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TEXAS T EC H UNIV E R S ITY - DA IRY B ARN 

The Dairy Barn serves as one of the most 
recognizable landmarks on the Texas Tech 
University campus. The facility offers endless 
possibilities to be reused in a new and different 
manner. As Texas Tech University cont inues to 
grow, it must embrace its agrarian roots and 
t raditions as it moves into the next century. 

The immediate area surrounding the barn 
has been neglected as many of the adjacent 
areas have been developed. As a student, I 
recognize the need to fill the void that has 
been left within t he campus plan to create a 
pleasant environment for all to enjoy. Further
more, the addition of a restaurant on campus 
would provide the campus with an addit ional 
amenity to meet the wants and needs of 
students, faculty, staff, alumni and visitors. 

Figure 1.1 Texas Tech University Seal 

The notion of converting the barn to a restaurant 
is not an original idea of my own. Over the past 
few decades there have been multiple proposals 
regarding what to do with the Dairy Barn . In 
1998, Texas Tech University commissioned a 
Master Plan in which a proposal was presented to 
renovate the Dairy Barn into a restaurant. 

After serving as the College of Architecture 's 
student representative on the Chancellor's 
StudentFirst committee, I became aware of the 
proposal and the committee embraced the idea 
and recommended its implementation to the Board 
of Regents. Although to date there are no current 
plans to carry out the renovation, in this project I 
am seizing the opportunity to design the facility. 

I would like to thank my friends, family, and 
faculty for their support of me in this project. 
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Thesis Statement: 

The integration of new and old 
architecture through adaptation and renovation 
of historic structures will create architecture 
that is expressive of its t ime while reflective of 
the past. 

Facility Type: 

The project involves converting the Texas 
Tech University Dairy Barn into a restaurant 
and bar for students, faculty, staff, alumni, and 
other visitors. The renovated barn will serve 
as a social hub for the campus community 
hosting a variety of functions and 
accommodating the everyday lives of patrons. 

Figure 1.2 Electrical Engineering Key Arcade, lTU 

ADAPTIVE REUSE 

Context Statement: 

The Dairy Barn currently sits In the 
southwestern quadrant of Texas Tech University. 
In recent years the university has expanded in this 
direction and the majority of residence halls are in 
close proximity as wel l. However, the Dairy Barn 
and immediate surrounding area have been 
overlooked and somewhat left behind as the 
Southwest Collections Library, English-Philosophy
Education complex, and the Fl int Avenue Parking 
Facility have been constructed. The proposed 
reuse and addition to the barn will recreate the 
vibrancy it once had and fi ll the void left in the 
campus plan while maintaining its historical 
significance. 
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Adaptive reuse is an appropriate option 
to facilitate the continued use of historic 
structures rather than demolition. The reuse 
of historically significant structures is not 
purely driven by economic motives. At times, 
it may be more expensive to reuse a structure 
than to demolish it and build a new facility. 
However, the value in such significant 
structures is not only monetary. Instead, 
historic structures have social and cultural 
values that embody the spirit of their time. The 
reuse of such structures invests in those values 
and rekindles the spirit bringing it to life in the 
current time. The social impact of an adaptive 

Figure 2.1 Tate Modern Museum, London, UK 

ADAPTIVE REUSE 

reuse project is much deeper than what can be 
justified in purely practical terms. 

The method and approach of additions to 
historic structures is a key issue. In order to 
respond to this issue, the architectural design 
should illustrate the adaptation and reuse of the 
structure. Through contrast and abstraction, the 
new design will portray the difference between the 
original facility and the new structure. A 
contrasting addition emphasizes a separate 
architectural style than the original while an 
abstract addition alludes to and makes use of 
existing design elements without any attempt to 
recreate them. 1 Both contrast and abstraction are 

Figure 2.2 Wellness Center, Santa Monica, CA 
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appropriate methods to designate the new 
addition from the original building. 

I n either met hod, major planning consid
erations are required. The connection between 
t he old and t he new portion of the facilit y, 
integration of the mechanical and engineering 
systems, function, access, and circulation are 
all key design.2 The use of contrast and ab
straction in a building addition is " intended to 
draw attention to the addition and to make a 
statement about the building's development, 
history, image, and uses.3" Adaptive reuse is 
intended to provide new meanings and asso
ciations to the facility 

Figure 2.3 Villa Hasenheide, Berlin, Germany 

ADAPTIVE REUSE 

by building on its historical foundation to create 
architecture that is expressive of Its time while 
reflective of the past. 

The process of adaptive reuse is most appro
priate with vacant landmark buildings. As identifi
able landmarks, their association with people, 
events, and the region provide substantial reasons 
for reuse. To reclaim is better than to neglect, not 
because the old is better than the new, but be
cause blending the two best communicates, 
physically the significant character of continuity 
and change in society.4 Without question, as 
buildings begin to deteriorate and go vacant, 
adaptive reuse is a clear option for renewal. 

Figure 2.4 Bryn Mawr College, Bryn Mawr, PA 
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Adaptation 

Converting a building from one use to a 
new and different use through adaptation can 
present several issues for consideration. The 
building must respond to its change in function 
which may contrast the purpose in which the 
building was originally designed to accommo
date. 5 Often times warehouses, factories, and 
other storage facilities offer the greatest possi
bility for adaptation. Their original open floor 
plan allows for the greatest amount of flexibil
ity in the options for a new use. 

Adaptation can occur entirely within the 
interior of the facility or can protrude through 
the original building to expand the space. The 

Figure 2.5 DoMa, Baltimore County, MD 

ISSUES 

change of function may also require a significant 
amount of updating to the facility as well In order 
to meet current building code standards. How
ever, buildings with sound structural components 
lend themselves to successful adaptations. 

On both the interior and the exterior, the 
renovation can visually express the change In the 
building 's purpose through architectural design . 
Sometimes new forms will be generated by study
ing the existing architecture. However, reexamina 
tion of historical forms should not be rationale for 
copying the old with hopes of falsely recreating 
the past. 6 Adaptation should be a celebrated 
activity in revitalization. 

A 
Figure 2.6 VIiie de La Fleche, Sarthe, France 
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Structure 

The original structure provides a skeltal 
framework of the building that can be exposed, 
contrasted, or extended in the adaptation of 
the facility. The entire process of adaptive 
reuse often begins with the examination of the 
existing structure. If the structure is sound, it 
can serve as a beginning point for the new 
design. 

Compatibility between new and old de
mands an in-depth knowledge of previous 
methods and materials of construction.7 Sensi
tivity to the original design may require a new 
design to act as a respectful backdrop while at 
other times may encourage the new to 

Figure 2. 7 Gray Company, Lexington, KY 

ISSUES 

act as a foil to the old. The new design must also 
understand that the original fabric of the building 
was created to meet a completely different set of 
objectives and constraints and may require inno
vative solutions to comply with the current building 
practices. 

Structure is the most basic element of built 
forms, and must be taken into consideration in 
adaptive reuse. How to create a new addition that 
is physically linked and functionally connected to 
an existing facility is a key issue at hand in adap
tive reuse. 8 The challenge is to integrate the old 
and new elements in a manner that is practical 
and appropriate to the design. 

-
Figure 2.8 Bird House Renovation, Bronx, NY 
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Connections 

When designing an addition, one key 
feature is how the new portion intersects with 
the original facility. There are several options 
to solve the apparent design problem. One 
solution is to aggressively encroach upon the 
old building with an addition that essentially 
grabs hold of the building. A second approach 
is to gently connect the addition to the original 
building with a minimal link. Finally, a third 
fundamental approach is to not intersect the 
original facility at all. An addition can connect 
to the original facility through means other 
than a physical connection. The linkage can 
occur through site paving, landscaping, lines of 

Figure 2.9 Black Diamond, Copenhagen, DK 

ISSUES 

sight or other means. The critical issue is to en
sure that the design adequately provides a con
nection between the new and the old portions of 
the building. 

In order to determine which method of join
ery is most appropriate, each adaptive reuse 
project must be considered individually. Reuse 
projects are unique in nature and mandate an 
independent response to design issues. By care
fully designing the connection detail between the 
old and new, the result can produce architecture 
with a duality that represents both the past and 
the present. 9 

Figure 2.10 Haarlem Museum, The Netherlands 
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Materiality 

The materials used in an adaptive reuse 
project are an integral part of the overall de
sign. The juxtaposition of new and old materi
als will visually illustrate t he distinction be
tween what is original and what has been 
added. Layering the materials can boldly ex
press the spatial transition between old and 
new. 

Additionally, the once exterior materials 
on the original building may be cleaned and 
incorporated as an interior finish in the new 
design. 10 This method serves to preserve t he 
original building materials in a manner in which 
users of the new facility will be better able to 
appreciate and understand the original facility. 

Figure 2.11 City Library, Landau, Germany 

ISSUES 

Through contrasting, abstract, and complementary 
materials the building will produce a profound 
effect that exemplifies the differences between the 
new and old portions of the faci lity. 

