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Statement of Purpose

Paul Rudolph’s Jewett Arts Center at Wellesley College is a milestone work in 
the career of one of the great American architects of the 20th century, and an 
important landmark in the development of a contextual, structurally expressive, 
and historically informed modernism.  Completed in 1958, Jewett is also an 
important landmark in the development of the collegiate arts center as a building 
type, and in informing Wellesley’s own ideas about itself and the quality and 
nature of its architectural heritage.  In close to 60 years of hard and continuous 
use, Jewett has proven remarkably well-made and resilient in the face of program 
and sometimes significant physical change.  The purpose of the present effort is 
to formulate a Conservation Management Plan that will enable more historically 
and technically informed maintenance of the facility, highlight areas where either 
lost features may be recaptured or unsympathetic interventions mitigated, and, 
perhaps most important, to help anticipate a future where inevitable changes 
in program and technology can be accommodated in ways that enhance rather 
than detract from the essential character of the building and its site. In short, to 
find a way to best sustain Rudolph’s vision while accommodating the program 
needs and environmental demands of a 21st-century arts center.  

Introduction
In a lecture delivered on April 6, 1965, at Trinity College in Hartford, Conn., entitled 
“General Education and Art Education: Possessive or Productive,” Josef Albers—
Bauhaus master, founder and director of Black Mountain College, and chairman 
of the Department of Design at Yale University from 1950–58—described a new 
approach to college-level learning that he called “comprehensive education.” 
Encompassing “all fields of learning” and “embracing all facets of life,” such an 
education would put the arts at the center of the campus curriculum: In Albers’ 
view, separating art education from general education was not only “antiquated 
but anti-cultural.” Thus, he noted, in the post-WWII American liberal arts college, 
the arts would occupy a new role, asserting that “the arts center is a college 
center.” 1

1 April 6, 1965. First of three lectures given at Trinity College, Hartford, Connecticut. 
Published as Josef Albers, Search Versus Re-Search (Hartford, CT: Trinity College 
Press, 1969).

I. Overview
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The Jewett Arts Center by Paul Rudolph and Anderson, Beckwith, & Haible (1955–
58) was one of the first such new buildings for the arts to be realized in the United 
States.  As such, it has played a central role in the culture of Wellesley College for 
over half a century, both as a comprehensive center for arts education and as a 
centerpiece of the college campus. Notable both for its innovative educational 
program and for its exceptional design, the building occupies a significant place 
in the history of campus planning and of modern architecture. Like many other 
post-WWII buildings—both in the United States and elsewhere—the Jewett Arts 
Center has been “rediscovered” in the past decade and recognized as a landmark 
building for which a detailed plan for comprehensive conservation and continued 
productive use is essential.

The original vision for Jewett grew out of a desire to bring the various components 
of arts education that had been scattered around campus into a single, signature 
facility that would both enable and embody a synthesis of arts.  This was part of 
a larger movement to encourage collegiate arts education in America, both in 
program and in its architectural expression. The process at Wellesley really began 
in 1954, and as the need and then the program for a Center for the Arts began 
to take shape, questions about how this building would reflect Wellesley’s own 
culture and artistic aspirations came to the fore.  

The mid-1950s was a time of debate and experimentation in American 
architecture, and noone was more aware of this than Wellesley College Art 
Professor and Museum Director,  John McAndrew, who was part of the committee 
entrusted with selecting an architect for the building.  Modernist orthodoxies 
were being challenged and rising architects such as Rudolph and Eero Saarinen 
were experimenting with explorations of form and material.  In addition, a new 
consciousness of history and context both challenged and expanded upon what 
were widely perceived as the narrow strictures of the “International Style.”  

Jewett in particular draws on several local precedents; the adaptation of rough 
New England waterstruck brick as an expressive skin started with Alvar Aalto at 
Baker House at MIT and continued with Saarinen’s MIT Chapel.  These landmark 
buildings mark the nascent development of what has been called a “Cambridge 
Modern” vernacular that updates the traditional combination of this brick with 
limestone or granite frame and detailing through the use of exposed architectural 
concrete. Jewett is in fact one of the first and most expressive manifestations of 
this style. 

Figure 2. North face of the Art Wing of Jewett, photographed from the west. 
Source: EYP
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Scope

The Conservation Plan can only be effective if firmly grounded in a thorough 
understanding of the building, its architect, its physical and cultural context, and 
its present and projected use.  In order to accomplish this, the project team has 
engaged in research, dialogue with stakeholders, and survey and assessment of 
the building as it developed and as it is used today.  For the purposes of this 
report, “stakeholders” are perceived to include the following groups:

• Faculty

• College administration

• Facilities—Departments of Design and Construction and of 
Operations and Management

• Alumnae

• Trustees

• Students

• Donors

• The extended Jewett family

• The arts community

• The architectural heritage community

• The Town of Wellesley

• State and local authorities having jurisdiction (AHJs)

Methodology

From the fall of 2015 through the fall of 2016, the Jewett Arts Center (JAC) 
Research team conducted in-depth research on the history, development, 
and current condition of the JAC.  The team members for these efforts were 
architectural historians Timothy M. Rohan, Alice Friedman, and Martha 
McNamara, and EYP architects David Fixler and Priya Jain.  The team surveyed 
all relevant Jewett materials in the Clapp Archives.  In addition, Rohan reviewed 
materials at the Paul Rudolph Archive at the Library of Congress and, while in 
Washington, D.C., he interviewed Mr. and Mrs. William Greer, members of the 
Jewett family that funded the building. Margaret Jewett Greer (Wellesley, class 
of 1951) is the daughter and granddaughter of the women for whom the building 
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is named:  Mary Cooper Jewett Gaiser (Wellesley, class of 1923; former trustee 
of the College; Art Wing) and Margaret Weyerhaeuser Jewett (who attended 
Wellesley from 1882–1885; Music and Theater Wing. The Jewett/Greer family 
has been and remain supporters of sustaining and enhancing the Jewett Arts 
Center, including the present effort.  

A comprehensive survey and assessment was made of the existing building fabric.  
Surveys were specifically made of the exterior, interior spaces, and building 
systems with an eye to condition, fidelity to the original design, and compliance 
with current code and accessibility standards.  The research team also visited the 
archives in the Margaret Clapp Library at Wellesley to obtain information that 
could illuminate and corroborate our findings. To understand the development 
of the building, hundreds of examples of primary source materials from the 
Wellesley Archives were studied, scanned, and made available to aid all team 
members in analyzing the building. 

The cache of documents illuminating the design, development, cultural context, 
and subsequent life of the Jewett Arts Center is substantial, and casts valuable 
light on the history and experience of the building.  These documents include 
the original program for the building, letters about its design development, early 
schemes for the structure, photos of the completed building, records about 
events held in the building, and information about its renovations. Research in 
Boston area archives also resulted in important discoveries, such as the bound 
volume of the original 1958 project specifications found in the Frances Loeb 
Library at the Graduate School of Design at Harvard University, which not only 
document Rudolph’s original intent down to finishes and building fixtures, but 
also note the many changes that were made through addenda at the last minute 
to describe what was ultimately built. However, none of the original landscape 
design records were located in the course of our research.

This information was used to inform the understanding and assessment of 
Jewett as it was first built, and as it has evolved over time.  The team annotated 
sets of CAD room assignment plans obtained from the Wellesley Facilities Office 
and photographed the full building exterior (to the degree possible) and most 
of the interior spaces.  In writing up the assessments, each feature, space, or 
category of spaces has been compared for configuration and finish with the 
original Rudolph design.  Copies of the 1958 Rudolph/Anderson, Beckwith, & 
Haible drawings and specifications were consulted and compared with the 1977 
David Johnson renovations, and the 1993 Payette/Moneo renovations, as well 
as a few smaller interventions, such as the 1964 changing of the main east entry 
doors. Finally, finish sampling was done in selected locations (see Appendix 5) to 
determine and/or verify original color selections for key interior areas. 
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Although Jewett has undergone two well-documented renovations and smaller, 
incremental changes over the course of close to 60 years, it remains, with 
the exception of the transformation of the original Museum gallery space, 
recognizably—spatially and materially—the building that Rudolph saw complete 
in 1958.  Many of the most apparent changes throughout the building have to 
do with the overlay of building services and technology—ducts, piping, conduits, 
and a variety of devices that, despite best efforts, inevitably intrude upon the 
spare, minimally detailed qualities of the original spaces.  These changes have 
all been made and will continue to occur for good reason—to accommodate 
program changes or changes in building codes, accessibility standards, and 
human comfort; one central goal of this Conservation Plan will be to ensure 
that they are integrated with the architecture in the most harmonious possible 
manner.  

Dissemination

On April 15, 2016, the project team shared its discoveries with the Wellesley 
community through a walking tour of Jewett sponsored by the Wellesley Art 
History Club. One highlight of the tour was the opportunity for students and 
faculty to review an original landscape plan for the Jewett Arts Center presented 
to the College by Mrs. Greer, part of her family’s extensive collection of 
documents related to the building (Fig. 3). To further disseminate its findings, the 
research team created a website about the Jewett Center’s history that can be 
accessed through the Wellesley College Art Department’s home page. Alumnae 
and the public can explore the building’s history, design, and critical reception 
through a variety of historical sources. In addition, a two-day conference, 
featuring presentations by international experts on architecture, art education, 
music, and American college campus design, took place from October 21–22, 
2016. Entitled “The Jewett Arts Center: The Modern Campus at Mid-Century and 
Today,” the conference was an opportunity for the working group to learn from 
invited speakers about the history, program, cultural context, and preservation 
of buildings of similar vintage. 

Figure 3. Landscape Plan for lot west of the Jewett Arts Center, showing the existing 
layout (enhanced with red dashed lines) and the proposed layout in black, Umberto, 
Innocenti & Webel, July 6, 1962. This is the only extant landscape design drawing that 
has been located to date for Jewett.
Source: Wellesley Archives

Conservation Overview

Jewett is a work of exceptional significance and contributes as well to a 
particularly historic area of the Wellesley campus. It is worthy of the highest 
level of protection.  In Part V of this report, we outline the various categories 
of significance for the different spaces within Jewett, and what their assigned 
category means relative to any proposed treatment.  For instance, Jewett’s 
prominence and integrity merit the classification of its exterior and site as a 
Category One resource, which means it should be carefully maintained, and 
changed as little as possible in material and appearance.  
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Conservation Policies

The following is a summary of the conservation policies that inform all of the 
recommendations for Jewett moving forward:

1. Protect the formal and spatial integrity of the building and its setting.

2. Protect and maintain Rudolph’s original material palette.

3. To the degree that it is both possible and reasonable, re-instate lost 
components and features of Rudolph’s original design.

4. Character-defining features are identified and called out as contributing 
elements of significance.  The Design and Preservation Guidelines described 
in Part V shall be employed to outline appropriate steps to be taken when 
contemplating any interventions or modifications to the building. The 
components of the building—site, exterior, and interior space—are ranked 
by category of significance.

  a. Follow institutional protocols and the approvals process described   
 Part V and Appendix 2 for implementation of any interventions.

 b. Develop a risk management process for the maintenance of   
 the building, noting optimal cycles for periodic renewal of critical   
 building components.

 c. Develop a “heritage orientation” program for all who will use   
 and maintain the building—students, faculty, and staff.

 d. Develop an interpretive program for the building.

5. Balance regulatory compliance and fidelity with historic appearance: Seek 
creative solutions to regulatory compliance that minimize change to the  
greatest degree possible without compromising necessary public safety or 
access. 

6. Create a development outreach program to potential donors for future work 
on the building, and create a development endowment.
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A Note on Terminology

The Jewett Arts Center is a spatially complex structure with an equally complex 
history.  As the building’s program has changed over time, so have the terms that 
stakeholders have used to describe the building’s various levels and spaces.  In 
order to strike a balance between historic and contemporary terminology, this 
report adopts the following naming conventions:  

1. Despite their historic designation as the “Mary Cooper Jewett Art Building” 
and the “Margaret Weyerhaeuser Jewett Music and Drama Building,” the 
terms “Art Wing” and “Music Wing”  have been used to distinguish between 
the areas of the building designed to house the Art Department and those 
designed for the Music and Theater departments. The space that was 
originally designed to house the Wellesley College Art Museum and that 
serves as a connector between the two wings and as a bridge over the 
exterior passageway/stairs has been designated as “Museum Gallery/Art 
Studios.” 

2.  The large Level Two corridor spaces that provide circulation through the Art 
and Music wings has been designated as the “Main Lobby” (for the east/
west corridor connecting the Art and Music wings) and the “Auditorium 
Lobby” (for the north/south corridor in front of the Auditorium). 

3. The term “Level” has been used to distinguish levels in elevation (i.e. “Level 
One” or “Level Two” as opposed to “First Floor” or “Second Floor”). The 
largely unexcavated bottom level of the building containing mechanical and 
storage space has been designated as the “Basement Level.” The Sculpture 
Court in the Art Wing will be referred to as occupying a “Mezzanine Level.” 

4. The exterior space and stairs under the Museum Gallery/Art Studios has 
been designated as the “Passageway.” The Davis Museum plaza has been 
designated as the “Plaza.”    

8



Figure 4. East (front) elevation of the Jewett Arts Center facing the academic quad, showing the paved Plaza that extends under and around the building and the steps leading up to 
the Level Two entrance to the building. 
Source: EYP

9
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II. History of the Jewett Arts Center

The Need for a New Building

The program for the Jewett Arts Center was under consideration for a number of 
years. Though it was established leader in American arts education since before 
the turn of the 20th century and one of the first colleges in the United States 
to establish an on-campus museum for the direct observation of original works 
of art, by the end of World War II, Wellesley College had grown, both physically 
and intellectually, to such an extent that the galleries, storage areas, study 
rooms, and other facilities for the arts had become obsolete and inadequate. 
Moreover, classrooms, studios, exhibition spaces, and performance spaces 
needed for teaching the history of art and studio art, music, and theater were 
scattered across campus, reflecting the College’s commitment to these subjects 
but undermining the ability to offer the sort of comprehensive, interdisciplinary 
liberal arts education that Josef Albers would later describe in the quotation 
cited in the section above. 

Founded in 1875 by Henry Fowle Durant and his wife, Pauline Durant, Wellesley 
College’s first building was the massive College Hall designed by Hammatt Billings 
and constructed from 1871–75.  College Hall crowned a hill overlooking Lake 
Waban (on the site of present-day Tower Court dormitory) and housed all the 
College’s activities under one roof—classrooms, laboratories, dormitory rooms 
for students and faculty, a library, a chapel, a gymnasium, and, notably, an art 
gallery. College Hall, however, did not fulfill Durant’s ambitions for the College. 
Surveying the College grounds in 1875, he expressed his vision for the future 
campus: “On that hill an Art School, down there a Musical Conservatory, on the 
elevation yonder a Scientific School, at the farthest height a Medical College, and 
just there in the centre a new stone Chapel.” 1  Not for long would College Hall be 
the only building on Wellesley’s campus.  

In 1878 Durant established a College of Music at Wellesley, and in 1880 
constructed the first purpose-built building separate from College Hall.  Called 
the Music Building (now known as Billings Hall), it was designed by Ware and 
Van Brunt, the leading Boston architectural firm of the period, known best for 
Harvard’s Memorial Hall (1870–77).2  The 1880s brought the construction of 
additional buildings set apart from College Hall—first for student housing and 

1 Peter Fergusson, James F. O’Gorman, John Rhodes, eds., The Landscape & Architec-
ture of Wellesley College (Wellesley MA: Wellesley College, 2000), pp. 29-46.

2 Fergusson, et al, Landscape & Architecture of Wellesley College, pp. 46-50.

Figure 5. College Hall, first building on the Wellesley campus, built 1871–75, destroyed 
by fire in 1914. 
Source: Wellesley Archives

Figure 6. Music Building (left), built 1880.
Source: Wellesley Archives



Jewett Arts Center - Conservation Plan - March 2017

11

then other academic buildings. In 1884 the College adopted a “Cottage System” 
for student housing approving the construction of the still-extant Simpson 
Cottage (1881) and Norumbega Cottage (1885),3   the latter of which was located 
on part of the future site chosen for Jewett Arts Center. The next freestanding 
academic building on campus—Farnsworth Art Building—was built to house a 
School of Art. 

Almost from its inception, Wellesley College offered courses in drawing, painting, 
and sculpture taught as part of the curriculum of a separate School of Art that 
opened, according to Durant’s wishes, in 1878.  The school offered a five-year 
course of study culminating in a BA degree. By 1887, there was enough demand 
to establish a separate art history department and, two years later, to support 
the construction of the new Farnsworth Art Building.4 The site chosen for the 
new building was adjacent to Norumbega Cottage and overlooked today’s 
Severance Green. The neoclassical building, designed by Arthur Rotch of the 
Boston firm Rotch and Tilden, had a program that called for three divisions: art 
galleries, lecture hall, and instructional spaces—thereby providing productive 
adjacencies between the teaching of art and the display of original works of art 
in the galleries. Interestingly, at the building’s dedication in 1889, Rotch told the 
crowd that he had included a room in the building to be used for the teaching of 
architecture (this well before women were admitted to professional schools of 
architecture). 5 

With the arrival of artist and art historian Alice Van Vechten Brown at Wellesley 
in 1897, a new era in the study of art history began. Trained as a painter at 
the Art Students’ League in New York before coming to Wellesley, Brown had 
been director of the Norwich Art School in Connecticut and associated with the 
Norwich Free Academy and the Slater Art Museum. At Wellesley, she created 
a curriculum focused on direct observation and hands-on experience that she 
termed the “laboratory method,” drawing from casts, photos, or works of art 
for connoisseurship and for understanding artists’ materials and techniques.  In 
Brown’s view, such “scientific objectivity” would put the study of art on an equal 
footing with the natural sciences. Ultimately Brown’s approach came to be known 
as the “Wellesley Method,” a rigorous discipline of observing and recording that 
underscored both a hands-on approach combining studio art and art history and 
the significance of regular exposure to the museum’s collections of original works 

3 Fergusson, et al., Landscape & Architecture of Wellesley College, pp. 55–61.
4 Claire Richter Sheran, “Department of Art, Wellesley College and the History of Art 

and Classical Archaeology, Bryn Mawr College, 1875–1914,” in Craig Hugh Smyth 
and Peter M. Lukehart eds., The Early Years of Art History in the United States 
(Princeton, NJ:  Princeton University Press, 1993), pp. 151–160

5 Fergusson, et al., Landscape & Architecture of Wellesley College, pp. 63–67.

Figure 7. Norumbega Cottage, built 1885, demolished 1958.
Source: Wellesley Archives

Figure 8. Farnsworth Art Building, built 1889, demolished 1958.
Source: Wellesley Archives



Jewett Arts Center - Conservation Plan - March 2017

12

of art. 6  These values would ultimately become the cornerstones of the program 
for the Jewett Arts Center, conceived by professors Agnes Abbott, who began 
teaching drawing and watercolor at the College in 1920, and John McAndrew, 
who began teaching at Wellesley in 1945 and served as director of the museum 
from 1947 to 1957. 7  

In 1900, Wellesley College became the first college in the United States to offer a 
major in the history of art.8  In 1911, a new course in museum training, perhaps 
the first of its kind in the country, was created by Alice Van Vechten Brown and 
medievalist Myrtilla Avery, a professor and herself a Wellesley alumna (class of 
1891) and one of the first American women to receive a doctorate in art history 
(Radcliffe College, 1927).9 

It is worth noting that the professors in these early years were all female and, 
as some of the most influential women working in their chosen fields, they 
provided their students with excellent role models of what a woman could do. In 
addition to Alice Van Vechten Brown, Agnes Abbott, and Myrtilla Avery, the Art 
Department faculty included architect Eliza Newkirk Rogers (Wellesley College, 
class of 1900), classicist and archaeologist Harriet Boyd Hawes, and Byzantinist 
Sirarpie Der Nersessian.10   

Among the first men to teach in the department was Alfred H. Barr, who arrived in 
1926.  Barr taught what have been described as the first courses in contemporary 
art in this country; after two years at Wellesley he went on to become the first 
director of the Museum of Modern Art in New York.  His contemporary classes 
were so innovative that the entrance quiz he gave students was published in the 
August 1927 issue of Vanity Fair, emphasizing Wellesley’s place in the forefront 
of art historical studies for a wide population of educated readers.  Through 

6 For Alice Van Vechten Brown, 1862–1949, see Notable American Women, 1607–
1950: A Biographical Dictionary (Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap Press of Harvard 
University Press, 1971), pp.  250–51. See also Sirarpie Der Nersessian, “The Direct 
Approach to the Study of Art History,” College Art Journal, 1:3 (March 1942), 54–60; 
and Agnes Abbott, “The Department of Art at Wellesley College,” Art Journal 21:4 
Summer 1962, 264–66.

7 Oral history interview with Agnes Abbott, 1981 August 25–1982 January 15, Ar-
chives of American Art, Smithsonian Institution (http://www.aaa.si.edu/collections/
interviews/oral-history-interview-agnes-Abbott-12915 accessed 20 August 2016).

8 Sheran, “Department of Art,” 155.
9 Ibid., 159.
10 Oral history interview with Agnes Abbott, 1981 August 25–1982 January 15, Ar-

chives of American Art, Smithsonian Institution (http://www.aaa.si.edu/collections/
interviews/oral-history-interview-agnes-Abbott-12915 accessed 20 August 2016).

Figure 9. Alice Van Vechten Brown 
(1862–1949) by Artemis Tavshanjian
Source: Davis Museum

Figure 11. Alfred H. Barr (1902–1981)
Source: Boston Globe (https://www.
bostonglobe.com/ideas/2013/07/27/
the-young-wellesley-professor-who-in-
vented-contemporary-art/RoebIf203D-
M2gfzONXcuFO/story.html)

Figure 12. Sirarpie Der Nersessian 
(1896–1989)
Source: Wellesley Archives

Figure 10. Agnes A. Abbot (1897–1992)
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Jeannette Johnson (later Dempsey, class of 1924), whom he had taught when 
she was an art major at Wellesley, Barr met her brother Philip, then a Harvard 
undergraduate, whom Barr would ultimately hire as the first curator of modern 
architecture at MoMA.

By the early 1940s, it had become clear that new facilities for the study of the 
arts were urgently needed.  Agnes Abbott remembered particularly that storage 
for art was an enormous problem and that there had been “talk about a new 
building for a long, long time.”11  Early discussions envisioned a new library (the 
existing one was also cramped for space) on the site of Norumbega Cottage and 
the construction of an addition to the Farnsworth Art Building that would link 
it to the library.  This new construction, it was proposed, would conform to the 
Collegiate Gothic style of Green and Pendleton halls and would complete the 
quadrangle of academic buildings on Norumbega Hill.12   The art faculty was up in 
arms. In December 1945, Professor Sirarpie Der Nersessian argued “if we have an 
Art Building we should like it to be of the same material as the other buildings on 
Norumbega Hill and in general harmony with them. But we should certainly not 
want a Gothic facade.” She later elaborated that “[a]ll of us in the department, 
without any exception, are very respectfully, but also very greatly opposed to a 
Gothic building which…could not be a building adequately planned for modern 
usage.” By 1949 the project was shelved due to lack of funding.13  

The unexpected gift of funds to build an addition to the library uncoupled the 
plans for a new art building from those for the library, but still left the College’s 
trustees considering an addition to Farnsworth to alleviate overcrowding.  
That idea rankled many who found Farnsworth to be a blight on Norumbega 
Hill. In a speech to the Wellesley trustees entitled “An Argument for a New 
Art Building,” delivered on May 21, 1954, Jeannette Johnson Dempsey, now 
an alumna trustee, called for the construction of a new building rather than 
an addition to Farnsworth.  Dempsey insisted that the College build a modern 
structure, one of high quality design, and one where the architect would 
be given as much free rein as possible in matters of design.14  Addressing 
the president and her fellow trustees, she was not shy about her view of the 
inadequacy of Rotch’s design; she presented her case in no uncertain terms: 
 
Although recognizing that the first requirement of the Art Department is 

11 Ibid.
12 Fergusson, et al., Landscape and Architecture of Wellesley College, p. 193.
13 Ibid.
14 Jeanette Johnson Dempsey, “An Argument for a New Art Building,” May 21, 1954. 

Jewett Arts Center (1954–64), 1 DB / 1899–1966 President’s Office, Wellesley 
Archives.

Figure 13. Text of Jeanette Johnson Dempsey’s speech titled “An Argument for a new Art 
Building,” delivered on May 21, 1954, to the College trustees. 
Source: Wellesley Archives



Jewett Arts Center - Conservation Plan - March 2017

14

additional space, I still wonder how the faculty can teach aesthetic appreciation 
in a building that is so poorly designed, so atrociously built and so unmitigatedly 
ugly. We are all agreed, I think, that a new building is needed. But I will go even 
further and state that what is needed is a new building of such perfect proportions 
and design that, of itself, it would be a work of art. Think of the effect on faculty 
morale.15 

Dempsey, who would lead the fundraising effort for the new building, concluded 
her remarks by pointing out that as chairman of the Development Fund 
Committee she would face a “dreary task” were she asked to raise money for “an 
ancient mistake” rather than “a thing of beauty.” Such sentiments were hardly 
universal: In 1954, it was entirely possible that modern architecture of the sort 
that Dempsey and others preferred could face stiff opposition. Many in higher 
education still regarded modern architecture as suspiciously new and radical. 
Despite the widespread influence of modernist design, Wellesley had only one 
modernist building: the “New Dorms” complex designed by the Boston firm, 
Shepley, Bulfinch, Richardson and Abbott and constructed between 1950 and 
1961. At many established campuses, alumni found modern buildings disturbing, 
disliking their incongruous appearance and lack of relationship to the existing 
buildings they knew well from their college years. Dempsey, however, was an 
unapologetic advocate for modern architecture, especially because her brother, 
Philip Johnson, the MoMA curator and modernist architect, had helped define 
the International Style in 1932. (To her credit, she did not suggest giving the job 
to her brother.)

Dempsey’s call for a new building found support with Wellesley College president 
Margaret Clapp (1949–1966). Like other forward-thinking college administrators, 
she understood that modern architecture in the post-WWII era was increasingly 
seen as the carrier of progressive values, as was evident in the business world’s 
adoption of the International Style. A Wellesley graduate (class of 1930), noted 
historian, and Pulitzer Prize winner, Clapp involved herself in reviewing nearly 
every detail of the building.   

Dempsey’s call also invigorated Buildings and Grounds Committee member 
Mary Cooper Jewett (Wellesley, class of 1923) who, alarmed that the “Wellesley 
campus was going to be ruined by ‘a wart on Farnsworth,’” decided with her 
husband, George Frederick Jewett Sr., that this was an opportunity to make the 
substantial gift they had been planning for the College and fund a major building 
project.  At the Alumnae Association meeting in June, Clapp announced the gift 

15 Ibid.

Figure 14. Bates Hall and Freeman Hall of the “New Dorms Complex” constructed at 
Wellesley in the 1950s. 
Source: Wellesley Archives

Figure 15. Margaret Clapp (left) and Mrs. John G. Byler (right), president of the Wellesley 
Alumnae Association, view a model of the Jewett Arts Center, 1956.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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of a new Art Building—“a beautiful, simple, appropriate building”—that would 
be named for Mary Cooper Jewett.16 

President Clapp formed a building committee that included two members from 
the Art Department in particular: John McAndrew and Agnes Abbott. Clapp, 
McAndrew, and Abbott can be considered the clients for the building because 
they outlined its program, selected and supervised the architect, and brought 
the project to completion in about three years (January 1955 to November 1958). 
They meticulously documented the design process through memos and letters 
that provide a detailed picture of the building committee’s collaborative process. 
The building committee’s chairman, Alexander C. Forbes, a Boston investor, real 
estate developer, and Wellesley trustee, made important contributions to the 
construction process. 

Program

By December 1954, the building committee articulated its requirements for the 
building with a written program. This document defined the desired qualities of 
the building in a fashion that captured the established yet progressive character 
of Wellesley College. The program stated:

It is to be hoped that the building will express the character of the College, that 
it will embody architecturally the same progressive qualities which the College 
wants to have in its teaching, qualities at once imaginative and orderly. The 
building ought not to be either pretentious or self-effacing: that is, in architectural 
terms, neither monumental nor loosely rambling, not a single big-scale block but 
rather a free massing of components in sympathetic relation to the landscape 
and harmonious in scale and materials with its architectural neighbors (though 
in style not so much their contemporary as our contemporary; one might say 
an attractive grandchild who has the old family looks but does not wear the old 
family clothes). It should incarnate the character of a progressive, small, liberal 
arts college.17  

For John McAndrew, the gallery director, in particular, the centrality of the spaces 
devoted to the exhibition of works of art was the foundational concept of the 
program for the new arts center, a bold move that ensured that students and 
members of the College community would encounter works of art as they moved 
through the complex, walking to and from classes in art, music, or theater, or 

16 Fergusson, et al, Landscape and Architecture of Wellesley College, p. 203–4.
17 “A New Art Building for Wellesley, Revised Program Dec. 1954,” 1 DB / 1899-1966, 

President’s Office. Wellesley Archives.

Figure 16. Mary Cooper Jewett (far right) lays a trowel of mortar at the cornerstone cere-
mony of the Jewett Arts Center. With her (from left) are her daughter, Margaret Jewett 
Greer; her daughter-in-law, Mrs. George Frederick Jewett Jr.; her son, George Frederick 
Jewett Jr; and her son-in-law, William H. Greer Jr.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 17. Professor Emerita Agnes A. Abbott (far right) leads an audience into the Jewett Art Gallery for a walking tour during the College's 100th anniversary celebrations in 1975.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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attending events in the new auditorium.  McAndrew made this clear in his 
remarks at the opening of the building:

Though we hope we do not look it, we of the Art Department are the most 
aggressive representatives of the arts in the Jewett Arts Center: we force art 
down the optic nerves not only of our own students but also those of Music and 
Drama,—at least we plan to when enough of the building is done. The main place 
for this is the main gallery, strategically set right in the middle of the Center. 
Whether bound towards Art, Music or Drama, everyone who enters the building 
must go through some part of the gallery, either the corridor for drawings, prints 
and watercolors...or the main gallery itself. As part of the same campaign of 
visual attack, we will see to it that whenever concerts and plays are held in this 
auditorium, the audience will be decoyed into the galleries at intermission...18  

The Art Department’s seemingly unrelenting “campaign” to expose students to 
high-quality works of art wherever they went in the new arts center underlay 
not only the installation of medieval and ancient art in the so-called Sculpture 
Court on the Mezzanine Level between the levels Two and Three, but also the 
designation of this space as a “student lounge and smoking room.” McAndrew 
described this unlikely mixture of uses:

Despite the fact that it houses works of such quality, this pleasant room is not 
only a gallery but also—surprisingly—the student lounge and smoking room, a 
combination as daring as it is unusual. However, smoke will not harm the statues 
nor the three particularly well-varnished pictures, and we delight in having them 
where students will see them in the most agreeable and least “classroomy” 
surroundings.19 

McAndrew hoped that the dispersal of original works of art throughout the new 
arts center would encourage both new ways of seeing among the students and 
an unusual degree of flexibility among the faculty and gallery staff, who could 
move and reorganize the works in the collection to better suit their teaching. 
This core concept was one of McAndrew’s and Abbott’s most innovative moves. 
As McAndrew gleefully explained:

We find that by a gradual but endless editing of what we show we can make 
our girls look harder and more often. They will even look at a picture freshly if 
we move it to another wall and juxtapose it with something different which may 
reciprocally reflect intellectual light with it and provoke rewarding comparisons. 

