the
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ad ji d winner, either for the project at hand, or for a

subsequent one.)

Design competitions in Federal practice, like in-house
design work, are as old as the Republic. The White House
and Capitol building were both subjects of design competitions.
(We may as well note right here that there were procedural
irregularities in the Capitol competition that have recurred,
with variations, down to the present. We will argue that these
can be avoided.) So was the Washington Monument. 1In 1893,
with forceful A.I.A. Ta:ncking, the Tarsney Act became law and,
until its repeal in 1912, provided for selection of private
architects only through competitions. The Ellis Island
Immigration Station and the acclaimed New York Custom House
were both Tarsney Act products. (Its repeal was prompted by
the findings of a Congressional committee that the work of the
Supervising Architect's Office was less costly.) The impetus
for A.1.A. support of the Tarsney Act seems to have been at
least as much to induce the government to switch to designs
of the classical, Beaux Arts school from its then-preferred
Victorian eclectic, as to get work for private architects.
In the 1930's, when private architects very much wanted
government work, though, the A.I.A. gave very little support
to competition as a selection procedure. However, a
group of "modern" architects lobbied for a competitions bill
in the apparent hope that it would lead to selection of

designers of their school over the survivors of the Beaux
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Arts who st411 held sway over Federal design--and over the
A.I.A. ~The bill did not pass, but several competitions

for post offices were héId in the late 1930's. 1In 1939,
Congress funded a competition for design of a Smithsonian
Gallery of Art on the Mall. Eliel and Eero Saarinen won with
a design that some art historians now believe was one of the
most-successful-ever accommodations 6f the "modern" style to
a monumental building program. (That building was never
built. The Hirshhorn Museum is its indirect descendant.)

The American architectural establishment does not favor
competitions. A.I.A. spokesmen claim that they are costly,
both to promoters and to architects; cumbersome and time-
consuming; often become "beauty contexts", with top honors
going to the most spectacular rather than the most
functional--or even "buildable"--design; and deprive architects
of close rapport with the client. None of these objections
hold up well under close scrutiny.

Architectural competitions are routinely promoted by
public authorities throughout Scandinavia and in West Germany
and Switzerland. The Royal Institute of British Architects
actively encourages their use. The President of the RIBA
recently wrote, "If we want our architecture to flourish, to
be relevant to today's needs and to be enjoyed [his emphasis]
by the public, we need a constant flow of architectural

competitions."

Competitions, by Judith Strong, The Architectural Press, Ltd.,
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London: 1976). The popular European and British competitions
are conducted, however, under rules and safeguards that make
them very different from those American architects think of
when they dismiss the idea of competitions.

For over seventy-five years, American competitions have
followed rules laid down and enforced by the A.I.A. Under
study by the U.S. Justice Department for the anti-trust
implications of the sanctions prescribed for violation of its
competition code, the A.I.A. is reforming its competitons
rules, At the very least, the revised rules will allow for
a greater variety of competitions procedures. We believe
that new procedures can also eliminate most of the objections
to current competitions.

At present; American competitions are either "open' or
"limited", and either "one-step" or "two-step”. '"Open"
generally means that any registered architect may enter the
competition. "Limited" means that specific architects
(usually no more than ten) are invited to compete. 1In a
two-step competition, five to ten initial entries are selected
for further development by their authors, and the winners are
named from these. In a one-step, there is only one stage of
judging. Only second stage competitions in a two-step, and
the winners in a one-step are given money awards. Judging is
conducted by a jury composed of a majority of architects.

A "professional adviser" is appointed to help prepare the

program and organize the competition for the promoter. Under
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old AIA rules, this adviser 15 supposed to be an architect
n from outside the pPromoter's organization; he does not

on the jury.

Architects are quite naturally concerned that a competition
may require them to spend a great deal of time and work
developing and illustrating their design with a relatively
small chance of getting any compensation at all, (Most
foreign architects' a ssociations publish a schedule of
suggested award amounts, based on a percentage of project
budget. The AIA has no such schedule, but recommends the
first place amount be such as to Compensate the winner for the
time spent devéloping the design. This amount would normally
be :~11!‘-\"'T:mti;z]]_\' larger than that recommended in the foreign
schedules.) There are simple ways to cut the costs to the
competing architects--and to equalize the differences in s
and resources among them., A definite time neriod during which

design development can occur may be set. In the 1la rge

competitions that charac terize the recent American experience,

this period is typically several months. That time can be
1ortened substantial ly. Similarly, the amount of detail
required in the ent¥ies can he limited, and presentation
techniques restricted to inexpensive ones,
There is no good reason that competition entries need
be complete designs. One « riticism of competitions is that
once a design has been adjudged the winner, everyone involved

is afraid to change it, even if, on later thought, it appears
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to best understand the client's needs and shows the greatest
promise of fulfilling those needs., It is not necessary to
require competitérs to carry designs all the way to the stage
that they are almost ready to be built to find this out. Our
work with the Immigration and Naturalization Service indicated

that the search can be ended long before that stage is reached;

indeed, our INS project did not require any sort of specific

design at all.

Competitions have always been conducted so that the great
majority of entrants wind up with no compensation, yet
architects still flock to competitions when they are held.

One reason is the publicity given winning designs. Many
architects seem simply to enjoy the challenge of the competition.
Young and unknown architects view competitions as a means of
becoming known.

Architects risk their capital in other ways in the hope
of securing commissions. They entertain potential clients.
They fly to Washington and other cities to stalk corporate
and government corridors in search of commissions. A former
GSA Administrator remarked, "No people are more politically
oriented in procuring federal commissions than architects.

They contribute to both parties. Never a day passed that

there was not at least one architect on my appointment list."
As long as architects have speculative money to spend, it might
be better spent designing than lobbying.