The detailing, form and color of the materi
als can also relate to the origina l building. The 
function and aesthetics of the overall design will 
be drastically affected by the choice of materials. 
Materiality is a major issue In a design renovation 
and reuse because, as in any building project, it 
can direct the structural system, building methods, 
and visual appeal. 

Figure 2.12 L.A. Design Center, Los Angeles, CA 
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Linkage 

It is important to consider the issue of 
linkage in an adaptive reuse project. These 
types of projects exist in an environment 
where the context has already been estab
lished. Therefore there must be a clear effort 
to link the new design to the context in which it 
lives. Linkage is especially important in situa
t ions of pathways, lines of sight, or other axis 
of interest. 

The new use of the facility must coexist 
with its surroundings. It has the benefit of 
adjacent precedents to build upon and foster 
t he design response. A new design can help to 
mold together the jumbled architecture of the 

ISSUES 

current site. A successful design will be able to 
incorporate the context of the building as a key 
element in the final product. 

Linkage does not have to yield to the current 
state of the site, instead it can attempt to create 
new linkages as well. The new facility may incor
porate a connection with the surrounding environ
ment that previously did not exist. 

In either approach, building upon the current 
linkages or creating new ones, the issue at hand 
remains the same. Contextual factors must be 
incorporated in the design if it is to be successful. 

Figure 2.13 Hamburger Bahnhof, Berlin, Germ~ny Figure 2.14 Louvre, Paris, France 
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Sibelius Hall 

Location: Lahti, Finland 
Architect: Hannu Tikka & Kimmo Lintula 

Sibelius Concert Hall is composed of a 
rehabilitated 1907 brick warehouse combined 
with two new glass structures. Not only does 
this facility renew the dilapidated structure, but 
it also revitalizes the Lahti waterfront district. 11 

In order to accommodate the program 
demands for superior acoustical ratings within 
the concert hall, the architects realized that the 
old brick building would not suffice . Therefore 
the historic structure is used to house the ar
rival area, public spaces and support areas. 

Figure 2. 15 View of Ent rance 

CASE STUDY 

Alternatively, the new symphony chamber is a new 
distinct wooden vessel that is enclosed by glass 
walls. The great 'Forest Hall' is the grand public 
foyer that combines the old and new with a grid of 
grand wooden supports modeled after the sur
rounding forest trees. 12 

This adaptive reuse project exemplifies the 
notion of bringing a historically significant struc
ture back to the prominence it once knew. 
Sibelius Hall adds a sleek modern building to an 
older brick structure which contrast in form and 
style to create a modern facility that is reverent of 
its past life. 

Figure 2.16 Interior View of Forest Hall 
11 



Bow Truss Studio 

Location: Culver City, CA 
Architect: Steven Ehrlich 

Steven Ehrlich takes a 1930's red brick 
industrial building and transforms it into studio 
space of Sony Pictures Entertainment. The 
originally low-tech structure is converted to 
house high tech video editing systems. 13 

Ehrlich adds a clerestory light element to 
the original bow shaped truss roof. The addi
tion of six large steel columns angled to match 
the radial curve of the truss system help to 
define the central two story gallery space. This 
space becomes the defining interior area 

Figure 2.17 Before (Above) & After (Below) 

CASE STUD Y 

around which all other interior spaces are orga
nized. This is the key feature in the reuse of the 
facil ity by building on t he existing structure to 
accommodate a new use. This is a unique ex
ample of tying the new steel structure supporting 
the clerestory to the existing wooden bow truss 
supporting the domed roof. Ehrlich's technique for 
combing the new and old structural systems is 
founded in the original geometry of the facility.14 

Furthermore, the second floor has been added and 
is independently supported by its own structural 
system. 

Interior View of Steel & Wooden Truss 



ING & NNH Bank 

Location: Budapest, Hungary 
Architect: Erick van Egeraat 

Originally an 1884 courtyard style apart
ment building, this is now a corporate head
quarters that redefines the interior expecta
tions of the structure. Erick van Egeraat's 
modifications to the four story Italian renais
sance building are hardly evident from the 
exterior. The open courtyard has been covered 
by two new additional floors disguised by a 
mansard roof to the street facade. 15 

While the original building is founded on 
principles of symmetry, right angles, and load 

Figure 2.19 View of Amorphic Board Room 

CASE STUDY 

bearing masonry, the addition contrasts those 
concepts with the amorphous blob on the roof and 
seemingly random angles in the interior.16 This 
corporate faci lity blends the function of the faci lity 
into the design of the space. The lower floors 
house the bank office space and are correspond
ingly sober in nature while the upper floors are 
home to the insurance company and have a more 
energetic and uninhabited appeal .17 By exposing 
the differences within the faci lity to mirror the 
functions inside it, van Egeraat creates a dynamic 
building that breaks away from the traditional 
office space throughout the world. 

Figure 2.20 Transverse Section 
13 





Restaurant style dining in America dates 
back to Colonial times, where the only type of 
facility available for such an activity was a 
boarding house or tavern. Prior to the Indus
trial Revolution, most Americans lived in rural 
areas, traveled very minimally, and had little 
reason or funds to visit the taverns and inns.18 

At the end of the eighteenth century, the 
rise of restaurants, as they are known today, 
began with lodges that rented out space for 
the sale of food . Coffee houses and oyster 
houses began appearing in the largest cities. 19 

Most historians credit John and Peter 
Delmonico with founding the first established 
restaurant in the United States in 1820 in 

Figure 3.1 Restaurant Street Signage 

HISTORY & EPISTEMOLOGY 

Manhattan. Delmonico's went from being a simple 
wine, coffee, and pastry provider to becoming one 
of the nation's most famous and elegant restau
rants.20 

At the beginning of the twentieth century, 
restaurants began to rise in popularity. The revo
lution began as larger cities grew to a size that 
made it difficult to return home for the noon meal. 
While factory workers continued to bring their food 
to work, many white-collar workers turned to res
taurants to provide their meals. At this time, the 
industry was primarily filled with local and family 
owned establishments often tied to their cultural 
heritage and traditions.21 Rarely did families dine 
out and competition was generally limited to the 

_..,,,: ~ 

Figure 3.2 Interior of 1920's Diner 
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immediate surrounding areas. It was only 
after the industrial revolution t hat the industry 
would change again. 

The change in the American economic 
base and social st ructure brought about a 
great change in t he restaurant business. The 
diner developed out of street vendors moving 
into more permanent locat ions to sel l their 
food. And t he production of food became more 
st reamlined and efficient, just as virtually ev
erything else in the indust rial revolution. 

Moving forward to the 1960's, the growth 
of franchise and chain restaurants became 
apparent. There grew to be a distinct separa
t ion in the customer base from lunch to dinner, 

Figure 3.3 Interior View of Dining Room 

HISTORY & EPISTEMOLOGY 

and the quality of service become an important 
factor for repeat business.22 

In the last fifteen years, there are larger 
corporations as well as independently owned res
taurants in every neighborhood . The Industry has 
become extremely focused on quality and there is 
little tolerance for less than perfect food or service. 
Competition has grown fierce, and there are now 
several levels of quality to meet the needs of every 
customer. 23 Upscale restaurants serve the highest 
quality food and are housed In premier facil ities 
that illicit a grand atmosphere, while at the other 
end of the spectrum, fast food chains have taken 
over street corners across the nation. The restau
rant industry is alive and well in America . 

Popular Chain Restaurant 
16 



A restaurant facility is primarily broken 
into two fundamental segments, the private 
and the public space. These two portions of 
the facility must work in harmony for the res
taurant to be successful. 

The private spaces represent the behind 
the scenes action unknown to the common 
customer. Food preparation is the primary 
activity that takes place in the private area, 
however there are steps prior to and following 
the actual preparation of food. 

On the other hand, the public space is 
exposed to all customers entering the facility. 
As restaurant patrons enter, they have the 
choice to dine or visit the lounge area. In 

Diagram: 

Figure 3.5 Flow Chart of Facility 

FACILITY SYNTHESIS 

either circumstance, they will be provided a ser
vice in the public area of the building. 

It is that service that links the public to the 
private space. Waitstaff, bartenders and managers 
are the employees that will be responsible for 
bridging the gap, from the private segment to the 
public segment and vice versa. 

The flow of personnel and material is vital to 
the operation of the restaurant. In order to 
achieve optimal productivity and circulation, the 
restaurant should adhere to the flow chart below. 
With this design, food moves through the facility in 
a circular fashion. It is vital that the design solu
tion accommodate the proper flow of materials and 
personnel. 24 

17 



Front of the House: 
As the restaurant guest enters the facil

ity, a greeter is present to direct the guest to 
their seat. If necessary, the greeter will take 
the name and then wait for the next available 
table. After being seated, the designated 
server will take the order and deliver the food. 
Next the used dishes and tableware must be 
removed and the table prepared for the next 
guest. Also at this time, payment is received 
for the meal. 25 

The primary task in the front of the 
house is to provide personal service and en
sure guest satisfaction. 