18 John McAndrew Remarks, Jewett Arts Center Opening, 1958, 1SD. 1912–1969, Box 
11, Publicity Office, Wellesley Archives.

19 Ibid., 2.

Figure 18. Professor John McAndrew and students viewing a statue. Date unknown.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 19. Informal event at the Sculpture Court. Professor John McAndrew can be seen 
standing in the center, 1964.
Source: Wellesley Archives

Figure 20. Students in the Sculpture Court, spring 1968.
Source: Wellesley Archives

Figure 21. Hallway outside the Art Gallery. Students can be seen studying art displayed 
on the walls, date unknown.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Everything we look to do in our handsome new home has hidden in it a friendly 
imperative: stop! look! and learn! 20

Clearly, the case had been made for the ongoing and vigorous teaching of a 
Wellesley curriculum that focused attention on the direct experience of real, 
high-quality works of art—not just for students in the arts but for the liberal arts 
college as a whole—rather than the study of art from books, photographs, or 
other reproductions. For McAndrew and the arts faculty of Wellesley College, 
the Jewett Arts Center represented a major victory in an ongoing battle, one 
that must, it seems, be fought by every generation that confronts the expense 
and hard work that must be expended to make such an arrangement possible. 
McAndrew summed this up: “Although until quite recently we had to plead to 
justify this, there can surely be little reason to do so now once the effectiveness 
of Wellesley’s teaching galleries is seen.” 21 

Significantly, planning for the extraordinary “interpenetration” of the arts that 
took shape in the Jewett Arts Center was not only the happy result of the Jewetts’ 
generous gift to the College and of their support for the educational concepts 
that the faculty and administration had presented to them, but also a particular 
value of their own, as McAndrew explained:

The diabolically strategic location of which we can now take advantage, and the 
interpenetration of the arts that it will foster were the happy idea of Mr. and Mrs. 
Jewett, one of many which make us so very grateful to them not only for the roof 
over our heads but even more for the better opportunities to teach which the 
arrangements under the roof invite. 22

These notions about the centrality of the College’s art galleries were embraced 
by Professor Hubert W. Lamb of the Music Department, who wrote not only of 
the benefits of putting music at the center of the campus and working in close 
proximity with colleagues “whose work is closely related to our own,” but also of 
“the privilege we shall all enjoy of having an art gallery at hand.” 23

20 Ibid., 3.
21 Ibid.
22 Ibid., 1.
23 Hubert W. Lamb in Margaret Greer, Agnes Abbott, Hubert W. Lamb, and Paul Bar-

stow, “What the Jewett Arts Center Will Mean to Us,” Wellesley Alumnae Magazine, 
November 1956.

Figure 22. Student making notes while studying art displayed in the hallway outside the 
Art Gallery at Jewett.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Patrons

When Mary Cooper Jewett and George Frederick Jewett Sr., agreed to fully fund 
construction of a new arts building in 1954 they were affirming their family’s 
longstanding commitment to Wellesley College and to the values it represented. 
The art building was named for Mary Cooper Jewett. Made possible by another 
gift from the family in 1955, the Music Wing was named for George Frederick 
Jewett Sr.'s mother, Margaret Weyerhaeuser Jewett (Wellesley, 1882–85). She 
was the daughter of Frederick Weyerhaeuser, founder of the Weyerhaeuser 
Lumber Company, one the largest makers of paper and wood products in 
the nation. Jewett Sr. reviewed schemes for the project, sometimes with his 
daughter, Margaret Jewett Greer (Wellesley, class of 1951). President Clapp kept 
the Jewetts informed about the progress of the building, resulting in an unusually 
detailed record of its design and construction that shows to some degree how 
the Jewett’s critiques shaped the project. The family continues to support the 
care and thoughtful renovation of the building long after its completion.

The Jewetts’ goals for their new building were summed up in a statement by Mary 
Cooper Jewett in the Wellesley alumnae magazine of November 1956. Framing 
her comments within the context of Wellesley’s longstanding tradition of service 
and teaching, she made it clear that she viewed the creation of a new arts center 
at the College not only as an opportunity for improving American culture through 
upper-level education, but also for enriching the lives of American citizens more 
broadly. “Our postwar period of political uncertainty, of business pressures, of 
tedious monotony caused by automation puts further demand upon Wellesley 
to train people in the proper use of leisure which is so often misused. This need 
must be met if we are to remain a healthy, prosperous nation maintaining a high 
level of culture.”24  In her view, Wellesley women would serve as teachers and 
as leaders who would guide American society, creating a better world: “Students 
properly trained in the arts can return to their communities and assist others,” 
she noted, “to use their leisure to become positive individuals, to stimulate their 
imagination, to develop their personalities and to know the joy of creation.”25  

Thus, while Wellesley faculty and students might focus attention on better 
classrooms and an up-to-date art library, or emphasize the importance of 
interdisciplinarity in contemporary arts education, the Jewetts viewed the 
project through a longer lens, embracing the teaching mission of the College and 
its commitment to the arts in terms of their effects on post-WWII society and 
civic values. As such, their gift to Wellesley reflected an increasing awareness 

24 Ibid.
25 Ibid.
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Figure 23. Jewett groundbreaking, June 9, 1956. Left to right: Paul Barstow, Hubert Lamb, Agnes Abbott, Alexander Forbes, Lawrence Anderson, Margaret Clapp. George F. Jew-
ett breaking ground with shovel.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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of the new role of the arts in post-WWII America, and a growing sense that 
creativity and freedom of artistic expression fostered the kind of democratic, 
thoughtful engagement by an educated citizenry that the country stood for. This 
was of particular importance during the Cold War decades in which the growing 
“Communist threat” in Europe and America was combated on many fronts, both 
through private philanthropy and through state-sponsored organizations like the 
Congress for Cultural Freedom, which organized concert programs and touring 
exhibitions to showcase American art and values.26 

Postwar Arts Centers

The arts center was a building type that became particularly important and 
prevalent on American academic campuses after World War II. The creation 
of such structures was impelled by a desire to enhance education in the arts 
coupled with a belief that the humanizing effects of the arts would enhance 
the cultural life of post-WWII America, which many thought lagged behind its 
material progress. Some of the leading architects of the era designed these 
centers. Among the most significant were Edward Durell Stone’s Fine Arts 
Center at the University of Arkansas (Fayetteville, Ark., 1948–51), Le Corbusier’s 
Carpenter Center for the Arts at Harvard University (1959–63), and Roche and 
Dinkeloo’s arts centers for Wesleyan University (Middletown, Conn., 1965–
73) and the University of Massachusetts (Amherst, Mass., 1972–75). After 
completing the Jewett Arts Center, the arts center as a building type became one 
of Paul Rudolph’s specialties, and he executed, notably, the ones at Yale Art and 
Architecture Building (New Haven, Conn., 1958–63) and the Creative Arts Center 
at Colgate University (Hamilton, N.Y., 1963–66). 

The campus arts center had its intellectual origins in post-WWII ideas about the 
“synthesis of the arts” as a vehicle for artistic creativity and liberal democracy 
in post-WWII Europe and America. Since the 1940s, modern art, architecture, 
music, and design had come to be widely regarded among liberal cultural and 
political theorists as “humanizing” and democratizing elements capable of 
stirring emotion and binding communities together through the enjoyment of 
abstract art forms, free of the historicist (and class-bound) imagery that many 
associated not only with old-world hierarchies of the past but also with the 
nationalist propaganda of fascist governments.27  In architecture, the notion that 
modern design could be deployed in buildings and urban planning to promote 
a newly democratic, open, and liberal society was particularly widespread 

26 Greg Barnhisel, Cold War Modernists: Art, Literature and American Cultural Diplo-
macy 1946-59 (NY: Columbia University Press, 2015).

27 See Barry Bergdoll, “The Synthesis of the Arts and MoMA,”  Docomomo Journal, 
Summer 2010, issue 42, 110ff and passim.

Figure 24. Fine Arts Center at the University of Arkansas, Architect: Edward Durell Stone,  
built 1948–51.
Source: http://www.aetn.org/programs/cleanlinesopenspaces

Figure 25. Carpenter Center for the Visual Arts at Harvard University, Architect: Le Cor-
busier,  built 1959–63.
Source: https://goo.gl/images/eO8JI6
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Figure 26. Arts Center at Wesleyan University, Architect: Roche and Dinkeloo,  built 
1965–1973.
Source: https://goo.gl/images/KWSDET

Figure 27. Fine Arts Center at the University of Massachusetts Amherst, Architect: Roche 
and Dinkeloo,  built 1972–75.
Source: https://goo.gl/images/XMGOxr

Figure 28 Yale Art and Architecture Building, Architect: Paul Rudolph,  built 1958–63.
Source: https://goo.gl/images/IXXS12

Figure 29. Creative Arts Center at Colgate University, Architect: Paul Rudolph,  built 
1963–66.
Source: https://goo.gl/images/IXXS12
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in those years. 28  A belief in the positive effects of exposure to culture, new 
ideas, and new art forms underlay projects like the Royal Festival Hall in London 
(Robert Matthew and Leslie Martin, 1951) and the Philips Pavilion in Brussels (Le 
Corbusier, 1958). These works emphasized collaboration among artists, writers, 
and composers as a “stimulus” to creativity (as Wellesley’s Agnes Abbott put it) 
as well as the positive effects of multi-sensory experience for modern education 
and civic leisure.29 

The Architect

The selection of the youthful Paul Rudolph to be the Jewett Arts Center’s architect 
from a list of established practitioners was surprising. John McAndrew led the 
selection process for the architect. Rather than holding an open competition, 
the Building Committee composed a list of candidates, as was typical of the time. 
By December 1954, they had narrowed their list to some of the era’s leading 
architects: Eero Saarinen, Edward Durrell Stone, Marcel Breuer, Hugh Stubbins, 
and Paul Rudolph. Out of all of these experienced men, the committee chose the 
relatively inexperienced Paul Rudolph (1918–97). He had studied with Walter 
Gropius at the Harvard Graduate School of Design, had been acclaimed for 
innovative houses in Sarasota, Fla., where he practiced, and was considered a 
rising talent of the 1950s. However, Rudolph had never built anything larger than 
a Florida beach house. Extremely ambitious, he was eager to leave Florida behind 
and to find large-scaled projects outside the state with which he could advance 
his career. A Building Committee memo says Rudolph “has not done big projects, 
but would seem ‘ripe’ for an opportunity.”30  The committee reasoned that the 
untried Rudolph would be more likely to meet their needs than one of the older, 
more established architects from their shortlist. The Jewett Arts Center proved to 
be an important stepping-stone for Rudolph, who achieved great renown in the 
1960s as an educator and architect. 

28 See, for example, Siegfried Giedion, Space, Time and Architecture (Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press, 1941); and Architecture, You and Me (Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press, 1958).

29 Mark Treib, Space Calculated in Seconds: The Philips Pavilion, Le Corbusier, Edgard 
Varese (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996).

30 “Meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee,” December 6, 1954, 1 DB / 1899–1966, Presi-
dent’s Office. Wellesley Archives.

Figure 30. Paul Rudolph (1918–97)
Source: Wellesley Archives
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To get the project underway, Rudolph rented a small office in Cambridge and 
agreed to collaborate with the established Boston firm of Anderson, Beckwith 
& Haible. They produced the construction documents for the building and 
supervised construction. Having built some of the first modernist buildings 
for MIT, Lawrence Anderson—one of the firm’s principals—probably advised 
Rudolph during the design process.

First Schemes

The Wellesley Building Committee may have thought that Rudolph would 
prove tractable, but it was evident from the beginning of the project that he 
wanted to use the Jewett Arts Center commission to realize his own ideas. 
Though completely committed to modernism, Rudolph had in part achieved 
his recognition as a critic of the transparency, abstractness, and ahistoricism of 
the lightweight, largely glass and steel idiom of the International Style. At the 
1954 American Institute of Architects convention in Boston, Rudolph called 
for recovering characteristics of traditional architecture that modernism had 
neglected or prohibited, chief among them being urbanism and decoration. The 
architectural press heralded Rudolph as a maverick challenger of modernism’s 
status quo, though most of his ideas were shared by his contemporaries Eero 
Saarinen, Philip Johnson, and Louis Kahn. All of them sought to lift modernism’s 
caveat against emulating historical models and to achieve a more emotionally 
rich, spatial complexity that would affect the user.31  The Wellesley commission 
gave Rudolph the opportunity to give form to his ideas. 

The site for the College’s new arts center was Norumbega Hill. It lay at the center 
of the campus and overlooked Lake Waban. Half of it was enclosed by a range of 
Collegiate Gothic buildings from the 1920s by the firm of Day and Klauder, some 
of which housed the Wellesley College administration. A commanding Gothic 
bell tower, Galen Stone Tower, rose above the complex and could be seen across 
the campus. Norumbega Cottage (no longer needed for student housing with 
construction of the New Dorms) and the Farnsworth Art Building occupied the 
other half of the quad. They would be torn down to make way for the Jewett 
Arts Center. During the course of 1955, Rudolph studied the site and the 500-
acre campus of rolling hills and serpentine roads, picturesquely dotted with an 
eclectic mix of traditional-style buildings.

Rudolph determined that the Jewett Arts Center could be used to give the campus 
the focus it lacked. It could also help solve problems of vehicular circulation and 

31 Paul Rudolph, 1918–1997. “The Changing Philosophy of Architecture,” Architectural 
Forum 101 (July 1954): 120.

Figure 31. View of Jewett from the south with staggered site walls, 2017. 
Source: EYP
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Figure 32. Early site plan of the Jewett Arts Center (on left)  showing the proposed building on site with its immediate neighbors on the academic quad—Green Hall and Founders 
Hall to the right and Pendelton Hall at top, date unknown. 
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 33. Early design rendering of the proposed Jewett Arts Center showing the taller Art Wing to the left and the smaller Music Wing to the right, before the Jewetts increased 
their gift to the College, enabling a larger structure for music. Paul Rudolph, date unknown. 
Source: Wellesley Archives
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parking caused by the increased number of automobiles on campus after World 
War II, evident in the use of Norumbega Hill’s grassy center as a parking lot. To 
improve this situation, Rudolph proposed removing automobiles to a parking 
lot designed by him adjacent to Jewett (one of the first designed parking lots 
on campus) and shoring up the road to the hilltop with a staggered set of brick 
retaining walls, an extension of his building’s architecture. Rudolph also thought 
at length about transforming the center of Norumbega Hill with pathways and a 
small plaza to make it more of a communal space with an urban character, as is 
evident in an early site plan and a photograph of a model of the complex (Fig. 32 
and Fig. 35A). The radiating pattern of the pathway recalls the medieval Piazza 
del Campo in Siena, Italy, one of Rudolph’s favorite urban spaces.

For a modern building, some of Rudolph’s early schemes had an overtly historical 
character. His regard for historical precedents reflected post-WWII modernism’s 
wider reappraisal of historical forms. And yet it also reflected his own 
predilections. Unlike many modernists of his generation who disdained revivalist 
architecture of the recent past, Rudolph admired Wellesley’s Collegiate Gothic 
buildings for their complexity and delicate ornament. This attitude appeared to 
make him the ideal architect for the job, since the Wellesley program asked for a 
building companionable with existing structures. But Rudolph wanted to design 
something quite ambitious. He wanted to create a structure related to the older 
buildings, but one that did not copy directly their Collegiate Gothic vocabulary. 
Rudolph therefore turned to other historical models, looking especially to Italian 
urbanism’s tight knit piazzas and palazzos. 

Early renderings by Rudolph shows a building consisting of two wings on the 
crest of the hill. Unlike many modern buildings of this period, it is unusual for 
its decorative moldings and detailing (Figs. 33 and 34). The low wing housing 
the performing arts facilities has a roof of polygonal vaults. Subsequent schemes 
by Rudolph developed the building in complexity and size, an expansion of the 
project made possible after the Jewetts increased the amount of their gift in 
1955. Their funding made it possible to build an entire wing for music with its own 
library, auditorium (shared by drama and music), and practice rooms. Including 
music and drama in the arts center brought the project closer to achieving the 
“synthesis of the arts” considered so ideal in the 1950s. An early scheme was 
obviously modeled upon the Doge’s Palace in Venice—a surprising choice for 
New England. Like that 15th-century Venetian Gothic structure, the arts wing 
of the Jewett would have been clad with a diapered decorative surface perhaps 
executed in a mosaic-like tile (Fig. 33). 

These proposals perplexed the Wellesley Building Committee and the Jewetts. 
They were not expecting a structure modeled so directly upon a building 
from the past and with so many ornamental details. In their correspondence, 
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Figure 34. Another early rendering of the Arts Center showing an aerial view from the west. The basic concept of the tall Art Wing on the south, a lower Music Wing on the east, 
and a connecting Museum Gallery building had been established. However, the exterior was still fairly “ornate” and the pedestrian connection under the Museum Gallery/Art Stu-
dios to the academic quad had not yet been articulated as in the final design. Paul Rudolph, date unknown. 
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 35A. Early design model of the Jewett Arts Center. The size of the Music Wing appears larger, the exteriors of both the Art and Music wings are more stripped 
down, and the skylights are beginning to take shape. The pedestrian connection under the Museum Gallery/Art Studios also appears to be in place. Paul Rudolph, 
date unknown. 
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 35B. Paul Rudolph comments on Day and Klauder elevation of Founders Hall 
indicating proposed height relationship with Jewett.
Source: Paul Rudolph Archive, Library of Congress.

members of the building committee asked each other if Rudolph’s schemes were 
“too fussy.” Skeptical about modernism already, George Frederick Jewett Sr. and 
his daughter, Margaret Jewett Greer, were puzzled by schemes they reviewed in 
early fall 1955. Correspondence between Clapp and Abbott reported that Jewett 
Sr. “does not like ‘modern’ but he prefers it to ‘ornate modern.’”32  In fulfillment of 
the program for the building, the Jewetts and the Wellesley Building Committee 
wanted a building that was modern enough to signal the College’s commitment 
to progress yet that would fit in with the campus’s existing architecture. It would 
be tasteful and understated. They asked Rudolph for “quiet dignity.”33  They did 
not want a building whose form and ornament would draw attention to itself 
and raise questions about what it might express or represent. With the Jewett 
Arts Center, Rudolph had to walk a delicate line, designing a building that was 
modern, but not too modern or ornate, or too expressive of his own personal 
tastes.

Though the overall configuration of the building took shape fairly quickly, 
Rudolph continued to refine proposals for cladding the Art Wing well into 1956, 
causing some concern among the members of the Building Committee that 
he would never produce a satisfactory solution. They steered Rudolph toward 
cladding it with lightweight sunscreens inspired by those popularized by Edward 
Durell Stone for his Manhattan townhouse (1956) and the American Embassy 
in New Delhi (1954–59).34  As developed by Stone, Minoru Yamasaki, and other 
architects, the screens became the defining feature of “Romantic Modernism” 
of the 1950s. This approach to modernism mediated between traditional 
architecture and the dominant International Style of the 1950s by drawing upon 
historical forms and decoration in a manner that appealed to a public uneasy 
about modernism’s abstraction.

Rudolph accepted the suggestion to employ screens, but realized them in his 
own fashion. As rendered by Rudolph, they were a relatively lightweight steel 
exoskeleton for the structure made up of many small aluminum “vanes” that 
partially shielded the Art Wing’s expanses of glass window walls from heat and 
glare. The screens also became the device that Rudolph used to relate the new 
building to the Collegiate Gothic buildings across the courtyard. Elevations of 
the Day and Klauder buildings found in the Rudolph Archive at the Library of 
Congress have notations in pencil from Rudolph’s office showing how he based 

32 Rohan interview with Mr. and Mrs. Greer, Chevy Chase, MD, March 19, 2016. Agnes 
Abbott to Margaret Clapp, 3 October 1955. File labeled “Jewett 1955,” Wellesley 
Archives. 

33 Notations on Art Wing Plans, Jan. 10, 1956, File labeled “Jewett 1956,” Wellesley 
Archives.

34 References to Stone and his screens occur in notes from Abbott to Clapp, June 14, 
1958, File labeled “Jewett 1958,” Wellesley Archives, Margaret Clapp Library.
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Figure 36. Rendering of the proposed south elevation of the Jewett Arts Center. The screens on the Art Wing make their appearance, and the skylights, though not exactly like the 
pyramidal ones that were eventually built, are getting close to the final design. Paul Rudolph with Anderson Beckwith & Haible, April 11, 1956.
Source: Wellesley Archives

the proportions of the arts wing and its screens upon the dimensions of the 
older buildings (Fig. 35B). Rudolph claimed that the proportions of the screens 
matched the width of the bay system of the older buildings. He also said that the 
way in which the individual aluminum vanes cast moving shadows made them 
“built-in ivy,” suggesting that they had the changeable qualities of wind blowing 
across ivy-clad academic buildings.35

The repeated pattern and scale of the vanes also gave the screens an ornamental 
character, though they could be justified as functional sun-shading devices. In this 
way, the screens fulfilled Rudolph’s call for a return to decoration without being 
the “ornate modern” that George Frederick Jewett Sr. had found unacceptable. 
In addition to the screens, Rudolph’s choice of materials helped relate new to 
old. He clad most of the building in red brick to match the brick of the adjacent 

35 As quoted in “Fitting the Future into the Past,” Architectural Forum, vol. 105, 
December 1956, p.102.
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Figure 37. Another design model of the Jewett Arts Center. Elements of the final design can be clearly seen, such as the pyramidal skylights and screens on the Art Wing, and the 
massing of the Music and Gallery wings. The roof form and exterior of the Music Wing (and roof of the Museum Gallery/Art Studios) is still a lot more ornate than its final built itera-
tion. Paul Rudolph, date unknown. 
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 38. Rendering of the proposed design showing further development. Skylights at the Museum Gallery/Art Studios are very close to final design, columns at the Art Wing have 
also taken their final form, roof and facade at the Music Wing still appear to be under development. View from east. Paul Rudolph, date unknown. 
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 39. View from the west of the design stage represented in Figures 38 and 40. Paul Rudolph, date unknown.  
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 40. View from east of the design stage represented in Figures 38 and 39. Paul Rudolph, date unknown. 
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 41. Rendering showing detail of the south facade. The design as represented here is the final 
iteration and very close to what was eventually built.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 42. View from west of the final design. The Music Wing facade has evolved from previous iterations to what was eventually built. The short west face of the Art Wing has the 
characteristic projecting bow, which was added toward the end of the design process. Paul Rudolph,  date unknown. 
Source: Wellesley Archives
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1920s structures. Architectural concrete columns and copings with an exposed 
aggregate finish recalled the stonework of the nearby Collegiate Gothic buildings, 
an effect that has strengthened over time as the color of the concrete has warmed 
to a light beige closer to the limestone color through a natural carbonation 
process. Though one test pouring of the concrete did not go as planned, Building 
Committee chairman Alexander Forbes liked the resulting appearance—which 
was perhaps rougher and more variegated than originally intended—so much 
that he persuaded Rudolph to adopt it for the entire structure. It should be 
noted that this palette is an early and important example of the concrete frame 
with water-struck brick infill vernacular that came to characterize a lot of the 
collegiate modern architecture found throughout New England from the late 
1950s through the early 1970s.   

Completion

The Jewett Arts Center was completed in roughly three years. Design 
development took up all of 1955 and half of the following year. Ground was 
broken on June 9, 1956 (Fig. 23), and the building was dedicated on October 18, 
1958. George Frederick Jewett Sr. died in November 1956. His wife, Mary Cooper 
Jewett, their son, George Frederick Jr., and daughter, Margaret Jewett Greer, 
and their respective spouses attended the dedication ceremony. They sealed a 
time capsule at the entrance to the building containing a bible and newspaper 
clippings of the day.36 (Figs. 16 and 43). In his speech at the ceremony, George 
Frederick Jr. made clear the building’s importance for contemporary society and 
geopolitics. He spoke of perceptions abroad that Americans neglected culture 
in favor of material prosperity. He said that as a result of the shock caused by 
the 1957 launch of the Soviet satellite Sputnik, Americans were devoting more 
money to the study of the sciences than the arts in order to catch up with the 
Russians. Jewett said, “Many polls of world-wide public opinion indicate an envy 
of our material standards of living, but a disdain for our cultural development. 
This would indicate a need for a greater emphasis on the teaching of the arts 
and more examples of achievements in these fields as well as the sciences.” 
36 Such statements demonstrate that Cold War cultural anxiety is one of the 

36 Into the time capsule went the latest issues of the Wellesley College News, the 
Wellesley Townsman, the New York Times, three issues of the Wellesley Alumnae 
Magazine that had articles about the Jewett Arts Center, a paper cutter “made by 
Miss Creighton, Professor of Botany, out of wood taken from Norumbega [Cottage], 
the frame building which stood about where the Music Wing is now ... a copy of 
the minute adopted by the Trustees in memory of Mr. Jewett, Senior,” a copy of the 
programs for the JAC dedication ceremonies that day, and a Bible inscribed by Mrs. 
Jewett. “The Opening of the Jewett Arts Center,” Wellesley Alumnae Magazine, 
November 1958, p.5.

Figure 43. At the cornerstone ceremony (from left) Mr. Hubert W. Lamb, Dean Ella Keats 
Whiting, Mr. Alexander C. Forbes, the Reverend Dr. Palfrey Perkins, Mr. William H. Greer 
Jr., Mrs. William H. Greer, Mrs. George Frederick Jewett Sr. (Mary Cooper Jewett), Mr. 
George Frederick Jewett Jr., Mrs. George Frederick Jewett Jr., President Margaret Clapp, 
Miss Agnes A. Abbott, and Mr. Bernard C. Heyl. 
Source: Wellesley Alumnae Magazine, November 1958. 
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Figure 44. Pages 1 and 2 of the Jewett Arts Center Opening Program, October 18, 1958.  
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 45. Pages 3 and 4 of the Jewett Arts Center Opening Program, October 18, 1958.  
Source: Wellesley Archives
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less-acknowledged contributing factors to the late 20th-century boom in the 
construction of American fine arts centers. 

It was evident in the completed Jewett Arts Center that Rudolph had successfully 
fulfilled Wellesley’s program for the building while realizing many of his own 
ideas about improving modern architecture. Though indisputably modern 
in appearance, the many different parts, spatial sequences, and decorative 
qualities of the completed Jewett Center recalled buildings that had grown over 
the ages in stages, like those found in Italy. Each wing had a distinct character and 
purpose. The prominent four-story rectangular Art Wing had classrooms, faculty 
offices, studios, and an art history library. It was crowned by pyramidal skylights 
that lit the Level Four art studios and echoed the pinnacles of the nearby bell 
tower. The multistory gallery, or Sculpture Court, in the Art Wing was a high, lofty 
space where student art could be displayed; a central seating area was adorned 
with sculpture from Wellesley’s art collection and an ancient mosaic, which had 
been installed in the floor of the Farnsworth Art Building. The Art Gallery, which 
was really the College’s museum, connected the Art Wing to the wing for theater 
and music, which had an auditorium, music library, and practice rooms. To affect 
users’ moods, these interiors were painted in hues that alternated between 
subdued grays to vibrant yellows, as is revealed by color slides discovered in the 
Rudolph Archive at the Library of Congress. 

Rudolph gave the different sized wings coherence by modeling the building as 
a whole on a gateway, which defined an elaborate outdoor spatial sequence. 
Beginning at Wellesley, Rudolph invoked the gate archetype repeatedly, having 
first described its possibilities for urban planning in his Boston AIA talk of 1954. 
He had said, “Why do buildings always have to flank the street? Why can they 
not sometimes be placed over the street, thereby forming an enclosure and a 
focal point?” 37 To further direct users toward such focal points, Rudolph wove a 
chevron motif into the fabric of the Jewett Arts Center. He repeated it in different 
scales and iterations throughout the building from the parking lot to the profile 
of railings outside the Auditorium. Suggestive of dynamism and movement, 
the arrow-headed leitmotif directed users through the building from outside to 
inside.

Chevron-like arrangements of lines incised in the pavement led from the 
entrance plaza on the building’s west side into a darkened passageway beneath 
the Museum Gallery/Art Studios (the top of the gateway). From there, the 

36 George Frederick Jewett Jr. “Cornerstone Laying, Jewett Arts Center,” 18 Oct. 1958. 
Jewett Arts Center (1954-64), 1 DB / 1899-1966 President’s Office. Wellesley Ar-
chives, Margaret Clapp Library.

37    Rudolph, “The Changing Philosophy of Architecture,” 120.



Jewett Arts Center - Conservation Plan - March 2017

43

Figure 46. Jewett on its plinth from the southeast. Undated.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 47. South Elevation with building and site retaining wall. Undated.
Source: Wellesley Archives



Jewett Arts Center - Conservation Plan - March 2017

45

Figure 48 View from south across landscape. Undated.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 49. General view from northwest, mid-1960s.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 50. North screen wall assembly in construction c.1958.
Source: Wellesley Archives

Figure 51. View from north. Undated.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 52. Staircase to Academic Quad. Undated.
Source: Wellesley Archives.
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Figure 53. South and West facades. Undated.
Source: Wellesley Archives.
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Figure 54. View from northwest. Undated.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 55. North facade of Music Wing. Brick panel immediately to left of second story full height glazing is location of later bridge to Pendleton Hall. Undated.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 56. East (front) elevation of the Jewett Arts Center shortly after opening, 1958.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 57. Interior view of the Museum Gallery/Art Studios at the building opening, October 18, 1958.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 58. Interior view of Auditorium Lobby in the Music Wing, showing the darker color palette that was originally used for the interior walls. Undated. 
Source: Library of Congress
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Figure 59. View of the Music Wing Auditorium shortly after opening, 1958.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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pedestrian ascended an elaborate staircase, recalling those of Baroque towns, 
bringing her into the light of the interior courtyard and ultimately aligning her 
with the Collegiate Gothic tower (Fig. 39).  Rudolph had called for such stimulating 
progressions deriving from those found in Italian cities in his AIA talk: “We need 
sequences of space which arouse one’s curiosity, give a sense of anticipation, 
which beckon and impel us to rush forward to find that releasing space which 
dominates, which climaxes and acts as a magnet, and gives direction. For 
instance, the Duomo in Florence is a magnet which dominates the whole city 
and orientates one.”38  Rudolph thought the bell tower at Wellesley could act 
as a similar magnet. With the Jewett Arts Center as its gateway, Rudolph made 
Norumbega Hill the focal point of Wellesley College. In doing so, he foregrounded 
the fine and performing arts, reasserting their centrality for education, culture, 
and society. 