Competitions can be made less costly to their promoters
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as well. In the federal government, the "professional adviser"
could be a designated staff architect,; or design team. The
RIBA has experimented with a form of regional, "limited"
competitions for government work. The -tedious and time=-
consuming process of soliciting questions arising from the
program from entrants and distributing answers in return is
eliminated by substituting a conference at which all the
competitors meet with the program's author. RIBA architects
serve as judges for these short-term competitions (which also
require only simple design sketches) for free. The costs of
competition also decrease if provision is made for second and
third place winners to receive commissions for subsequent
projects. (This would appear to be legal vnder the Brooks
Bill as long as the subsequent projects were designated in
the competition announcement.)

The current system could also stand improvement in the
means by which designs are judged. There have been instances
in which promoters have not been pleased with the designs
ranked first by juries--with the usual result that the
"winners' are compensated, but the actual project comr sions

g0 to others. One way out of this dilemma is for the promoter

to have a representative, or even a majority. of representatives,

on the jury. 1In a recent competition jury report, the juro
said they felt they could have done a better job had there been
a promoter's representative present to heln interpret his

particular needs. Another method is to have the jury select
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three designs (or designers) for commendation and to leave the
final choice up to the promoter. This alternative, too, is
being tested by the RIBA and is close to the procedures
widely prevalent in West German governmental competitions.
Juries do not have to be comprised solely of architects.
Even the AIA rules require only a majority of architects. The
Swiss routinely ask lay public officials and huilding managers
to serve. In recent Canadian and French competitions, finalists'
designs were put on display and the public was invited to vote
on them, the public vote being counted as one vote in the
ultimate jury selection.
However the jury is constituted, standards of fairness
might be improved by the application of standards borrowed
from the judicial system. For example, the jury could be
required to write an opinion justifying its selections according
to criteria established in the program, Competitors, by the

same token, might be allowed to submit short briefs explaining

their entries. Jurors and competitors could be prohibited

from ex parte communication during the course of the compet ition.
And we might then abandon the traditional anonymity of
competitors, allowing the jurors to know the author of each
design. But, again following legal precedents, the identity

of the jurors would not be made known to the competitors until
their entries were in. There is no a priori reason why we
should assume architectural jurors are any more prejudiced

than the judges and jurors of our legal system--and the
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establishment of explicit judgment criteria would restrict
the possible effect of bias. With this system, competitors
would be unable to attempt to "play" to what they assume to
be the jurors' prejudices, too.

The judging criteria could be written in such a way to
discourage jurors from turning the competition into a "beauty

contest,"

Some jurors now apparently feel a compulsion to

vote for the most spectacular or startling design simply

because there are so few competitions. They think if they
uncover a groundbreaking design, it will help prove the value

of the competition system. As the Sydney Opera House competition
showed, the most spectacular design can also be nearly unbuildable,
and at the very least, frightfully expensive. Many architects
cite this as further "proof" that competitions are inherently
imperfect. The more rational conclusion, of course, is that
there need to be cost and technical conditions laid out in

the competition program. One can, for instance, stipulate a
project budget and have cost consultants review submissions.
Those entties that could not be built within the budget can

be disqualified. This is a common feature of British and

Swedish competitions. And, if the winning architect appeared

to lack the experience needed to see the design through to
working drawings, he or she can be required to affiliate with

a more experienced firm. Some West German public competition

winners move into government offices to work with experienced

in-house staff.




The GSA is in the process of experimenting with a form
of A-E selection that is, in effect, a limited design competition.
The Stage 3 Project Proposal procedure to be used for the 01d
Post Office project here in Washington, will utilize GSA's

existing public advisory panel and in-house evaluation board
to select five architects for intensive interviewing. Three
of these will then be asked to prepare designs and, out of
these, a winner will be selected. Relatively explicit

judging criteria have already been set out in the Commerce

Business Daily announcement that invited applications. This

procedure is an imaginative combination of existing mechanisms

with a competitive procedure.
AS mentioned earlier, the Federal Architecture Project
and the U.S. Immig ion and Naturalization Service tested
a simplified competitive selection process last year. NS
was seeking a design that would be suitable for two border
inspection stations budgeted for construction at $150,000 each.
procures and supervises design and construction with its
own staff on projects of $200,000 and less; GSA services INS
on larger projects.) Registered architects in five northwestern
border states were invited to submit standard government forms
or their office brochures to apply for the project commission.
The selection panel, composed of the chief INS architect, the
director of the National Endowment for the Arts architecture
program, and a distinguished private architect, first whittled

down the 158 submissions to six. (The panel reported that,




on a project of this size and nature, review of the firms®

brochures, which are normally illustrated and indication of
the firms' design approaches, was more useful than reading
the standard government forms 2517, 254, ‘or 255.)

were paid to bring no more than two people apiéce to Seattle.
Once there, each firm had a brief opportunity to show slides
of its work. The selection panel then detailed building
program, and then invited the designers to spend approximately
three hours in private developing a response to the program.
The panel specifically warned that it did not expect a design
for the border station, but hoped that the program would allow
the firm to discuss how it would tackle design of the station.
The firm that won was selectéd because the panel felt that it
demonstrated the best judgment of what portions of the program
were most crucial to a successful design, and that it promised
the most appropriate and imaginative solution to the problems
the program presented. (These included providing comfortable
uarters and efficient inspection facilities for the border
patrolmen, .and at the same time, presenting a welcoming im:

to visitors to the United States.) Based on si ission
applications alone, and based on the initial interview on

top of that, the panelists agreed they would not have selected
the firm they eventually did--evidence that the actual
solicitation of design proposals makes a difference. A
questionnaire evoked favorable responses from all the finalists,

several of whom had not before braved Federal selection




edures.

We helieve 1 ;, and other forms of competitive

ction, could open architect selection to public view,
mixed-use provisions in the Public Buildings

Act can open buildings to public use.