Figure 3.6 Waitress Provides Service to Guests 

ACTIVITY ANALYSIS 

Back of the House: 
Food production is the major task of the back 

of the house. The operation of the kitchen is 
somewhat parallel to an assembly-line; food is 
converted from raw materials to being garnished 
and presented on a plate. 26 

Other key activities in the back of the house 
include dishwashing, pot washing, and overall 
sanitation. As used dishes are brought back into 
the kitchen, they must be cleaned and sanitized for 
the next guest. Overall cleaniless is paramount in 
the back of the house to maintain the highest level 
of sanitary conditions. 

Figure 3. 7 Kitchen Staff Prepare Food. 
18 



Lobby /Entry 

Function: Main entrance, reception and wait
ing area for restaurant guests, and hostess 
area. 
Size: 250 sq.ft. 
Issues: Ample seating space, professional 
appearance to set the tone of the dining expe
rience, and accessibility to dining spaces. 
Facts: The lobby space for the restaurant 
must be able to accommodate a large number 
of guests during busy times as they wait to be 
seated. Furthermore, this space will serve as 
the primary circulation area for customers 
entering and exiting the facility. 

Relationships: 

Figure 3.8 Lobby/Entry Bubble Diagram 

SPATIAL ANALYSIS 

Goals: To create a welcoming space that is invit
ing to the customers. 
Performance Requirements: This space needs 
to be designed In a manner that reflects the over
all sense of place within the restaurant. Addition
ally, the lobby must be functionally adequate for 
the hostesses to have a means of seeing which 
tables are available at which to seat guests. The 
space must be able to adapt to the necessary 
lighting levels throughout the day and be heated 
and cooled at a comfortable level for customers. 

Concepts: 
To Outdoor Dining 

~ 
To Bar/Lounge 

r.=========i• '/1 To Indoor Dining 
Li // 

To Office--

Hostess 
Stand 

Seating 

I 
Entry 

Figure 3.9 Lobby/Entry Concept Diagram 
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Indoor Dining Room 

Function: To provide seating for a maximum 
of 175 customers for dining. Furniture must be 
varied in sizes and be moveable in order to 
adapt for different sized dining groups. 
Size: 2,600 sq.ft. 
Issues: Circulation of guests and waitstaff, 
flexible layout, and accommodation of large 
groups. 
Facts: The indoor dining room is the primary 
space within the facility and functions as the 
space with which most users will interact. The 
dining room must also have a flexible layout 
that can accommodate various sizes of 

Relationships: 

Indoor 
Dining 

Figure 3.10 Indoor Dining Bubble Diagram 

SPATIAL ANALYSIS 

customer groups in a short amount of time. Addi
tionally, a large reservable space that Is semipri
vate is necessary to host large events, such as 
private parties or meetings, that may take place 
within the restaurant. 
Goals: To create an environment that customers 
will enjoy and be able to easily perceive both the 
old and the new portions of the facility. Another 
goal is to utilize the historic element of the barn to 
create an atmosphere with an authentic sense of 
place. 
Performance Requirements: This space must 
be integrated into the operation and function of 
the restaurant in order to be successful. 

Concepts: 
To Kitchen 

To Lobby'[J!LIIIJUl!LJllU 1 JJIJlJllLJllLJIJTo Bar 

~o o o o 000 
Roaoo oo 
~ (j 0 0 0 ~) ~~~ g:~ 

rr ~ 1tum r2 pt~~ ~ 
Booth Seating Table Seating 

Figure 3.11 Indoor Dining Concept Diagram 
20 



Outdoor Dining Terrace 

Function: To provide an additional dining 
option for 75 customers to enjoy dining space 
outside on the patio. 
Size: 1,200 sq.ft. 
Issues: Circulation of guests and waitstaff, 
shade, and seating for dining . 
Facts: The outdoor dining terrace will be less 
formal than the primary indoor dining area. 
This outdoor area can also be converted to host 
a variety of events, such as hosting private 
parties, bands, or watching sporting events on 
large screen televisions. 

Relationships: 

Figure 3.12 Outdoor Dining Bubble Diagram 

SPATIAL ANALYSIS 

Goals: To design a pleasant outdoor space that is 
enjoyable for the customers. This space should 
remain casual to provide an alternative to the 
other public spaces in the facility; the Indoor din
ing room and the bar and lounge area. 
Performance Requirements: This space, while 
outdoors, must have some sort of barrier from the 
general open space to keep food and beverages 
within the facility. There must be plenty of seating 
available in order to accommodate outdoor dining 
as well as general socializing among restaurant 
guests. 

Concepts: 

To Kitchen & Indoor Dining 

r . 
oo oool 
0 ~ tJ ~ G,-_ Flexible Table 

O M O M O Seating 

00 00 
00 

Controlled Access 

Figure 3.13 Outdoor Dining Concept Diagram 
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Lounge/Entertainment 

Function: Pool tables, table seating, and bar 
seating. 
Size: 1,600 sq.ft. 
Issues: Close proximity to the bar area, 
separate from dining area, and nighttime 
atmosphere. 
Facts: The lounge/entertainment space will 
function to serve serveral different activities. 
In this space, patrons will be able to play at the 
pool tables, eat food, and enjoy a cocktail. 
This space will also serve as a waiting area for 
customers who are waiting to be seated and 
wish to enjoy adult beverages while they wait. 

Relationships: 

Figure 3.14 Lounge Bubble Diagram 

SPATIAL ANALYSIS 

Goals: To create lively space that incorporates 
the physical attributes of the existing facility. Fur
thermore, building upon the traditions of Texas 
Tech University, this space will help to facilitate 
celebratory activities promoting the success of the 
University. 
Performance Requirements: The lounge/ 
entertainment area must be large enough to ac
commodate all of the various acitivities within the 
space. Additionally, patrons must be able to have 
access to other parts of the facility and be adja
cent to the bar area. 

Concepts: 

Bar Area 

To Dining rrs- - I ~ l()J l()J I 
Room - ~uuui:i·i::n::r~ D 

0 o n tl n n 
~ o . nu O 

Flexible Seating 
Arrangements 

Figure 3.15 Lounge Concept Diagram 

Pool Tables 

22 



Bar 

Function: Workstation for bartenders, serve 
alcoholic beverages, supervision of lounge/ 
entertainment area. 
Size: 300 sq.ft. 
Issues: Security of alcoholic beverages, ac
cess to all of the various types of alcohol, and 
management of surrounding areas. 
Facts: The bar represents the space which 
only restaurant employees will use. This space 
must be able to facilitate several bartenders 
working at once and provide access to all of the 
necessary types of drinks and other ingredi-
ents. 

Relationships: 

Figure 3 .16 Bar Bubble Diagram 

SPATIAL ANALYSIS 

Goals: To create a dynamic space that is visually 
stimulating for the customer. Also, to design a bar 
that is integrated with the other restaurant ameni
ties. 
Performance Requirements: The bar needs to 
be recognizable to the customer and serve the 
needs of the client as well. Furthermore, from this 
area, bartenders must have a clear view of what is 
happening in and around the space to maintain a 
secure environment. 

Concepts: 

-==:;:::::;::::;:= ~ Limited Access~ c::::;=::::::::;==-

Service 
Bar 

Figure 3.17 Bar Concept Diagram 

Storage 

23 



Kitchen 

Function: Cooking space, preparation area, 
dishwashing, dish storage, food staging, bever
age preparation, kitchen office, storage, and 
server station. 
Size: 2,400 sq.ft. 
Issues: Food preparation process, circulation, 
sanitation, and safety. 
Facts: The kitchen is host to several simulta
neous functions. The kitchen will be home to 
several pieces of equipment ranging from 
stovetops to industrial dishwashers. The four 
primary areas will include; prepreparation, hot 
food preparation, cold food preparation, and 
final preparation. 

Relationships: 

Figure 3.18 Kitchen Bubble Diagram 

SPATIAL ANALYSIS 

Goals: To design a layout the helps to facilitate a 
smooth operation of the facility. Function is the 
top priority in the design of the kitchen. 
Performance Requirements: The kitchen 
should meet all of the current standards for codes 
and requirements of industrial kitchens. Materials 
used in the kitchen must be durable and easy to 
clean. Easy circulation throughout the kitchen 
with appropriate spaces directly adjacent for quick 
access. 

Concepts: 

DesserV 
Area 

Exit 

'Dlshwashlng 

· Beverage 
~Station 

1 
Entrance 

Figure 3.19 Kitchen Concept Diagram 
24 



Food Storage 

Function: Storage space for dry goods, re
frigerated goods, frozen goods, and beverages. 
Size: soo sq.ft. 
Issues: Inventory turnover, security, sanita
tion, and accessibility. 
Facts: There must be several types of storage 
that are distinctly divided. Large refrigeration 
equipment will be necessary for the storage of 
cold and frozen goods. Shelving is needed for 
storage of dry goods. Alcoholic beverages 
must be stored in a secure location with limited 
access to employees. 