Reception

The Jewett Arts Center was well received in 1958 as the result of a successful 
collaboration between clients (President Clapp and the Wellesley College 
Building Committee), patrons (the Jewetts), and architects and builders (Rudolph 
and his fellow architects and builders led by Anderson, Beckwith & Haible). 
Wellesley College followed the gala dedication on Oct. 18, 1958, with additional 
celebrations culminating in a symposium on Feb. 27, 1959, with important artists 
and scholars from all the disciplines housed in the building, exploring the concept 
of “synthesis of the arts.” Participants included Josef Albers (recently retired 
from Yale), Virgil Thompson (composer and critic), Lee Strasberg (producer and 
head of the Arts Studio in New York), James Ackerman (architectural historian), 
Thurston Dart (musicologist and harpsichordist from Cambridge University), 
Alfred Frankenstein (art and music critic, San Francisco Chronicle), and Rudolph 
Arnheim (psychologist). The prominence and reputation of these distinguished 
guests spoke volumes about the College’s ambitions for the new building and the 
programs it served. 39

The Jewett Arts Center received much attention from national and international 
architectural publications in part because Rudolph was considered a rising star. 
He had become chairman of the Yale Department of Architecture shortly before 
the building was completed in 1958 and soon transformed it into one of the 
world’s most important architecture programs. Most critics and fellow architects 
appreciated Rudolph’s Jewett Arts Center, seeing it as another example of 
the “Romantic Modernism” of Stone and Yamasaki. Its decorative and urban 

38 Ibid.
39 Boston Globe, February 22, 1959, p. 16
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qualities were understood to be alternatives to the prevailing International Style. 
 
Some thought the Jewett Arts Center anticipated bolder new directions for 
modernism. Architect Gerhard Kallmann (who would design Boston’s iconic City 
Hall 10 years later) said the screens projecting dynamically from beyond the ends 
of the Arts Wing indicated the emergence of a new “action architecture” that 
was the architectural equivalent of action painting, or Abstract Expressionism.40  
Others appreciated Rudolph’s sensitivity toward the existing buildings. An 
important member of the postwar preservation movement, James Marston 
Fitch wrote that architects, “who are dropping their new buildings into old 
campuses with all the destructive power and malice of a bomb blast, could 
learn a lesson from Paul Rudolph at Wellesley.”41  Rudolph’s acknowledgment 
of Wellesley’s existing architecture anticipated the contextual approaches of 
1980s postmodernism. He would soon abandon the lightweight vocabulary of 
Romantic Modernism in favor of the heavier, more monumental expression in 
concrete that became known as “Brutalism,” but many of the urban and spatial 
qualities of the Jewett Arts Center would reappear in those buildings, as in his 
masterwork the Yale Art and Architecture Building (renamed Rudolph Hall, New 
Haven, Conn., 1958–1963).

Renovations

From the time it opened in 1958, there have been numerous campaigns of work 
in Jewett, both to correct technical flaws and for program modifications. It seems 
that problems with the mechanical system dogged the building immediately 
following construction. A letter from President Clapp to Rudolph dated May 28, 
1959, expresses that while Wellesley is generally happy with the building, there 
are minor problems that David Johnson (former supervising architect from ABH) 
and others at Wellesley College have been addressing. However, the “problem of 
heat” in the building is “beyond anyone’s control” and “a top-level conference” 
was proposed by Clapp between Wellesley and Rudolph, before the building 
could be accepted. Another issue was that of “humidity in the gallery.” It is likely 
that improvements/renovations were made to address these issues—exact 
scope is unclear. 

About four years later, in 1962, a new parking and planting plan was prepared 
by the landscape architects Umberto Innocenti and Richard K. Webel, who were 
part of the original construction team in 1958. It appears that this change (shown 

40 Gerhard Kallmann, “The ‘Action’ Architecture of a New Generation,” Architectural 
Forum, 111 (October 1959) 134.

41 James Marston Fitch, “Wellesley’s Alternative to Collegiate Gothic,” Architectural 
Forum 111 (July 1959) 88.
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Figure 60. View of the Jewett Arts Center from the west with the Galen Stone Tower in the background, 1958. 
Source: Wellesley Archives. 
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in Fig. 69) was prompted by need for additional parking spaces. The original 
layout used more of the chevron pattern as utilized elsewhere in the Plaza and 
building, while the new layout was more streamlined to maximize car parking 
and simplify circulation. 

For the next 10–15 years Wellesley own Department of Buildings and Grounds 
carried out various repairs and renovations at Jewett. These ranged from minor 
improvements, like the installation of lockers at the lower court of the Music 
Wing, to the more noticeable modification of the entry doors as outlined later in 
the Exterior section. Some other minor modifications were carried out in the Art 
Library and Room 356. 

In 1976, architect David R. Johnson was engaged to prepare drawings for some 
changes and renovations to the Art Wing, particularly at the library. Johnson 
was the job captain for the 1958 original construction of the building, at which 
time he was employed with the firm of Anderson, Beckwith & Haible (ABH). This 
renovation was more significant, but generally followed the design vocabulary 
established by the original construction. One of the major modifications was the 
expansion of the Art Library to Level One. Interior partitions defining erstwhile 
conference and lecture rooms  were taken down to create open areas for the new 
library function. A new metal communicating stair from Level One to Level Two 
was added. New glazed doors were added to separate the library from the rest of 
Level One. New casework and a new reception counter were added. The existing 
plaster ceiling was removed to expose the coffers in the central (corridor) area 
and a new suspended ceiling was added on either side of it with new recessed 
fluorescent lighting fixtures. Printmaking and lithography studios were created in 
the former sculpture and modeling studios by the open court on Level One of the 
Art Wing (A212 and A216 on the original plans). From a planning standpoint, this 
work and its later complement at the lower level of the Music Library represent 
the most significant changes to Jewett's layout since the opening of the building.

Other improvements included installation of a new wall surface in the corridor 
outside the Gallery on Level Two, to provide a nail-able surface for display of 
artwork. This was done by furring out the plaster wall and finishing with new 
fabric-wrapped particleboard. Two study rooms on Level Three were converted 
to house the slide library, with the addition of new casework, light tables, etc. 
Another study room on Level Three was converted to a print room. On Level 
Four, three painting studios and one laboratory were converted to lecture rooms 
(rooms 450, 452, 454, and 462). This involved new resilient flooring in the rooms, 
and relocation of casework and any features that interfered with projection. 
Fluorescent lighting was changed to incandescent with dimmer switches and the 
skylights were blanked off with drywall. The corridor was shortened at the dead 

Figure 67. Aerial view of Wellesley College, c.2005.
Source: Google Images

Figure 68. Detail aerial view of Jewett Arts Center and Davis Art Museum, c.2003.
Source: Wellesley College Jewett Master Plan Study
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Figure 69. Landscape Plan for lot west of the Jewett Arts Center, showing the existing layout (enhanced with red dashed lines) and the proposed layout in black. Umberto, Innocenti 
& Webel, July 6, 1962.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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end to include the space in Room 450 with new suspended ceiling in the former 
corridor portion. Lockers were also removed from the Level Four central corridor. 

In the Music Wing, a new suspended ceiling was added in the lobby area south 
of the Auditorium entrance. A new rooftop HVAC unit was installed over the 
Auditorium roof at the Music Wing with new chilled water piping and ductwork in 
the Level Four space around the Auditorium. Glass was removed from all Gallery 
skylights and replaced with metal panels. New HVAC ductwork was added in the 
ceiling plenum. The “luminous ceiling” in the Gallery was retained but modified 
to include a linear supply grille running along the center (in the long direction) and 
five rows of ‘litespan’ track lighting (again in the long direction). Areas of plaster 
ceiling, at the two shorter ends of the Gallery were also replaced, however the 
swivel recessed incandescent light fixtures were retained (eight on each end).

After 1977, the next major renovation effort at Jewett was undertaken in 1993 
and was prompted by the construction of the Davis Museum directly west of 
the building in the former parking lot of Jewett. Designed by Rafael Moneo 
with Payette Architects as associates, the Davis Museum was built to house 
the growing Jewett museum collection. Two connecting bridges were built at 
Jewett—one on the west to the new Davis Museum building and another on 
the north to the existing Pendelton Hall. The Theater Department also moved 
out of Jewett at this time. This necessitated removal of the sliding stage wagon 
and  reorganization of the area around the theater workshop. New risers were 
added in this room, and it was given over to choir rehearsal. The Auditorium 
itself was now limited to music performances—some seats were removed at the 
back rows to provide accessible seating. While the 1993 drawings do not include 
the stage modification, it was likely done at that time or shortly after—the stage 
was enlarged to the south and provided with new reconfigured stairs. 

Another major modification was the expansion of the Music Library to Level 
One. This involved removal of an entire section of listening and practice rooms 
to create an open floor plan. New painted exposed ductwork was added, and 
existing lighting fixtures in the coffers were retained with new lamps. On Level 
Two, a few full-height walls were added surrounding the connecting stair to Level 
One and at the entrance to the library. 

The Art Library underwent a second expansion, now taking over the remaining 
portion of Level One (the west portion of the wing). Existing partitions at the 
photo lab were removed. The area around the elevator was reorganized into 
mechanical rooms. A built-in counter was added west of the original stair to 
create a small copy area. A new glazed enclosure was also created on Level Two 
of the Art Library to house rare books.
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With the removal of the museum art and sculpture pieces to Davis, one of the 
most significant modifications in Jewett was to the display spaces, namely the 
Museum Gallery/Art Studios on Level Two and the Sculpture Court on Level 
Three. The Museum Gallery/Art Studios was subdivided into three distinct rooms 
of unequal size with new GWB (Gypsum Wall Board) partitions and doors. The 
central room was entered through sliding doors from the main entrance corridor 
and was to be used as the student gallery. The room to the south was the painting 
studio and the one on the north was the drawing studio. The existing luminous 
ceiling was removed to expose the metal joists, which were proposed to be 
wrapped in GWB, and the partitions between the new rooms were to incorporate 
shelving (it is uncertain if these were ever installed).  New continuous diffusers 
and new sloped GWB ceilings were added around the perimeter. Flat sections 
of GWB ceiling at the north and south end of the room were replaced with new 
GWB ceilings. Once the Museum Gallery/Art Studios ceiling and the mechanical 
systems above it were removed, the glazing at the Gallery skylight was restored 
with the removal of the metal panels added in 1977, except the perimeter panels, 
which were retained as metal. The decorative floor mosaic in the Sculpture Court 
was relocated to the Davis Museum, and the floor was patched with terrazzo to 
match the rest of the court. A new oak cap was added to the top of the low walls 
in this area. 

Perhaps the most significant and visible impact of the 1993 renovations was 
the addition of exposed mechanical ductwork in various parts of the building—
including the studios and libraries. 

Sometime after 1993 (undocumented), it is believed that the built-up roofs 
on the building were replaced with ballasted EPDM rubber roof. The next 
documented renovations to occur at Jewett were in 2005 at the Sculpture Court 
on Level Three, when new banquette seating was added to the space. Then in 
2010, as part of an envelope rehabilitation project, all of the ballasted roof on 
the building (with the exception of the Music Wing upper roof) was replaced 
with a fully adhered non-ballast roof. Various other work at the skylights and the 
exterior was also carried out as documented in subsequent sections.

In 2013, an exterior finishes study by Building Conservation Associates (Appendix 
6) was done to identify original exterior paint colors. A hazardous material 
assessment was also carried out at this time. In 2014 an addition was planned at 
Pendleton Hall (west) along with significant interior renovation to house program 
elements for the Jewett Arts Center. This work is being completed in 2017, as 
this plan is being submitted. It is anticipated that as the renovated Pendleton 
becomes fully operational there will be further programmatic adjustments within 
Jewett. Some possible future alterations are outlined in Appendix 1.

Figure 70. View of Pendleton West addition, bridge to Jewett, and accessible entrance, 
2017.
Source: EYP

Figure 71. View of Pendleton, Jewett, Davis complex from northwest, 2017
Source: EYP
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Jewett Today

In January 2017, the new addition to Pendleton Hall—called Pendleton West—
was completed.  While the only construction to take place within Jewett as part 
of this project was the temporary enclosure for the student gallery space and 
new doors to the reconstructed Pendleton-Jewett bridge, it will nonetheless 
have considerable impact—both visually and programmatically—on Jewett.  

Designed by Kieran-Timberlake Architects of Philadelphia, the visual impact of 
the Pendleton addition is manifest in the realization of a distinctive, exposed 
reinforced concrete structure whose signature element is a cubic, largely 
windowless structure that hovers on the hillside off of Jewett’s northeast corner.  
This form complements Raphael Moneo’s brick and steel (though also virtually 
windowless), keep-like Davis Museum, and the pair together act as powerful 
vertical contrapuntal accents to Jewett’s marked horizontality.  While great care 
has been taken by Wellesley to minimize the impact of this work on Jewett’s 
prospect to the east and south, the approaches from the west and north give the 
JAC today a markedly different relationship to the site and the Wellesley campus.  
Where there were originally open vistas to the west and north, there are now 
structures that command of attention in their own right that make Rudolph’s work 
part of a larger, more urban ensemble.  One may argue that Rudolph’s intent was 
always to create a more urban place at the heart of the Wellesley campus—and 
in that regard it is entirely possible that he would have approved of the changes 
that have taken place over the last 60 years.  It should be emphasized as well that 
the architectural integrity of Jewett has only physically been compromised at the 
locations where the bridges enter Jewett at Level Two.  

Programmatically, the creation of additional studio and rehearsal space in 
Pendleton may eventually help enable some of the restoration strategies that 
are suggested within this plan, particularly the whole or partial restoration of 
the exhibit space at Level Two Museum Gallery/Art Studios. The program vision 
that is part of this plan acknowledges this opportunity, and long-term program 
strategies will increasingly take this into account. 
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Building Chronology

Year Date Event Description Source

1855 Wellesley College land pur-
chased

Henry Fowle Durant purchases first parcels of land that will ultimately be-
come the site for Wellesley College.

Wellesley Archives

1870 March 17 Wellesley College chartered Henry Fowle Durant and his wife Pauline Durant found Wellesley College. www.wellesley.edu

1871–75 College Hall built The first college building that housed all activities under one roof was built. Wellesley Archives

1875 Classes commence Students started taking classes at Wellesley College. Wellesley Archives

1878 School of Art School of Art was established at Wellesley College offering courses in drawing, 
painting, and art history.

Wellesley Archives

1880 Music Building (Billings Hall) 
built

Construction of first purpose-built college building separate from College Hall. 
It was designed by Ware and Van Brunt, the leading Boston architectural firm 
of the period, known best for Harvard’s Memorial Hall (1870-77).

Wellesley Archives

1881 Durant dies Henry Durant dies. Wellesley Archives

1885 Norumbega Cottage Norumbega Cottage built on future site of Jewett Arts Center. Wellesley Archives

1887 Art History Dept. established A separate Art History Department was established. Wellesley Archives

1889 Farnsworth Art Building The Farnsworth Art Building was constructed. It was designed by Arthur Rotch 
and George Thomas Tilden.

www.wellesley.edu

1897 Alice Van Vechten Brown Alice Van Vechten Brown, an artist and art historian, came to Wellesley in 
1897 and introduced what she called the Laboratory Method, which involved 
teaching art history alongside technique. Also known as the “Wellesley Meth-
od.”

Wellesley Archives

1900 Art History major Wellesley became the first American college or university to offer an art 
history major.

Wellesley Archives

1911 Course in museum training taught for the first time. Wellesley Archives

1913 International exhibition of modern art, The Armory Show, in New York City.

1914 March 17 Great fire College Hall was destroyed by a massive fire. Wellesley Archives

1914–1918 World War I

1918 Paul Rudolph born in Elkton, Kentucky. Rohan, The Architecture of Paul 
Rudolph

1919 Bauhaus founded in Weimar, Germany.

1920 Agnes Abbott Agnes Abbott starts teaching at Wellesley College. Abbott, Oral history interview, 1981, 
www.aaa.si.edu

1921 Master plan New master plan was adopted that guided the construction of several new 
campus buildings.

Fergusson, et al., Landscape and 
Architecture of Wellesley College, 
p.115-118.

1925 Bauhaus moves to Dessau, Germany.
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1926 Alfred Barr joins Wellesley Alfred Barr was hired as an associate professor to teach art history at Welles-
ley College, where in the same year he offered the first-ever undergraduate 
course on modern art.

1927 Richard Neutra designs Health House in Los Angeles.

1929 The MoMA opens in NYC.

1932 “Modern Architecture: International Exhibit” at MoMA.

1934 Sirarpie Der Nersessian begins teaching full-time at Wellesley College. Lee Sorenson, "Der Nersessian, 
Sirarpie," Dictionary of Art Historian. 
www.dictionaryofarthistorians.org

1937 Walter Gropius moves to Harvard Graduate School of Design.

1939–1945 World War II

1940 Space shortage at Farnsworth Identification of space shortage in Farnsworth for art building and a proposal 
for possible addition to the building that would be linked to a new library 
(also cramped for space) on the site of Norumbega Cottage. Proposed archi-
tectural style was Collegiate Gothic to complete the quadrangle of academic 
buildings on Norumbega Hill. 

Fergusson, et al., Landscape and 
Architecture of Wellesley College, 
p. 193.

1945 John McAndrew begins teaching at Wellesley College.

1945 December Art faculty vision Professor Sirarpie Der Nersessian argued that Art Department faculty was 
“respectfully, but greatly, opposed to a Gothic building which…could not be a 
building adequately planned for modern usage.”

Fergusson, et al., Landscape and 
Architecture of Wellesley College, 
p. 193.

1947 Paul Rudolph graduates from Harvard Graduate School of Design.

1949 Plans for a new library linked to art addition were shelved due to lack of 
funding.

Fergusson, et al., Landscape and 
Architecture of Wellesley College, 
p. 193.

1949 Library addition An addition to the Library Building was made. Art addition was decoupled 
from library as separate funding gift for it was received.

1949 Margaret Clapp becomes president of Wellesley College.

1949 Alvar Aalto’s Baker House dorm at MIT constructed.

1950 “New Dorms”—first modern building on Wellesley College that formed part 
a housing complex was built, designed by the Boston firm, Shepley, Bulfinch, 
Richardson and Abbott.

1954 May 21 “An Argument for a New Art Building,” speech by Jeanette Johnson Dempsey 
(class of 1924), a trustee and chairman of the Development Fund Committee 
who made a case for fundraising for a new art building, and one of modern 
design rather than planning an addition to Farnsworth. She also emphasized 
engaging the “best possible modern architect now available in this country.”

Wellesley Archives

1954 May 28 Clapp to Forbes Subsequent to Dempsey’s speech, letter from President Clapp to Alexander 
Forbes, a Trustee and Chairman of the Building Committee, about possible 
options for addressing space needs at the Art Building- fundraising for new 
building as suggested by Dempsey or planning an addition. 

Wellesley Archives

1954 June 19 Jewett Family announces gift to fund a new art building- “Gift of Art Build-
ing”—announcement made at annual meeting of the Alumnae Association. 

Wellesley Archives
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Richardson and Abbott.

1954 May 21 “An Argument for a New Art Building,” speech by Jeanette Johnson Dempsey 
(class of 1924), a trustee and chairman of the Development Fund Committee 
who made a case for fundraising for a new art building, and one of modern 
design rather than planning an addition to Farnsworth. She also emphasized 
engaging the “best possible modern architect now available in this country.”

Wellesley Archives

1954 May 28 Clapp to Forbes Subsequent to Dempsey’s speech, letter from President Clapp to Alexander 
Forbes, a Trustee and Chairman of the Building Committee, about possible 
options for addressing space needs at the Art Building- fundraising for new 
building as suggested by Dempsey or planning an addition. 

Wellesley Archives

1954 June 19 Jewett Family announces gift to fund a new art building- “Gift of Art Build-
ing”—announcement made at annual meeting of the Alumnae Association. 

Wellesley Archives

1954 Fall Board hires ABH Wellesley College Board of Trustees hires as consultants the firm of Anderson, 
Beckwith & Haible (ABH) to select a design architect for an iconic building for 
the Art School.

Professional Practice Report, Har-
vard GSD, 1957

1954 Dec. 6 Ad Hoc Committee Meeting Ad Hoc Committee composed of Mr. Alexander Forbes, Dr. Perkins, Mrs. 
Haffenreffer, Mr. Lawrence, Miss Clapp, Mr. McAndrew, and Mr. Lawrence 
Anderson was appointed to select an architect for the Art Building. They met 
and considered five architects, namely: Eero Saarinen, Edward Stone, Marcel 
Breuer, Hugh Stubbins, and Paul Rudolph. 

Meeting Minutes, Wellesley Archives

1954 Dec. 16 Rudolph to McAndrew Letter from Rudolph to John McAndrew stating his willingness and qualifica-
tions for design of the Jewett Arts Center.

Wellesley Archives

1954 December Program for Art Building A detailed seven-page program was prepared, listing requirements for the 
site and the space needs and adjacencies for various interior spaces of the 
proposed Art Building.

Wellesley Archives

1954 ABH teams with Rudolph ABH recommends Paul Rudolph and teams up with him as the local associat-
ed architect.

Professional Practice Report, Har-
vard GSD, 1957

1955 Feb. 13 Lamb to Clapp Letter from Prof. Hubert W. Lamb, chairman of the Music Department, to 
President Clapp, outlining a list of requirements for the proposed Music Wing 
to be added to the Art Building.

Wellesley Archives

1955 February Contract signed Wellesley signs a standard AIA contract with the architect for a percentage 
fee.

Professional Practice Report, Har-
vard GSD, 1957

1955 March 16 Rudolph to Lamb Notes from meeting between Rudolph and Prof. Lamb, regarding program 
requirements of Music Wing.

1955 Topographic plan Olva E. Hintza and Associates provided a complete topographic plan of the 
Norumbega Hill site. Studies of the site were also conducted by students of 
the Yale School of Architecture, where Rudolph was a visiting critic at the 
time.

Professional Practice Report, Har-
vard GSD, 1957

1955 March Soil borings Sample borings were taken by Raymond Concrete Pile Company and indicated 
good foundation conditions

Professional Practice Report, Har-
vard GSD, 1957

1955 June 24 Margaret Jewett Greer to 
Rudolph

Letter with comments on early designs prepared by Rudolph. Prepared by 
Margaret Jewett Greer, daughter of Mary Cooper Jewett, with input from Sir-
arpie Der Nersessian, a trustee and ex-head of the Art Department, who was 
on the same boat and had an opportunity to review the plans.

Wellesley Archives

1955 September Music department scope 
added

The original contract was amended to include music and drama facilities, 
owing to expansion in program, and increased donation.

Professional Practice Report, Har-
vard GSD, 1957

1955 Oct. 3 Clapp to Abbott Letter from President Clapp to Agnes Abbott, summarizing a phone call 
between Clapp and Jewett Sr. about feedback on early designs by Rudolph. 
The Jewetts were concerned about overly decorative exterior of the building, 
and what that meant about the cost of the building and ability to include the 
departments of music and theater, based on overall budget.

Wellesley Archives

1955 Design experimentation A budget of $8000 was set up for design experimentation and exploration of 
various sites, to allow for a building of the highest design quality.

Professional Practice Report, Har-
vard GSD, 1957
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1955 Nov. 9 Abbott to Jewetts Letter from Agnes Abbott to the Jewetts updating them about being close to 
finalizing a plan with Rudolph that combines art, music and theater to the 
satisfaction of Wellesley College. The exterior of the Art Wing was still being 
refined. Abbott stresses Rudolph’s willingness to incorporate comments and 
work with the committee.

Wellesley Archives

1955 Nov. 11 Jewett to Abbott Letter from Mary Cooper Jewett to Agnes Abbott summarizing meeting with 
Rudolph and McAndrew in New York where Rudolph shared latest building 
plans with the Jewetts. Overall they seem impressed with the final shape that 
the building is taking but note minor issues that need to be resolved. Satisfac-
tion of Art Department with the building seems paramount to the Jewetts.   

Wellesley Archives

1956 Jan. 10 Meeting notes on Art Building 
plans

Internal Wellesley memo about comments on the proposed plans and eleva-
tions of the Art and Music wings. Major concerns were excessive ornamenta-
tion on the elevations. The inclination was for a “simpler” building that was 
‘in line with the “quiet dignity” asked by Jewetts. Other detailed comments 
on the floor plans and elevations.

Wellesley Archives

1956 Feb. 3 Press Release about Jewett gift 
to add Music and Theater 

The Jewetts' addition of the Music (and Theater) building to their original 
gift of the Art Building as announced in 1954, was made at the 33rd annual 
Alumnae Council meeting.

Wellesley Archives

1956 March Alumnae magazine The alumnae magazine summarized the meeting in Feb. where the announce-
ment of the increase in the Jewetts' gift to include the Music (and Theater) 
facilities was made. A model of the Jewett Arts Center, published in this mag-
azine, was also unveiled at the Feb. meeting. The article also includes notes, 
stated to be from Rudolph, about his design for the JAC.

Wellesley Archives

1956 April Preliminary set Preliminary studies completed by Rudolph and presented to Wellesley. Professional Practice Report, Har-
vard GSD, 1957

1956 April 11 South Elevation Rendering Drawing showing the south elevation of the Art Wing (likely a part of the 
preliminary set mentioned above). Building looks close to final design except 
the shape of the skylights over the Art Wing. 

Dwg. #JAC219, Wellesley Archives.

1956 April First estimate Contractor George A Fuller Co. prepared first estimate of construction costs. 
This came out to $2.3 million.

Professional Practice Report, 1957, 
Harvard GSD

1956 April ABH starts working on construction drawings and specifications for the build-
ing. David Johnson was the job captain. The engineers were:

Structural: Goldberg and LeMessurier Associates

Mechanical & Electrical: Stressenger, Adams, Maguire and Reidy 

Landscape: Sasaki and Novak

Acoustical: Bolt, Beranek and Newman

Professional Practice Report, 1957, 
Harvard GSD

1956 June 9 Groundbreaking ceremony Text of speeches made at the groundbreaking ceremony by President Clapp, 
Mr. Jewett, and Dr. Perkins.

Wellesley Archives
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1956 June 9 Groundbreaking ceremony Text of speeches made at the groundbreaking ceremony by President Clapp, 
Mr. Jewett, and Dr. Perkins.

Wellesley Archives

1956 Nov. 9 Jewett to Clapp Letter from Mary Cooper Jewett to President Clapp, expressing some concern 
about use of “great expanses” of glass on the ground floor of the Music Wing, 
screens and skylights at Art Wing, and natural lighting in the Gallery. The 
name of the building was finalized as “The Jewett Arts Center” with a nota-
tion on the inside about the two wings—“The Mary Cooper Jewett Art Build-
ing” and “The Margaret Weyerhaeuser Jewett Music and Drama Building.”

Wellesley Archives

1956 November George Frederick Jewett Sr. dies

1956 November “What the Jewett Arts Center 
Will Mean to Us”

Article titled “What the Jewett Arts Center Will Mean to Us” was published 
in the alumnae magazine of Nov. 1956. Included brief intro by Mary Cooper 
Jewett and more detailed pieces by Agnes Abbott, Hubert Lamb, and Paul 
Barstow about the proposed plans for the art, music and theater facilities re-
spectively and how that would enhance the functioning of the departments. 

Wellesley Archives

1956 December Architectural Forum article Six-page article in December issue of Architectural Forum titled ”Fitting the 
Future Into the Past,” which talks about the proposed design of the Jewett 
Arts Center and how is meant to “harmonize with the architectural traditions 
of Wellesley College.” Includes early renderings, including features that were 
later changed in the final design.

Tutt Library

undated -- Article in Genetrix Profile of Paul Rudolph in Genetrix magazine along with other architects of 
note at the time. Includes a rendering and model image of Jewett. 

1957 Soviet Union launches Sputnik.

1957 January Second estimate Second estimate based on more complete drawings and firm sub-contractor 
bids came in at $3 million.

Professional Practice Report, 1957, 
Harvard GSD

1957 March Third estimate Based on revised drawings by the architect, third estimate came in at $2.421 
million.

Professional Practice Report, 1957, 
Harvard GSD

1957 May 17 Agnes to McAndrew Note from Agnes to McAndrew titled “Desiderata for the Gallery and other 
Museum Space.” Lays down detailed requirements for walls, flooring, parti-
tions, lighting, and display for the JAC. 

Wellesley Archives

1957 July 24 Agnes to Clapp Discussion about movable partitions and lighting in the Gallery, sound 
proofing of sculpture studio, and wood flooring in the Gallery and corridors 
around. 

Wellesley Archives

1957 Aug. 1 Rudolph to Abbott and McAn-
drew: Lighting in Art/Music

Letter from Rudolph seeking resolution on lighting in exhibition corridors in 
Art Wing, east and west wall of main stair in Art Wing, and entry corridor and 
space around the Auditorium. Notes update on construction at site, and the 
lack of funds at the time for cladding all retaining walls in brick and construct-
ing the main exterior stairs under the Gallery (a ramp was planned instead). 
Photo #2 (referenced in letter) showing track lighting and a sectional sketch 
through the corridor is also available in archives. 

Wellesley Archives

1957 Sept. 26 Abbott to Rudolph: Lighting in 
Gallery

Letter from Abbott to Rudolph expressing some discontent over proposed 
changes in the Gallery ceiling lighting. The Art Dept. seems to have been 
concerned about the “brightness” of the luminous ceiling panels proposed 
and the lack of flexibility in directing the light to art pieces. The preferred 
alternative, proposed by the architects (likely ABH) seems to be the use of 
square panels that could be switched between “diffuse multi-cone lenses” or 
more “direction-giving ribbed glass lenses.” 