-ould po a long way toward eliminating the taint of
political interference in the selection process. The
visibility of the selection and the design alternatives it

duced might induce officials and the general public alike

V

a greater interest in the government's building

And designers with fresh ideas mig he attracted

the open challenge of meeting the government's architectural

Public :z Congressional Participation
In only ; instances has the government provided a
for e public to express opinions on building
they rise up out of the ground. This
when it held hearings on the prop
the Dirksen te 0ffice Building extension (now
Senate Office Bui . And G held a hearing in

solicit

are scheduled in response to
1 Impact Stater ts, but the
on site selection in one form or

yvacts on local traffic,
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employment, housing, urban services, and, of course, air and
water quality. The EIS normally notes if historic buildings
will be affected (but ridrely considers their use for government
purposes), and otherwise ignores issues of urban design. Often,
a boilerplate statement about “aesthetics" is included,
promising that the facility's design will he an appropriate and
aesthetic one, or words to that effect.

Impact statements are issued before facility design
is completed. But program development is usually well along

when the EIS comes out, and, as we have stated, program

development is really the crucial phase of project design.

It would be possible, therefore, to turn the Impact Statement
into a useful means of public participation in design development.
State and local officials and interested citizens groups are
accustomed to EIS commenting procedures. If the regulations
for preparation of the EIS were revised to require attention
to urban design issues, the Impact Statement could serve as
the forum for discussion of the quality of the man-made as well
as the natural environment. (We would hope that this new task
for EIS authors would be accompanied by a general simplication
of the EIS process. The issues we would like to add can be
addressed concisely, in any event.)

Urban design issues would include the overall size of the
facility, the predominant materials to be used in its
construction, and proposed configuration and uses of its

street level facilities, open spaces, and interior public
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areas. Interested citizens and officials could then compare
these plans with the character of existing and projected
development in the area to determine whether the federal
facility would enhance its surroundings or not.
In the case of major projects ("major" being defined
in terms of potential impact on the project area, not just as
an absolute budget figure) in which the EIS comments indicate
substantial local reservations, public hearings could be
convened under the authority of either the Federal construction
ency or of the Congressional public buildings subcommittee.
In some instances, citiz and possibly employee
participation in program and design development might be

-jlitated by setting up a weharette.," Charettes are groups

and designers meeting together in intensive working
sessions to discuss project requirements and design solutions
They are particularly useful where it is possible to identify
resentatives of the eventual building occupants as well as
onsible community representatives. At the moment, there
are only a few designers in the country who have had the
extensive experience that seems to be necessary to work
cessfully with such groups. GSA's in-house designers
could have le opportunities to develop the expertise to
leaders. Charettes have been notably successful
in injecting community concern OVer Uses of public areas into

the planining process, and could be helpful in fashioning

responses to the requirements of the Public Buildings Cooperative

Use Act.
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for public
£N process
E gover
feasible to conduct public
information on re: property availabil ity

(particularly of historic structures). 3 SA tly notifies

officials of the conduct of the + A hearing might

information from other sources. Similar Yy, when the
selection process is initiated, a public hearing could
air objections before expensive planning is undertaken. Of
course, the desirability of public notice 5t be balanced
the need not to inflate specif igh hood real
values artificially and prematurely.
Longress could revise building
include consi
ed above,

ctures, and prov I [ commerci

could
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ign and should not be opened to considerat ion of
aspects of building layout and exterior appearance.
sort of review has the potent iz of disrupting
designer's scheme, rendering the final
a patchwo of ideas. This sort of review could also
ve a "chilling" effect on future projed , discouraging some

architects from applying for federal commissions and

frustrating the best efforts of others who are selected.
For similar reasons, we urge caution in acceding
ity ign review boar . Many tend to
on just those matters we described above as
to frustrate the design proce . Moreover, few such
boards have established reviewable criteria for their decisions
many do not prescribe rules that guarantee the elements
due proc . of their deliberations.

The Nationmal Park Service has recently developed a

zen participation ocess that might be a model to follow

time and project size allow. n devising a master plan
Service prenared a pack
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and business concerns sent back
Finally, we wish to point out
*titions, by their very nature, encourage public notice
chitectural programming and des gn. Jury membership,
the possibility of public polls counting in competition
1ine

ng, increase the opportunities for public and Congressional

cipation.

Costs alone are rarely the sole cause of unim: rinative

n. Down to some certain limits, architects can create

buildings that function well, fit in with their surroundings,

and serve public purposes--or buildin that do none of these
no matter what the budget. Structural concrete and steel and
mechanical pipes can be used to create textured as well as
monotonous surfaces, vibrant public spaces as well as
ones. (The new office building at 18th and I nnsylvania
Avenue illustrates : naginative use of structural and
mechanical materials
wever, costs can be reduced to the point where certain
of a public building program cannot be met. We
that this happe 15, when it does, because, while our
current analysis techniques provide estimate of costs, they
lo not provide us with an estimate of corresponding ben
Life-cycle cost procedures, for example, provide a
of building costs over time. (And some of these

t to question, since the underlying
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assumptions are debatable, e.g., the number of years of the

building's usable life, costs of energy sources in the future,

and the relevant discount rate.) The life-cycle cost printout
does not, however, estimate the benefits functional public
reception areas, or better interior design and other morale-
enhancing expenditures, oOT the strengthened tax base produced
by a federal development designed to stimulate commercial
rehabilitation of a rundown area.

Because of this biased analysis, the tendency is to opt
for the least-cost solution. When life-cycle cost analysis
is applied to a defense system, the cost is compared to
certain "benefits" the military have determined are essential.
The least-cost system may not provide the requisite "benefits"
of reliability or ease of operation. Until we can provide
similarly defined goals for our public buildings, we should
be careful in relying on cost estimates alone to set project
budgets.

We should also recognize that some benefits may not
ever be susceptible of analysis by mathematical computation.
How does one estimate the dollar value of providing a town
with a project that boosts civic pride: It would be hard to
trace any particular business investment in an area directly
to the fact that money was spent to make a federal building's
pla a catalyst for downtown activity. There is no substitute
for subjective but rational policy-making in these cases.