Relationships: 

Figure 3.20 Food Storage Bubble Diagram 

SPATIAL ANALYSIS 

Goals: To provide separate spaces within the 
storage area to facilitate the different types of 
storage necessary. 
Performance Requirements: The space must 
be designed with consideration of the size of 
premanufactured refrigeration units. All storage 
areas must be accessible in order to ensure that 
perishable items are not misplaced and left behind. 

Concepts: 
Refrigerated Storage 

Frozen Storage 

Dry Storage 

Figure 3.21 Food Storage Concept Diagram 
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Office 

Function: Records, administrative and man
agement activities, and bookkeeping. 
Size: 150 sq.ft. 
Issues: Security, supervision, desk space, file 
storage, and audio/visual control. 
Facts: The office it used to conduct standard 
forms of business and process paper work. In 
addition, it will provide a private environment 
to talk with employees, vendors, and other 
business people. The office must be wired with 
multiple outlets, phone jacks and serve as the 
control room for the restaurant's audio and 
visual components. 

Relationships: 

Office 

Figure 3.22 Office Bubble Diagram 

SPATIAL ANALYSIS 

Goals: To provide a centralized space for man
agement activities where managers can oversee 
the operations of the restaurant. 
Performance Requirements: The manage
ment office must be accessible to customers with
out having to walk through the kitchen. The office 
should be located in a central space so that the 
manager has quick access to all areas of the res
taurant. It must be also be able to provide a quiet 
working space without distraction from the outside 
activitiies. 

Concepts: 
A/V Controls 

0 0 
0 

Desk File Storage 

Figure 3.23 Office Concept Diagram 
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Locker Room 

Function: Provide storage space for employ
ees personal belongings. 
Size: 100 sq.ft. 
Issues: Sanitation, security, employee moral . 
Facts: This space will be used for the storage 
of employee personal items as well as provide 
an area to ensure control over uniform stan
dards. It is important to note that the 
lockerroom is an area for employees to prepare 
for work, not a space to loiter or use as a 
lounge. 

Relationships : 

Figure 3.24 Lockerroom Bubble Diagram 

SPATIAL ANALYSIS 

Goals: To provide a space that provides an area 
for restaurant employees to prepare for work and 
store their personal belongings. 
Performance Requirements: The locker room 
must not be located directly next to an entrance or 
an exit because it may present problems for food 
and utensil control without proper supervision. 

Concepts: 

I I I I I I I I I I 

I I I I 

Figure 3.25 Lockerroom Concept Diagram 
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Receiving 

Function: Receiving area for deliveries, load
ing dock, and waste disposal. 
Size: 100 sq.ft. 
Issues: Control, protection from weather, and 
distribution of goods. 
Facts: Consideration must be given to screen
ing the area from the public in order to hide 
unsightly material. The receiving area must 
also be accessible to the kitchen and storage 
areas in order to properly distribute the re
ceived goods. 

Relationships: 

Figure 3.26 Receiving Bubble Diagram 

SPATIAL ANALYSIS 

Goals: To incorporate the original loading dock of 
the facility into the new design . To provide a 
space the facilitates the recording of dates to prop
erly identify perishable items. 
Performance Requirements: The space must 
be able to accommodate one small delivery truck, 
and access of materials through the use of a dolly 
or handtruck. The receiving space must be appro
priately design so that there is adequate space to 
perform the necessary task, but not an excessive 
amount of space so that there is an accumulation 
of miscellaneous and unnecessary objects. 

Concepts: 

/ Loading Dock 

To Storage 

Sorting Area 

Figure 3.27 Receiving Concept Diagram 
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Spatial Relationship 

The relationship among the various 
spaces is less complex than it appears. While 
each space may have numerous adjacency 
requirements, the facility is a small enough 
size to incorporate those relationship. 

The two most central spaces are the 
manager's office and the kitchen. The office 
space is a small proportion of the overall size, 
yet it is important to the operation of the entire 
restaurant and therefore must have access to 
several of the spaces to provide supervision. 
The kitchen also central to the operation, in 
that the majority of every function is somehow 
related to the kitchen. The organization of the 
facility must be arranged in a manner that 

Diagram: 

Figure 3.28 Spatial Relationship Bubble Diagram 

SPATIAL ANALYSIS 

acknowledges the centrality of these two spaces. 
The three primary spaces, in terms of size 

requirements, are the indoor dining room, outdoor 
dining terrace, and the lounge and entertainment 
spaces. Together, these three spaces represent a 
vast majority of the overall size of the restaurant. 
The lobby, lockerroom, receiving, storage, and bar 
make up the remaining spaces. These spaces 
represent peripheral areas that do not have to be 
linked to a great number of other spaces. 

Altogether, there are ten primary functional 
spaces that combine to create a restaurant facility. 
With careful consideration, these spaces can be 
arranged to yield a successful design solution.27 
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Space Summary 

Lobby /Entry 
Indoor Dining Room 
Outdoor Dining Terrace 
Lounge/Entertainment 
Bar 
Kitchen 
Food Storage 
Office 
Locker Room 
Receiving 

250 
2,600 
1,200 
1,600 

300 
2,400 

800 
150 
100 
100 

Total NSF 9,500 

Figure 3. 29 Exterior View of Barn 

SPATIAL ANALYSIS 

Gross Square Footage: 

NSF: 
Conversion Ratio: 

9,500 
30/70 

GSF: 
(9,500)(30°/o) = 2,850 

+ 9,500 

Total GSF 12,350 

Figure 3.30 Exterior View of Barn 
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Bartlett Hall 

Location: Chicago, IL 
University of Chicago 

Architect: Bruner/Cott Associates 

The renovation of Bartett Hall converted 
the orignal athletic facility built in 1903 into a 
new dining hall and gathering space. 28 This 
complex project seamlessly conceals the nec
essary modern infrastructure into the historic 
Gothic style building. Furthermore, a large 
addition was constructed and conceals the 
receiving docks as well as the completely new 
mechanical systems. The entire facility con
sists of a 550 seat dining hall, exhibition 

Figure 3.31 Interior View of Dining Room 

CASE STUDY 

cooking servery, production kitchen, storage areas, 
student activity areas, offices, and informal lounge 
spaces. 

The original elevated running track over the 
gymnasium floor not serves as a student lounge 
overlooking the dining hall. The missing and dam
aged windows are replaced with replicated with 
energy efficient, double-glazed, diamond paned 
windows. 29 

On the exterior of the building, a new west 
entrance has been created with a curved limestone 
wall winding its way through several mature trees. 
This new walkway helps to redefine the exterior 
university quandrangle. 

57th STREET 

Figure 3.32 Site Plan 
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Bear's Lair 

Location: Berkeley, CA 
Univ. of California - Berkeley 

Architect: Kennedy/Jenks/Chi lton 

The Bear's Lair Brewpub is the center of 
campus social life on the UC Berkeley Campus. 
It is where the campus community gathers to 
celebrate sporting events, to hear great music, 
to see entertaining acts and to get the best 
food and beverages around campus.30 

In the year 2000, the faci lity underwent 
a major renovation. New booths, televisions, 
and a large oval shaped bar were added to 
update the facility. The "Pub Pat io" was also 

Figure 3.33 Bear's Lair Outdoor Patio 

CASE STUDY 

renovated as well as an entirely new kitchen was 
installed. One pleasant surprise during renovation 
was the discovery of the original pub fireplace, a 
gift from the Class of 1910, which had been walled 
off for over twenty years . Without question, this 
renovation has proven to be quite successful. On 
any given day, the facil ity is fu ll of students, 
faculty, staff, and the local community enjoying 
the social scene on Berkeley's campus. 31 

Figure 3.34 
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Scoozi! 

Location: Chicago, IL 

Architect: Aumiller Youngquist 

This restaurant was developed from an 
automobile repair garage into one of Chicago's 
hottest new restaurant s. The 10,000 square
foot facility can now accommodate 300 restau
rant guests. The transit ion from dining space 
to t he kitchen area is partitioned with garage 
doors to keep with the original function of the 
building and to functionally serve as fire shut
ters for building code restrictions.32 

Bright and vibrant colors are used on the 

Figure 3.35 Interior View of Bar Area 

CASE STUDY 

interior and exterior of the facility. The interior 
floor is covered with a broken tile floor in a nonuni
form pattern in order to break down the scale of 
the room. The exterior is highlighted with a mus
tard yellow awning and large red tomato over the 
door that has become an identifying icon . 