Wellesley Archives
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1957 Dec. 12 Abbott to Rudolph: “Color in 
Art Building”

Notes titled ‘Color in Art Building’ about the preferred colors/tones for vari-
ous spaces in the building, particularly where art was going to be displayed or 
studios taught. 

Wellesley Archives

1958 June 22 Abbott to McAndrew Letter from Abbott to McAndrew confirming that a mistake had been made in 
ordering some panels, likely for the Gallery.

Wellesley Archives

1958 Aug. 26 Rudolph to Clapp Letter from Rudolph to Abbott likely in response to a query about desirable 
items that are needed in the building, following a query from Mrs. Jew-
ett about what else was “really needed’. Rudolph included items such as 
plastering the Auditorium Lobby ceiling, 3 additional hoods over ventilators 
on Music roof and more landscaping and terracing around the building once 
Farnsworth was demolished. 

Wellesley Archives

1958 August Building occupied Art and Music departments move into Jewett building

1958 Sept. 15 and 
16

Jewett to Clapp Two letters from Mary Jewett to President Clapp about her proposed dedica-
tion speech and list of invitees to the ceremony. 

Wellesley Archives

1958 Oct. 18 Jewett dedication Press release made a day earlier with schedule of events including laying of 
the cornerstone at noon on Oct. 18. The cornerstone was laid in the brick 
parapet wall directly opposite the main entrance.  Remarks at the ceremony 
were made by Mary Cooper Jewett, her daughter Margaret Jewett Greer, her 
son George Frederick Jewett Jr., President Margaret Clapp, Edward Weeks 
(editor of the Atlantic Monthly and trustee of Wellesley College), John McAn-
drew, Hubert Lamb, Paul Barstow, and Paul Rudolph. Jewett Arts Center was 
the largest gift of academic buildings in the history of Wellesley College at the 
time. 

Wellesley Archives

1958 Oct. 19 Press Release about dedication Official press release summarizing the dedication ceremony held a day earlier. Wellesley Archives

1958 Rudolph named Chair of Yale Architecture.

1959 February Symposium dedicated to the Jewett Arts Center.

1959 April 8 Rudolph to Glasscock Letter from Paul Rudolph to Jean Glasscock, about the fact that both the Ar-
chitectural Forum and Architectural Record magazines will be doing a feature 
on the Jewett Arts Center in July and will be arriving to take photographs in 
advance of the publication. 

Wellesley Archives

1959 April 11 Glasscock to Rudolph Reply to the April 8 letter scheduling photography of the building. Wellesley Archives

1959 May 28 Clapp to Rudolph Letter from Clapp to Rudolph expressing that while they are generally happy 
with the building, there are minor problems that David Johnson (supervising 
architect from ABH) and others at Wellesley College are addressing. Howev-
er, the “problem of heat” in the building is “beyond anyone’s control” and 
“a top-level conference” was proposed by Clapp between them, before the 
building is accepted. Another issue was that of “humidity in the gallery”. 

Wellesley Archives

1959 Spring Article in College Art Journal titled “Wellesley Art Collections reopen in the 
New Jewett Arts Center,” describes the arts and sculpture collection at the 
new Jewett galleries (including photos of some pieces) with comments on the 
building. 

JSTOR

1959 July Architectural Forum article A 10-page feature in the Architectural Forum about the building, including 
photographs and floor plans and a largely favorable critique by James Mar-
ston Fitch. 

Wellesley Archives
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1959 December LArchitecture d'Aujourd'hui 
article

Article about Jewett Arts Center published in French architectural magazine. 
Includes photographs, plans, sections, and detail of aluminum screen.

Wellesley Archives

undated Article “Due edifice per l’uni-
versita”

Features Jewett and Greeley Memorial Library by Rudolph. 

1962 April 20 Chalkboards, Music Wing Drawing showing details for installation of lockers at lower court of Music 
Wing and chalkboards in Rooms 106 and 148. Drawing prepared by Dept. of 
Building and Grounds, Wellesley College.

Dwg. #106, Wellesley Archives

1962 July 6 Parking layout Drawing showing proposed parking lot layout west of Jewett Arts Center 
prepared by landscape architects Umberto Innocenti and Richard K. Webel of 
Long Island, N.Y.

Dwg. #JAC104, Wellesley Archives

1962 Aug. 29 Planting layout Drawing showing proposed planting lot layout west of Jewett Arts Center 
prepared by landscape architects Umberto Innocenti and Richard K. Webel of 
Long Island, N.Y.

Dwg. #JAC105, Wellesley Archives

1964 Feb. 7 Entry doors Main entry doors were changed from six active leaves to four active leaves, 
and the outer two were changed to fixed panels. The center four leaves were 
cut to fix the top 4 feet in place and keep the lower 8 feet operable. The 
original frame and doors were retained, all pivots and butts were removed 
and repositioned for resized doors.  Color was changed from dark to light and 
gaskets were added to the base of the doors. Drawing prepared by Dept. of 
Building and Grounds, Wellesley College.

Dwg. #JAC137, Wellesley Archives

1966 July 14 Slide file case modifications Modifications were made to the slide file case. Drawing prepared by Dept. of 
Building and Grounds, Wellesley College.

Dwg. #JAC263, Wellesley Archives

1967 May 5, 10 
and June 13

Art Library modifications Partial removal of one wall and relocation of another wall in Art Library to 
create a study carrel area and new stacks for periodicals and office. Drawing 
prepared by Dept. of Building and Grounds, Wellesley College.

Dwg. #JAC139, #140, #141 Wellesley 
Archives

1967 May 15 Room 356- Study to Museum 
offices

Study Room 356 was subdivided to create two offices, one for museum 
director and second for other museum functions. Note that current (2016) 
location of partitions is different from that shown on 1967 drawings.  Drawing 
prepared by Dept. of Building and Grounds, Wellesley College.

Dwg. #JAC145, Wellesley Archives

1967 May 25 Music Wing clerestory Drawing showing glazing details and part plan of the clerestory windows at 
base of the wall at Level Three level of Music Wing. Distinction between exist-
ing and proposed work is unclear. Drawing prepared by Dept. of Building and 
Grounds, Wellesley College.

Dwg. #JAC138, Wellesley Archives

1976-1977 Art Wing renovations In 1976, architect David R. Johnson was engaged to prepare drawings for 
some changes and renovations at the Art Wing, particularly at the library. 
Johnson was the job captain for the 1958 original construction of the build-
ing, at which time he was employed with the firm of Anderson, Beckwith & 
Haible (ABH). 

1977 HVAC renovations New rooftop HVAC unit was installed over Auditorium roof at Music Wing. 
with new chilled water piping and ductwork in the Level Four space around 
the Auditorium. Some openings were cut in Level Four slab at Music Wing 
Auditorium for ductwork. 

Dwg. #JAC107, #JAC111 Wellesley 
Archives

1977 HVAC at art storage New supply and return air ducts were installed at the art storage in the base-
ment. (Rooms G03 & G07 on current plans).

Dwg. #JAC108 & JAC114, Wellesley 
Archives
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1977 Gallery skylights and ceiling Glass was removed from all Gallery skylights and replaced with metal panels. 
New HVAC ductwork was added in the ceiling plenum. The “luminous ceiling” 
in the Gallery was retained but modified to include a linear supply grille 
running along the center (in the long direction) and five rows of “litespan” 
track lighting (again in the long direction). Areas of plaster ceiling, at the two 
shorter ends of the Gallery were also replaced, however the swivel recessed 
incandescent light fixtures were retained (eight on each end). 

Dwg. #JAC112, JAC369, JAC204 
Wellesley Archives

1977 Level Four lockers and case-
work

Lockers were removed from the central corridor (400CA) and Room 462 
(including a sink and some casework), and casework along corridor walls in 
rooms 450, 452, and 454 was removed to be reused on Level Three.  

Dwg. #JAC111, Wellesley Archives

1977 Art Library expansion Art Library was expanded to Level One of the Art Wing. Interior walls of 
conference/lecture rooms taken down to create open areas for library. New 
metal communicating stair from Level One to Level Two was added. New 
glazed doors were added to separate library from rest of Level One. New 
casework and reception counter was added, and existing casework relocat-
ed at Level Two entrance to library. Existing plaster ceiling was removed to 
expose the coffers in the central (corridor) area and a new suspended ceiling 
was added on either side of it with new recessed fluorescent lighting fixtures. 
New electrical work was done to enable library function.

Dwg. #JAC113, JAC369 Wellesley 
Archives

1977 Printmaking/Lithography Printmaking and lithography studios were created in the former sculpture and 
modeling studios by the open court on Level One of the Art Wing (A212 and 
A216 on original plans). New sinks and plumbing were added. 

Dwg. #JAC113, JAC368 Wellesley 
Archives

1977 Museum storage Museum storage was created in the former print room in Room A-209. Dwg. #JAC113, Wellesley Archives

1977 Corridor in front of Gallery New wall surface was installed in the corridor off of the main entrance on 
Level Two, to provide a nail-able surface for display of artwork. This was 
done by furring out the plaster wall and finishing with new fabric-wrapped 
particleboard. 

Dwg. #JAC114 & JAC160, Wellesley 
Archives

1977 Glazing in vestibule doors The original set of six doors from the main entry vestibule to the Gallery 
corridor were likely altered at this time to fix the outer two leaves and replace 
them with glazing (with only a small wood portion above). The remaining four 
leaves likely received the glazed vision panel seen now.

Dwg. #JAC114, Wellesley Archives

1977 Suspended ceiling in Auditori-
um Lobby

New suspended ceiling in the lobby area south of the Auditorium entrance. 
Existing downlights were relocated. 

Dwg. #JAC114, JAC131 Wellesley 
Archives

1977 Slide room expansion and 
relocation

Two study rooms on Level Three, Room 350A and Room 350, were converted 
to house the slide library. New casework, light tables, etc., were added to 
these rooms. Recessed lighting in Room 350A was switched to fluorescent 
fixtures (reused from Room 350), while the fluorescent fixtures in Room 350 
were replaced with new recessed incandescent fixtures.  A new slide librar-
ian’s office was also created in Room 350A. The former slide room on Level 
Two (Room 255) was converted to storage. 

Dwg. #JAC115 & JAC149-JAC156, 
JAC371 Wellesley Archives

1977 Print room One study room on Level Three was converted into a print room (Room 372). 
New drawers and box storage were added below existing counters along the 
room perimeter. 

Dwg. #JAC115, JAC366 Wellesley 
Archives
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1977 Lecture Rooms, Level 4 Three painting studios and one laboratory on Level Four were converted to 
lecture rooms (450, 452, 454, and 462). This involved new resilient flooring 
in the rooms, relocation of casework, and any features that interfered with 
projection. Fluorescent lighting was changed to incandescent with dimmer 
switches and the skylights were blanked off with drywall. The corridor was 
shortened at the dead end to include the space in Room 450 with new sus-
pended ceiling in the former corridor portion. 

Dwg. #JAC116, JAC370 Wellesley 
Archives.

1977 Projection Room Audiovisual and mechanical improvements were made to the projection 
booth on Level Four of the Auditorium. 

Dwg. #JAC116, Wellesley Archives.

1977–1993 Entry doors removed and 
replaced with storefront-type 
system

The original opaque main entry doors were removed and replaced with a 
storefront-type system, incorporating large areas of glazing.

undated

1993 Moneo/Payette renovations Architect Rafael Moneo designed the Davis Museum along with Payette Asso-
ciates of Boston, who were largely responsible for modifications to Jewett. 

Wellesley Archives

1993 Window replaced with louver A window on the southwest return wall of the Music Wing (where it connects 
with the Gallery) was removed with a louver.

Dwg. #JAC234, Wellesley Archives

1993 UV film on windows UV film was added to all Art Library windows that were less than 4 feet wide 
on the south wall. 

Dwg. #JAC234, Wellesley Archives

1993 Room 102 subdivided Room 102 in Music Wing was subdivided to create two studios and one 
storage space

Dwg. #JAC236  Wellesley Archives

1993 Bridge to Pendleton A new bridge was constructed to connect Level Two of the Music Wing to 
Pendleton on the north elevation. The former recreational listening lab (B-309 
on original plans), directly south of the bridge, was converted to a lobby to 
provide access. 

Dwg. #JAC234, Wellesley Archives

1993 New Music Department offices Two new Music Department offices (Room 209A and Room 209B) were creat-
ed in the former theater workshop on Level Two. 

Dwg. #JAC234, Wellesley Archives

1993 Theater workshop to Choir 
Rehearsal Room/Classroom

The original theater workshop room was converted to accommodate choir 
rehearsal. New risers were added in the room and existing wood floors were 
refinished.  A sloped GWB ceiling was added in part of the room, while a 
small section of 2x2 suspended ceiling was added in another part.

Dwg. #JAC234, JAC237 Wellesley 
Archives

1993 Accessible seating Six seats from the back row at each end were removed to create accessible 
seating on the main level of the Auditorium.

Dwg. #JAC234, Wellesley Archives

1993 Bridge to Davis Museum A new bridge was constructed to connect Level Two of the Music Wing to the 
new Davis Museum on the west elevation. Wall locations were slightly altered 
in Room 205 to create a lobby for the bridge. 

Dwg. #JAC234, Wellesley Archives

1993 Music Library expansion Music Library was extended to Level One. On Level Two, a few full-height 
walls were added surrounding the connecting stair to Level One and at the 
entrance to the library. New painted exposed ductwork was added, existing 
lighting fixtures in the coffers were retained with new lamps.  On Level One, 
existing practice and listening labs were removed to open up the floor for the 
Music Library expansion. 

Dwg. #JAC234, JAC236, JAC237 
Wellesley Archives

1993 Door removed The central door (from a set of three doors) connecting the Music Wing 
Auditorium Lobby on Level Two to the music studios corridor was removed to 
provide clearer access to the new bridge to Pendleton. 

Dwg. #JAC234, JAC237 Wellesley 
Archives
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1993 New 2x2 suspended ceiling, 
Music Bldg, Level Two

New 2x2 suspended ceiling was added in various spaces on Level Two of the 
Music Wing- namely, the lobby outside the Auditorium, reception at Music 
Library and bridge to Davis Museum.

Dwg. #JAC237 Wellesley Archives

1993 Art Library Level Two New painted ductwork was added to the Art Library on Level Two and a 2x2 
suspended ceiling was added to the office space in the library directly east of 
the elevator.

Dwg. #JAC237 Wellesley Archives

1993 Art Library expansion On Level One, the Art Library expanded to take over the remaining (west 
portion) of the wing. Existing partitions at the photo lab were removed to 
open up the floorplate. The area around the elevator was reorganized into 
mechanical rooms. A built-in counter was added west of the original stair to 
create a small copy area. 

Dwg. #JAC236, JAC267 Wellesley 
Archives

1993 Art Library—Rare Books A new glazed enclosure was created on Level Two of the Art Library to house 
rare books. 

Dwg. #JAC234, Wellesley Archives

1993 Partition moved The partition between Room 256 and Room 258 was moved a 4 feet 6 inches 
to the east.

Dwg. #JAC234, JAC235 Wellesley 
Archives

1993 Gallery space subdivided and 
converted

The main Gallery on Level Two was subdivided into three distinct rooms of 
unequal size with new GWB partitions and doors. The central room was off 
of the sliding doors from the main entrance corridor and was retained as the 
student gallery. The room to the south was the painting studio and the one 
on the north was drawing studio. The existing luminous ceiling was removed 
to expose the metal joists, which were proposed to be wrapped in GWB and 
the partitions between the new rooms were to incorporate shelving.  New 
continuous diffusers and new sloped GWB ceilings were added around the 
perimeter. Flat sections of GWB ceiling at the north and south end of the 
room were replaced with new GWB ceilings. 

Dwg. #JAC234, JAC235, JAC237 
Wellesley Archives

1993 Gallery skylights: metal panels 
removed and replaced with 
glazing

Once the Gallery ceiling and the mechanical systems above it were removed, 
the Gallery skylight was again brought back to glazing, removing the metal 
panels added in 1977, except the perimeter panels, which were retained as 
metal.

1993 Entry doors Fire alarm panel was installed in entry vestibule. Dwg. #JAC269, Wellesley Archives

2005 Sculpture Court Built-in seating installation.

2008 Stage modification in Audito-
rium

The stage was enlarged to the south and provided with new reconfigured 
stairs.

undocumented

2010–2014 Exterior improvements Reroofing of Art Wing and portions of Music Wing and Gallery; restoration of 
screens.

Paint study, written records

2014–2017 Pendleton West Construction Addition to Pendleton changes site relationship to Jewett. New Pendleton 
bridge installed.



Jewett Arts Center - Conservation Plan - March 2017

85

III.  Future Programs and Pedagogy

Notes for a 21st-Century Program

There have been many changes in the physical environment and academic 
culture of the College since the Jewett Arts Center first opened.  The College 
Museum, which was housed in Jewett, has moved to the Davis Museum. Theater, 
a core component of the original pedagogical program, has moved out of the 
building.  Studio art has grown radically and has moved into an adjacent building, 
Pendleton West, which has undergone a total renovation.  The performing music 
program has quadrupled in size, and the Music Department’s large ensembles 
can no longer be contained in the building.  New facilities for rehearsals and 
recitals have been constructed in a new building on a site adjacent to Jewett.  The 
curricula of music and art have also changed dramatically, broadening to include 
a wide range of multicultural studies, film and video, visual and sound studies, 
and new media.  The Art and Music departments collaborate with a wide range 
of programs, including two that did not exist when Jewett was designed: Cinema 
and Media Studies, and Media Arts and Sciences.  

The building has been retrofitted in a piecemeal fashion over the years to 
accommodate these many changes.  The relation between form and function 
that Jewett’s architect and faculty successfully created over a half-century ago 
has, to a great degree, disappeared. In light of this, we have met with faculty 
involved in the various programs currently housed in Jewett.  What follows is 
a summary of the themes and very preliminary ideas that were discussed by 
faculty and staff

Bringing the Arts Disciplines Together

Jewett was designed to foster contact between the performing and plastic 
arts in a sociable setting, and to stimulate interdisciplinary interaction.  In a 
program for conserving and renovating Jewett, we wish to restore the primacy of 
interdisciplinary engagement.  The integration of public and private spaces and 
the incorporation of new electronic media and traditional studio and performing 
arts facilities will be key to realizing this fundamental goal. 

Public Spaces

The dynamic relationship between public and pedagogical spaces in the building 
has been lost over the years. In the original design of the building, the sliding 
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doors in the central gallery area produced a sense of porousness and movement 
between Jewett’s two wings. Both the hallway and the central gallery were 
originally elegant spaces that worked well for display.  We wish to maintain 
the display function (especially of student work) while restoring some of the 
building’s elegance.

Faculty and staff enumerated several kinds of desirable public spaces: gathering 
areas for students and faculty to meet; fully public areas (for external public 
and College community); and spaces that can be used for advanced multi- and 
interdisciplinary student work and opened up to exhibit that work (in progress).   
Better access and interconnections between the Jewett Gallery and contiguous 
spaces would encourage more creative kinds of programming.  

The Sculpture Court and stairwell leading to it are important spaces in addition to 
the central corridor/auditorium/atrium area. This is another area where formal 
values and display functions need to be well integrated.

Jewett Auditorium

The Auditorium of the Jewett Arts Center was not designed to accommodate the 
number of events or size of ensembles that the College currently programs in 
it.  Nonetheless, there is no alternative for many concerts, student organization 
presentations, large public lectures, and meetings.  It seems that the most viable 
and useful upgrade of the JAC Auditorium would be high quality audio and video 
for classroom instructional use and lectures.  A programming discussion for the 
Jewett Auditorium, considering the full range of current and future uses of this 
room as an all-College facility, needs to be conducted.  

Classrooms and Media Instruction Spaces

A great deal of the discussion of classrooms involved digital media instruction.  
In the current scenario, there are spaces for media convergence and 
interdisciplinary work, as well as editing/processing, in Pendleton West. There 
are separate and dispersed labs for art and music courses in the JAC.  We wish to 
consider alternative schemes for integrating digital media in Jewett, Pendleton 
West, and the new arts addition under construction, as we proceed with Jewett 
renovation.  One exciting way to design such spaces would be to pair a traditional 
seminar space with a linked lab space that students/faculty could move between 
during a single class session.  It would also be beneficial to have a separate digital 
sound studio for teaching production/composition and as a genuine laboratory 
for creative work.  Ideally, there would also be a separate analog sound lab 
with easy access storage for all sorts of gear: synthesizers, microphones, tape 
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machines, etc.  Some of these possibilities might be met by repurposing Music 
Library space. (See discussion of libraries, below.) 

In addition to the new digital media facilities being built in the renovation of 
Pendleton West, we will need a dedicated smart classroom for film and video 
studies—not a space for advanced technical/production work, but a seminar 
room for discussion, viewing, and editing. 

In the future, art history classrooms should all be smarter.  Film, video, image 
projection, and audio will all be important.  While the new classroom in the arts 
addition will be useful to Cinema and Media Studies and Art, this will be a heavily 
booked room.  Jewett classrooms should all be wired and equipped for high 
quality AV.  Throughout the building, wiring and cabling for data and AC are not 
what they should be.  Connectivity with the spaces in Pendleton West should be 
considered.  The control rooms in Pendleton West (sound/digital editing) should 
be linked (in a combination of wired and wireless connections) as well as possible 
to media classrooms in Jewett.

Moving forward, the space requirements for a photo lab in Jewett will also need 
to be carefully considered.

Offices

Staffing decisions in the upcoming period will affect office needs. Proximity of 
offices for arts faculty, including those in Cinema and Media Studies but not 
Theater, will continue to be desirable. It’s likely that some work will have to be 
done to accommodate faculty who need offices, even before a full renovation 
of Jewett can be made.  It will be important to coordinate ongoing needs with a 
long-term vision for the building as a whole. 

Music and Art Libraries

We should consider whether there could be a small classroom within the Art 
Library—one that would facilitate use of the collection with greatest ease and 
flexibility.  The Art Library could use a rare-book teaching space.  The special 
collections space in the Art Library works well, but additional teaching space is 
desirable, perhaps on the lower level.  The beautiful space contiguous to the 
Japanese Garden (as it is often referred to on campus) in the Art Library could 
become a seminar room.  The landscaping of the Japanese Garden itself needs 
attention.  If art journals were moved from their current location, there would 
also be an opportunity to maximally restore the views in the upper level reading 
room. 
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In the future, the Music Library could include a maker space where students 
could work with live electronics and make noise—and where they could present 
their work. The Music Library has no appropriate space for group study or 
meeting with a door that can be closed. A clearer differentiation of quiet and 
collaborative study spaces would be highly desirable, as would space for faculty-
student interaction. 

The Music Department has no offices for most of its 40 adjunct performing faculty. 
Mini-cubicle offices for these faculty would be yet another useful repurposing of 
Music Library space.  There are more desiderata than room to accommodate 
them.



Jewett Arts Center - Conservation Plan - March 2017

89

Statement of Significance

The Jewett Arts Center is significant for many reasons and on many levels.  It is a 
key early work and the first major institutional project for Paul Rudolph, one of 
the most important American architects of the 20th century.  Wellesley’s choice 
of Rudolph to design Jewett was the result of a highly informed process involving 
some of the most influential architectural thinkers in the country, and this process 
established Wellesley as a patron willing to embrace change and take some risk on 
the relatively untested Rudolph to achieve its vision for Jewett.  The building itself 
masterfully balances its own unabashed modernity with a delicate command of 
material, proportion, and language to provide a harmonious complement to its 
important historic context. As was cited by Architect and Historic Preservationist 
James Marston Fitch at the time of its completion, Jewett is exemplary in the 
lessons it transmits about how to successfully integrate a modern building into 
a traditional American college campus.  Programmatically, Jewett is significant 
in being one of the first and most important of a new typology of the integrated 
collegiate center for the arts that emerged in the 1950s.       

Period of Significance

The Jewett Arts Center was designed from 1955–57 and completed in 1958.  
While there have been a series of interventions over the years, including a 
major renovation in 1993, the exterior has essentially remained intact with no 
substantive changes made aside from localized masonry, glazing, metal screen, 
skylight, and roofing repairs; the addition of a lift at the loading dock; and 
the replacement of the main exterior doors.   Alterations that have occurred 
since 1958 have been internal to the building.  Though many are functional 
and inoffensive, none of these post-1958 internal alterations contribute to the 
significance of Jewett except as may be specifically noted, and they should 
thus require little consideration as historic elements as restoration and future 
intervention strategies are contemplated.  

Integrity of the Resource

The exterior of the Jewett Arts Center has changed very little since its construction 
in 1958.  Modifications were made as early as 1964 in the form of a new phalanx of 
entry doors (the originals had failed) on the east elevation facing the green.  The 
construction of the Davis Museum complex in 1993 altered the original setting 
of Jewett, but did not otherwise compromise its material integrity except for the 

IV.  Evaluation of Significance
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addition of a connecting bridge, which enters Jewett on Level Two of the west 
facade of the Music Wing in a relatively discreet fashion.  Minor modifications 
were also made at this time to the loading dock area on the south side of the 
Art Wing in order accommodate an access ramp for deliveries and those with 
impaired mobility.  

The exterior is otherwise intact; repairs were made in 2012 that included a new 
roof on the Art Wing and the repainting (and restoration of the original color 
scheme) of the metal screens, windows, and trim of the Art Wing.  The brick 
and concrete stairs and cheek walls that lead from the undercroft up to the 
building entrance on the east have been a source of periodic failure and have 
been recently repaired and repointed.  There are areas of wood windows and 
trim in the Music Wing that are in need of repair and spot replacement, but this 
work should not impair the ultimate integrity of the resource.   

On the interior, the most significant change was the conversion of the previous 
Museum gallery space on the main entry level to three studios as part of the 
1993 renovation.  This change took out the luminous Gallery ceiling and fabric 
exhibition partitions, and also included the removal of the original oak floor in 
the Museum Gallery/Art Studios, and Auditorium Lobby and its replacement 
with bluestone and terrazzo.  Other changes include the removal of classrooms 
and studio space on Level One of the Art Wing in 1978 to accommodate the 
expansion of the Art Library, which also included the creation of an interior 
connecting stair in the library and a reconfiguration of the office suite near the 
library entrance.  

Modifications to the Music Wing include changes to the stage in the Auditorium 
and the conversion of the Rehearsal Room/Classroom adjacent to the �uditorium 
into classroom space.  The Music Library has also expanded on Level One into an 
area previously occupied by offices and practice rooms.  

The 1993 renovations also introduced large runs of HVAC ductwork throughout 
both the Art and Music wings that have considerable visual impact on both 
libraries as well as in the classrooms and offices throughout this complex.  

All of these changes, their impact on the building's fabric and recommendations 
for mitigation are discussed in detail in the interiors survey and assessment 
portion of the plan.  
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Character-Defining Features 

A core purpose of the Conservation Management Plan is the protection and 
maintenance of the full array of character-defining features that together define 
and give meaning to the Jewett Arts Center.  These range from the materials that 
define both the interior and exterior of the building to the quality of light in a 
given space.  The character-defining features are all addressed in the assessment 
and recommendation portions of the report; a summary listing is as follows:

1. The relationship of the JAC to its setting including the paved court to the 
west; the negotiation of the hillside through the terraced site walls stepping 
down to the west on the south side and the prospect out to the south; 
the relationship to Green and Pendleton halls and the greenspace of the 
academic quad; and the elaborately choreographed entry sequence through 
the passage under the building and up to the entrance on the east facade. 

2. The exterior building elements:

• Form and finish of the exposed aggregate reinforced concrete frame 

• New England water-struck brick in Flemish bond with finger jointing 
and raked mortar joints at angled ends of the Art and Music wings.

• Glazing system; fixed glass directly glazed into wood frames, with 
steel operable window units.

• Painted aluminum screens at Art Wing

• Steep pyramidal skylights at Art Wing

• Skylights at Museum Gallery/Art Studios

• Entry doors—the existing units do not conform to the original design

3. Interior spatial configuration:  The clear articulation of the three elements of 
the building and their spatial interlock is the key character-defining feature 
of the spaces within the JAC.  Individual components include the following:

• Main Lobby extending from the Art Department offices on the south 
to the north end of the Music Wing, including the Auditorium Lobby.  
Changes to the original integrity of this space include substitution of 
floor material and the closing off the former museum space to the 
Auditorium Lobby.

• Museum Gallery/Art Studios space:  Change of use, removal of 
ceiling, and subdivision of this space to create three studio spaces 
has compromised the original design intent of both the museum 
space itself and its integration with the adjacent public space.  
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• Auditorium: Largely intact, unchanged except for the configuration of 
and access to the stage, which has compromised the overall integrity 
of the space.  

• The Sculpture Court and Art Wing stair:  These are described as one 
element here due their close spatial interlock.  The stair is essentially 
intact above Level Two; the Sculpture Court has been materially 
modified but is spatially intact.    

• Art Library main (Level Two) reading room: This has been changed 
through the addition of the internal stair down to the first level and 
the special collections reading room, but is otherwise spatially intact 
and significant.

• Music Library main (Level Two) reading room

• Music Wing Room 218

4. Interior material palette: This includes the principal remaining materials 
from the original construction.  Each of these is described in greater detail in 
the assessment and recommendations for each space in Part V.

• Clear finish oak millwork—cabinets, trim, handrails, and doors

• Oak-edged laminate tops throughout the Art Wing

• Painted wood windows and trim, utilizing historic color palette

• Terrazzo floors in entry, stairs, and Sculpture Court

• Bluestone floors at main Lobby and Auditorium Lobby—this is not 
the original material, but it has worn well and become part of the 
character of the space.  If there is desire to recapture the wood floor 
of the original design, this may be considered.

• Plaster walls and ceilings

• Painted aluminum acoustic wall treatment throughout the Music 
Wing practice spaces

• Concealed spline 1x1 acoustic ceilings—there are fewer of these 
remaining, they should be conserved where they still exist.

• Painted metal handrails and opening frames—in historic colors

• Tack space fabric walls in the entry lobby; these are not original but 
have been in place for 40 years and serve an effective purpose.