Decisions such as these have to be "political" in the best

sense of the term..
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The Canadian federal government established a space
keting office within its equivalent of GSA to ma ge its
ltiple-use leasing program. The office hired people with

experience in private multiple-use projects. GSA might
consider a similar organization. Building managers could

take other actions to encourage patronage of the multiple-

use facilities and use of othes public areas. They can invite
local performing groups to give concerts, readings, or recitals
in the plazas and lobbies. Art and other exhibits can be
mounted in the same areas. Managers can insure that signs are
worded courteously and placed to help visitors find shops,
eating areas, and public offices. Banners can invite passers-
by to visit.

Few GSA building managers at present have the training or
experience to carry out these functions. GSA could organize
building management conferences at which these and other
proposals for opening federal buildings to the public are
discussed by GSA and outside representatives,

The 01d Post Office building on Pennsylvania Avenue may

become the first renovation pProject to incorporate mult iple-

use leasing. Planners for the District of Tolumbia government
have approached federal authorities about the possibility of
incorporating multiple-use facilities in the J. Edgar Hoover
FBI Builc ' We are aware of exist ng federal buildings in
Seattle, Portland, and Chicago that could also be converted
easily to m ip use, and we presume there are

others.
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Senator Moreax. Thank you again, very much. Now we will adjourn
until 2, when we will then hear from Peter Lawrence, Professor
Skully, and Professor Fitch, provided they are here. Thank you very
much.

AFTER RECESS

[The subcommittee reconvened at 2 p.m., Senator Robert Morgan,
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. |

Senator Moraeay. We will call the committee back to order. For
the record, at this time we have Mr. Peter G. Lawrence, consultant
program director to the Harvard Graduate School of Design. Also,
for the record. I would like to say that Mr. Lawrence has been a
great deal of help to this committee during the last 2 years, and we
appreciate it. As you point out in your prepared remarks, you have
been very active in a couple of programs which I think have been or
will be helpful in trying to improve the architectural designs of Fed-
eral buildings. So we weleome you, and thank you, and we will let you
proceed in any way that you would like.

I might suggest that, although I have read your written presenta-
tion, it might be well if we run through it and then carry on a dialog
concerning anything you think would be helpful, for the record.

STATEMENT OF PETER G. LAWRENCE, CONSULTANT PROGRAM
DIRECTOR, HARVARD GRADUATE SCHOOL OF DESIGN

Mr. Lawrexce. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to be
here to testify about improving the design of Federal buildings. As the
director of two projects which seek to improve Federal design, this
topic is particularly close and important to me. T have been working
with the National Endowment for the Arts developing a program on
design for Federal assistant secretaries for administration, and also
been working with this subcommittee on a seminar on architecture
for the members and staff of the Senate and House Subcommittees on
Buildings and Grounds.

As you reminded us earlier this month in a press release, Mr. Chair-
man, the design process that produces Federal and; in fact, most
buildings, is an exclusive one. There is far too little participation by
those who will use and be shaped by these buildings. The result 18
often a building whose appearance shows the designer’s effort at being
contemporary, yet fails to provide the service it was built for.

The modern movement in architecture within which much of the
mediocrity of Federal buildings has been built has been justifiably
eriticized by a number of people from Jane Jacobs in “The Death and
Life of Great American Cities,” * 16 years ago, to Brent Brolin’s recent
book “The Failure of Modern Architecture.” * This eriticism attacks,
among other things, the modern movement’s ironic failure to provide
truly functional buildings. Although “functionalism” was the credo of
the modern movement, the movement’s disciples eventually made it
into an esthetic that continues to be applied to the design of buildings
without solving the problem of what the building is to do. '

1 %The Death and Life of Great American Cities,”” Jane Jacobs, Vintage Books (Random
House, Inc.), 1961.

#“The Fallure of Modern Architecture,” Brent C. Brolin. Van Nostrand Reinhold Co.,
New York, 1876.
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A large part of improving the design of Federal buildings lies in
the application of different criteria within the design process. The de-
sign of the building must be shaped by the function tLut the building
will perform, by the people who will perform that function, and those
who live in the building’s neighborhood, and finally, by the physical
context within which the building will be located. This concept of
architecture is not merely being written about, but is practiced by a
number of architects and their clients throughout this country. .

When asked whether Federal design was. inferior Gerald Hines, a
very successful Houston developer, stated :

It's poorly managed design. I think that the cost eriterla and the methods we
set in the private sector are much more demanding than they are in the public
sector . . . when we have a problem, we don't say “Design a building” to an
architect. We say, “This is our problem.”

This more rational approach to architecture is not, however,
wholly confined to the private sector. A number of current projects by
the Public Building Service of the General Services Administration
are seeking to provide better office space for Federal workers. Meg IT,
short for megastructure environment group II, is a research and de-
velopment project looking at a large air-supported roof structure as
a possible means of providing bettter office space at lower costs. GSA
is also evaluating a number of existing offices, including the recently
completed HUD regional office in Manchester, N.H., office systems at
HEW, and the office needs of the Agriculture Department.

Mr. Panuzio pointed out this morning that they consider this user
input something that they should pay more attention to, and T think
that they are doing this.

The Architect of the Capitol has for a number of years been work-
ing on a similar project. Senator Hatfield’s office was carefully eval-
uated and redesigned. This projeet is now in its second phase, which
will include evaluation and redesign of five Senate offices and two
committee rooms.

Projects like these and others, which are looking hard at providing
the most effective space possible, can provide information that will
not only shape the office 1tself but will eventually, T think. shape the
building as a whole.

Beyond the idea of solving the problem that the building is intended
to solve, the context in which the building is located is itself very
important. The context of the other existing buildings, the existing
services and the people of the community in which the building is
being placed, this context must be used as a source for the generation
of the final design.

We heard considerable comment about this this morning and T think
it is very valid. The increased use of existing buildings and the large
number of buildings that are being placed underground both show
that some architects and clients are no longer insisting on a new
structure as the solution for their need for space.

A growing number of universities throughout the country have put
libraries and bookstores underground in an effort to remain in har-
mony with older structures, to preserve the amenity of open space
and to gain the insulation, and resulting energy savings, that the
ground provides.
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In order to minimize the impact of the structure on a natural site,
a large number of people are building their houses into the sides of
hills or underground, and parks are building facilities into hills and
below grade. The extensive public and professional interest in the use
of existing buildings is well known to those of us here today.