This project represents a premier example of 
adaptive reuse of an ordinary structure. The large 
trussed warehouse provided a nice backdrop to the 
open floor plan of the new restaurant. Once a 
primarily industrial area filled with warehouses, 
the opening of Scoozi! has begun a transformation 
of the district and led to several similar projects 
such as restaurants, galleries, and office spaces.33 

Figure 3.36 Exterior View 
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Texas Technological College was founded 
in 1923 and enrolled its first 914 students in 
1925. As several decades of prosperous years 
being a college, the name was changed to 
Texas Tech University in 1969 to reflect the 
diversity of subjects studied. The school is a 
state-funded institution for higher education 
supporting a variety of academic fields ranging 
from agriculture to medicine. The campus 
consists of a contiguous tract of 1,839 acres on 
the edge of the business district in Lubbock, 
Texas. The city of Lubbock is currently home 
to approximately 200,000 residents and situ
ated in the South Plains area of West Texas. 34 

As the University continues to grow, it 

Figure 4.1 Chemistry Building Arcade, TIU 

OVERV I EW 

has reached an all time high student population of 
nearly 29,000 students in 2003. Texas Tech 
University has emerged as a nationally recognized 
university in both academics and athletics. As a 
member of the division one Big XII Conference, it 
competes in a variety of intercollegiate athletics.35 

In recent years, the University has been 
expanding its facilities rapidly in order to facilitate 
the growth of the student body. Some of the most 
notable recent projects include; the United Spirit 
Arena, Southwest Collections Library, English
Philosophy-Education Complex, Carpenter/Wells 
Residence Facility, Jones SPC Stadium renovation, 
Student Union Building Expansion, and Student 
Recreation Center addition. 

Figure 4.2 Soapsuds Statue, TIU 
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The Texas Tech University Dairy Barn and 
Silo was constructed in the fall of 1925. It 
remains one of the few buildings original to the 
university campus.36 The barn originally func
tioned as a dairy facility, supplying milk and 
other dairy products to the university and the 
surrounding community. Wyatt C. Hedrick is 
the architect responsible for the design of the 
facility. The barn actively served as a dairy 
production facility for almost forty years until it 
was abandoned in 1964 and dairy operations 
were moved elsewhere. 37 

Since that time, there have been numer
ous recommendations on how to use the facil
ity ranging from a museum for dairy produc-

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

tion to a campus theater. In each of the propos
als, one notion remains the same; the dairy barn 
is a historically significant structure to the heritage 
of Texas Tech University. In 1990, students initi
ated a successful fund-raising campaign to ensure 
the preservation of the barn as a symbol of Texas 
Tech's agricultural heritage. Their efforts, culmi
nating in 1992, resulted in having the facility 
placed on the National Register of Historic Places 
(building #92000336).38 The building is, "repre
sentative of pre-depression era, American, state of 
the art agriculture and milk production technology, 
the building stands as a symbol of a time when the 
United States was emerging as the world 's leading 
food producer."39 
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The barn has come to serve as an icon of 
t he American farm. Its simple form and mate
rials are derived from its intended original 
functions. This architectural character pre
sents a stark contrast to the current university 
context fi lled with buildings const ructed of 
brick, stone, steel, and glass.40 While the barn 
is no longer functional, it now personifies the 
fundamental cultural and economic foundat ions 
on which Texas Tech University was founded. 

As the university and agricultural curricu
lum have evolved over time, t he barn has lost 
its functional appeal. I n order to capital ize on 
t he barn's social and historical significance the 
facil ity must be put to use. Many prior 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

attempts have been made, but the only viable 
option to bring the facility back to its days of gran
deur is to reuse it in a new and different manner 
that will allow students, faculty, staff, and the 
community to interact with the building. Renova
tion and adaptation of the barn will provide a new 
amenity on campus while simultaneously promot
ing the history and tradition of Texas Tech. 

In 2001, Texas Tech Chancellor Dr. David 
Smith formed a committee, StudentFirst, to make 
recommendations to the Board of Regents on how 
best to improve the campus. After a year long 
study, the students' top recommendation was to 
renovate the Dairy Barn into a place of social 
interation on campus.41 

-Figure 4.4 Aerial Rendering of lTU Campus Plan, Dairy Barn #34 
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Campus Architecture 

There are two primary schools of thought 
when it comes to designing architecture for a 
university campus. Thomas Jefferson once 
said, "A University should not be a house but a 
village.42" Since Jefferson's time, the notion of 
a universit y campus has evolved over t ime, but 
the notion of a "village" remains primari ly in 
tact . However, the method in which the archi
tecture responds and interprets the term vil
lage is vast and varied. 

One of the more conservative approaches 
to building within a campus landscape is to 
hold tightly to design guidelines mandating the 
form and style of the buildings. As the Univer-

Figure 4.5 Lerner Hall, Columbia University 

ISSUES 

sity of Virginia, originally designed by Thomas 
Jefferson, expands, it retains the formal character 
of the original buildings. As reflected in Robert 
Stern's Graduate School of Business, the Univer
sity of Virginia is committed to maintaining the 
Jeffersonian ideal of detailed brickwork combined 
with classical elements. 43 

On the other hand, Bernard Tschumi in col
laboration with Gruzen Samton created Lerner Hall 
at Columbia University with a design that broke 
from the campus tradition. Instead, Lerner Hall is 
reflected of its time period and focuses on reveal
ing the interior of the facility both visually and 
functionally to the rest of the campus.44 

Figure 4.6 School of Business, Univ. of Virginia 
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Public Space 

Just as the built environment plays a key 
role in establishing a university campus, the 
public space is of equal importance. The space 
between the buildings it where the true life of 
the campus exists. For without the thousands 
of students walking accross campus each day, 
the university would not exist. Furthermore, 
because walking it the primary means of trans
portation on campus, special attention should 
be given to the pedestrian features. 

Creating a successful campus landscape 
is a comprehensive design problem that is to 
consider the coordinated use of signs, lighting, 
site furniture, in addition to the vegetation and 

Figure 4. 7 Rochester Institute of Technology 

ISSUES 

built structures.45 Campus walks, paths, and 
courtyards help to define the public realm of a vast 
institutional setting. A contemporary collegiate 
landscape must incorporate and encourage inter
action among the users. In a sense, a campus 
landscape is a small scale city that has an abun
dant amount of factors contributing to the overall 
impression . 

Moreover, as the use of campuses has ex
tended in recent years to be twenty-four hours a 
day and practically year round, new design solu
tions must address these issues to facilitate the 
increased usage.46 

'/I. Q_ • 

Figure 4.8 Carleton College Campus 
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Urban Amenities 

The public space within a campus plan 
must be filled with urban amenities to provide 
a space for successful interaction. Site ar
rangements can be a campus design signifier 
and positioned as dominant and subordinate 
elements in the design composition .47 There 
are several issues of urban amenities that 
determine the success of a campus landscape. 
The introduction of water features, art, and 
seating groupings help to downsize the large 
scale of the university context to a more hu
man level. 

Art in campus arch itecture can range 
from small thought-provoking sculptures, to 

Figure 4. 9 Athabasca University, Canada 

ISSUES 

ancient archaelogically significant works .48 "Sculp
ture serves as an expression of the contemporary, 
exuberant, indomitable, even defiant human spirit. 
All of these are necessary, and unique elements of 
university life.49" Successful artwork is thought 
provoking and wh ile it may be loved or hated by 
different students, it generates thought and con
versation which are fundamental in education. 

The use of urban amenit ies such as foun
tains, art, and seating can have profound effects 
on the culture of the campus. They serve as 
meeting points, gathering areas, and landmarks 
for both those who are fami liar and unfami liar with 
the campus. 

Figure 4.10 CSU-Long Beach, Student Union 
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Dairy Barn 

Type of Constructions0 

- Wood Frame 

- Stucco Exterior Finish 

- Hollow Tile Interior Walls 

- Concrete Beam & Slab Foundation 

- Wood Joist Roof Structure 

- Composite Asphalt & Shingle Roof 

- Exposed Ceiling Structure 

- Gross Square Feet = 11,000 

_J 

3 

ti).._ 

Figure 4.12 Ground Floor Plan 

EXISTING FACILITY 

Figure 4.11 Dairy Barn, 1925 

.--1 f 

Figure 4.13 Second Floor Plan 
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Dairy Barn 

The north elevation currently has two 
openings which have been recently plastered 
over. The roof rafter ends are in fair condition 
with several ends or tails in need of repair. 
The surviving roof dormers on the north side 
are in generally pood condition. 51 

The west elevation maintains the original 
upper loft doors in relatively fair condition. 
The orignal second level loft access door is 
missing, but the overhead metal track remains 
in tact. Furthermore, the original wall 
mounted lighting fixtures are missing and 
rusted junction boxes remain. 52 

Ill 

Figure 4.15 North Elevation 

EXISTING FACILITY 

Figure 4.14 Interior, Student Dairy Assn., 1931 

Figure 4.16 West Elevation 
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Dairy Barn 

The stucco on the south elevation wall 
surfaces are in good condition. Similar to the 
rest of the structure, the rafter ends are dete
riorated and the roof dormers are in very poor 
condition. The plywood enclosure over the 
south elevation of the milking wing contrasts 
with the integrity and appearance of the origi
nal faclitiy. 53 

The east elevation is missing the original 
sliding doors and have been replaced by a 
wooden enclosure and standard door. The 
existing wood gable vent appears intact. The 
triple unit upper loft window is in fair condi
tion.54 

Figure 4. 18 South Elevation 

EXISTING FACILITY 

Figure 4.17 Loading Delivery Truck, 1930 

Figure 4.19 East Elevation 
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North 

Plant Soil Sciencess 
Texas Tech University 

Figure 4.20 Plant Soil Science Building, TTU 

BUILT ENV I RONMENT 

South 

Foreign Languages5 

Texas Tech University 

Figure 4.21 Foreign Language Building, TTU 
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West 

English/Philosophy /Educations1 

Texas Tech University 

Figure 4.22 English/Philosophy Building, TIU 

BUILT ENVIRONMENT 

East 

Main Libraryss 
Texas Tech University 

Figure 4.23 Main Library, TIU 
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Pedestrian Traffic 
SITE ANALYSIS 

Figure 4.24 Students Walk Across Campus 

- Primary Pedestrian 
Routes 

- Most of the Paths 
are Not Along Exist
ing Sidewalks 

46 



Public/Open Space 

Figure 4.27 Public/Open Space - Site Analysis 

SITE ANALYSIS 

Figure 4.26 English-Philosophy-Education Courtyard 

- Black Area Repre
sents the Negative 
Space Surrounding the 
Barn. 