• Original resilient flooring where it may still be conserved

• Lighting fixtures as noted
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V.  Conservation Policies, Assessment, 
and Recommendations
DESIGN AND PRESERVATION GUIDELINES

Approach and Methodology

The conservation standards that guide this document draw from accepted 
international conventions, both for the treatment of historic properties in 
general and for the treatment of significant works of the Modern movement.  
These standards include:

• The UNESCO Convention Concerning the Protection of World Natural 
and Cultural Heritage

• The Venice Charter, the foundation for conservation philosophy of 
ICOMOS 

• The U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties 

• The Madrid Document on Approaches for the Conservation of Twentieth 
Century Architectural Heritage from ICOMOS, 2014 Draft.

Glossary of Conservation Terminology

Restoration

The process of returning an existing site, building, structure, or object as nearly 
as possible to its condition at a particular time in its history, using the same 
construction materials and methods as the original where possible.

Typically the period of greatest historical significance or aesthetic integrity is 
chosen.

Work may include removing later additions, making hidden repairs, and replacing 
missing period work.
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Rehabilitation

The act or process of returning a property to a state of utility through repair or 
alteration which makes possible an efficient contemporary use while preserving 
those portions or features of the property that are significant to its historical, 
architectural, and cultural values. 

The alteration of or addition to a historic property to meet continuing or changing 
uses while retaining the property’s historic character. 

Conservation

The skilled repair and maintenance of cultural artifacts, including buildings 
and historic or artistic materials, with the aim of extending their longevity and 
aesthetic qualities.  

Based on a philosophy of retaining, rather than replacing, existing elements.

Repair

To replace or correct broken, damaged, or faulty components or elements of a 
building. Many restoration and conservation treatments are considered repairs.

Stabilization

Treatment procedures intended to maintain integrity and minimize deterioration.

Replacement In-Kind

To reproduce, by new construction, the exact portion or detail of an extensively 
deteriorated or missing feature. 

The new construction must match the design, profile, material, and general 
appearance of the originals. 

If in-kind materials or techniques are unavailable, compatible new materials and 
techniques that match the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities 
may be appropriate if the application of the substitute material does not damage, 
destroy, or obscure historic features.

Intervention

Any action, other than demolition or destruction, that results in a physical change 
to an element of a structure.
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Minimal intervention: the approach that allows functional goals to be met with 
the least physical intervention. 

Preservation

The act or process of applying measures to sustain the existing form, integrity, 
and material of a building or structure, and the existing form and vegetative 
cover of a site.

A focus on the maintenance and repair of existing historic materials and retention 
of a property’s form as it has evolved over time.

Conceptual Preservation Guidelines

General

1. The Preservation Guidelines apply to the Jewett interiors, the site, 
landscape, building exteriors, and those spaces in particular designated on 
the Categories of Significance diagrams.  

2. The entire Jewett complex is of high architectural significance.  Spaces and 
features within Jewett are classified into three categories, based upon the 
degree to which each contributes to the innate historic or architectural merit 
of Jewett, and the degree to which the transformation of each space can be 
managed without detriment to the overall aesthetic quality of the complex. 

3. There are areas where spaces intersect or visually overlap where it is vital 
to consider sightlines and quality of views from one space to another.  This 
is particularly true between the Main Lobby and adjacent spaces in the Art 
and Music wings. Spatial continuity and integrity contribute to significance, 
and their maintenance is therefore fundamental to the preservation of 
the historic architectural character of Jewett.  Where adjacent spaces are 
designated with different degrees of transformability:

Areas with views from one space to the other shall generally be treated in 
accordance with the guidelines prescribed for the more restrictive space 
category relative to its ability to accept transformation, wherever possible. 

The design vocabulary of new elements and features allowed in all spaces 
shall be in keeping with the defined historic design vocabulary of the building, 
exemplified by the light, tensile qualities of the exterior screens, and the 
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chevron geometry found throughout the building, evident in the exterior 
staircase and in the configuration of the stage and seating in the Auditorium.

4. The inevitability and continuity of alterations to the interiors of Jewett was 
perhaps not fully anticipated in Rudolph’s original design.  It is an overriding 
goal of this conservation plan to better anticipate how to accommodate 
necessary future change in the most sensitive manner possible and to 
strive wherever possible to retain and restore the essential architectural 
characteristics of the building. 

Conceptual Restoration Guidelines

1. Deteriorated historic fabric that has been identified as significant shall be 
repaired rather than replaced whenever possible.

2. Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement of a significant 
feature, the new feature shall match the historic in design, color, texture, 
and, where possible and appropriate, materials.  The need for replacement 
due to severity of deterioration shall be justified by scientific methods, such 
as materials analysis or performance testing.

3. Re-creation of missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, pic-
torial or physical evidence.

4. Materials used for the stabilization and conservation of existing materials 
shall be visually and physically compatible with the original materials. 

Categories of Significance—Definition of Levels

The following descriptions are provided in outline form as guidelines for how to 
approach the renovation of individual spaces. Individual projects should identify 
unique conditions that may exist within the boundary of that project.

Overview

The essential character of the Jewett Arts Center is defined by the materials and 
systems that comprise the overall framework of the composition. The exterior 
envelope, exposed concrete structural systems, and the essential details of 
interior partitioning systems, millwork, and finishes that define core elements 
and the perimeter of interior spaces become the baseline for all future work. 
Designating “categories of significance” in many buildings utilizes a system of 
identifying the most sensitive to the least sensitive spaces. Spaces that receive a 
lower designation may have been less important spaces in the original design or 
may have lost original building fabric that was critical to the space’s significance. 
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Characterizing the nature of these transformations is a fundamental purpose of 
these guidelines.

Regarding the relative merit or quality of the spaces, there is no separation 
between Category One and Category Two. The difference is more in the level 
of freedom in removing and altering existing building fabric and layouts to 
accommodate new functional program space.

Category One

These are the spaces and elements of the building that were intended to be 
relatively fixed and unchanging, and retain the greatest degree of architectural 
integrity. They are typically the more public areas of the building.

• Preservation and restoration are the primary treatments for these 
spaces and elements.

• Prior alterations incompatible with the historic character of the space 
shall be removed and the affected areas restored to the greatest 
degree possible.

• Alterations shall be minimized to the greatest extent possible and 
shall preserve the historically important geometry and plan of the 
space, finish materials, system components (where designated), and 
architectural features.

• Necessary alteration shall be concealed when appropriate or 
accommodated utilizing the organizing principles established in the 
original design.

• Where necessary, interventions will be designed to harmonize with, 
but be distinctive, from the form, material palette, color, and detail 
of the character-defining historic building fabric.

Interventions shall be reversible to the greatest extent possible.

Schedule of Spaces

Exterior Envelope
• Perhaps the most recognizable feature of the building to the design 

community, and the component that would typically be particularly 
designated should Wellesley choose to apply for landmark status for 
Jewett. 
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Music Wing
• Auditorium
• Auditorium Lobby Level Two
• Library Level Two
• Seminar Room 218

Museum Gallery/Art Studios
• Entry lobby

Art Wing
• Art Library Level Two
• Sculpture Court
• Main stair through Sculpture Court from Level Two to Level Four
• Glazed partition between the Art Department offices and the lobby

Category Two

These are important historic spaces that contribute to the overall character of 
Jewett but were either of lesser importance originally or have been altered in 
a manner that compromises their integrity in some way. While most of these 
spaces have been altered, there is a significant amount of original building fabric 
remaining that should be taken into account when planning to meet current and 
future program needs.

• The character-defining elements of the original design intended to 
be the fixed framework (structural systems, perimeter walls, etc.) 
are to be retained and restored to the greatest extent possible so 
that the open spatial zones they define are left unencumbered by 
systems.

• Original building fabric that remains is to be documented prior to any 
alterations or modifications.

• If possible and appropriate, original building fabric that remains 
should be retained as part of the new layout and program.

• Interventions, either existing or new, shall be designed to be distinct 
from, but harmonious with, the character of the baseline historic 
building fabric.

• Interventions shall be reversible to the greatest degree possible.
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Schedule of Spaces

Music Wing
• Rehearsal Room/Classroom 209
• Conference Room 214, former record library
• Listening Lab 121
• Listening Lab 122

Museum Gallery/Art Studios

Art Wing
• Art Department offices
• West side of lower level of Art Library—and relationship to the 

Japanese Garden
• Colored coffers beneath the skylights in various rooms on Level Four.
• Some of the original millwork and perimeter counters in upper level 

classrooms TBD

Category Three

These spaces are typically service, office, or utilitarian and were not designed to 
be character-defining spaces in the original composition. There is a greater level 
of freedom in altering these spaces to accommodate programmatic changes, 
though nothing should be done anywhere in the complex that would affect 
the exterior envelope (introduction of louvers, vents, etc.) or intrude upon the 
character definition of any Category One or Two spaces anywhere in the building.

• Significant alterations may occur in these spaces.

• Where a programmatic change transitions a space from a service 
space to a functional program space, the alteration should identify 
materials or elements from the original construction that can be 
retained and utilized as part of the alterations.

Schedule of Spaces

Music Wing
• Offices, any classrooms or seminar rooms not listed above, and 

practice rooms
• Lower level of Music Library 
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Museum Gallery/Art Studios
• Studio spaces in their present condition—with the caveat that there 

will be a recommendation to try to recapture the spatial and material 
sense of Rudolph’s original museum, which would then be a Category 
One space.

Art Wing
• East side of the Art Library
• Classrooms, offices, photo lab, etc.,  

Summary Interior Design Principles 

The interior spaces in Jewett are on the whole finished in a simple, straightforward 
fashion.  The muscular concrete interiors associated with later Rudolph work are 
only in marginal evidence on the exposed aggregate cluster columns found in 
the Art Wing, and with the exception of ceremonial spaces such as the lobby, 
Sculpture Court, Auditorium and Auditorium Lobby, and (originally) museum 
space, most of the interior is well-detailed but fairly straightforward and 
workmanlike.  There is also little indication of the bright color palette and use of 
accents that characterize his later work.  The one exception is the yellow color 
found in the concrete coffers underneath some of the Level Four skylights in the 
Art Wing, which cast a pale glow through the spaces.  These prefigure his use of 
this technique, such as the pale red liner found on the skylights in the student 
service areas of the Southeast Massachusetts Technical Institute (now UMass 
Dartmouth).  

Beyond this, the Rudolph/Anderson, Beckwith & Haible construction documents 
give only limited indication as to the final original interior palette.  For instance, 
we understand the original floor finishes, but in areas where linoleum or carpet 
were used we do not know the selected colors, nor is there any indication as 
to color choices for painted finishes.  The linoleum has all been replaced, and 
there is no guarantee at this time that we have checked every remote, potentially 
locked spaces, like a closet (there may be original floors in some), and we have 
found no evidence of remaining attic stock. The original black and white photos 
indicate a finish similar to what is there now in terms of value; the hue may be 
different and could therefore have an impact upon the perception of the space.   

While there is little reason to believe that the paint colors vary dramatically from 
the original, it has been our experience that even with the best of intentions 
colors change over time, and therefore future conservation work should include 
more in-depth paint sampling, beyond what has already been performed, of key 
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painted surfaces throughout Jewett to ascertain Rudolph’s original palette. All of 
the clear finish woodwork was originally finished with a shellac/varnish system. 

The original vision for Jewett—from the point of view of both the architect and 
Wellesley—was only complete with a comprehensive selection of furnishings.  It 
is important to understand both the pieces themselves and—especially in the 
case of seating—the fabrics that were used for upholstery.  There is little evidence 
of this in either the building or photographic records, and archival research to 
date has not uncovered evidence (invoices, order forms, descriptive letters, etc.) 
to determine what these might have been.  It is therefore recommended moving 
forward that Wellesley further the efforts of the Jewett Conservation Plan team 
to formulate recommendations for appropriate furnishings, fabrics, and (where 
interpretation is necessary) finish materials and colors to ultimately become a 
part of this plan.

A fundamental principle of the Jewett Arts Center that it shares with many 
modern buildings is its minimal character and a consequent sensitivity to the 
intrusion of elements such as fire alarm strobes, exit signs, switches and devices 
for controlling and monitoring systems and their attendant conduit runs, 
recycling bins, water fountains, and fire extinguishers.  These are a necessary 
part of any contemporary institutional building, so ways must be found to 
accommodate them.  It is therefore incumbent upon everyone who is charged 
with the oversight of the facility to be aware that any and every change to the 
building—even those related to the most routine maintenance—will have an 
impact upon the character of the structure.  The procedures and guidelines 
outlined herein are meant to help establish awareness of these issues among 
all concerned stakeholders and users in order to establish an ethos and a way of 
working with the building that minimizes negative impacts and constantly seeks 
to maintain its essential character.
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General Policies: Use and Protocols

Introduction

The following are protocols for the implementation of any work on the Jewett Arts 
Center. Where appropriate, all proposed major maintenance and modifications 
shall only be undertaken with the approval of Wellesley College Facilities Advisory 
Committee and Design Review Sub-Committee (FAC/DR).  

Guidelines for Application of Significance Ranking System:
(Refer also to Appendix 2: Wellesley College Capital Projects
Program: Outline of Governance [October 7, 2016])

Features in Category One Spaces 

Guidelines:

1. Feature must be retained, repaired (when necessary), and exposed.

2. For exceptions, approval must be obtained from FAC/DR in advance of work. 
Application must include documentation demonstrating that all options 
other than alteration, removal, or entombment of the feature have been 
explored.

3. If FAC/DR allows a feature to be altered or removed, document feature in 
accordance with Conservation Treatment Standards, Selective Removals. 
Consideration shall be given to salvaging the feature.

Examples of Work that DOES NOT Require FAC/DR Approval:

1. Replacement in kind, when the feature is highly deteriorated and restoration 
or conservation treatments are not feasible. 

2. Minor alterations that do not affect the viewer’s overall visual perception of 
the feature.

3. Repairs, including conservation and restoration treatments.

4. Regular maintenance.
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Examples of Work that Requires FAC/DR Approval:

1. Removal of feature (partial and total).

2. Alteration of feature.

3. Change of finish color (when historic finish is not used).

4. Entombment of feature.

Features in Category Two Spaces 

Guidelines:

1. Retain feature unless code compliance or security upgrades warrant 
intervention.

2. For exceptions to this rule, approval must be obtained from FAC/DR in 
advance of work. Application must include documentation that all options 
other than the alteration or removal of the feature have been explored.

3. If FAC/DR allows a feature to be removed, document feature in accordance 
with accepted Conservation Treatment Standards, for Selective Removals. 
Consideration shall be given to salvaging the feature.

Examples of Work that DOES NOT Require FAC/DR Approval:

1. Replacement in kind, when the feature is highly deteriorated and restoration 
or conservation treatments are not feasible.

2. Minor alterations that do not affect the viewer’s overall visual perception of 
the feature may be performed.

3. Entombment of feature. The work must be reversible and may not damage 
the feature.

Examples of Work that Requires FAC/DR Approval:

1. Removal of feature (partial and total) for reasons other than stated above 
(Guideline 1).

2. Alteration of feature for reasons other than stated above (Guideline 1).

3. Change of finish color (when historic finish is not used).
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Approach for Appropriate Alterations in Category One, Two and 
Three Spaces:

1. Explore all other options prior to entombing, altering, or removing feature. 

2. Establish quantity of feature for the specific space. 

If a feature is unique or uncommon, make every effort to retain or entomb 
the feature.

For common features, alterations should retain enough of the feature to 
clearly show original design intent.

3. Minor alterations that do not affect the viewer’s overall visual perception of 
the feature may be performed. 

4. If necessary, the feature may be entombed above or behind new installations 
as long as the installation does not have a negative impact on the historic or 
aesthetic character of the space and/or the features identified and ranked as 
significant. The intervention must be reversible.

5. If replacement is necessary, every effort should be made to replace the 
feature in kind. 

6. If in kind materials or techniques are unavailable, compatible new materials 
and techniques that match the old in design, original color, texture, and 
other visual qualities may be used.

7. Retention is not required for features not listed and/or deemed to be of low 
significance. Features may be modified, removed, entombed, or replaced.

8. The modification, removal, entombment, or replacement of unlisted features 
may not have a negative impact on the historic or aesthetic character of the 
space and/or listed significant features within the space. 
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Figure 77.  Jewett Arts Center, Level One Plan
Categories of Significance.

Category One

Category Two

Category Three
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Figure 78.  Jewett Arts Center, Level Two Plan
Categories of Significance.

Category One

Category Two

Category Three
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Figure 79A.  Jewett Arts Center, Level Three Plan
Categories of Significance.

Category One

Category Two

Category Three
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Category One

Category Two

Category Three

Figure 79B.  Jewett Arts Center, Level Four Plan
Categories of Significance.
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CONSERVATION ASSESSMENT AND POLICIES BY AREA

This part of the CMP is subdivided into four sections, and each section includes 
analysis and conservation policies for each space/building feature. The first 
section deals with the site features and surrounding Plaza of the Jewett Arts 
Center; the second deals with exterior features; and the third systematically 
documents interior spaces and features. The fourth section analyzes the building 
systems based on building and document surveys, and the operations workshop 
and tour held in January 2016. 

The discussion about each building feature begins with a description of the 
original design intent and the changes made to the feature up to the current 
time. This is followed by an evaluation of existing conditions, noting physical 
deficiencies observed in preliminary investigations. Next is an analysis that notes 
the major variations from the original design intent. Summing up the discussion 
is an evaluation of significance and conservation recommendations for future 
use and maintenance. 

Site, Plaza, and Related Features

Original Design and Evolution

The concrete Plaza surrounding the Jewett Arts Center is an important character-
defining feature of the building. As can be gleaned from Rudolph’s early studies 
and sketches included in the “History” chapter of this plan, the Plaza and the 
manner in which it interacted with the building and site were integral to the 
experience of Jewett. From the parking lot to the west, which itself was laid out 
in a chevron pattern inspired by the motif used repeatedly in the building, one 
followed the incised lines in the paving to be drawn to the passageway under 
Jewett. Despite Wellesley’s pastoral setting, Rudolph wanted to make a bold 
urban statement with his design for the Jewett Arts Center. He saw the building 
not merely as an isolated structure but as one that enjoyed a strategic position 
on Norumbega Hill, providing the academic quad a definition it so clearly lacked. 
To enable a dramatic entry sequence with focus on the quad, Rudolph created 
an east-west passageway with the Level Two Museum Gallery forming a sort 
of gateway. Three sets of three steps each gently rise from the Plaza to the 
passageway under the Gallery, before a sudden change in elevation brings one 
to the level of the quad. Additional flights of steps connect the Plaza to Level 
One and Level Two of Jewett. The symmetry and directionality are powerful 
elements of the Plaza design. The sense of movement and use of the term 
“action architecture” attributed to Jewett in the 1960s aptly describe the Plaza 
experience. Its rough exposed aggregate concrete finish, similar to the concrete 

Figure 80.  South entry stair and cheek showing efflorescence.
Source: EYP

Figure 81.  Southeast corner of Art Wing.
Source: EYP
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of Jewett’s frame, helps tie it back to the structure. The exposed coffers on the 
underside of the Museum Gallery/Art Studios wing contribute to the sense 
of intended directed movement. The most dramatic change to the landscape 
occurred in 1993 with the construction of the Davis Museum and the subsequent 
change of the west parking area to a pedestrian plaza.  Moneo’s work provides 
further definition to the Plaza, arguably creating the most “urban” space on the 
Wellesley campus.

Other significant features of the site design are a series of brick retaining  walls 
on the south side of the building that shore up and define the north side of the 
hillside and provide Jewett with a plinth. These create a series of landscaped 
areas directly adjacent to the building on the south side. In 1993, one of these 
landscaped terraces was carved in to create a ramp to allow universal access—
this connects to the Level One service entrance at Jewett.  Another area defined 
by these brick walls is directly south of the reading area in the Art Library at 
Level One. Commonly referred to as the Japanese Garden, this outdoor area 
originally served as an extension of the sculpture and modeling studios originally 
housed in this portion of the building. Currently this area is somewhat unkempt, 
with overgrown vegetation and lack of a specific purpose, though it is cited 
as a possible area for future reclamation. It also serves as fresh air intake for 
mechanical units housed in the basement below. 

Existing Condition

Overall the condition of the Plaza and related site elements is good to fair. The 
most common and widespread problems include deterioration of joints at the 
concrete paving, chipping of corners, rust staining from embedded reinforcement, 
and efflorescence at the stair and retaining walls. 

Variation from Original Intent

Apart from the alteration of the landscape at the west in 1993 due to the 
construction of the Davis Museum, and the inclusion of a ramp in the south 
terrace, the surroundings and Plaza at Jewett are fairly intact. There are some 
modifications (regrading of the site, etc.) that are planned on the north of the 
building as part of the ongoing Pendleton West addition project. 

Evaluation

Since the Plaza and other related features, such as the exterior steps and the 
retaining walls, are fairly intact and true to design intent, and display integrity in 
material and design,  these features are categorized as Category One. 

Figure 82.  View of entry looking southwest.
Source: EYP

Figure 83.  Jewett south site wall and access road.
Source: EYP
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Figure 84.  Archival photo taken from roof of entry looking east across the quad.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 85.  View from Plaza through Passageway looking east.
Source: EYP
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Exterior Spaces and Elements

The observations noted in this section are based on a visual survey of the building 
conducted in November 2015. In writing up the exterior assessments, each 
exterior building feature has been compared for configuration and finish with the 
original Rudolph design.  The 1958 Rudolph-Anderson Beckwith Haible drawings 
and specifications were consulted and compared with the 1977 David Johnson 
Renovations, and the 1993 Payette—Moneo renovations, as well as a few smaller 
interventions such as the 1964 changing of the main east entry doors. The 
assessment was also informed by recent envelope assessment reports, notably 
the "Envelopes Rehab Program" report, dated September 29, 2010 and prepared 
by Menders, Torrey and Spencer, Inc; and "Building Envelope Survey" dated April 
3, 2012 and prepared by Building Envelope Technologies, Inc. as part of the Arts 
and Media Planning Report of July 2013.

Main Entry

Original Design and Evolution

The main entrance for the building is located on Level Two at the east façade 
(facing the academic quad). The entrance was strategically located at this facade 
and at this level. Facing the main entrance to the academic quad was part of 
Rudolph’s intent to ‘respond to’ the existing historic buildings, instead of treating 
Jewett in isolation. Location of the entry on Level Two was driven by the presence 
of the Gallery at this level which served not only as the focal point of the building 
but also functioned as a link between the Art and Music Wings. The approach 
to the main entry itself was part of a carefully orchestrated entry sequence that 
drew visitors from the west under the building through a dynamic plaza and 

Recommendations

1. The Plaza, steps and retaining walls should be maintained as true to their 
original and current configuration as possible. 

2. Open joints and cracks in the plaza paving should be repaired with materials 
that match the original in terms of color and texture. Gentle brushes may 
be used to remove efflorescence from the brick surface but, to eradicate 
the source of the problem, care should be taken to ensure that weep holes 
are not blocked and proper drainage and waterproofing details are present 
throughout. 

3. Investigate future possibilities for the restoration of the "Japanese Garden" 
and its reintegration to the life of Jewett.

Figure 86.  View from terrace outside Art Library looking northwest. Note full height 
doors.
Source: Wellesley Archives

Figure 87.  View of full height entry doors pre-1964.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 88.  Archival view looking southwest across quad, before 1964.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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series of cascading steps, in an attempt to incite intrigue and excitement as one 
approached the main entry. The entry sequence and plaza are covered in the 
section “Site, Plaza, and Related Features.” This narrative will focus on the main 
entry vestibule itself. 

The main entry vestibule was designed as a series of two sets of walls, each 
with six doors in them, in a chevron configuration roughly eight feet apart at the 
farthest point. The original Rudolph drawings show the vestibule with angled 
walls similar to those used at the end facades of the building wings, a theme that 
reappears throughout the structure. The vestibule replicated this geometry used 
elsewhere at the building, albeit at a smaller scale, possibly as an attempt to add 
complexity to the flat architectural walls of the Museum Gallery/Art Studios in 
the backdrop. Centered on the east wall, the vestibule was situated such that half 
of it protruded outwards from the east Gallery Wing wall and half of it extended 
inside the building. Original drawings depict that the side vestibule walls 
were envisioned to be glazed at both interior and exterior sections. However, 
it appears that at the side walls, only the section that protrudes outside the 
building, was in fact glazed while the interior section was built with solid walls. 
No sketches, drawings, or documents noting this change have been discovered, 
but current conditions inside the vestibule and the manner in which the brick 
wall terminates at the vestibule seem to indicate that the detail was changed 
before construction.  The set of six wood doors at each vestibule wall were 
remarkable in their height—12 feet all the way to the roof, and a monolithic 
appearance that was accentuated by their lack of any fenestration or molding, 
dark paint color, and minimal hardware. Three of the doors to the south were 
left-hand-reverse leafs (swinging out with hinges on the left side of door when 
looking from outside), and the remaining three on the north were right-hand-
reverse leafs (swinging out with hinges on the right side of door when looking 
from outside). The original specifications note that the doors were 2-1/4 inches 
thick, five-ply flush veneered plywood doors.  The doors were installed within a 
“white” painted metal frame attached to the cantilever concrete roof above and 
concrete slab below. Three cylindrical light fixtures were attached to the roof and 
protruded outward from the vestibule to illuminate the space in front, at the top 
of the stair landing.  

By 1964, five years after the building opened, it appears that the tall entry doors 
were posing some problems, as a drawing prepared by Wellesley’s Department 
of Building and Grounds detailed alterations to the vestibule that were 
subsequently executed. The outermost pair of exterior doors were fixed in place 
with four remaining active leafs in the center. At the active, operable leafs, the 
doors were cut along their height to fix the top four feet in place and allow only 
the bottom eight feet to be operable. This entailed realigning the butt hinges, 
however, no new mullions or framing were added.

Figure 89.  Drawing of reconfigured entry doors, 1964.
Source: Wellesley College Physical Plant Archives

Figure 90.  Entry doors as installed in 1964.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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At an unknown date, but most likely in 1977, when renovations were undertaken 
at the building by architect David R. Johnson, the inner vestibule doors were 
possibly altered to receive a glazed vision panel. The most radical change to the 
vestibule was likely made in the mid-1980s following designs by Arrowstreet 
Architects. This involved removal of all the six original exterior entry doors. 
These were replaced with new glazed metal doors. This dramatically changed 
the appearance of the vestibule, by making it more transparent and also adding 
many more mullions and frames to the character-defining, minimal, monolithic 
appearance. In 1993, a fire alarm panel was installed on the north wall inside 
the vestibule. It does not appear that any significant changes have subsequently 
been made to the vestibule.

Existing Condition

Currently, the vestibule is in fair condition. There do not appear to be any 
structural or major water infiltration issues. Some rusting was noticed at the base 
of the exterior metal frame and minor spalling was observed in the concrete roof 
overhead. Minor water stains are visible in the interior vestibule ceiling.

Variation from Original Intent

The major variation in the vestibule has been the replacement of the exterior 
entry doors. The existing vestibule design is more transparent and less monolithic 
than the original version. This leads to a more “cluttered” appearance at the 
vestibule than was originally intended. The rather tall proportions of the doors 
emphasized monumentality, which was an important design goal. The existing 
doors with a wide metal frame around the four central, shorter doors disrupts 
the clean “uninterrupted ” look of the original design. 

Evaluation

While the vestibule has changed in appearance from its original design to a 
certain extent, and hence lacks in integrity in some aspects, it is still fairly intact in 
its overall form and major design features. Owing to the visibility and importance 
of the main entry vestibule to the overall building experience and appearance, 
this feature is categorized as Category Two. 

Recommendations

Owing to the strategic location of the main entry doors and the fact that the 
current version is remarkably different from original intent, the conservation 
plan proposes the following recommendations:

Figure 91.  Entry doors in 2015 (installed c. 1985).
Source: EYP

Figure 92.  Music Wing—library fenestration, east wall.
Source: EYP
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1. The existing glazed doors and fixed side panes should be removed and 
replaced with a more opaque arrangement as originally designed. 

2. The frames and mullions should be minimized to the greatest degree 
possible, evoking the appearance of the original design to enable a more 
monolithic feel.

3. If some vision glazing is desirable to be introduced in the main entry doors, 
it should be done in a manner similar to that employed by Rudolph in the 
interior vestibule doors, by inserting a narrow lite in the door panel itself.

Brick Masonry Walls

Original Design and Evolution

Rudolph developed a highly articulated, idiosyncratic vocabulary for the principal 
building facades—one that James Marston Fitch referred to as “a deliberate 
program of expressionism” in his 1959 Architectural Forum article. The walls 
were an important part of this goal—strategically broken down into opaque, 
transparent, and translucent areas. The brick walls formed the opaque part of 
this arrangement. Their placement varies with elevation and floor and serves 
to tie the various parts of the building together. Maximum brick is used on the 
east and the west elevations, with the north and south being largely transparent 
(filtered at upper floors with the aluminum screens at Art Library). Use of brick 
on the north and south facades was limited to the lower floors and intimately 
related to the functions inside. The discussion below will focus on the brick 
masonry used at the exterior walls of the building. For a discussion of the brick 
used at retaining walls in the landscape surrounding the building and at the 
Plaza, refer to the section on “Site, Plaza, and Related Features.”  

According to the original drawings and specifications, each brick wall was made 
up of a 3 5/8-inch brick unit laid in Flemish bond. The original source of the brick 
is unknown, but it is a New England waterstruck brick of a type found throughout 
this region. Similar to the brick used by Aalto at Baker House and Saarinen at the 
MIT Chapel, it is particularly known for its hardness and durability. The backup 
is structural clay tiles, manufactured by the National Fireproofing Corporation. 
The NATCO line of structural clay tiles were a popular choice at the time for 
masonry backup walls. The NATCO Speed-A-Backer tile was specified for use 
at Jewett. Designed with two handles on each tile that aided in fast laying, the 
appropriately name Speed-A-Backer tile was 7 3/4 inches deep with a unit height 
of 7 3/8 inches (including joints). This allowed a full header course at every sixth 
course, typically with running bond in between. However at Jewett (Fig. 94), the 
specifications specifically called for a Flemish bond instead of running bond in 

Figure 93 (above).  Product 
literature for “Speed-A-Backer” 
structural clay tiles. 

Figures 94, 95 (left, below).  
Details of “proud” end of Art 
Wing with toothed brick.
Source: EYP
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between the header courses. This necessitated the use of clipped headers, or 
simply half bricks, as described in the original specifications. Mortar specified for 
use was one part Portland cement to one part lime and five parts sand. Color and 
mix were closely directed by the architect’s office—the brick best described as 
red featured a number of over-fired units with a darker, blackish border to them. 
All exterior joints were tooled concave. The interior finish on the brick walls was 
3/4-inch plaster applied directly to the inner face of the structural clay tiles. At 
the Basement Level, brick was applied directly on 10-foot concrete walls with 
cementitious parging in between. 