As this approach to design is changing, the problem becomes how
can the long-established procedures and regulations also be changed ?
I think that there are many possibilities that are being considered by
the AIA. the Public Building Service, and others. T have a few that I
would like to offer youn today.

First, bringing the design and delivery processes together has pro-
vided a solution. What is called construction management, and proj-
ect management, has provided a mechanism by which all parties in-
volved in the design and delivery of a building can work together
toward that goal—the design and delivery of the building resulting
from the cooperation and expertise of all the parties involved, in-
cluding the contractor, subcontractor, engineering and management
people, and the architect.

I commend to you a booklet entitled “Project Delivery A pproaches,
an A.LA. Guide™® as an excellent source of information on this topic.
Also, as a more general source of background information in answer
to your desire for information about the design process there is a work-
book currently being developed by David Haviland of Rensselaer
Polytechnic Institute, entitled “The Building Process: A Resource
Workbook.”

The predesign phase of a building project provides another oppor-
tunity for improving the quality of Federal buildings. First, a number
of architects are now, after evaluating the client’s needs and resources,
recommending that no building be done. Or, that existing buildings be
used ; not always that a new building be built. In order to ensure that
all these options are given active consideration, an architect might, as
you suggested in your remarks during the Public Forum on Architec-
ture last April, be given a fixed fee for providing these predesign or
feasibility services and not allowed to continue working on the proj-
ect or the client might have the option to hire another architect after
this early design evaluation if the design was not acceptable or feasible.

Design competitions provide another effective vehicle for obtaining
a number of early solutions for a specific project. allowing an early
chance for review before moving on to the final design construction
process. They also allow small, less well-known design firms a chance
to do Federal projects and possibly provide fresh ideas.

The Denver Service Center of the National Park Service provides
vet another approach to achieving design excellence and improving
Federal architectural design. The service center is responsible for the
master planning and the design of all of the buildings in the national
parks, The staff at the service center designs a large number of these
buildines themselves while a number of others have been designed by
individual private firms, This balance of inhouse designers doing some
of the work and the rest being done by those outside allows the Serv-
ice Center to combine its own detailed knowledge of what works for
park visitor centers and other facilities with the new idea of outside
architects, An extensive evaluation of twelve National Park Service

3 “Project Delivery Approaches, an ATA Guides,” David 8. Haviland, Editor, the
American Institute of Architects, 1976,
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visitors’ centers has been recently completed for the Denver Service
Center and they. will use this evaluation as a basis for generating
criteria for future designs.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer a few remarks on
whether changes in the approach to the design of Federal buildings
are likely to occur. I think they are. I, as you know, have been working
on the two projects we mentioned which address this topie. T have
spent a considerable amount of time working with Assistant Secre-
taries for Administration of a number of Federal agencies discussing
how design can be used as a management resource fo accomplish
management objectives, They are very willing to work in this area, to
get together, to discuss how design disciplines could be helpful to them
in accomplishing the objectives of the agency. They feel that these are
areas that they have not paid as much attention as they should have
and are willing to get together to discuss how they might improve the
situation. Also many people at GSA, including Mr. Jack Eckerd, the
Administrator; Mr. ,’:mnzin. the Commissioner of Public Building
Service, who was here today, and a number of others have been very
supportive in this effort to get a dialog going and have expressed in-
terest in participating.

Finally, T would like to commend you for your efforts toward im-
proving Federal design by cosponsoring the Public Buildings Coop-
erative UUse Act which passed last year, supporting the idea of a semi-
nar for the Senate and House subcommittees about architecture and
for holding this and other hearings.

With this interest by all of those involved T think there is consider-
able potential for change in the system that has not maliciously pro-
duced inferior buildings, but has unwisely allowed complexities to
stand in the way of communication that would allow successful build-
ings. This situation can change with the cooperation of the agencies
and individuals invelved.

Thank you for giving me this opportunity to share this with you
and T would be happy to answer any questions that you have.

Senator Morcan. Thank you very much, Peter. T think you and T
have discussed a number of things, in the offices which T would like to
go over again, for the record.

You mentioned construction management techniques. I believe you
called them project management. Do you see any danger to the quality
of Federal buildings, arising out of this? We asked that this morning,
also.

Mr, Lawrexce. T think that the techniques are very useful, Senator,
but T thing that caution needs to be taken that the effective delivery
of a building doesn’t overcome the purpose the building is to serve
and that the cost criteria and the construetion management tech-
niques shouldn’t be allowed to drive the process entirely. T think it is
possible for that to happen.

Senator Morean. Do you see any danger that this concept might
eliminate competition and thereby increase cost? Where one person
is dealing with architecture, construetion, and management, all the
way through?

Mr, Lawrexce. No. Do you mean that if construction management
techniques are emphasized that possibly smaller firms might be less
likely to respond ?

Senator Moreax. That’s right.
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Mr. Lawrence. I don’t think so. I think that some small firms are
reluctant to get involved. There is an article on this topic by Dick
Jacques in the ATA Journal. T can give you the reference later if
you would like.

Senator Morcan. I wish you would, so we can include it in the
record.

Mr. Lawrexce. T think that he deals very well with that part icular
question, and T think it would be useful to you.

Senator Moreax. I am glad to hear that someone has written about
it. At least T am not the only one the idea might have occurred to.

This morning George White, the Architect of the Capitol, and Mr.
Von Eckardt, both discussed the design competition concept. 1 was
interested that they both came up with different ideas. I believe too
that Mr. McGinty. the president of the American Institute of Archi-
tects, also discussed it. What do you think of design competitions?

Mr. Lawrence. I think it can be very effective. One comment that
Mr. McGinty made, that a great deal of effort has to go into preparing
preliminary material on the sort of program that has to be addressed
by the architect, is true. However, a great deal of this has to be done
in any case. So that putting together a program, a lot. of that work is
going to have to be accomplished regardless of how you approach
the design of the building in question, whether you have a competition
or don’t.