- Yellow Areas Depict 
Landscaped Regions 
{with vegetation and 
hardscapes) 
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Connection to Campus 
SITE ANALYSIS 

Figure 4.28 View Looking West from Library 

- Primary East-West 
Axis that Connects to 
the Library and the 
Facade of the English 
Building 

- Secondary North
west Axis Adjacent to 
the Site 
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Views 
SITE ANALYSIS 

Figure 4.30 View from Library Fountain 

- Views Into and Out of 
the Site from the 
Northeast Near the 
southwest Collections 
Library 

- Views Into and Out of 
the Site from the Court
yard of the Engllsh
Philosophy-Educatlon 
Complex 
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Boundaries 

Boundaries - Site Analysis 

SITE ANALYSIS 

Figure 4. 32 Barriers Along Sidewalk 

- Clearly Defined 
Barriers on all Sides 
Except the Southeast 
Corner 

- Ample Room for 
Expansion to the East 
and West 

- The Barn lies Di
rectly on the South
ern Boundary 

so 



Vegetation 

Vegetation - Site Analysis 

SITE ANALYSIS 

Mature Trees 

- Several Mature Trees 
to the South and East 

- Overgrown Bushes 
next to South Facade 

- Otherwise Bare Land
scape 
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Vehicular Parking 

Figure 4.37 

SITE ANALYSIS 

Figure 4. 36 Access to Barn from Parking Area 

...___ .... ---11 I I 

- No Parking Immedi
ately Adjacent to the 
Site 

- Primary Access will 
be from Pedestrians 

- Receiving and Waste 
Disposal Must be 
Addressed 
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Climate 
Lubbock's climate is semi-arid and fa irly 

mild. Cool nights and warm days predominate 
with relatively low levels of humidity. Yearly 
averages are as follows59

: 

July Average Temperature - 80.0F 

January Average Temperature - 38.9F 

Annual Snowfall - 9.6" 

Annual Days of Sunshine - 261 
Annual Average Precipitation - 17. 7" 

Figure 4.39 Climate - Site Analysis 

SITE ANALYSIS 

Figure 4.38 Current Site Conditions 

- Prevailing Winds 
from the South 

- Strong Eastern Sun 
in the Morning 

- Strong Western Sun 
In the Evening 
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TTU Master Plan 

Location : 

Architect: 

Lubbock, TX 
Texas Tech University 
Hellmuth, Obata + Kassabaum 

In 1998, Texas Tech Universit y solicited 
the design consultation from Hellmust, Obata + 
Kassabaum (HOK) architectural firm to create a 
Master Mlan for the campus. 60 The primary pur
pose of the campus Master Plan is to define a 
framework of oppertunit ies within which Texas 
Tech University will base future decisions upon 
for 1,1pgrading and adding new facilities to t he 
campus. The completed master plan designed by 
HOK takes its inspri ration for the original 1923 

CAMPUS PLANNING 

camp~s. plan. The result builds upon the strong 
o~ganizing framework of the original campus along 
with the careful integration of architecture and 
op~n space. "The Master Plan draws on the past 
as 1t looks toward the future. Its intent it to ex
tend the structure and character of the original 
ca_n:1pus to ou_tlying areas and to find new ways to 
utilize the University's resources to ensure that 
Texas Tech continues to fulfi ll its mission.61" 

One of the proposals within the Master Plan 
is to relocate the Dairy Barn near the Engineering 
Key and renovate it for an adaptive resue as a 
campus cafe with outdoor dining ares. 

Figure 4.41 



Student Union 

Location: Lubbock, TX 
Texas Tech University 

Architect: Hardy, Holzman, Pfeffier & 
Associates 

The 95,000 square foot add ition to the 
Texas Tech St udent Union Building is a bold 
new design to the traditional campus at Texas 
Tech University. The design attempts to t ie in 
regional feat ures such as the local limestone 
and ranch-style materials on some of the inte
rior detailing.62 HHPA is noted for its Innovative 
use of stock materials to add to the design of 
the building . 

.._.,.,.._...... ... ~ 

Figure 4.42 Exterior View from Library 

CASE STUDY 

The new addition also creates a nicely land
scaped courtyard tying the facility to the main 
library to the west. The glass gathering pavilion at 
the main entrance is reminiscent to the adjacent 
entrance to the Southwest Collections library. 

While the building does use some of the 
notable design features of the campus such as the 
red ti le roof, arched entryways, and extensive use 
of brickwork, it also portrays a style all its own. 
The extensive use of detailed glazing and variety 
of materials gives the building its unique identity. 
There is a clear acknowledgment of the historic 
campus architecture in the modern design of the 
addition. 

Figure 4.43 Interior Lobby Space 
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Wexner Center 

Location: Columbus, OH 
Ohio State University 

Architect: Peter Eisenman 

The design of the Wexner Center is 
based on the intersection of the Columbus 
street grid and the Ohio State campus grid to 
symbolically and literally link the two ordering 
systems. 63 By using both of the preexisting 
grids, the facility seemingly belongs to both 
the university and the city. 

The Wexner Center is rooted in Inher
ently urban principles that creates an architec
ture not of objects, but connections. 64 It 

Figure 4.44 Exterior View from the South 

CASE STUDY 

resolves the apparent discrepancy between town 
a_nd campus and signifies a place of social integra
tion. The result of these ideas is a design that 
revolves around relationships and context, not 
appearances. 

The raised scaffolding in conjunction with the 
paving patterns on the ground extend the project 
far beyond the site lines to create a more profound 
effect on the surroundings. The building simulta
neously defines a new context at the intersection 
of the grids while also sensitively deferring to the 
history and context of its existing surroundings 
without overpowering them.6s 

Figure 4.45 Axonometrlc View 
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Paul Allen Center 

Location: Palo Alto, CA 
Stanford University 

Architect: Antoine Predock 

The Paul Allen addition to the Center of 
Integrated Systems contrasts the existing 
architectural character of the original facility 
but compliments it through its proportions 
massing and roofline. 66 This facility blend; into 
the Stanford University campus not with its 
architectural style or detailing, but through 
careful observation of other design elements. 
While the older portion of the campus centered 
around the main quad has a strict aesthetic 

Figure 4.46 Exterior View 

CASE STUDY 

character to It, as the campus expands more 
design freedom Is allowed. ' 

Predock's addition reverent of the historic 
campus architecture while inserting modern fea
tures where appropriate. His solution includes a 
facade covered in massive stone blocks with win
dows and balconies recessed into the form of the 
structure. 67 The large copper lined barrel vault 
signifies the pedestrian path related to the greater 
campus master plan. This feature is an integral 
part to the building's success because It recognizes 
the overriding order of the pedestrian axis on cam
pus while developing the new facility. 

~ 

Figure 4.47 Stanford University Campus Map 
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Vontz Center 

Location: Cincinnati, OH 
University of Cincinnati 

Architect : Frank Gehry 

In a sea of brick facades on the Univer
sity of Cincinnati campus, Frank Gehry adds his 
own touch of brick in the Vontz Center. Unlike 
the shimmering panels of the Guggenheim 
Museum in Bilbao, the Vontz Center uses a 
relatively common material, brick, in a new 
way to mold to the bulging designs of Frank 
Gehry. While the Bilbao Museum made its 
surroundings famous, the Vontz Center is 
meant to blend the university's East and West 

Figure 4.48 West Elevation 
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campuses. 68 In order to accomplish t his, Gehry 
uses the familiar brick facade but in a whole new 
style. 

The volumetric massing breaks away from 
the traditional campus brick boxes to create a 
memorable form. Such an iconic facility gives the 
campus a unique and identifiable feature with 
which people have come to expect from Gehry's 
designs. 

Frank Gehry illustrates the possibility for 
architects to take a straight geometric grid and 
make it innovative without losing the function of 
the facility. 69 Without question, the Vontz Center 
raises the standard of university architectu re. 