Brick detailing at the building corners was also more articulated than a simple 
mitered joint; each alternate course was allowed to be set back from the corner, 
creating more relief and an element of detail at each intersection of brick planes. 

Over the years, the brick walls remained largely unchanged in form and finish. 
Two features that changed them at specific locations were the addition of two 
bridges in 1993—one going to the Davis Museum on the west and the other to 
Pendleton Hall on the north. The bridge to Davis was located on Level Two and 
centered on a column line. This led to removal of one set of the angled windows 
and part of the brick wall on either side. The bridge to Pendleton was also located 
on Level Two but centered between the columns. This led to punching a hole in 
one of the brick walls. This bridge was recently rebuilt as part of the renovations 
to Pendleton West.

It does not appear that the brick has ever been cleaned or a comprehensive re-
pointing of the brick masonry joints has taken place. However, there is evidence 
of selective repointing at certain locations, most notably around windows and 
near grade. 

Existing Condition

Overall the brick and structural clay tile walls are in good condition. There do 
not appear to be any major cracks in the masonry indicative of larger structural 
problems. Minor cracks are visible at corner units at Level Three of the Music 
Wing on the east facade. These are most likely caused by horizontal movement 
(expansion/contraction) of the brick at this location. The masonry joints are in fair 
condition and while they do exhibit deterioration in localized areas, a complete 
repointing effort is not required at this time. Areas that have been re-pointed 
since original construction appear visually distinct from the original joints owing 
to a slight color variation in the new mortar (more pink) and a slightly different 
tooling profile (more flush than concave). The two-story end walls of the Art 
Wing on the east and west exhibit spalling of brick units that is indicative of 
moisture infiltration and subsequent freeze-thaw damage. The Building Envelope 

Figure 96 (left).  Detail of Art 
Wing. East end wall showing 
areas of spalled brick and minor 
mortar loss.
Source: EYP

Figure 97.  Detail of window in east wall of Music Wing.
Source: EYP
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Figure 98A.  South retaining walls with portal in wall to accessible ramp.
Source: EYP

Figure 98B.  Jewett on its podium from south.
Source: EYP 2017

Survey report from 2012 noted widespread efflorescence and staining at these 
walls, indicative of water infiltration. As the report noted, this was most likely 
due to a deteriorated roof and inadequate drainage associated with it. However, 
since 2012, the roof over the Art Wing has been replaced with new membranes 
and flashings. There does not appear to be ongoing moisture infiltration in the 
end walls, and the efflorescence has largely subsided. However, the previously 
spalled brick units are still part of the wall assembly and are surrounded by 
eroded joints. These can be an ongoing source of water infiltration in the wall 
(although not to the same degree as a roof leak) and should be addressed with 
a combination of selective repointing and brick replacement. Other areas that 
display localized efflorescence in brick are at the east facade of the Music Wing 
around the window openings. Due to failed window frames and deteriorated 
joints at the window wall connection, water intrusion into the wall seems to be 
the likely cause of this defect.

Variation from Original Intent

Overall the brick masonry exhibits a high level of integrity, and despite minor 
changes has not changed appreciably from the original design intent or condition.

Evaluation

The brick walls, specifically their configuration, bond-pattern, unit color, texture, 
mortar color, joint profile, and corner detailing, are extremely important to the 
exterior appearance of the building. This feature is a Category One.

Recommendations

While the brick masonry is overall in good condition and displays a high level of 
integrity, ongoing maintenance and prevention of mass moisture infiltration is 
necessary for its continued durability. Following are specific recommendations 
regarding the brick masonry:

1. Remove and replace severely spalled brick with new brick that matches the 
existing in size, color, and texture.

2. Mortar used for repointing should be formulated based on testing of the 
original mortar for composition, and  it should match the existing in terms of 
color, texture, and tooling profile.

3. The existing brick walls are uninsulated. The energy efficiency of the 
envelope should be increased by addressing all components of the envelope 
holistically—including roofs and glazing. Energy analysis should be done to 
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determine how effective the addition of exterior wall insulation will be in the 
overall energy performance of the building. If such an analysis reveals that 
insulating the brick walls is indeed beneficial, it should be done by adding 
insulation to the interior of the wall face. Selection of the insulation material 
and its thickness should be determined by using appropriate hygro-thermal 
analysis.  The decision to insulate on the inside should also be based on the 
interior finishes impacted and the Category of Significance of the various 
spaces. 

Concrete Structure

Original Design and Evolution

The exposed reinforced concrete structure of the building was a key component 
of what Fitch described as “a deliberate program of expressionism” by Rudolph. 
By expressing the structure boldly both on the outside and the inside of the 
building, Rudolph was attempting a “technique of separation” in Fitch’s opinion. 
This was not only to lend architectural interest to the exterior of Jewett but also 
to reference the complexity and Gothic “tracery” of the surrounding historic 
buildings on the academic quad. The columns were separated from the walls to 
express them distinctly, and floor slabs were extended out and made visible on 
the outside. The exposed concrete “cluster columns” were an important part of 
this strategy. Instead of the bulky form of a single heavy column, the form was 
altered to appear as a cluster of four more modestly sized columns. This not 
only added more visual detail, but also accentuated the sense of height, which 
was an important aspect of the design. The columns were rich not only in form, 
but also in texture—a specially selected aggregate of stone and pebbles was 
custom designed for the project. As noted by Alexander G. Forbes, chairman of 
the Trustees Building and Grounds Committee, at the cornerstone laying of the 
building in 1958, a chance procedure during the “trial and error” or mock-up 
phase of the project led the contractors to sandblast a column that had been set 
incorrectly. The effect was so appreciated that sand-blasting was subsequently 
made standard procedure on all the exposed concrete surfaces of the building 
to better reveal the “rough pebbly” aggregate. In order to account for more 
weathering on the columns due to their large exposed surface area, extra 
concrete strength was provided beyond load requirements. 

All the structural concrete was cast in place. Precast units were employed for 
non-structural components such as window sills and copings. The original 
specifications have detailed notes on the sizes of aggregate used and finishing 
of the concrete surfaces. A combination of lead coated copper flashings and 
fabric flashings were used in the construction of the concrete structure and brick 
walls. The copper flashings were largely utilized at the base of columns, slab 

Figure 98C.  South wall of Art Wing showing exposed concrete structure, library glazing, 
brick panels, and painted aluminum screens.
Source: EYP

Figure 98D.  Stair landing slab at west side of Passageway showing rust spots from 
corroding reinforcing steel.
Source: EYP
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penetrations, and all exposed wall flashing locations. The fabric flashing (woven 
cotton fabric saturated and sealed with waterproofing asphalt—minimum 
weight 17 oz. per square yard) was used at all through wall locations. Since the 
bituminous fabric flashing could not be employed in direct sunlight, it was not 
used at any exposed locations—transition to the lead coated copper flashing 
was made to create drip edges, etc. An aluminum drip stop was provided at the 
underside of all exposed protruding structural slabs. 

It does not appear that any major changes to the exposed concrete structure and 
finishes have been made over the years. 

Existing Condition

Overall the concrete features and finishes appear to be in good condition. There 
is minor chipping at corners, however no major loss of surface was noticed. 
Deficiencies noted include some craze cracking, staining of concrete, primarily 
as a result of atmospheric soiling, water run-off from flashing and other metals, 
and biological growth (algae) in areas that remain more damp than others. 
There is also noticeable staining at the underside of the protruding slabs and at 
the window-to-slab junction. This is likely linked to leaching of the sealant into 
the concrete surface. Lead T-caps have been installed at many joint locations 
between the precast window sills, in an effort to minimize water intrusion into 
the wall. However, their application, workmanship and condition varies from 
location to location. There is also some rust spot staining at the underside of the 
slabs at the undercroft of the bridge, indicating corrosion of the reinforcing steel. 

Variation from Original Intent

The exposed concrete structure and features exhibit a high level of integrity and 
have not changed appreciably from the original design intent or condition.

Evaluation

The form, configuration, concrete finish, color, aggregate size, and texture are 
extremely important to the exterior appearance of the building. Hence this is a 
Category One feature.

Recommendations

While the exposed concrete surfaces are overall in sound condition, they do 
display signs of normal aging and weathering in the form of craze cracking that 
is indicative of the fact that the process of “carbonation” is underway, as can be 
expected from a structure of this age. However, this process is relatively slow, and 

Figure 99.  Detail of clover-leaf shaped exposed aggregate concrete column—exterior. 
Source: EYP

Figure 100.  Detail of Music Wing wood clerestory corner and concrete cornice. The 
most severe weathering of the concrete has occurred at this level.
Source: EYP
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damage from it depends on the quality of the concrete and the existing cover. At 
this point, we advise monitoring the rust staining at the exposed slabs at the stair 
landings of the undercroft, and though there is no evidence of incipient spalling, 
to anticipate a program of minor repairs to this area in the future.  Should a 
program of repair be initiated, extreme care should be taken to match the color, 
texture, and aggregate composition in any patching material.  Otherwise, no 
major repair of the concrete surfaces appears necessary; however, in the future 
it may be beneficial to apply a surface coating that will reduce the absorption and 
provide better corrosion resistance. The decision to apply any coatings should be 
based on comprehensive literature survey and mock-up analysis.

Metal Screens

Original Design and Evolution

Louvered metal screens on the north and south facade of the Art Wing at the two 
upper floors were designed as one of the most distinctive features of the Jewett 
Arts Center. Referred to as “built in ivy to reduce glare and sun penetration” by 
Rudolph in his remarks at the opening of the building in 1958, the screens were 
intended to be a signature element of the building. Projecting roughly 3 feet 7 
inches from the center of the exterior wall, they were hung on a tubular metal 
frame anchored back to the concrete structure. Each structural bay had a distinct 
frame that was separated from adjacent ones by roughly 3 feet 4 inches. This 
allowed one a peek at the mostly transparent glazed building facade behind. 
While giving a largely seamless appearance, each panel that was one structural 
bay wide and two stories high, was in fact made up of 15 different screens, each 
with a number of angled horizontal blades. Catwalks made of pre-cast concrete 
were provided at each floor level to facilitate cleaning and maintenance. The 
primary purpose of the screens was to control sun and glare in the studios and 
lecture halls inside. The screens extended past the building wall at the east and 
west, emphasizing their “separation” from the wall plane and lending a sense of 
dynamism to the facade.

The screens were fabricated in aluminum. Various gauges and alloys are noted 
in the original specifications: alloy 2S, 3S, or 61S for sheet work, 61S, 62S, or 63S 
for shapes, and alloy 43 for castings.   All corners and edges were rounded to a 
radius of 1/16 inch. A porcelain enamel finish was then factory applied on the 
aluminum screens. The specifications note that units shall meet requirements 
for acid resistance “Class B” in accordance with the Porcelain Enamel Institute, 
Inc. and have an enamel thickness not less than 0.003 inches and no more than 
0.008 inches. A paint analysis conducted in 2013 has revealed that the original 
paint used at the tubular steel frames was a grayish off-white. This is similar to 
the color that was used at the exterior window frames and wood trim.  

Figure 101.  View of the east end of the Art Wing looking south showing full material 
palette. Source: EYP
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The screens were left largely unchanged until 2010 other than minor changes that 
occurred at undocumented dates. The supports were repainted various times, 
and the window washing catwalks were replaced with wood from the original 
precast versions. A survey undertaken in 2009 identified several structural 
deficiencies in the steel supports and noted that all the catwalks were severely 
deteriorated. Categorized a life safety hazard, the catwalk planks were removed. 

In 2014, deteriorated sections of the supports were removed and replaced with 
new members. This involved removal of all the screens, which were cleaned off-
site. The restored tubular steel frame was completely scraped to bare metal, 
primed and repainted in the original grayish off-white color identified by the 
2013 paint report. New wooden catwalks were installed.

Existing Condition

Having been recently restored, the metal screens and supports are in good 
condition. No visible rusting or deterioration was observed. The porcelain enamel 
coating at the screens appears to have suffered overall degradation expected 
with time, but not to an extent that it detracts from the general appearance of 
the screens.

Variation from Original Intent

While the metal screens have recently been renovated, no appreciable change 
is noted in their appearance or finish. In fact, repainting the steel supports in 
original paint colors has only brought the appearance closer to the design intent.

Evaluation

The form, configuration, porcelain enamel finish and color of the screens and 
steel supports are a distinctive character-defining feature of the building. Hence 
this is a Category One feature.

Recommendations

1. Care should be taken to not paint over the porcelain enamel finish of the 
louvers.

2. The steel supports should regularly be painted with rust inhibitive primer 
and finish paint in the grayish off-white color as determined by the Paint 
Study. Figures 102, 103.  Details of aluminum screens showing structure (top) and detail of 

blades (bottom).
Source: EYP
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Windows 

Original Design and Evolution

Jewett, as designed and built, featured two major window systems—large 
fixed panes of glass set in wood frames and smaller operable metal windows 
set in wood frames. At the fixed glazing locations, a single pane of 1/4-inch 
thick polished plate glass was set in neoprene tubular strips set into the wood 
frame and finished with “Thiokol” caulking. The operable “ventilating sash” was 
a combination of hopper, awning, and casement types depending on location 
within the building. Made out of rolled steel, original specifications note that 
the window sash shall be “Hope’s Heavy Intermediate Projected Windows and 
Hope’s Custom Casements as manufactured by Hope’s Windows, Inc.” All rolled 
steel ventilating sash was to be hot-dip galvanized after fabrication, before 
being painted with a rust-inhibiting primer and paint. Bulletin 14 of the original 
specifications notes that all exterior wood trim and windows shall be painted 
with three coats of Dutch Boy Pure White Lead Paint. This is most likely the 
grayish off-white color that was identified in the 2013 paint study. All window 
hardware was solid bronze.

The windows and trim have been painted multiple times since construction in 
1958. In 2010, deteriorated wood window frames at the Music Wing’s clerestory 
windows on Level Three were repaired, scraped, primed, and painted. Some 
wood members were replaced. PVC trim apron was also installed at these 
window sills, along with in-kind replacement of all broken glazing. All the window 
caulking was replaced at a later date.

Existing Condition

Overall, both the wood and metal window systems are in fair condition. Despite 
partial restoration and part-replacement of clerestory wood windows at the 
Music Wing roof location, there are number of other locations where the wood 
frames display rot and deterioration. There is immense paint build-up on both the 
wood and metal window systems, causing difficulty in operation and detracting 
somewhat from the visual appearance.  A more detailed analysis is needed to 
determined which areas have the original paint color (either from 1958 or as a 
result of repainting based on the 2013 paint analysis) and which have the more 
yellowish nonoriginal paint, in order to plan for the eventual full restoration of 
the original color.

Figure 104. North elevation Art Wing window wall behind refurbished screens. 
Source: EYP

Figure 105.  South elevation Art Wing: wood framed window wall with fixed lights glazed 
directly into wood frame and steel operable sash.
Source: EYP
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Figure 107.  Membrane roof with HVAC louvers and clerestory glazing at Music Wing.
Source: EYP

Variation from Original Intent

Overall, the form, configuration, and appearance of the window systems is  
largely intact—the major difference being a slightly more yellowish paint color 
than the original grayish off-white used originally. Some vulnerable areas of 
the window frames (sills  and bottom horizontal members resting directly on 
roofs and masonry) have been either replaced or flashed in with PVC. However, 
most of these locations are not in areas that are directly visible from the ground. 
Where they are visible the repairs have been done sensitively in a manner that 
does not appreciably detract from the original appearance of the window.

Evaluation

The windows are a Category One feature.

Recommendations

1. All the deteriorated wood window systems should be repaired employing 
a combination of epoxy consolidation and selective replacement of wood 
components. 

2. Replacement of wood members with non-wood materials such as PVC, vinyl, 
or metal should only be done in areas where they are not visible from the 
ground and are not at eye level. 

3. The operable steel windows could be replaced with custom replica units 
that are designed to have superior energy-efficient frames and glazing. 
However, we caution that the original profile sight lines may not be able 
to be maintained; change to frame profiles should be minimized in these 
replications. Given the relatively small areas of operable sash this may 
not prove to be cost effective, especially given the potential aesthetic 
compromise.

4. The large panes of fixed glazing are all single pane and not very energy 
efficient, especially compared with current expectations and available 
glazing options. Depending upon a holistic energy analysis of the building, 
it may be desirable to upgrade the glazing. If so, options ranging from 
laminated glazing to vacuum glazing to interior storms could be explored. 
Each option will depend on current technology, available products, and the 
level of customization achievable. In principle, the goal of the retrofit should 
be to minimize change to the exterior frame profile and glazing appearance 

Figure 106.  Membrane roof and clerestory glazing at Music Wing.
Source: EYP
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while achieving the highest energy efficiency possible. Several recent 
projects with similar glazing systems have employed high-performance 
laminated glass successfully to improve performance without change of 
appearance. It is also recommended that a life cycle analysis be conducted 
to compare various window retrofit options to account for ease and costs of 
maintenance, repair and replacement. 

Roofing

Original Design and Evolution

Each of the three wings of the Jewett Arts Center—Music, Art, and Museum 
Gallery—had roofs at distinct levels and with unique skylights that related to 
their interior functions, yet there were similarities in materials and construction 
details. The Music Wing had a low roof flanking the perimeter at Level Three 
with a central higher section above the Auditorium. This Music Wing low roof 
was at the same level as the one above the Museum Gallery that featured three 
linear glazed skylights. The Art Wing had a single roof at the Level Five slab and 
was distinguished by individual high pitched pyramidal glazed skylights above 
the art studios. The high roof at the Music Wing above the Auditorium also had 
what looked like individual pitched glazed skylights and a long linear skylight, 
but were actually exhaust covers that were designed to relate to the skylight 
vocabulary used on the adjacent wings. In addition to these, located at the lower 
elevations, around the perimeter of the building, are a series of brow roof levels 
of varying width, typically employed as architectural embellishment. The brow 
roofing areas are surfaced with gravel and coal tar pitch bitumen built-up roof 
membrane systems, apparently applied directly to the concrete deck surface.

The skylights will be discussed in the subsequent section; this section will focus 
on the roofing and related details. Despite slight variations from wing to wing, 
the original roof at Jewett comprised of a built-up roof set on light weight 
concrete that was pitched to drain—typically from high points at the perimeter 
to drains located near the center of each roof area. The construction included 
approximately 2 inches of Foamglas brand insulation as manufactured by 
Pittsburgh-Corning Corporation that was embedded in a “heavy, solid mopping 
of hot bitumen applied to the surface of vapor barrier.” A wooden edge strip was 
bolted to the concrete at the perimeter with lead coated copper flashing. Gravel 
stops were formed from sheets of lead coated copper that folded over roughly 
1/2 inch on the vertical face of the low parapet/concrete curb and were attached 
with copper cleats. The copper sheet was bent outward roughly 45 degrees to 
form a drip edge. There was a lower roof area around the perimeter, roughly 1 
foot 3 inches wide and set approximately 5 feet below the top of each roof. This 
gave the appearance of a low parapet wall that was slightly set back from the 
face of the exterior facade, adding a distinct relief detail to the roof-wall junction.

Figure 108.  Membrane roof and clerestory glazing at Music Wing.
Source: EYP

Figure 109.  Wood lancet window with operable steel sash at Music Wing in need of 
repair. NOTE: The use of steel casement awning sash set into wood frames with fixed 
lights directly glazed into the frames was a modern residential detail, particularly in the 
Northeast, in the post-WWII era up to the 1960s.
Source: EYP
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Music Wing—Low roof at Level Three

As described before, this roof was of built-up construction and sloped from high 
points at the perimeter to wall drain leaders situated along the perimeter of 
where the roof met the taller four-story part of the Music Wing. The detail at 
the edge was as described above and consisted of a lower roof section at the 
perimeter with lead coated copper flashing forming a drip edge at the higher, 
set-back edge. 

Although not documented in available drawings, it is supposed that either in 
the 1993 Payette renovation or shortly afterward, the original roof was replaced 
with a ballasted EPDM membrane roof. By 2009, this roof was displaying signs of 
deterioration, and it was recommended that it be replaced in its entirety with a 
new non-ballasted, fully adhered EPDM roof. This recommendation was carried 
out in 2010 as part of the Envelope Rehabilitation Project. New polyisocyanurate 
insulation, vapor barrier, and metal flashings were also installed as part of the 
roof system. An intermediate roof area on the west side of the Auditorium was 
also repaired with new EPDM membrane roof.

Music Wing—Upper roof at Level Five

This roof, over the Music Wing Auditorium, was originally similar in its built-up 
construction to roofs elsewhere on the building. It was distinguished by having a 
linear  “stage vent and curtain pocket” opening running east-west. This opening 
was sheathed in copper and topped by a hipped glazed cap. Along with this were 
13 smaller roof exhausts that were covered with pitched caps. Each cap was 
composed of a copper frame with eight glazed faces.  

In 1977, as part of the Johnson renovations, a new mechanical unit was installed 
in the south portion of this roof with new structural supports and ductwork 
penetrations. However, during the 1993 Payette renovations, this unit was 
removed. One skylight cap (center one in the south portion) was replaced at 
this time to match adjacent ones. Sometime after 1993, probably at the same 
time as the rest of the building, the original roof was replaced with a ballasted 
EPDM roof. This is what currently exists on the building and, from its condition, 
it appears to be roughly 20 years old. Since architectural details of the ballasted 
roof were not available to review, it is not entirely certain what the composition 
is, but as the 2014 envelope report estimates, the construction is likely 2 feet to 
2 1/2 feet of polystyrene insulation over concrete decking. The EPDM membrane 
was also used to completely cover the linear stage vent skylight at this time. 

Since this roof is at the end of its lifespan and displays deterioration, envelope 
reports done in 2009, 2010, and 2014 have all recommended complete 

Figure 110.  Ballasted Music Wing roof showing skylights.
Source: EYP
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Figure 111.  Pre-1964 archival photo of Jewett Arts Center looking west from Galen Stone Tower.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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replacement of existing ballasted membrane roofing assembly with new EPDM 
roof to match the Music Wing low roof and other sections of the building. 

Museum Gallery/Art Studios roof

The roof over the Museum Gallery at Level Three level was originally designed 
as a built-up roof similar to the rest of the building. The majority of the roof area 
here was taken up by skylights that formed a large rectangular section toward 
the western side of the roof. They were composed of three linear hipped glazed 
lights that were surrounded by a sloped glazed perimeter skylight. Pitched light 
weight concrete fill was used in the valleys with lead coated copper flashing. 

In 1977, all the Gallery skylights were removed and replaced with insulated 
metal panels. The drawings do not indicate any change to the built-up roof, but 
flashings and the roof area at the intermediate valleys between the skylights 
would have probably been altered. In 1993 the three central linear skylights 
were again glazed, and the metal panels that were added in 1977 were removed, 
however the perimeter glazed area was still kept clad in metal panels. The 
roof immediately surrounding the central skylights was replaced with EPDM 
membrane roofing at that time. 

Sometime after 1993, probably at the same time as the rest of the building, 
the original roof was replaced with a ballasted EPDM roof. By 2009, this roof 
was displaying signs of deterioration, and it was recommended that it be 
replaced in its entirety with a new non-ballasted, fully adhered EPDM roof. This 
recommendation was carried out in 2010 as part of the Envelope Rehabilitation 
Project. Five existing roof drains were reset with new clamping rings and basket 
assemblies; two scheduled new roof drains at the westerly perimeter were not 
executed—instead a raised curb assembly was constructed and sloped insulation 
panels beneath lead coated copper linings were installed to divert rainwater 
from over-washing the building’s west facade. 

Art Wing roof

The Art Wing roof at Level Five was also designed as a built-up roof similar to 
the rest of the building. It had 22 pyramidal steeply sloped skylights, and at 12 
instances each along the north and south perimeter a pair of steel supports for 
the metal screens (and one support at each corner) were attached to the roof. 

Sometime after 1993, probably at the same time as the rest of the building, the 
original roof was replaced with a ballasted EPDM roof. The EPDM membrane 
flashing was brought up along the ends of the steel supports for the metal screen 
assembly to protect and prevent them from deterioration that was visible at 
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Figure 112.  Ballasted membrane on Music Wing roof and linear skylight.
Source: EYP

the time. By 2009, the post-1993 roof was displaying signs of wear, and it was 
recommended that it be replaced in its entirety with a new non-ballasted, fully 
adhered EPDM roof. However, this work was not completed in 2010 with the 
rest of the envelope rehabilitation work on the building at the Music Wing and 
Museum Gallery/Art Studios roofs. The Art Wing roof was replaced soon after, 
though, likely in 2014, providing a new fully adhered EPDM roof. The flashing 
at the metal screen steel supports was brought up and wrapped around even 
higher than before to counter and prevent deterioration.

Existing Condition

Music Wing—Low roof at Level Three

The present roof was installed in 2010. No visible signs of deterioration or leaking 
were observed. Some signs of water accumulation could be seen around the roof 
drains, but were not serious. 

Music Wing—High roof at Level Five

This roof was likely installed sometime after 1993, and is roughly 20 years old. It 
has reached the end of its service life. Overall deterioration and minor leakage 
were observed. No major active leaks were reported, but they may be hidden 
under the finish surface. The seams for the ballasted EPDM roof membrane are 
typically glued. The glue is failing and allowing moisture intrusion to degrade 
the seams further. Various areas of over-stripping repairs have been completed. 
The ballasted membrane roof flashings typically include unreinforced neoprene, 
which is notably deteriorated and exhibits craze cracking.

Museum Gallery/Art Studios roof at Level Three 

This roof was also installed in 2010 and is in good condition. 

Art Wing roof

The present roof was installed around 2014. It is relatively new and is in good 
condition. Some areas of ponding water were observed around the roof drains. 
New copper flashings were installed at the base of the pyramidal skylights in 
2014, but, the skylights themselves were not replaced. 

Variation from Original Intent

In general, the roofs have not changed dramatically from original intent. The built-
up construction has been replaced with a membrane roofing system, however 
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the overall slopes and profiles have been largely maintained in the various re-
roofing projects. Following are some of the more subtle changes observed.

The built-up roof edge along the various levels appears to be higher than the 
original, probably as a result of greater insulation depth. Also, the new membrane 
roof and metal flashing go over the entire roof edge that is visible along the top 
of the exterior wall. This edge previously had a combination of built-up roofing 
and exposed copper flashing with a narrow strip of visible concrete. All of this 
is now covered with membrane flashing and metal coping. This detail is slightly 
different from the original and along with the increased insulation, leads to a 
minor change in the overall wall appearance. 

At the Art Wing, where the metal screen steel supports meet the roof, the dark 
membrane flashing is brought up much higher than original to cover more of the 
supports than originally intended. This has been done to counter deterioration 
and protect the supports from future deterioration. 

Evaluation

Where visible, this is a Category One feature. Roofing systems continually evolve, 
and latitude should be allowed to improve performance without detracting from 
appearance.

Recommendations

While the most distinctive aspect of the roofs at Jewett is definitely their unique 
skylights, the roofs too are important, particularly since the lower sections of the 
roof on top of the Museum Gallery/Art Studios and part of the Music Wing are 
visible from the higher floors of the Art Wing. Ongoing maintenance and proper 
detailing of the roofs is also critical since failures in the roof can impact other 
character-defining features in the interior and on the exterior of the building. 
Following is a set of general recommendations for short term and long term 
maintenance of the roofs:

1. The Music Wing upper roof should be replaced in the near future with a fully 
adhered EPDM membrane roof similar to those elsewhere on the building 
that were replaced within the last six years. 

2. The increased insulation and better flashing coverage in recent renovations 
enhance building performance and durability, and are therefore seen as 
a desirable change. However, care should be taken in the future to not 
significantly increase the built-up roof edge as well its detailing to ensure 
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that there is not a major shift from the original both in terms of profile, 
material, and color.  

3. Where the flashing begins to cover surfaces that were not originally designed 
to receive flashing, such as at the screen supports at the Art Wing roof, care 
should be taken to match the color of the original surface. For example, 
while it is necessary (owing to deterioration and future protection) to wrap 
the white steel screen supports in membrane flashing, it should be done 
with white EPDM rather than black, to better blend with the original color.

4. New roof-mounted equipment should generally be discouraged as it will 
interfere with and distract from the distinctive skylights at Jewett.

5. The brow roof levels, at the lower elevations around the building, should 
probably be retained as uninsulated built-up roofs. Adding insulation or 
EPDM membrane roof to these will change their elevation and flashing 
and edge details which will be more visible from ground/eye level than the 
higher roofs.

Skylights

Original Design and Evolution

The variety of skylight types on Jewett is one of the most distinct and character-
defining features of building. The skylights were designed to reflect the different 
programmatic functions inside the Music, Art, and Museum Gallery/Art Studios 
wings. In general, all the skylights were constructed of steel framing with copper 
sheathing and wired glass. Lead coated copper flashing was used at the junctions 
with the built-up roof. 

Skylights at Music Wing—Upper roof at Level Five

There are two types of what appear to be skylights at this roof, but are actually 
vent caps over the stage vent and the roof exhaust pipes. However their 
architectural treatment and design appears to intentionally relate to the skylights 
on the Gallery and Art Wing, hence they will be discussed here. The linear stage 
vent and curtain pocket opening runs east-west and is situated on the north 
side of the roof. This opening was sheathed in copper and topped by a hipped 
glazed cap. Along with this were 13 smaller roof exhausts that were covered 
with pitched caps. Each cap is composed of a copper frame with eight glazed 
faces. All the glass used was a translucent wire glass. In 1977, one of the skylight 
caps (center one in the south portion) was replaced to match adjacent ones. 
Sometime after 1993, the original roof was replaced with a ballasted EPDM roof. 

Figure 113.  Skylight assembly at Gallery/bridge building roof.
Source: EYP
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Figure 114.  Tall pyramidal “Aaltoesque” skylights at Art Wing roof. These skylights 
strongly resemble those used by Alvar Aalto in his Pensions Institute Building of 1956–
1958 in Helsinki. The two buildings are almost exactly contemporaneous.
Source: EYP

The EPDM membrane was also used to completely cover the linear stage vent 
skylight, likely at this time. This is what currently exists at the building. The 13 
smaller glazed caps over the roof exhausts appear to be of original construction, 
however they have surely received repairs over the years in terms of flashing and 
broken glass replacement. 