T also think that as you brought up, that the rules of a competition
can be established by the organization that originates this effort and
that they can be simplified to avoid some of the problems that. people
have had in the past.

Senator Moraax. Reduce the cost to the participating architect ?

Mr. Lawrexce. Exactly.

Senator MoraaN. Tt seems to me that in some cases: in special cases
where we are building special purpose structures, such as art museums,
ot cotern. even if we had to pay an initial cost to some of the par-
ticipating arvchitects, it might be money well spent. To illustrate
what T am saying, in North Carolina we are building a new museum
of art. and T suspect that it is going to cost at least $20 million if not
more before it is all over. Tt seems to me that under the normal process
we go through to select the architect, saying simply “Build us a
building” if we are not pretty much stuck with his ideas. Now, it is
true he comes up, and presents his idea to us, and maybe we don’t
like it. Maybe the building authority doesn’t like it, So they say. “Go
back and try it again.” Human nature being what it is, you won’t do
that more than a couple of times before you say. “Well, let’s try to
make out here.” T wonder. under those circumstances, if we aren’t
pretty much stuck with the ideas of the architect we select.

Tt seems to me. for a structure of that magnitude, if we have to
underwrite some of the expense of a design compet ition, we should
reduce requirements down to a simpler process that would be more
attractive and worthwhile to the people of the State. Do you agree
with that?

Mr. Lawrence. You are using the idea of a competition to help
solve this particular problem?

Senator Moreax. Right. To come up with a building design that we
would be proud of, and one that we wouldn’t be caught unaware
with. like we were with the FBI building downtown.
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Mr. Lawrence. T think it can be a solution and it has been in the
past.

Senator Morean. Do you know of any cases where the customer or
client has underwritten part of the cost of a design competition? In
other words, it is not unusual or not original?

Mr. Lawrence. Yes; I think this can be attacked in two ways. You
can underwrite part of the cost or you can reduce the requirements
for a submission to the competition.

Senator Morean. In what way?

Mr. Lawrexce. Possibly eliminating models. having a simpler form
of responding to the competition so that the concept could be com-
municated but that the cost to the design firm is less.

Senator Moraan. Would you also establish limitations on what
could or should be presented, so as to prevent the architects from
going all out and making a formal full scale presentation? Some firms
might be expecting to submit only a preliminary plan, but when they
come in to present theirs, would find themselves on the short end
of the stick, because they didn’t have something as elaborate to offer.
It seems to me you need some kind of limitation.

Mr. Lawrexce. Yes.

Senator Morcax. Would you comment on the views of Mr. White
and Mr. Von Eckardt, with regard to public hearings? They both
think that public hearings serve a good purpose, but T believe Mr.
White feels they should be a little more restricted than Mr. Von
Eckardt does.

Mr. Lawrexce. T wonld side with Mr. Von Eckardt in that argu-
ment. T think that there is very definitely a need for public participa-
tion in the process and, as he very eloquently pointed out, it is an
uncertain process but T think that if you are going to approach
design without having a preconception of what the final product is
going to be that you are taking a risk right there. There really needs
to be more public participation in the process and there doesn’t need
to be an assumption that all that is going to be received will be
to be an assumption that all that is going to be received will be
uninformed commentary. Quite often it has been very useful.

Senator Morcax. Sometimes T think that some of the best ideas come
from people who are not professionals in public hearings. We had a
discussion earlier. with regard to how we can encourage the arts,
using Federal buildings to promote them in communities.

I think other members of the committee will be inferested in your
ideas, some of which were previously expressed by others this morning.

Mr. Lawrexce. Well, Senator, the question that you asked relative
to using the courtyards. using public spaces for programs such as
performing are programs, dance, music. this kind of thing, T think
could very appropriately be pursued. and possibly under the art and
publie places program.

oy Knight commented on this and T believe he felt that this could
be done, similar to the programs that yon have here in Washington in
some of the parks during the summer. Some of the courtyard spaces
and the spaces close to bnildings, especially some of the older ones,
are certainly ideal for greater use than they are receiving now.,

You mentioned one that is used only once a year. The possibility of
spending some public arts money to facilitate performance in those
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spaces, such as amplifying equipment, speakers, maybe some seats
that would allow programs to happen in some of these public spaces,
could be pursued and possibly the overall effect would reach a great
deal more people than a limited number of people wo might see a
particular piece of sculpture or a painting.

Senator Morcax. I take it you agree with the observations we heard
this mornine. that instead of spending the small amount of money
we now do to encourage the arts on a few masterpieces, we might do
better to sperad it out and use is for less expensive projects, but those
that would encourage wider participation ?

Mr. LawreNce. Yes, Mr. Von Echardt’s example of what they are
doing at the Post is an excellent example of a possibility in that
direction.

Senator Morcan. I think in reviewing the report, the other mem-
bers of the committee, and staff, would be interested in your efforts
to work with the Federal Government on projects to improve the
design of public buildings. Would you please deseribe for us your
offorts. and work to date with the assistant seeretaries for administra-
tion. and tell us what you hope to accomplish by this?

Mr. Lawrexce. Well. Senator. T have been, during the past year,
developing n program with funding from the National Endowment
for the Arts entitled “Design for Management.” The objective of the
program is to communicate to assistant secretaries for administration
the management implications of a commitment to design, specifically
araphic design. office design, and architecture. These areas are areas
they feel particularly close to, especially office design and graphic
design through the use case studies, both private sector and public
sector examples, companies such as Deere & Co., IBM. and then the
Denver Service Center and work at the Department of Agriculture,
we will illustrate where the design process has been particularly effec-
tive in solving the problems that the company wished to have solved.

Bill Hewitt chairman of Deere & Co., considers his commitment to
design part of his management strategy. and one of the reasons the
company is as successful as it is. We would use this kind of argument
to further develop other commitments toward design as a resource to
accomplish the objectives that the agencies wish to accomplish.