Figure 4.49 Longitudinal Section Through Lobby 
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During the 2001-2002 school year, I had 
the opportunity to serve on the Chancellor's 
inaugural StudentFirst campaign to make Texas 
Tech University the most student friendly 
university in the nation. At the end of that 
year, the committee made our 
recommendations to the Board of Regents and 
proposed that the Dairy Barn be renovated into 
a campus restaurant as a top priority. 

Upon entering the graduate architecture 
program, I became intrigued with the notion of 
adaptive reuse in architecture. Old vacant 
buildings with historical significance plague 
cities across the world. One viable option is to 
rehabilitate such structures is through adaptive 
reuse. After choosing my architectural thesis 
topic, I selected the Texas Tech University Dairy 
Barn as my facility and site to apply my theory. 

At the first schematic design phase, I 
presented three different design solutions for 
the adaptive reuse of the Dairy Barn. After the 
critiques from the schematic review, it was 
apparent that while I had initially presented 
three separate design solutions, they were 
essentially all the same. In each of the 
schematic designs I had intersected the barn 
with a large voluminous object. The only 
difference was the shape and orientation of the 
foreign object I was colliding with barn. 
Although I had met the space allocations I had 
set forth in my program in each of the 
schematic designs, I failed to capture the 
essence of the barn and its historic character. 
Each of the new additions in the 
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designs were overwhelming; their scale was out of 
proportion with the barn and became 
overpowering . After the review, it was clear that I 
needed to continue my research in order to better 
comprehend the existing nature of the barn and 
understand the sense of space in the interior. 

I continued the design process by reviewing 
my initial space allocations to better determine the 
need and size for a new addition. Through several 
space analysis layout schemes I determined there 
was a need for an exterior addition in order to 
accommodate all of my programmed spaces. Next 
I further studied the context of the site and how it 
was used by pedestrians on the campus. Through 
several series of photographs I was able to develop 
my site analysis of the paths people travel and 
high traffic areas within the site. 

Perhaps the most influential stage of my 
design process was touring the interior of the barn. 
Although I had measured drawings documenting 
the structure, and several photographs 
documenting the exterior, I was only able to truly 
get a sense for the space after visiting the inside. 
After touring the interior, I was able to find a copy 
of the original drawings for the barn as It was 
planned in 1927. Although the barn was not built 
to the specifications set forth In these drawings, 
they provided the inspiration of my final design 
scheme to use the original planned footprint of the 
facility as the basis of my design. 

In my final design I attempted to capture the 
warmth and sense of interior space of the historical 
structure by building from the originally designed 
footprint. 
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Schematic Design 1 
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Figure 5. 1 Elevations Figure 5.2 Plans 

Figure 5.3 Study Model Figure 5.4 Study Model 61 



Schematic Design 2 
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Figure 5.5 Elevations Figure 5.6 Plans 

Figure 5. 7 Study Model Figure 5.8 Study Model 62 



DESIGN PROCESS 

Figure 5. 9 Elevations Figure 5.10 Plans 

Figure 5.11 Study Model Figure 5.12 Study Model 63 



Space Analysis 
After the initial critiques of the large 

forms intersecting the barn from the schematic 
design review, I began to analyze the need for 
an addition to the structure. I developed 
several layout schemes to accommodate the 
various spaces I had allocated in the program. 
I also determined it was necessary to alter 
some of the initial square footage allotments I 
had assigned to the kitchen and outdoor dining 
areas. The original kitchen size was too large 
and there needed to be more space allocated 
for outdoor dining. 

I began grouping spaces together by 
their function. Most of the spaces fell into two 
distinct categories; service and served areas. 

ii 

D 
Figure 5.13 Space Analysis Layout Schemes 
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Also, I began to factor in the influence of the 
orientation of the facility, and noting that the 
service areas must have access to the exterior for 
delivery of goods and trash removal. I struggled 
to locate the primary entry of the facility as well. 
As the barn currently sits on the site, it is almost 
an island in a sea of open space with pedestrian 
paths on all sides. In each of the layout schemes I 
experimented with placing the primary entry in 
various locations. 

I -

-
' 
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Context Analysis 
When designing on a university campus, 

it is paramount that the pedestrian is taken 
into consideration. With this particular site, it 
is surrounded on all sides by paths worn into 
the ground where people walk. Furthermore, 
this area is the primary link between the 
center of the Texas Tech University campus 
and the growing southwestern quadrant. In 
order to properly understand the usage of the 
site by pedestrians, I took several series of 
photographs at various times of the day on 
different day of the week to document how and 
where people walked on the site. 

It was also important to blend into the 
surround physical context as well. Texas Tech 

Figure 5.14 Site Photograph 
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has a somewhat formal layout of sidewalks and it 
was key to match the function of the new paths to 
the formal character of the existing campus. 
Additionally, I tried to incorporate the existing 
campus axis of buildings and mature trees that 
were on the site. Adaptive reuse projects must 
acknowledge the environment in which the 
building sits, and in order to be successful must 
appropriately respond to the context. 

Figure 5.15 Site Photograph 
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Barn Interior 
The lower level of the barn reveals its 

functional agrarian roots. The concrete floor of 
the milking wing is on two levels in order to 
accommodate users of the facility to feed and 
water the cattle without stepping in the ma
nure. At the south end of the milking wing a 
concrete ramp exists where cows were brought 
into the facility to be milked before being led 
down to the lower level. The walls are built of 
load bearing clay tile blocks with steel columns 
and I-beams for additional interior structure. 

Figure 5. 17 Interior Cattle Ramp 
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Figure 5. 16 Entry 

Figure 5.18 Milking Wing 66 



Barn Interior 
The west portion of the lower level 

continues the same clay tile exterior walls and 
steel interior structure. However, this space is 
segmented into several smaller rooms with one 
large aisle down the center. 

The second floor of the barn presents a 
grand double-height space that runs the length 
of the building. The only openings for light to 
penetrate the space are the six dormer 
windows and one window on the east wall and 
two doors on the west wall. The large volume 
exists almost entirely of wood and gives a 
warmth to the space. 

Figure 5.20 Loft Interior 
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Figure 5.19 Clay Tile Interior 

Figure 5.21 Hay Loft 67 



Barn Interior 
The upper loft space is currently only 

accessible by one narrow stairway at the west 
end of the building. The roof shape is 
emphasized through the repetition of wooden 
trusses that span the length of the facility. 
There are two large wooden structural braces 
that provide lateral stability at each end of the 
loft. 

The vast majority of the wood is original 
to the structure. It is clear that there have 
been some replacements and repairs made to 
the roof. Currently, most of the windows are in 
tact but have been covered with plywood from 
the exterior to block most of the light from 
penetrating the space. 

Figure 5.23 Upper Stairwell 
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Figure 5.22 Wooden Brace 

Figure 5.24 Wooden Rafters 
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Barn History 
The original campus master plan for 

Texas Tech University included thirteen 
buildings to be built on the campus. The Dairy 
Barn served as a facility for the agriculture 
department and was used for the Student 
Dairy Association through the 1940's. 

W.C. Hedrick was the architect 
responsible for the original design of the 
building in 1925. However, it was not built 
exactly to his specification is 1927. Instead, 
only one silo was built and the east-west wing 
was shortened significantly. The small 
extension wind to the south was built, but was 
torn off during the 1960's after the barn went 
out of use. 

Figure 5.26 Original Barn Elevations 
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Figure 5.25 Original TTU Campus Plan 
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Design Evolution 
Starting from the original footprint as 

designed by W.C. Hedrick I began to explore 
design solutions that would bring the barn back 
to its initially planned form. Using the spaces I 
had planned in my facility analysis, I allocated 
the various spaces to fit the plan of the original 
design. 

In the initial design concept using this 
method, I attempted to use the entire footprint 
for the addition as it was designed in 1925. 
However, after several different design options, 
I found it necessary to not fully reconstruct the 
facility as it was originally planned. Instead, I 
could give reference to the space, shape and 
form by using just a foundation, frame, or 

Figure 5.27 First Floor Layout 
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partial skeleton structure. This notion allowed for 
more flexibil ity in my design and freedom to 
illustrate my theory of expressing architecture that 
is of its time versus the historical existing 
structure. 

As further design concepts of this idea of 
using the original footprint developed, I began to 
experiment with different ideas methods of 
abstracting the different various elements ranging 
from the second silo that was never built to the 
south end wing that was built but then torn down. 

0 
0 

Figure 5.28 Second Floor Layout 
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Design Evolution 
Using the concept of abstracting t he 

original design, and my experience of touring 
the inside of the facility, I began to design t he 
exterior and interior simultaneously. I went 
through several schemes of how to open the 
ground floor to the hayloft above, 
experimenting with different size openings. I 
also was challenged by how to incorporate the 
existing elements of the interior such as the 
raised floor of the milking wing, the steel 
structure, and the large wooden supports of 
the hayloft into my design. My design 
developed through the use of large study 
models where I could begin to develop my 
ideas in a three-dimensional form. 