Skylights at Museum Gallery/Art Studios roof

As originally designed and constructed in 1958, the Gallery roof featured a 
monumental skylight composed of three individual linear hipped skylights that 
were surrounded by a sloped glazed perimeter skylight. The majority of the roof 
area here was taken up by these skylights, which formed a large rectangular 
section towards the western side of the roof. The construction of all skylights 
was similar and included steel framed construction with wired safety glass and 
copper batten covers. Lead coated copper flashing was used to tie the skylights 
with the built-up roofing in the valleys and at the Museum Gallery/Art Studios 
roof. 

In 1977, as part of the Johnson renovations, all of the Museum Gallery/Art Studios 
skylights were removed and replaced with insulated metal panels. It is unclear 
why this change was implemented, but it was likely driven by deterioration and 
maintenance problems with the original skylights. The framing and the structure 
were likely retained, and only the wire glass was replaced with insulated metal 
panels. However, as part of the 1993 Payette renovations, this change to the 
exterior appearance was partially reversed. The three central linear skylights were 
again returned to being glazed, but the metal panels at the perimeter skylight 
area were retained. The roof immediately surrounding the central skylights was 
replaced with EPDM membrane roofing at this time. The reglazing of the central 
skylights was probably prompted by the reuse of this space as the new painting 
and drawing studios with a smaller student gallery section in the center. 

In 2010 all of the skylights and the metal panel assemblies were replaced.  The 
sloped metal panel assemblies were removed and replaced with new insulated 
painted steel sheet materials. Skylights were replaced with new units composed 
of thermally improved pressure glazed aluminum frame system with double 
pane glazing and stainless steel valleys and flashing. 

Skylights at Art Wing roof

The steeply pitched pyramidal skylights over the Art Wing are a unique feature 
of Jewett and were designed to provide natural light to the art studios below. In 
terms of design and detailing, they are similar to the skylights used elsewhere 
on the building and are composed of steel framing with copper sheathing and 
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wire safety-glass panes. There has not been a major change to these skylights 
since original construction. None of the drawings detail replacement or major 
change to the skylights, but minor changes and repairs have likely been made 
through the years. Post-1993 when the original built-up roof was replaced with 
a ballasted EPDM roof, the flashings at the base of the skylights were replaced. 
Similarly, when the roof was most recently replaced with a fully adhered EPDM 
version in 2014, the base flashings were again replaced with new copper flashing 
at the base of each skylight. At this time, the exterior glazing putty at the skylights 
was also completely replaced along with any broken glass.  

Existing Condition

Skylights at Music Wing—Upper roof at Level Five

The linear skylight over the stage vent and curtain pocket has a covering of EPDM 
roofing membrane that is in fair condition. The flashing at the base of the skylight 
is in poor condition and is pulling away in many spots. The smaller caps at the roof 
exhausts are also in fair condition—common problems noted were broken and 
missing glass panes, deterioration of glazing compound, and localized damage to 
the copper sheathed mullions.

Skylights at Museum Gallery/Art Studios roof

The three central glazed skylights and the perimeter skylight, which now has 
insulated metal panels, all date from 2010. They are in good condition overall—
one shattered pane in the west face of the westernmost skylight was observed at 
the time of the survey. No other problems were visible. 

Skylights at Art Wing roof

The pyramidal skylights at the Art Wing roof are original to the building. As can 
be expected, they show signs of age but are in fair condition overall. At each glass 
pane, the glazing compound was completely replaced in 2014. This was done in 
situ along with localized repairs to the copper sheathing. New copper flashing 
was added at the base of the skylight to coordinate with the new EPDM roof that 
was also added in 2014. 

Variation from Original Intent

In general, the skylights have not changed dramatically from original intent. Those 
on the Music Wing upper roof and the Art Wing roof are original to the building, 
whereas the Museum Gallery/Art Studios skylight has seen the maximum 
change. The most drastic and visible change to this skylight is the replacement 

Figure 115.  Original section through Museum Gallery/Art Studios space showing original 
skylights. 
Source: Wellesley College Department of Facilities Archives
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of the outer perimeter light with insulated metal panels. This was first done in 
1977, and the change was retained when the skylights and roof were replaced 
most recently in 2010. The translucent glazed appearance of the original lights is 
definitely different from the much darker and opaque appearance of the metal 
panels. The most recent skylights that were installed vary from the original ones 
in that they have a slightly thicker aluminum frame profile and darker energy-
efficient glazing than the original.

Evaluation

The skylights are Category One features.

Recommendations

As stated before, the skylights are one of the most character-defining features 
of Jewett and care should be taken in future renovations to maintain as much 
of the original skylights as possible. If replacements are needed, they should be 
designed to match the original in terms of size, profile, and color as closely as 
possible while understandably enhancing energy performance and durability. 
Following are specific recommendations regarding the skylights:

1. The glazed caps over roof exhausts on the upper roof of the Music Wing 
should be repaired, ideally at the same time as the roof replacement. 
Since these caps are not skylights in the traditional sense, they can retain 
the original wire glass (with in-kind replacements as needed) without 
substitution with energy-efficient glazing. Confirm if code exemption will 
be required for this location. If full replacement is deemed necessary, care 
should be taken to closely match profiles to the existing. Laminated glazing 
may be used in lieu of wire glass. 

2. The linear hipped cover over the stage vent that is now covered with EPDM 
should be reconstructed, ideally with new glazing to bring it closer to the 
original condition. As an alternative, the use of insulated metal panels could 
be discussed for use at this location. For both materials, the overall shape 
and proportions of the frame should be retained. 

3. At the Museum Gallery/Art Studios skylight, the insulated metal panels 
at the perimeter glazing are different than the original glazed condition. 
Since these are fairly visible from the west and east plazas and from the 
upper floors of the Art Wing, it will be desirable in the future to bring these 
back to a glazed condition. However, this change should be coordinated 
and coupled with changes to the interior soffit in the Museum Gallery/Art 
Studios. As such, the future treatment of the perimeter skylight should be 

Figure 116.  
Source: Wellesley College Department of Facilities Archives
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done in conjunction with the future use and interior ceiling treatment of the 
Museum Gallery/Art Studios space. 

4. The pyramidal skylights atop the Art Wing should be repaired and reglazed 
with glazing that is better suited for safety and fall prevention than the wire 
glass that dates from the original construction. One option will be to use 
insulated glazing units that incorporate laminated glass in the inner pane 
to serve as safety glass. This is similar to the glazing installed at the new 
skylights at the Museum Gallery/Art Studios roof. The insulated glass will 
enhance the energy performance of the envelope, while the laminated 
glazing will provide the requisite safety performance for such a location. 
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For the purposes of this survey, we have divided the interior assessment into 
three major components—the Art Wing, the Music Wing and the connecting 
Museum Gallery/Art Studios space.  Within each building, the major spaces are 
addressed first and holistically, rather than by floor.  The balance of individual 
spaces are documented typologically by floor, moving from the basement to 
the top level.  Room numbers are from the most recent Wellesley College Room 
Assignment plans (July 2004).  This inventory and assessment explains:

• The original design and present condition of the major spaces and 
features of Jewett

• How they have changed over time

• A preliminary evaluation of their significance

• Conservation recommendations for their maintenance, treatment, 
and restoration and future use where appropriate

Art and Music Wings, Basement Level
The Basement Level is only present at the west side of the Art and Music wings; it 
is given over entirely to mechanical space in the Art Wing and to mechanical and 
storage space in the Music Wing.  Roughly 70 percent of the footprint of the Art 
Wing is unexcavated.  Although the area of the basement is larger in the Music 
Wing, the unexcavated area increases to 85 percent of the total footprint. 

Music Wing—Major Spaces

Auditorium—Room 202

Original Design Evolution and Existing Condition

Conceptually foundational for the complex, the Auditorium occupies the 
heart of the Music Wing of Jewett. An amateur pianist, Rudolph believed in 
the transformative power of the performing arts. In an unusual attempt to 
introduce natural lighting to a performance hall, Rudolph originally hoped to 
top the Auditorium with a skylight. The clients dissuaded him. The Auditorium 
stage’s chevron shape (repeated in the configuration of the seating and in the 
overall forms of the building) is a leitmotif for the project. It is also found in the 
outdoor entry sequence of plaza and stairs and relates to the chevron shaped 
ends of the Art Wing.  Originally built to accommodate both theater and music 

Interior Spaces and Elements
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performances, Jewett was altered, both programmatically and physically, when 
the theatrical program moved out in 1993. Further alterations occurred that 
year with the completion of the Davis Museum, erected on the slope beyond the 
original Jewett Plaza.

The orchestra and seating level main entrances to the Auditorium are at Level 
Two, which slopes down to the stage at the north side. There is a balcony that is 
entered from symmetrically placed stairs to the east and west at the third level.  
The original stage is present, but was subsequently enlarged toward the south 
and provided with new, reconfigured stairs, to accommodate larger ensembles.  
The wagon that was designed to roll sets in and out of the adjacent Rehearsal 
Room/Classroom was removed with the departure of the theater program.  At 
the balcony level there is a sound booth at the back (top) of the Auditorium 
and a central dropped open A/V control area that breaks the balcony fascia to 
(originally) accommodate slide projection (Fig. 121).  The balcony railing has a 
low rail and wood cap over a shallow knee wall.

The acoustic treatments throughout the space are some of the key character-
defining features within the Auditorium.  These include the rear wall treatment 
with fabric acoustic panels and oak wood battens, which are echoed along 
the balcony fascia and were also present on the original stage front prior to 
its alteration and extension.  The ceiling is an acoustic assembly that includes 
expanded metal mesh over an acoustic backing on plywood panels, below which 
is hung a wood-slat system (running east-west the full width of the Auditorium) 
with integral down-lighting. The system is designed to be accessible from above 
via catwalk. All of these surfaces are in fair to good condition.  The seating is 
original and in fair condition.  The floors are replacement resilient sheet goods 
throughout, and there are accessibility issues with the slope of the floor and the 
attendant absence of railings along the aisles.

The doors to the lobby are full height oak doors with narrow glass vision panels.  
The doors to the balconies are detailed in the manner typical of the building with 
a narrow (1 inch) metal frame detailed flush to the surrounding wall with a 1/4-
inch reveal.      

Variation from Original Intent

Programmatically the space is now limited to music performances and lectures.  
Physical changes include stage extensions, changes to stairs to stage and some 
lighting changes; and new resilient flooring.  

Figure 117.  Auditorium in 2015 from balcony.
Source: EYP
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Figure 118.  Archival view of Auditorium showing original stage configuration and movable platforms.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Evaluation

The Auditorium is a Category One space.   Issues having to do with optimal future 
use and accessibility will need to be addressed, but the space otherwise is largely 
intact, in reasonable condition, and could, if so desired, be restored.

Recommendations

The Auditorium is simultaneously one of the most delicate and intractable 
spaces in Jewett.  Although a general policy will have to be formulated about 
meeting contemporary standards for accessibility, this will likely be a space 
where complete compliance with these standards cannot be met without 
drastic, character-diminishing change, as the slope of the Auditorium floor does 
not meet contemporary criteria.  Aside from these issues and any having to 
do with anticipated technological enhancements (sound system in particular), 
the general recommendations for this space are to adopt a policy of careful 
maintenance and restoration. We provisionally recommend the following:

1. Depending upon future program use, Wellesley could consider the efficacy 
of returning the stage to its original configuration.  In addition to restoring 
fidelity to the original design, this would enable a more generous space in 
front of the stage to accommodate wheelchairs.

2. While we acknowledge the necessity of providing handrails to the stage, 
changing the existing handrails to lighter, possibly removable elements 
would lessen visual clutter at the front of the room, and enable the room 
to be seen more as originally intended.  It should be noted however that 
the original stairs to the stage were perpendicular to the existing stairs and 
screened by a low slatted wall like the existing stage front.  Railings on stairs 
in this direction might prove a greater visual distraction unless they are 
removable.

3. There is no accessible route to the stage.  There is no space within the body 
of the Auditorium to accommodate either a ramp or lift without severely 
compromising appearance and functionality. Accommodation could be 
provided through Room 209 via a lift or removable ramp, but this would also 
be very intrusive,and would not permit access from the Auditorium seating 
area.  

4. Clean all fabric surfaces by gentlest means possible—brush and light 
vacuuming. 

Figure 119.  Auditorium in 2015.
Source: EYP
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Figure 120. Auditorium balcony seating and rear wall acoustic treatmentm, 2015.
Source: EYP

Figure 121. Views of Auditorium seating, A/V control area to accommodate projection, 
2015.
Source: EYP
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5. Clean and touch up clear finish wood battens and walls and ceiling as 
required.  Original specifications indicate that these were a shellac/varnish 
finish.  

6. Determine original color of plaster walls and utilize this color when room is 
to be repainted.

7. The specifications for resilient flooring call for linoleum (color not specified) 
with a black rubber base.  We recommend that linoleum be considered 
as a replacement material when a new floor is required.  Unless there is 
unknown attic stock, it is unlikely that the original color will be determined 
but we assume from black and white photos that it is close to what exists 
today.  

8. Upgrade existing lighting where possible to accommodate LED sources for 
greater longevity and energy efficiency.

Music Library

Original Design Evolution and Existing Condition

First Level 

The library occupies Level One and Level Two of the northeast corner of the 
Music Wing.  Originally confined to Level Two, it was expanded down to Level 
One directly below the existing library in 1993 to accommodate additional space 
for stacks, seating and study rooms, and a new listening lab.  Most of the space 
on Level One is devoted to a stack block (Room 120) that was created in 1993 
by the removal of 12 office and practice rooms.  Windows in Room 120 set high 
along the east wall are a combination of fixed glass in wood framing and Hope’s 
steel hopper operable sash set in wood framing. A perimeter radiation system 
under the windows and ceiling mounted ductwork are prominent architectural 
elements in the reconfigured space (Fig. 124). 

The other major space located within the envelope of the Music Library is 
Listening Lab 122, which features a window wall along the north side set inside 
the exterior concrete column that support the projecting upper levels (Fig. 126).  
This space is densely populated with listening/work stations of contemporary 
design in natural cherry, and each workstation and the room as a whole is packed 
with technology.  

Figures 122, 123. Views of Auditorium seating and rear wall acoustic treatment, 2015. 
Source: EYP
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Second Level

The entry sequence and internalization of the stair to the lower level within the 
library have left the previous balustrade rail as a vestige in front of the wall to 
the open storage area and passage within Room 208.  The circulation desk, work 
area and cabinets behind, and librarians’ offices are relatively unchanged except 
for ceiling and lighting.  The stack layout and general seating configuration on 
the upper level are essentially as they were in the original design, though the 
stack units themselves may be a product of the 1993 renovation.  The space is 
configured with seating alcoves centered around the original angled floor-ceiling 
lancet windows, which are among the most direct references Rudolph made 
to the adjacent Collegiate Gothic buildings. Like most of the windows within 
the building, these are framed and trimmed with painted wood except for the 
operable steel sash, which is placed at the base of the assembly just above the 
perimeter heating element. The structure is disengaged from the wall in plan 
libre fashion throughout the perimeter of this level, and the exposed round 
columns help frame the window alcoves that punctuate the facades and the 
spaces within.  The ribbed concrete floor structure is exposed and painted as a 
coffered ceiling on both floors.   There is a dropped ceiling in the area around the 
circulation desk.  All floors have relatively new carpet except the internal stair, 
which is sealed concrete.  

Former Record Library Room 214 is set up as a large conference space. 
Architecturally, little has changed within this space, which features the exposed 
structural columns adjacent to the window wall that are found in many spaces 
throughout Jewett, and create a distinctive rhythm with the angled lancet 
windows that punctuate the window wall in a manner similar to that found in the 
main library space.  This space also features one of the signature multi-faceted 
lancet windows that define each building corner at this level (Fig. 125). 

The lower level was configured during the 1993 renovation out of what was 
originally a suite of smaller spaces.  It has clerestory level windows and currently 
holds stacks and a small reading area.  

Variation from Original Intent

The lower level and internal connections within the Music Library were 
substantially altered in the 1993 renovation.  The upper level space has not been 
appreciably altered except for the insertion of large, exposed runs of ductwork 
beneath the exposed concrete ceiling, changes in lighting, and the relocation of 
the main entrance further north to its present location. The original stair to the 
lower level has been turned into a stair internal to the library, with the attendant 
reconfiguration of the walls in that area and the adjacent corridor.  On the lower 

Figure 124. Music Library lower level in 2015, showing stacks and intrusive HVAC 
ductwork.
Source: EYP
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level a suite of 12 practice rooms and their internal connecting corridor were 
removed, the exterior wall was furred out and insulated, and a continuous run 
of fin-tube radiation placed beneath the clerestory windows behind a painted 
steel convector cover.  At the northeast corner, two listening labs and one office 
were removed to create the present Listening Lab 122.  Listening Lab 121 retains 
its original form except for the removal of the canted acoustic wall treatment on 
the exterior wall.  

Evaluation

Our recommendation is that the original Level Two library space be considered 
as a Category Two space given its importance to the overall architecture and to 
the fact that, though largely intact, its entrance has been changed and there have 
been significant later interventions of HVAC, lighting, and shelving systems. The 
possibility nonetheless remains to recapture its original quality, and the character 
of the exterior wall articulation with the rhythm of paired columns flanking lancet 
windows, and the oriel-like corner window are of highest significance.  Listening 
Lab 121 retains its original form, and Listening Lab 122, though not original, is a 
large and gracious space that has become important in the present configuration 
of the building; both should also be considered as Category Two spaces. The 
lower level in the main library block is completely different from the original 
layout and was not treated terribly well in the 1993 renovation, and is therefore 
recommended as a Category Three space.

Recommendations

Understanding that there may be significant change coming to the Music Library 
in the near future relative to the amount of paper retained in the form of books 
and scores, the essential recommendation to underscore at this time is that 
functionally it should remain the Music Library and adapt to the new program 
requirements using the spaces of lesser significance to accommodate more 
radical change.   Recommendations are as follows:

1. The lower level of the library should be considered as flexible space that 
can be configured to accommodate some of the proposed technical and 
pedagogical enhancements being considered for the music program.

2. On the second level main library space, seek to achieve an eventual goal that 
will to the greatest degree possible recall the original layout of the space—
without compromising program efficacy.  

3. As part of a larger exploration of the possibilities for ventilating and cooling 
the building, seek alternative air distribution to the large runs of ductwork 

Figure 125. Music Library Level 
One reading area lancet 
window bay.
Source: EYP

Figure 126. Listening Lab 122, 
2015 configuration.
Source: EYP
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that were installed as part of the 1993 renovations in order to improve both 
the appearance of the space and the environmental efficiency of the system.   

4. Paint analysis should be performed on the walls, windows and trim, exposed 
column, and painted concrete ceiling to verify the original palette, which 
should be followed when repainting.  

5. If possible, adapt the existing original custom lighting to accommodate LED 
sources. If this is not possible, consider providing new custom fixtures to 
match the profile and appearance of the existing fixtures with LED sources.  

Level One Offices and Studios

Original Design Evolution and Existing Conditions

Outside of the reconfiguration of the eastern portion of the building for the 
library extension, the Level One spaces are for the most part still in the same 
arrangement and with similar purpose as they were in the original building.  The 
offices, clockwise from southwest corner, are presently perimeter spaces 105, 
104, 103, 136, 148, 134, 132, and 107A, with an interior office 131 opposite the 
library stair.  The rest of the rooms are studios with the exception of classroom 
106, lounge 145, and storage area 135A.  Most of the spaces have canted walls 
for acoustic control and at least one wall (often, but not always, the canted wall) 
that is finished with an expanded metal mesh that appears to be aluminum 
painted a light bronze color, over an acoustic backing.  The actual configuration of 
studio 146 differs from what is shown in both the original and current floor plans. 
The office and practice room doors are original where the room configuration 
has not been altered, with acoustic gasket seals.  The offices and studios on 
the east wall have clerestory glazing only; the rooms along the north wall are 
continuously glazed above an 8-3/4-inch base that also now holds perimeter fin 
tube radiation. The finishes are largely intact in these spaces though some of the 
original concealed spline 1x1 acoustic tile ceilings have been replaced with 2x2 
lay-in tile ceilings.  In some areas the original resilient flooring has been replaced 
with VCT.  

Variation from Original Intent

The changes noted to the library bar and the subdivision of what was originally 
a small performance/large practice space off the center of the lobby/court into 
two studios and a storage area (rooms 102A, 102B, and 135A respectively) all 
were executed as part of the 1993 renovation, which also saw many areas of 

Figure 127. View of a Level One practice room, 2015.
Source: EYP
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concealed spline acoustic ceiling replaced with 2x2 lay-in acoustic tile ceiling, 
particularly in circulation areas (corridors 100CB and 100CC).  

Evaluation

These spaces are primarily Category Three spaces.  The layout and configuration 
of the spaces were and remain important to the functioning of Jewett as a building 
for music, but they are not spaces meant for performance, large assemblies, 
or any other public or general institutional use.  They remain in serviceable 
condition though there are many accessibility issues that need to be addressed, 
primarily having to do with door clearances and restrooms. 

Recommendations

Most of these spaces are reasonably intact and in serviceable condition.  The 
general recommendation is to try wherever possible to retain character-defining 
features, especially the unique aluminum mesh acoustic wall paneling and the 
gasketed acoustic doors in the practice rooms. Otherwise, as working and service 
spaces these should be allowed to adapt if necessary to optimize their usefulness.  
However, closer attention should be paid to selecting a palette of replacement 
materials—particularly ceiling tile and flooring—that is more in harmony with 
the aesthetic of the building.  Lighting sources should be retrofitted where 
possible to accommodate LED sources. 

Level One Public Space—Lobby

Original Design Evolution and Existing Condition

The lobby space (100CA) is an extension of the Level Two court/lobby space to 
which it is connected by two open stairs to the east and west, and small light wells 
flanking the bridges to the Auditorium above.  It features built-in oak lockers/
cabinets along the south wall that create a thick wall condition into which doors 
are recessed, creating an accessibility issue.  The stairs are cast terrazzo treads 
on a stepped white painted reinforced concrete frame.  Most of the surface of 
the treads have been covered with non-slip applied surfaces, many of which are 
severely worn. The stair railings are white painted steel with an oak handrail and 
glass infill panels.  

Variation from Original Intent

The resilient floor covering appears to be more recent, and the original 1x1 
concealed spline ceiling was replaced in the 1993 renovation with a 2x2 lay-in 
tile ceiling.  The glass panels in the railings were added in the 1993 renovation to 

Figure 128. View of a Level One practice room, 2015. Note canted aluminum mesh walls 
for sound treatment.
Source: EYP
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meet current code.   In some locations on landings and balconies a lower steel 
bar was also added.  We note that none of the drawings of this area from 1958 
appear to represent the actual configuration of the doors along the south wall of 
this space, so this may have been a change in the field that was not documented 
on the record drawings.  

Evaluation

The spatial integrity of this area is important to the quality of light and overall 
understanding of the flow of the public space within Jewett.  Though a more 
utilitarian space than its counterpart on Level Two, it is largely intact and should 
therefore, given these factors, be treated as a Category Two space.  

Recommendations

This space should remain essentially as is with the following recommendations:

1. Although we do not know the color of the linoleum originally used in this 
space, we recommend that linoleum be considered to replace the existing 
vinyl surface when it reaches the end of it service life.  Linoleum is durable 
and environmentally friendly, though we caution that, as a portion of this 
floor is slab on grade, the moisture level in the concrete slab must be 
measured and carefully controlled if the linoleum is to adhere effectively.  
Alternatively, a rubber floor should be considered.  

2. The changes to the railings for compliance purposes are harmonious with 
Rudolph’s original intent and with other railing modifications that have 
been implemented throughout Jewett over the years, and we recommend 
no change to these.  The paint color of the steel should be restored to the 
original dark color (similar to the brown found in the Sculpture Court) when 
they are next refinished.

3. We recommend that the 2x2 lay-in tile ceiling should ultimately be replaced 
with a system more harmonious with the original building aesthetic.  Ideally 
it should be returned to the 1x1 concealed spline system, though we do 
recognize the limitations to this system from a maintenance standpoint. 

4. Lighting fixtures should be retrofitted if possible to accommodate LED 
sources
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5. A general discussion should be convened relative to the ultimate goal for fire 
protection in this space and all connecting levels.  Under a CMR Level Three 
Alteration either a fire suppression system or enclosure of the stairs would 
be mandated.  

Level Two Public Space—Auditorium Lobby

Original Design Evolution and Existing Condition

The lobby space outside the Auditorium is one of the signature spaces in Jewett. 
To emphasize its importance, Rudolph flanked the Auditorium entrance with 
twin stairs (up to the balcony and down to the lower level), recalling those of 
traditional opera houses. The railed light wells between the two levels channel 
light into the lower lobby and exemplify how Rudolph thought of space as 
something almost physical, which flowed vertically as well as horizontally. Similar 
light wells occur in his Sarasota high schools of the 1950s: Riverview High School 
(1957–58, demolished 2009) and Sarasota Senior High School (1958–1960). 

With the exception of changes to the floor, dropped ceiling at the south lobby, 
glass infill on the stair railings, and color changes to walls and steel railings, 
the lobby retains the configuration and finishes of Rudolph’s original design. 
The original floor was oak parquet (as called out in the finish schedule and 
corroborated with period photographs) on a floating floor system that (as noted 
in the discussion of the Main Lobby floor) probably subsequently failed.   The 
present floor is bluestone tile, walls are largely original plaster, and the double 
height ceilings are the exposed and painted ribbed concrete slab.  All of the doors 
are flush units that extend full height to the underside of the dropped ceilings 
(Fig. 130).  The oversized rolling doors that form the south wall are original, but 
they are now fixed in place (Fig. 131).  All painted surfaces in this space are white, 
including the concrete stair supports and the metal railing system.  

Variation from Original Intent 

The most significant change to this space is the flooring material from wood 
to stone, and the fixing in place of the doors to the Gallery.  The design of the 
Main Lobby, Auditorium Lobby, and Museum Gallery/Art Studios were meant to 
be able to flow as a single space when these doors were open—and they were 
united by a common floor material which does not survive in any of the spaces.  
Changes to the ceiling from a concealed spline system to a 2x2 lay-in system 

Figure 129. Level One Auditorium Lobby showing underside of cantilevered concrete 
stair and 1993 ACT ceiling.
Source: EYP
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were executed in the 1993 renovation, as were the glass panel and supplemental 
steel bar additions to the stair railings and balustrades to meet code.  The 1993 
documents indicate that the original recessed downlights were reinstalled in the 
new ceiling. The track lighting is most likely a more recent addition—it does not 
show up on the original or 1993 drawings.  

Evaluation

This is a borderline Category One space; it is spatially intact and materially only 
compromised by the floor, dropped ceiling materials, and railing infills.   Along 
with the space of the Sculpture Court, this area anticipates the rich sectional 
properties that were further developed in Rudolph’s subsequent work.

Recommendations

This space should remain essentially as is, with the following recommendations:

1. The changes to the railings for compliance purposes are harmonious with 
Rudolph’s original intent and with other railing modifications that have been 
implemented throughout Jewett over the years, and we recommend no 
change to these, except a return to their original color.

2. A general discussion should be convened relative to the ultimate goal for fire 
protection in this space and all connecting levels.  Under a CMR Level Three 
Alteration either a fire suppression system or enclosure of the stairs would 
be mandated.  

3. We recommend that the 2x2 lay-in tile ceiling should ultimately be replaced 
with a system more harmonious with the original building aesthetic—
particularly on this level.  Ideally it should be returned to the 1x1 concealed 
spline system, though we do recognize the limitations to this system from a 
maintenance standpoint. 

4. Recessed ceiling lighting should be retrofitted if possible with LED sources.  
A better, more subtle, and aesthetically harmonious display lighting system 
should be studied to replace the existing track lighting. The semi-recessed 
lighting under the balconies at the side display areas are significant period 
elements; these should be sensitively retrofitted with LED sources.  

5. It is not recommended that the stone floor be replaced with wood to match 
the original installation.  This would be too disruptive of the building fabric 
and would be an ongoing maintenance issue—as was likely with the original 
floor.  The present floor was well installed, has integrity, is appropriate to the 

Figure 130. Level Two Auditorium Lobby bridges into Auditorium.
Source: EYP

Figure 131. Level Two Auditorium Lobby showing rolling doors now fixed in place.
Source: EYP
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style and period of the building, and has been in place for long enough to 
establish its own significance.  

6. The doors that form the south wall should be restored.  There are two levels 
of restoration recommended:

• Cleaning and spot refinishing as required.  We do not necessarily 
recommend stripping and refinishing the doors, but rather spot 
restoration, infill, and general cleaning of the original shellac/
varnish finish. [Note: This was successfully accomplished on the 
lobby millwork in the recent renovation of Eero Saarinen’s 1955 MIT 
Chapel.]

• Ultimately, program use permitting, we recommend that the doors 
again become operational so that the space can be opened up as was 
the original intent and use. 

7. Further paint analysis should be performed on the walls, windows and trim, 
and painted concrete ceiling to verify the original palette, which should be 
followed when repainting.  

Rehearsal Room/Classroom 209

Original Design Evolution and Existing Conditions

This has been one of the most versatile spaces within Jewett.  It was originally 
part of a larger space that served as rehearsal, workshop, and staging area for the 
theater, with a sliding stage wagon to move sets out to the stage.  High windows 
on the west wall bring abundant light into the space.  The space was renovated 
in 1993 with offices being added to the northwest corner and an additional set of 
doors added between this space and the Auditorium stage.  It was more recently 
renovated with a new north wall creating a corridor to access the corner offices, 
and furnished with a dropped ceiling level with the concrete ribs, truncating the 
previous double height space (which is now only in corridor 209C) along with 
new lighting and audio-visual capabilities, and now functions as a classroom as 
well.  Wall and ceiling treatments appear to otherwise be original, with refreshed 
finishes on all surfaces.  Flooring was recently replaced following a flood resulting 
from a burst pipe.  

Variation from Original Intent

As noted, this space is in toto dramatically different from its original incarnation 
as a large, loft-like, open space, with a raised platform floor at its north end (Fig. 

Figure 132. Level Two west stair.
Source: EYP

Figure 133. View of Auditorium 
Lobby balcony looking south.
Source: EYP
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73).  This is primarily a change in plan and use, however; the sectional character 
of the room has not been altered except that the double height space that 
used to be part of the room is now in the adjacent corridor.  The most apparent 
changes today are the new lighting and equipment—there is little to indicate the 
prior absence of the north wall.

Evaluation

Despite the changes to this room over time, it remains a unique and important 
space within Jewett and is therefore worthy of recognition as a Category Two 
Space—with the qualifiers that it is not the space that Rudolph originally 
intended.  