Traditionally design doesn’t have a reputation for being a source for
solutions to management problems. Yet a senior administrator in one
agency, recently had the offices extensively redesigned and then used
the same design team for their graphics programs because he felt the
designer understood this particular organization. T asked him what
he felt about the design process now that he had been through this.
He said it was “management consulting, pure and simple.” Now, if
management begins to feel that the designer or the architect can offer
the kinds of services that management uses management consultants
for T think yon have raised the expectations appropriately and I think
we might, throngh that method, improve a great deal of the design.

Senator Morean. You said vou have had good cooperation from
the Federal agencies. Is this going to be hampered by the change of
administration? ; '

Mr. Lawrexce. T don’t think so. T think that the objectives that
the new administration has outlined for improving the efficiency of
the Federal Government are exactly what we are talking about.
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Senator Moraan. Well, will you have to take the time to go back
and orient them? _

Mr. Lawgrexce. To a certain extent, yes, but a number of the assist-
ant secretaries for administration will remain. Not all of them, but
some of them will and they have been very helpful in making sug-
gestions and recommending that I talk to others as they come in.

Senator Morcax. I am impressed with the program, and think it is
one way of doing something about the problems we face. It would
be good if this committee encourages it.

Mr. Lawrexce. Thank you.

Senator Morcan. Peter, in the seminar which you propose for staff
members of the House and Senate committees, what do you hope to
accomplish and how do you think it will help?

Mr. Lawrence. We discussed a seminar in Cambridge on the design
delivery process of buildings for the staff and the members of both
the Senate and House Subcommittees on Buildings and Grounds.

Both House and Senate members of the Subcommittee on Buildings
and Grounds expressd interest in pursuing this.

The objective was to offer you an opportunity to discuss and learn
more about the design delivery process of buildings outside the at-
mosphere of testimony relative to specific projects. This would allow
you more time to get into more detail on what was involved and to
answer some of the questions that you raised in your press release
announcing these hearings. The seminar, which might last for 2 days,
would include a number of practicing professionals; architects, con-
tractors, developers, who could help in this discussion, come up with
ideas of ways the process could be improved and also answer ques-
tions that you and the staff have econcerning how this could be
accomplished.

Senator Moraax, I think it would be a real service to the staff, and
the community as well, if you were able to bring together this kind
of expertise and information, perhaps some time this year.

Mr. Lawrenxce. Well, T definitely would like to pursue the idea.
Senator, and see if we can find a time when we can get people away
from Washington, which I realize is difficult.

Senator Morcan. It might be a welcome treat.

Peter, let me ask you one other question, which I had planned to
to ask Mr. Panuzio, and will ask him later on. You referred to the
multiple-use bill that passed the Congress last session. Do you yourself
]151\'1‘ any notions, or ideas, where this might be tried or have you
given any thought to it? ‘

Mr. Lawrence. T haven’t any specific ideas, Senator.

Senator Morean. Tt will be difficult, T know. T just wondered.

I will also ask Mr. Panuzio this question.

Mr. Lawrexce. I think this should be triéd with existing buildings.
The concept shouldn’t be limited to new buildings as they come on
stream but should go back and look at buildings that now have been
completed around the country and see if there are—and T certainly
think there are—opportunities for using the ground floor level in a
way that generates more activity and promotes some of the activity
that has been mentioned here and that Jane Jacobs talks about in that
book that was referenced.




Senator Morean. I think there are some oood opportunities here

in Washington, and maybe we might also correct some of the less de-
sirable things that have already been done. [ was interested to hear
Mr. Von Eckardt refer to that possibility this morning, with regard
to the FBI building downtown.

Peter, thank you very much for
present your views, and also for your e
these hearings.

I don’t know what happened to Professor Skully or Professor Fitch,
but T assume we will be in touch with them again. I think we have
compiled an excellent record today. When we review it we may need

taking the time to come down to
eouragement in carrying oul

to fill in some voids here and there. But for now, unless there is some-
thing else, we stand adjourned. Thank you.
[ Whereupon, at 2:50 p.m. the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene

subject to call of t il:( thair. |
[Articles supplied by Mr. Lawrence follows:]




The Usefulness of
New Delivery Methods
To the Smaller Firm

Richard G. Jaﬂ;uu. AlA

Although much has becn published during
the past five years on a varicty of so-caled
“nontraditional building delivery ap-
proaches,” the guide summarized on the
previous pages represents the first effort to
bring these techniques together in a way
that is meaningful 1o the smaller architec-
tural firms——that group of organizations
which constitutes over 80 percent of the
membership firms in AIA,

During the course of devcloping the
guide, it became evident that considerable
amounits of mysticism surround most of
the nontraditional techniques, .md that
these imy d apy hes 1o p
design and construction arc murc uil:n
used only by very large professional or-
ganizations. If this new guide is to be of
Erealcst and most immediate use 1o the
AIA membership at large, then it is essen-
tial 10 strip these techniques of their
mystical flavor and to clearly demonstrate
that the application of these approaches is
indecd within the grasp of even the
smallest firms in the country.

Annther myth which tends to surround
nontraditional delivery techniques is that
these approaches invariably produce a
building of unacceptable design quality
In actual fact, it is probably out of a fear
of these techniques caused by a lack of un-
derstanding of their real significance that
many architects have chosen to not con-
sider using them in thelr practices. A care-
ful analysis of the techniques exploted in
the new AlA guide indicates that the suc-
cesslul use of these approaches is not so
much dependent upon the shecr size of an
organization spplying them, but rather on
the basic philosophy of the particular
organization.