Figure 5.30 Interior Study Model 
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Figure 5.29 Massing Study Model 

Figure 5.31 Interior Study Model 
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Design Evolution 

Further design evolution gave way to 
incorporating a catwalk type structure in the 
hayloft in order for new users of the facility to 
experience the views from the dormer windows 
and see the craftsmanship of the woodwork in 
the rafters overhead. I went through numerous 
designs of the catwalk regarding its shape, 
circulation, and structural support. It was 
important to incorporate the catwalk to the 
existing structure, but to create a not iceable 
difference between the old and new 
construction. 

Figure 5.32 Interior Study Model 
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Figure 5.33 Interior Study Model 72 
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The site plan is designed to reflect the 
paths of pedestrians as they use the site. Fur
thermore, there is a clear effort to blend the 
functional aspect of the sidewalks with the 

DESIGN RESPONSE 

somewhat formal nature of the surrounding 
camous. The service drive is located on the north 
side of the facility and connects to an existing 
parking area. 
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Figure 5.35 Site Plan 74 
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Figure 5.36 First Floor Plan 
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Figure 5.37 Second Floor Plan 76 
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Figure 5.38 Third Floor Plan 

77 



DESIGN RESPONSE 

Figure 5.39 East Elevation 
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Figure 5.40 North Elevation 78 
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Figure 5.41 West Elevation 

Figure 5.42 South Elevation 79 
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Figure 5.43 Structural Isometric 

Figure 5.44 Section Perspective A-A' 
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The design is further illustrated through 
three building sections. Section perspective A
A' deary shows the spatial composition of the 
facilty and how the three levels are connected 
through one continuous space at the entry. 
Section B-B' is highlighted with the seating 
areas on the catwalk level and the exterior 
dining options of the new addition. Finally, 
Section C-C' portrays the level change of the 
floor in the milking wing and the incorporation 
of the existing interior ramp as a salad bar. 

Clearly, all three section drawings help to 
articulate the final design and sense of space 
within the facility. 

Figure 5.46 Section B-B' 
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Figure 5.45 Section C-C' 
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Detail 1 
Detail 1 depicts the connection between 

the existing clay tile structure to the new addi
tion made of concrete masonry units. Both the 
new and the old exterior is covered with a 
stucco finish that is separated with an expan
sion joint. 

Detail 2 
Detail 2 illustrates the decking and para

pet wall of the second floor outdoor dining 
terrace in the new addition. The detail shows 
the planter bed built into the wall system and 
the connection of the steel tube trusses to the 
top of the concrete masonry wall. 
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Figure 5.47 Detail 1 
~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Figure 5.48 Detail 2 82 



Detail 3 
Detail 3 depicts the cable suspen

sion system designed to support the 
catwalk level. A prefabricated steel 
channel is bolted to the existing series of 
wooden rafters to support the two cables 
that hang downward. The cables are 
connected to eyebolts recessed in the 
flooring of the catwalk. Steel I-beams 
connect to the wooden rafters at each of 
the platforms to provide lateral stability 
and tube lighting is included under the 
fiberglass skin to illuminate the catwalk. 
Finally the wooden brace of the rafter is 
cut and replaced with a steel rod to 
provide more headroom for patrons. 

Figure 5.49 Detail 3 Isometric 
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From this view, one can see the layout of 
the sidewalks connecting the Main Library to 
the barn. Additionally, on the left side there is 
the avilion where edestrians are able to 

Figure 5.50 View From Main Library 
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engage the faci lity without actually entering it. 
Also, the historic barn doors are open revealing 
the recessed main ent ry to the restaurant. 
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The new addition to the west end has 
steel trusses which support a hanging balcony 
on the third level. Below that, there is an 
outdoor dining terrace for customers to enjoy. 

Figure 5.51 View From Pavillion 
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On the ground level the patio foundation ex
tends almost to the silo, marking the originally 
planned footprint of the facility. 
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Two spiral staircases lead visitors down 
from the third floor balcony to the ground level 
patio. The ground floor of the new addit ion 
also houses a large amount of storage space ----

Figure 5.52 View From English/Philosophy 
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for t he kitchen while providing covered seating 
on the southern edge. The barn is landscaped 
with traditional Texas Tech University tulips 
along the edge of the facility. 
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As visitors enter the building they are 
given a preview of the upper loft area through 
the opening in the floor. To the left is the lower 
level dining area and on the right are the 

Figure 5.53 Interior Entry 
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restroom facilities built on the existing raised 
concrete platforms. The steel I-beams and 
columns original to the structure remain in 
tact. 
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The lower dining area in the original 
milking wing serves as the primary eat ing 
space for restaurant guests. Along the edges, 
tables are placed on the elevated platforms 

Figure 5.54 Dining Area 
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original to the structure. Towards the end of 
the wing the salad bar is incorporated in the 
existing ramp with the restaurant management 
offices behind. 
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The hayloft is converted in a bar and 
lounge area with flexible seating and pool 
tables in t he gaming area. The original hard
wood floors remain in place. Overhead, the 
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catwalk level floats to give an uninterrupted 
space on the second level whi le also providing 

illumination from the lights concea led with in the 
fiberg lass skin . 
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The third f loor catwalk provides guests 
with views through the dormer windows and a 
seating area on a raised platform. The cable 
suspended flood reinforces the rhythm of the 
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existing wooden rafters. The steel channel 
supports bolted to the rafters provide differen
t iation of materials between the new and old 
elements of the facility. 
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Figure 5.57 Model Photograph 91 
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Figure 5.58 Model Photograph Figure 5.59 Model Photograph 

Figure 5.60 Model Photograph Figure 5.61 Model Photograph 
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Figure 5.62 Model Photograph 93 
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Figure 5.63 Model Photograph Figure 5.64 Model Photograph 

Figure 5.65 Model Photograph Figure 5.66 Model Photograph 94 
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Figure 5.67 Model Photograph 95 
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Figure 5.68 Model Photograph Figure 5.69 Model Photograph 

Figure 5. 70 Model Photograph Figure 5. 71 Model Photograph 
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It is only after experiencing the process of 
completing my thesis that I can comprehend all 
that it entails. For four years prior, I have known 
people working on their thesis and have heard of 
their struggles, frustration, and complaints. I 
thought I had a good idea of what was to come, 
but I was wrong. 

Although this experience has been very 
stressful, extremely frustrating and an excessive 
amount of work, it is a milestone I will forever 
cherish. Architecture is the process in which 
abstract ideas become tangible entities. This 
evolution was more apparent during my thesis 
than throughout the rest of my architectural 
education combined. The rigorous schedule set 
forth by my instructors challenged me to mold my 
theoretical idea of adaptive reuse into a cohesive 
design solution. 

Perhaps what I learned most about 
designing with historical structures is to become 
more sensitive. My initial tendencies were to 
make bold design decisions with little thought of 
the implications to the existing building. It was 
only after several critiques that I became more 
subtle in my design approach. I learned that I 
could be sensitive to the historical context in 
which I was designing while maintaining the 
theoretical basis of my design. 

I take pride in the work I produced in 
completing my thesis. I know that the skills I 
gained during this process will assist me 
throughout my future. I also appreciate the input 
and feedback I received daily from my instructors 
who helped guide me to my final design solution. 
Lastly, I will take away the friendships I have built 
through the late nights and stressful moments in 
the studio with my classmates. 

EPILOGUE 

TEXAS TECH DAIRY BARN . 
':THE 0 A IRV BARN AN~ S I L 0 WERE .-~ 

'f (: 0 N ST R UC TE D IN 19 2 6 - 2 7 AND 
J sERV.ED AS A TEACHING FACILITY .. ·· 
.:_ FOR 40 YEARS. THE BARN WAS · 
~. DES I G NED BY F 0 RT W 0 RT H 
. ARCHITECT W.C. HEDRICK WITH 
·, T H E H E L P 0 F A G D E A .N A • H • 
LEIOIGH AND PROF. W.L. STANGEL. 
STUDENTS BROUGHT THEIR OWN 
COWS TO CAMPUS UNTIL 1935. 
MILK PRODUCTS WERE FIRST 
MARKETED THROUGH THE STUDENT 
DAIRY ASSOCIATION. AFTER 1927 
THE DAIRY MANUFACTURES 
DEPARTMENT. ESTABLISHED BY K. 
M.RENNER.FURNISHED MILK AND 
ICE CREAM TO THE LUBBOCK 
COMMUNITY AND COLLEGE 
CAFETERIAS. THE BARN WAS 
ABANDONED IN 1964 WHEN DAIRY 
OPERATIONS WERE MOVED TO 
ANOTHER LOCATION. 
IN 1990 - 92, A SUCCESSFUL 
STUDENT FUNDRAISING EFFORT 
INSURED THE PRESERVATION OF 
THE DA I RY BARN AS A SY M 8 0 L 
OF TEXAS TEeH'S AGRICULTURAL 
HERITAGE. 

Figure 6.1 Dairy Barn Plaque 98 
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