( Auctuating somewhere cen five and
20 professionals) could utilize these deliv-
cry approaches in order to allow the firm
1o undertake large and complex projects
that were traditionally viewed as the do-
main of the largest firms. As do the vast
majority of architectural offices practicing
today, we felt that certain clients, given
the option, would prefer to work with a
smaller, more intimate, more respongive
organization in undertaking a building
program

Based on our carly assessment of client
attitudes, it was clear 1o us that our ob-
jectives would not be achicved if we
could not demonstrate a capacity 1o effec-
tively manage the complex project ele-
ments of time, quality and cost. In the
course of our own development, we found
that whereas most clients would agree
that even massive projects can be designed
well by smaller organizations, they felt
that these firms generally did not have the
capability to effectively manage the overall
delivery of the project from inception 1o
completion. It was therefore our decision
to explore ways in which, as a smaller
office, we could in fact develop the ability
1o efect this overall project management
control

In order to reach this goal, we de-
veloped an organization of professionals
with diverse backgrounds in design, plan-
ning. rescarch and management. We
sought people who were decply committed
to quality design, but who also had the
interest and capacity to explore more
cffective ways of producing this design
within the confines of the changing mar-
ketplace.

As our organization developed, the

position of skills and arcas of respon-

Since our own firm was cstablishod in
the late 1960s, we have been intrigucd by
the nntion of applying widely different
delivery approaches as an integral part of
our practice. We were decply commitied
to the ilca that a smaller organization

M. Jacques is a partner in Richard G
Jacques Associates of Albany, N.Y., and
chairman of the AlA project management
systems task force. He was formerly diree-
tor of research and development of the
New York State University Construction
Fund.
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\:l‘ulnl) tended 1o diverge from those in
firms that practice architecturc in 2 “tra-
ditional way.™ For cxample, we found a
higher proportion of senior stall was re-
quired and a corresponding decroase in
the technical stafl normally engaged in
the activities of document production and
drafting. During this period, much of our
eflort was concentrated on the design of
improved communication tools that would
Tead to significant reductions in the
amount of documentation required for
building construction.

The increased utitization of perform-
ance documents, the wtilization of detail
books and the use of simplificd tape graph-
ics on mylar shects for the larger-scale
drawings and plans not only resulted in
substantial reduction time, but also led 10
improved communications with the build-
ing industry, which in itsell reduced the
time requirements of both our own organi-
zation and the contractor in bidding and
in field operations.

One of the most promising project deli-
very approaches we have utilized is a
mm?urmuun of phased design and con-
struction (fast-track scheduling ) and con-
struction management. In addition to
having the advantages of time and cost
uuap 1o the client, these methods have
enabled our firm to undertake large and
complex projects with a moderate-sized
stafl. A case in point is the New Albany
High School project.

If this project had been done in a tra-
ditional way (that is by the lincar design-
bid-construction process ), we would have
required very large-scale stafl effons at
several points in the project: for the pro-
duction of bidding docaments, for the
handling of shop drawings and related
data and for final close-out of the project.
The selection of the phased approach al-
lowed us to break the project into smaller
discrete packages, cach having its own
production, shop drawing and close-out
schedule

The result was that our manpower re-
quircments were leveled out in such a way
that the entire project effort could be
handied by a significantly smaller staff
than is customary for this size project

In addition to enabling a smaller organi-
zation to handle the complex problems of
the New Alhany High School, 1he reduc-
tion of manpower produced other benefits
to hoth nur organization and the client
group. Most significant, by avoiding the
usual “production cruach™ before a proj-
cct gocs to bid, we were in a position o
make carelul and timely decisions which
i usually not possible when the final
phases of a large project are ground out.

In a further eflort to ensure the highest
quality building performance for our client
and to make most efficient use of our own
resources, we chose to utilize performance




The New Albany High School houses 3,000 studenis in a series of structures arranged
around @ large open courtyard used by the community ax well as the school

specifications as a basis for bidding a
number of building systems. Through the
use of performance specifications we were
able to draw on the greatest potential
skills and cxpericnce of the building in-
dustry at-large. The effect of this approach
was to significantly “multiply” the techai-
eal capability of our firm

In retrospect, although we achicved
savings of s1aff on the New Albany High
School in arcas such as production, there
was not & reduction in overall manhours
allocated to the project. The real payoff

{and a benefit to both owner and archi-
tect) was that we were able to allocate a
greater proportion of our scarce resources
tor the essential tasks of the projeci—the
continuous management of design quality,
cost and time

The example of the New Albany High
School (a $17 million project delivered in
29 months from start of planni
pancy) should not suggest that the use of
improved delivery methods are Hmited to
projects of this magnitude. A varicty of
techmiques may be used on projects of

varying size, scope and complexity. We
. in fact, successfully applied these
s on renovation work and projects
an $250,000 in cost
her area of activity of our firm
promise and should be
ment to the smaller

ows gre
of significant coc
architectural fi
role of “building d
an cxample, we

ery consultant.” As
currently working as
primary ts to the joint ventu
Davis-Brody Associates/Large & Mc
tor the new Federal Correctional Fac
at Otisville, N.Y. For this project (w
i still in the preliminary initiation stage
by the Federal Burcau of Prisons and
General Serviees Administration/Poblic
Building Service), the role defined for our
firm is one of consultation in the arcas of
cvaluating the most efficient way of deliv-

project in order to achicve the
highest quality in terms of design and pro-
gram innovation and in terms of cost and
time.

Although this kind of consultation may
be attractive 1o a limited number of firms,

a smaller organization to
become involved in large and significant
building efforts.

It is our experience that apart from
having practice, organizational and staff-
ing implications, alternative project deliv-
ery approaches also bring about some
calignment of the traditional scparation
of design and production activities of the
firm. The successlul implementation of
these techniques requires the highest de-
gree of interaction between the planning,
design and eonstruction technology skills
right from the inception of cach project.

Although the term is overused and
WOT)0 this interactive process may best
be described as a “team approach.” One
of the implications of this approach is that
the traditional role of the omnipotent de-
signer is blurred and the design becomes
» much more significant contribution on
the part of the primary members of the
team and the organization,

But don't forget the most significant
participant in the tcam—the owner—Tlor
without the client’s commitment to and
support of improved delivery techniques,
their use will become impossible at worst
and 2 nightmare at best. O
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Ervin H. Zube, Joseph H. Crystal,
James F. Palmer

The Visitor Center Design Evaluation
was commissioned by the Natlonal Park
Service 1o examine Its own facilities.
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