Recommendations

The existing condition of this room is quite different from what was originally 
intended by Rudolph and the performing arts group, but it remains a functional, 
serviceable space.  There are therefore two levels of recommendations for this 
space: one in its existing configuration and one that would bring it back to its 
original configuration.  

1. This room has been recently renovated and does not need any significant 
change now to remain functional for its present intended purpose. As 
a general recommendation for all technologically intensive spaces, we 
recommend that care be given to the choice of equipment and especially 
furnishings that are visually simple, elegant, and compatible to the greatest 
degree possible with the original aesthetic and finishes of the building. 

2. The present lighting, while effective, is visually intrusive.  It will be hard 
to enable the same quality of light from the refurbishment of the original 
fixtures as they are purely reflective uplighting without the filtered downlight 
component of the present fixtures.  It may be advisable in spaces like this 
that demand a certain quality of light and have already lost the original 
fixtures, to explore the development of a custom fixture in the shape of 
Rudolph’s original with fine perforations in the reflectors that would enable 
the same kind of filtered downlight with an LED source.  This would still 
be a change from the original condition but one that is much closer to the 
original intent and aesthetic.

Figure 134. Rehearsal Room/Classroom 209 after conversion cut off north end.
Source: EYP
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3. As part of a larger exploration of the possibilities for ventilating and cooling 
the building, seek alternative air distribution to the large runs of ductwork 
that were installed as part of 1993 renovations, in order to improve both the 
appearance of the space and the environmental efficiency of the system.  

4. Paint analysis should be performed on the walls, windows and trim, exposed 
column, and painted concrete ceiling to verify the original palette, which 
should be followed when repainting.  

5. As part of the larger program realignment consider if there is desire and 
reason to return this room to its original configuration.  This would create a 
daylight connection to the north and open up the possibility of utilizing this 
as a maker space—would be an appropriate update to its original function 
as a place to build sets.  

Seminar Room 218

Original Design Evolution and Existing Conditions 

This space, at the point of the prow of the north end of the building, is one 
of the most distinctive spaces within Jewett, which is reinforced by its exterior 
treatment given the presence of the full height glazing in this center section of 
the north facade.  The prow shape at the exterior is answered on the interior by a 
screen-wall that uses the poché created by angling the wall to mirror the chevron 
geometry to create a storage area.  The finish on the screen wall is fabric with 
wood battens and a wood frame similar to those found in the Auditorium.  New 
HVAC ductwork was installed behind and over this wall in the 1993 renovation, 
with diffusers cut high into the wall.  The ceiling is a combination of largely 
plaster with dropped soffits to accommodate systems.  Lighting includes recent 
track lighting against the angled wall.   

Variation from Original Intent

This space appears to be largely intact, although the finishes on the east and 
south walls were re-worked in the 1993 renovation. The original finish schedule 
does not indicate that the south wall had a wood/fabric finish, but the 1993 
drawings instruct to “re-fabric the wall.”  New systems and lighting have also 
had an impact on the character of the space.  Recent window treatments have 
necessitated the insertion of vertical aluminum receptors along the window wall 
to accommodate black-out shades.  

Figure 135. Archival view of original Rehearsal Room/Classroom 209 configuration with 
movable platforms in place.
Source: Wellesley Archives

Figure 136. Seminar Room 218 showing acoustical batten wall treatment, 2017.
Source: EYP
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Evaluation

This is a unique space within the Music Wing that has largely retained its original 
plan and finishes.  Although it no longer serves a “Green Room” function, its new 
use as a seminar and practice space has not appreciably altered its character 
and, although it is not completely intact, its placement in the building and quality 
merit consideration for Category One status, though our recommendation 
because of the degree of change, however sensitive, is that it be classified as a 
Category Two space. 

Recommendations

This space functions well for its present purpose, and the present overlay of 
building systems and technology has perhaps worked better here than at other 
locations throughout Jewett—largely due to the presence of the hard ceiling, 
above which systems can be accommodated. 

1. The wood battens over fabric should be conserved in the manner described 
for the same system in the Auditorium—dry cleaning with light brushing 
and vacuuming where necessary.  The wood should be cleaned and restored 
with spot refinishing as may be required.

2. Paint analysis should be performed on the walls, windows and trim, exposed 
column, and painted ceiling to verify the original palette, which should be 
followed when repainting.  

3. Consider replacing the existing floor with originally specified linoleum (color 
TBD) when the floor reaches the end of its service life. 

Offices and Practice Room

Original Design Evolution and Existing Condition

The remainder of Level Two is taken up with offices and circulation.  With the 
exception of the offices created when the Rehearsal Room/Classroom 209 was 
subdivided, all are largely original, though some have areas of dropped ceiling 
and/or new lighting.  The new offices and corridor 209 A-C and 222 have recent 
wood flooring and a combination of ACT and exposed concrete ceilings.  The 
Music Department chair’s office, Room 203, is a particularly well-proportioned 
original space with a corner lancet and original building lighting.    

Figure 137. Office of Music Department chair. Southwest corner of Music Wing, 
Room 203.
Source: EYP
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Variation from Original Intent

Noted above, the addition of new offices at the northwest corner is the primary 
difference, otherwise floor finishes, systems, and lighting are the only differences 
in the spaces.

Evaluation

These spaces are primarily of tertiary significance and classified as Category 
Three spaces.  The one exception we would recommend is Room 203 as it is both 
charming and for the most part intact—and should be considered a Category 
Two space.  

Recommendations

Despite their general classification as Category Three spaces, the spaces, 
especially at the perimeter of the building, should follow protocol for paint 
color sampling, flooring replacement (linoleum in lieu of vinyl), and use of LED 
lighting in original fixtures where they exist.  Any special surfaces such as acoustic 
mesh walls should be conserved wherever possible.  In general, where 2x2 lay-
in ceilings have been installed they should be considered for more sympathetic 
replacement when their service life is over. In Room 203, as a Category Two 
space, we recommend cleaning, spot refinishing, and restoring original clear 
finish millwork.

Level Three

The Level Three public spaces consist solely of the balconies in the lobby that 
access the Auditorium balcony.  Their material palette, condition, and evaluation 
are covered in the respective narratives for those spaces.  The balance of Level 
Three is taken up with mechanical space and the spiral stair access to the dressing 
rooms on Level Four west.  

Recommendations

 A general discussion should be convened relative to the ultimate goal   
 for fire protection in this space and all connecting levels. Under a CMR   
 Level Three Alteration either a fire suppression system or enclosure of   
 the stairs and balconies would be mandated.  

Level Four 

Level Four is entirely back of house space for dressing rooms and mechanical 
systems.  It is only accessible via spiral stair.  
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Museum Gallery/Art Studios—Level Two 

Entry Vestibule and Main Lobby

Original Design Evolution and Existing Condition

The bridge between the Art and Music wings also functions as Jewett’s front door 
and lobby.  Symmetrical and balanced, the configuration has an appropriately 
formal, ceremonial quality. It is a public face for the building encountered by 
visitors attending evening events. The exterior doors were originally wood and 
full height; these failed early on, and were replaced in 1964.  The present doors 
are black anodized aluminum with glass panels in the original steel frames with a 
fixed glass transom above 8 feet 6 inches; these are a third generation that date 
from the 1980s.  The floor of the vestibule is terrazzo with a throw walk-off mat.  
The interior doors are the original full height (11 foot) wood doors with narrow 
off-center vision panels, in the original painted steel frames.  

The Main Lobby extends the full width of the bridge, terminating in the Art 
Department offices to the south and a set of full height wood doors to the north 
separating it from the Auditorium Lobby.  Essential for the building’s circulation, 
the lofty lobby is a powerful north-south axis which unifies and organizes the 
complex. The primary walls are plaster but they are furred out below narrow 
continuous ventilation louvers at the top of the wall and above a recessed oak 
base as wood framed fabric covered panels (these were created in the 1977–78 
renovations).  The full height wood sliding doors that used to open the Gallery 
to the lobby were temporarily fixed in place and the space infilled with a plaster 
wall and painted metal door for the duration of the 2014–2017 Pendleton West 
renovation. The temporary wall has been removed and the original wood sliding 
doors fixed in open position. There are a lot of signs and many wall mounted 
devices in this area. The ceiling is plaster with what appears to be the original 
Gallery semi-recessed lighting. The floor (Fig. 142), originally oak parquet, is 
primarily large bluestone tile except for terrazzo in the area immediately adjacent 
to the vestibule terrazzo (which was also the original opening into the Museum 
Gallery/Art Studios).  The space extends into the Art Wing, terminating at the 
Art Department reception area; this transition from the bridge to the Art Wing is 
marked by the change in floor material from bluestone to terrazzo.   Figure 138. Original inner vestibule full height doors.

Source: EYP
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Variation from Original Intent

The primary deviations from the original design are the floor material and the 
furring of the walls for tack space.  The history of the floor is not completely clear 
at this point.  The original finish schedule in the specifications calls for wood while 
an original wall section (10/16) indicates a linoleum base instead of the wood 
indicated in the finish schedule.  Documentary evidence clearly points however 
to wood (the recessed wood base remains today) which was also the finish of the 
Museum Gallery/Art Studios and Auditorium Lobby floor, and the subsequent 
change to terrazzo and bluestone markedly changes the character of the space 
(Fig. 142).  The finish is for an innovative floating floor system and that would 
indicate a lighter (resilient or wood) finish material.  Today, these are primarily 
used for wood floors.  These were experimental at the time and it is possible that 
the original did not hold up, prompting the change to terrazzo and stone.  Most 
of the other changes to the space have to do with devices and conduits that 
have been run exposed in some areas, and building signage, though the original 
dedication plaques to Mary Cooper Jewett and Margaret Weyerhaeuser Jewett 
and the Art Library signage remain.  

Evaluation

The lobby is clearly a Category One space, with the notable exception of the floor 
covering and wall panels.  The wood finishes are in need of restoration, as is true 
throughout Jewett, but they are generally in reasonably good condition.  

Recommendations

The lobby has become an informal space for exhibitions of studio work by 
students. It showcases the projects for passersby, augmenting exposure and the 
sense of an artistic community. If it is to retain this function, some thought might 
be given in the future to providing an organized means for display. In addition the 
following conservation and restoration measures are recommended:

1. The fabric panels should be cleaned by the gentlest means possible, under 
the supervision of a fabric conservator.  

2. The wood frames and paneling should be restored with spot refinishing and 
restoration in the manner described for the Auditorium Lobby doors by a 
specialist in wood finish conservation. 

3. It is not recommended that the stone floor be replaced with wood to match 
the original installation.  This would be too disruptive of the building fabric 
and would be an ongoing maintenance issue—as was likely with the original 

Figure 139. Temporary door and partition closing off former museum space from Main 
lobby; removed in 2017.
Source: EYP
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floor.  The present floor was well installed, has integrity, is appropriate to the 
style and period of the building, and has been in place for long enough to 
establish its own significance. There are, however, signs of wear and damage 
that may merit further investigation and future monitoring and repair. 

4. Paint color sampling was made at the Art Department offices window 
wall and other painted surfaces to verify the original color palette for 
these elements. The original color should be restored when they are next 
refinished.

5. The original semi-recessed fixtures are significant for their period and are 
character-defining elements of the space.  They should be sensitively refitted 
with LED sources.

The Studios: 247, 200, 244 (south-north)

Original Design Evolution and Existing Condition

The Museum Gallery/Art Studios spaces are the most completely transformed 
area within Jewett.  The large space at the center of the Jewett complex originally 
housed the permanent collection and exhibitions of the Wellesley College 
Museum.  Conceived as a continuous gallery space with a luminous ceiling and 
finishes appropriate for the display of art, this space was meant in many ways 
to be the heart of Jewett, opening up to the Main Lobby to the east and the 
Auditorium Lobby to the north, with a continuous parquet floor surface uniting 
the three spaces. Recalling installations he had designed for the Museum of 
Modern Art in the 1950s, Rudolph envisioned configuring screens for displaying 
art in the contrapuntal manner of Mies van der Rohe and the De Stijl movement.  
Spatially and symbolically, the Museum Gallery/Art Studios joined together the 
disciplines housed in different wings. Chamber music was sometimes performed 
amidst the artworks on display. It was an important communal space for 
exhibition openings and parties. 

The Museum Gallery/Art Studios space was transformed in 1993 into a tripartite 
division of rooms, with the new Jewett Student Gallery at the center and working 
studio spaces on either side.  These spaces are of approximately equal dimension, 
with the ceiling removed and the structure open to reveal the underside of the 
steel truss roof structure, and skylights.  The upper portion of the two demising 
walls between the studios are a glazed clerestory scribed to the structure above.   
All wall, structure and ceiling surfaces are painted white.  Room 247 is the Media 

Figure 140. View from Jewett Passageway across Plaza to Davis Museum.
Source: EYP

Figure 141. Student gallery space in prior Museum Gallery space, 2017
Source: EYP
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Figure 142. Main Lobby, Level Two from Art Department office looking north. The tack space panels and wood edging are 1977 
interventions.
Source: EYP
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Figure 143. Archival view of original Museum gallery space showing slatted luminous ceiling.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 144. Main Lobby with view into student gallery space.
Source: EYP
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Arts Lab, presently outfitted with a dense layout of computer workstations.  
The student gallery and painting studios (200 and 244 respectively) are more 
traditional studio spaces with adjustable lighting and flexible work areas.  There 
is a newer strip wood floor in 200. Room 244 has equipment at the northwest 
corner in questionable condition.    

Variation from Original Intent

These spaces have been completely transformed, functionally and architecturally, 
from one flexible, open gallery space to three discrete functional studios. The 
wood slat/acrylic panel luminous ceiling has been removed, as have the wall 
panel hanging systems and freestanding display units.  The original parquet floor 
(which was set on a floating floor system) has also been removed.  The primary 
effect on the rest of the building is the loss of connection to the Main Lobby 
space through the construction of the 1993 infill demising wall at the east side 
of the space.  

Evaluation

These spaces serve a utilitarian function and we believe that they no longer 
should be ranked as Category One or Two spaces unless Wellesley chooses to 
restore the salient architectural features of the original space.  The gallery space 
is still a welcome extension of the entry lobby but it no longer reflects Rudolph's 
original intent.

Recommendations

The greatest transformation that Wellesley could effect in the conservation of 
Jewett as an important work of midcentury American architecture would be to 
restore this space to Rudolph’s original vision of a single “universal space” gallery 
with movable partitions, fabric walls, and a continuous, luminous wood-slat 
ceiling, and to re-open this space to the Auditorium Lobby to the north.  Serious 
thought would have to be given as to how the floor is handled, but it would 
not be inappropriate to consider wood again for this space. It would not receive 
the degree of traffic that the Main Lobby incurs and, unlike the situation there, 
removal of a high quality existing floor is not an issue. This aspiration should be 
taken into account as the program continues to be developed for the future of 
Jewett.  
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Figure 145. Studio in former Museum gallery space (Room 244), 2015.
Source: EYP

Art Wing

Art Library 

Original Design Evolution and Existing Condition

The Art Library occupies virtually all of the first and most of the second level of 
the Art Wing.  The coffered ceiling with integrated lighting is a defining design 
feature similar to Rudolph’s Greeley Memorial Forestry Laboratory at Yale 
University (1957–59). Expansive windows artfully frame views across lawns to 
Lake Waban. Originally on Level Two only, the Art Library was expanded down 
to the east side of the first level in the 1977 renovation.  Further renovation and 
expansion occurred in 1993, when it moved to include most of the rest of Level 
One.  The entrance to the library remains in its original location with its original 
full height door, but the circulation desk and back of house areas had alterations 
in both 1977 (casework for the librarian’s office) and 1993, when the librarian’s 
office was moved to the space against the south wall. This is a crowded space 
(Fig. 146).  The interior door into the library space is shorter (about 8 feet 6 
inches) with a matching flush wood transom that matches the height of the main 
door.  

The main space of the library on Level Two spans the full width of the building 
and features window walls under deep overhangs supported on the exterior 
by exposed aggregate concrete cluster columns on both the north and south 
elevations.  A line of these same columns runs at the third point of the space 
on the north side.  Within the north bay toward the entrance there is a metal 
stair to the lower level that was inserted in 1977.  Research has shown that this 
stair, which was designed by David Johnson, who worked on the original Jewett 
design, was originally intended to be of identical construction to the stairs in the 
Sculpture Court and Auditorium Lobby; it is assumed that the change was made 
to the metal stair for cost reasons.  The railings, however, do match the originals 
on the other stairs.

There is also a wood framed, glass enclosed rare-books room that was inserted in 
1993, on the north side of the space (Fig. 149).  The balance of the room is open 
stacks to the north of the interior column line, and reading tables and stacks 
(toward the east) south of this line.  The west wall has been furred out for a duct 
chase, and there are prominent runs of exposed ductwork, especially along the 
south side of the space, that impact the character of the space.  The ceiling is 
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open painted concrete coffers and still has the original building lighting. Floor is 
carpeted throughout.    

On Level One, the east wing is primarily stacks. The mechanical and service core 
area—with the elevator, service, and mechanical spaces—was expanded in 1997 
and again in 1993 to its present configuration.  The reading area on the southwest 
corner of building is the product of the removal of two earlier studios.  It opens 
out to the south, including the area of the Japanese Garden, and is a space with 
charm and potential (Fig. 147).  Space 163, to the northwest of what is now an 
emergency egress stair (because of library security), is stacks and storage.  

Variation from Original Intent

The major difference in the original library space on Level Two is the insertion of 
the stair to the lower level, the rare book room behind the stair, and the systems 
changes from the 1993 renovation. Otherwise, the overall spatial and material 
quality of the space is largely intact.  The Level One space is almost entirely the 
product of subsequent renovations, though the open reading/stack area at the 
southwest corner can be imagined as the combined open studios that once 
occupied this space.   

Evaluation

Despite alterations, the reading room should arguably be considered a Category 
One space—it has highly prominent placement within the building and its open 
quality, continuous north and south window walls, and original lighting in the 
coffered ceiling remain as key character-defining features.  The presence of the 
new stair—which is contextual and well detailed—does not detract from the 
quality of the space.  The rare-books room insertion, however, though well done, 
changes the original character.  Whether it has achieved significance in its own 
right should be discussed.  

The east side of the lower level and the northwest corner where the photo lab 
used to be should be considered Category Three space to be used as best serves 
the program needs. Ideally, any future use would address the issue of access 
from the Passageway and the Plaza. The former studio area to the southwest 
should be considered Category Two space that should be conserved as is unless 
there is a strong reason to re-create the original studio spaces.  The relationship 
to and integration of this space with the Japanese Garden relative to the ultimate 
program of this area should also be discussed. This space was originally used as 
outdoor studio space for sculpture courses in the Art Department, and as such it 
functioned as a permeable space between the inside and outside of the building. 
The north side of the Japanese Garden (adjacent to the building) has at present 

Figure 146. Entry to librarian’s office, Art Library.
Source: EYP
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an areaway grate providing air for the mechanical room below; future planning 
for this space will have to take this into account. 

Recommendations

The recommendations for the library vary depending upon the area.  Within 
the Category One space of Level Two library reading room we recommend the 
following:

1. We recommend that the renovations that have created the librarian’s offices 
and changed the circulation desk on Level Two generally be considered a 
logical evolution of the library and not be substantially altered.  

• Some thought should be given to the reworking of the circulation 
desk to be in closer harmony with Rudolph’s original millwork 
detailing.  The functionality of this area should be studied and 
possibly improved.  

• There are presently a lot of images, posters, etc. covering the walls of 
this area.  There should be an internal discussion with stakeholders 
about how to manage this display moving forward.  

2. The rare book room insertion has, despite its innate qualities, altered the 
perception and therefore the character of the main space.  It is not practical 
at this time nor in the foreseeable future to consider its relocation, but 
if a renovation of the library is ever contemplated that might enable its 
relocation to Level One this should be considered in the interest of restoring 
the purity of this space.    

3. As part of a larger exploration of the possibilities for ventilating and cooling 
the building, seek alternative air distribution to the large runs of ductwork 
that were installed as part of 1993 renovations in order to improve both the 
appearance of the space and the environmental efficiency of the system.   

4. The 1978 stair is non-compliant due to open risers, and the railings do not 
have the glass infill guards present on other open railing stairs throughout 
Jewett.  Glass infill panels should be installed on the railing in the same 
manner employed on the stairs in the Auditorium Lobby and Sculpture Court.  
The risers should be infilled; they could either employ a similar system with 
metal tabs holding glass infill, or alternatively these could be infilled with 
solid or perforated metal panels painted to match the treads.  

Figure 147. View from Art Library Level One into Japanese Garden area.
Source: EYP

Figure 148. Art Library Level Two main reading room with original lighting.
Source: EYP
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5. Paint analysis should be performed on the walls, windows and trim, and 
painted concrete ceiling to verify the original palette, which should be 
followed when repainting.

6. Exposed aggregate concrete columns should be given a light cleaning.  

7. If possible, adapt the existing original custom lighting to accommodate LED 
sources. If this is not possible, consider providing new custom fixtures to 
match the profile and appearance of the existing fixtures with LED sources.  
If more light is required out of these fixtures, consider a custom replacement 
with a fine perforated louver to allow for some downlight component.

8. The original finish schedule indicates that a wood floor was originally 
installed in the library.  Given noise considerations, the change to carpet is 
appropriate and likely happened early in the history of the building.  New 
carpet should be selected based upon conformance with an appropriate 
palette for the time period and architectural aesthetic of the space. 

Within the Level One Category Two and Category Three spaces, the following is 
recommended:

1. Given the prior removal of the lecture rooms that had previously occupied 
the east side of the wing, there is less incentive from a visual or heritage 
standpoint to change the HVAC system; though as is the case in Level One 
of the Music Library, if a more elegant and energy efficient solution can be 
realized elsewhere, it should be implemented here as well.  

2. At the west end of the space, consideration should be given to enhancing 
the relationship between the use of the interior space and the connection to 
the Japanese Garden space. We do not however recommend the re-creation 
of the original studio spaces unless there is a strong future programmatic 
reason to do so and if, in the future, less space is required in the library for 
book and material storage. As an aspirational goal, consider returning this 
space to general building use (outside a secure library zone). These spaces 
can then be reconnected with both the main stair to the Sculpture Court and 
the Japanese Garden.

Sculpture Court—Stair

Original Design Evolution and Existing Condition

This multilevel space will be evaluated from the landing of the stair on Level 
Two to the landing on Level Four. The stair itself does physically continue to 

Figure 149. View of Special Collections room and stair to Level One installed during the 
1978 renovation, 2015.
Source: EYP
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Level One library space through a door to the west down four risers, though 
this entrance is secured and alarmed. The main stair, placed between the line 
of exposed cluster columns and the columns adjacent to the window wall, is 
entered from the Main Lobby space through a set of four full-height wood doors 
(similar to the arrangement at the building entrance), which use the depth of 
the wall between the lobby and studios to avoid swinging into the circulation 
area. This stair provides the primary access to Level Three and Level Four of the 
Art Wing.  Like the stairs in the Auditorium Lobby, it is a reinforced concrete 
stair of distinctive profile with monolithic cast terrazzo treads fitted with abrasive 
non-slip strips.  There is evidence of some chipping and patching of the treads 
but overall they are in good condition though the abrasive strips show signs of 
considerable wear.  The railings are steel bar with an oak cap, like the Auditorium 
Lobby, but here the steel is painted a warm mauve-brown color like that found 
on the library stair. These have also received infill bars and glass panels to bring 
them to code.  In addition, new matching steel and oak railings were added on 
the south side of the stairs to the Sculpture Court from Level Three.

The stair is cantilevered off of a central supporting wall trimmed in oak at its 
east and west returns, with a continuous oak base, and floats free of the lines 
of structure on either side, only attaching to the floors at the Level Three and 
Level Four landings (Fig. 152).  This support wall, like the Auditorium stair and 
lobby, is painted white with oak end panels at the east and west, while the 
painted elements of the stair are painted a warm gray matching the color of the 
round columns along the north window wall.  Where the spandrel interrupts the 
column at the floor level, the color returns to white.  Warm gray is used again at 
the solid wall below Level Three windows and spandrel. There are infill panels 
screening the perimeter radiation at the window wall and a concrete cap on the 
spandrel wall that matches the detail at the Level Three and Level Four landings.  
At Level Two the lower risers were infilled in 2014 for code and safety reasons 
so that they no longer appear to float. The coffered, concrete ceiling is painted, 
and original lighting fixtures survive north of the concrete cluster columns. To the 
south (into the space of the Sculpture Court) there is a deep fascia that drops to 
a finished plaster ceiling containing building services and lighting.

Variation from Original Intent

Aside from the infill at the bottom treads, the railing infills, the abrasive nosing 
strips, and the new stair rails added at the half-flights to the Sculpture Court from 
Level Three, the stair is in original condition. 

Figure 150. View up Sculpture 
Court stair from Level Two.
Source: EYP

Figure 151. Infilled floor at stair to 
Level One.
Source: EYP



Jewett Arts Center - Conservation Plan - March 2017

167

Figure 152. Archival view of Sculpture Court stair looking west.
Source: Wellesley Archives

Evaluation

The stair is a key character-defining feature of Jewett and is of Category One 
significance.  

Recommendations 

The stair should generally be cleaned and maintained but requires no 
modifications to its present form.  The following are noted and recommended:

1. The interim changes to the railings, while they might not entirely meet 
the dimensional criteria for new railings, address and remediate the most 
egregious deficiencies, and it is likely that as a component of an historic 
structure these would be permitted to remain as is.   

2. Paint sampling should be done on the central wall of the stair and any 
adjacent painted surfaces to enable eventual implementation of the original 
color scheme, if it has been changed over time.

3. The terrazzo should be cleaned and the safety nosing strips replaced with 
new strips that best balance safety and visual unobtrusiveness.  

4. A general discussion should be convened relative to the ultimate goal for fire 
protection in this space and all connecting levels.  Under a CMR Level Three 
Alteration either a fire suppression system or enclosure of the stairs would 
be mandated.  The nature of this system and how it is interwoven with the 
architecture of this space will have to be very carefully considered.  Further 
discussion of this issue is included in the Code/Fire Protection Report.

Sculpture Court

Original Design Evolution and Existing Condition

The Sculpture Court with its connecting stair is a unique space within Jewett and 
undoubtedly of particular significance for Rudolph’s early career.  It originally 
displayed the Museum’s sculpture collection and served as a significant gathering 
and connecting space, offering access via one floating staircase to classrooms 
and museum offices on the floor above, and to the photo study area, Room 372  
(where students consulted photographs of the individual works of art presented 
in their art history courses), via the staircase opposite.  

Thanks to the creative planning and siting of the Sculpture Court, faculty and 
students had easy, daily access to the artworks from nearby offices, classrooms, 
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Figure 153. Archival view of Sculpture Court with exhibits and mosaic floor.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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and studios, and thus accommodated one of the core programmatic principles 
of the Jewett project and of the Art Department curriculum in general. The 
multi-level space resembles similar ones in Rudolph’s earlier Florida houses and 
anticipated the exhibition and studio spaces in his masterwork, the Yale Art and 
Architecture Building (now Rudolph Hall, 1958–1963). Recalling in some ways 
a contemporaneous 1950s conversation pit, it demonstrates Rudolph’s growing 
exploration of dynamic sectional properties and the play of planes in space.  

The Sculpture Court is significantly altered from its original state (Fig. 153). Until 
1993 the center of the court was defined by a large Roman mosaic floor, which 
was subsequently moved to the Davis Museum; this area was then infilled with 
terrazzo to match the rest of the floor and the stair treads.  The gray painted 
plaster (close to the color of the concrete) low walls on the east and west sides 
of the Court were thickened in 1993 to accommodate cabinet unit heaters and 
to create a continuous surface for wheelchair access. The south wall was raised 
to match the height of the east and west walls, and it was moved north in order 
to accommodate an accessible 36-inch-wide passage.  Although the raised 
extension is a metal and glass railing with a wood cap that matches the stair 
railings, it nonetheless changes the effect of light and view from the center court 
and consequently the dynamic of the space—creating a more contained and 
insular condition that is partly mitigated by the later addition of the banquettes 
by C&J Katz Studios, who also added the wooden work surfaces that hover 
over the east and west low walls.  The sill of the window wall in this area had 
previously accommodated plants and objects, with only perimeter baseboard 
radiation as a fixed element.  All of the reconfigured walls received new oak caps, 
which along with the other woodwork in this area is in fair condition with need 
for refinishing. The far-east and west walls at Level Three are plaster, painted 
a dark mauve-brown.  Round structural columns are just inboard of the south 
window wall, where the retrofit of the baseboard heating (in a new enclosure) 
has resulted in zones of exposed piping to the east and west.    

Variation from Original Intent

With the relocation of the Wellesley College Museum to the new building by 
Rafael Moneo, this signature space lost its exhibition function and thus the 
presence of the original works of art for which is was designed. The principal 
changes to the Sculpture Court are related to this change of function from a 
permanent exhibit space to one that now changes in terms of use and exhibit 
installation with some regularity.  The changes to the walls, the removal of the 
mosaic floor and key sculptures like the “Wellesley Athlete,” other minor works, 
and the display cabinets and benches that used to abut the east and west walls 
have made its character somewhat indeterminate. There is also evidence from 
the BCA paint study that at least the east wall was originally a blue-green color. 
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Figure 154. Remodeled Sculpture Court with banquettes and terrazzo floor, 2015.
Source: EYP
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This suggests that a richer, polychromatic scheme may have originally been 
present. Other changes include the C&J Katz interventions and the previously 
noted additions of safety rails along south side of the half-flight stairs down to 
the court level.    

Evaluation

Despite its alterations, the Sculpture Court is one of the most important spaces 
within Jewett. Preliminary evaluation would classify this as an aspirational 
Category One space, which implies that some change should be contemplated to 
recapture or reinvent the best features and colors of this space short of its being 
dramatically altered.  In conjunction with the adjacent stair, the Sculpture Court 
displays the spatial dynamism that increasingly was to become a salient aspect 
of Rudolph’s work.  

Recommendations

The recommendation for the Sculpture Court is complex.  It is volumetrically 
intact and there have been carefully wrought legitimate changes to accommodate  
its new use as flexible program space.  However, the losses of the mosaic floor 
as a spatial focus and of the free-standing sculptures throughout the court 
have diminished its presence and overall visual impact within the building.  
Recommendations therefore are as follows:

1. Consider how to memorialize or recreate the idea of a decorative central 
focus on the floor—whether this is a digital recreation of the original mosaic, 
a rotating art installation, or some other alternative treatment.    

2. Further paint analysis should be performed on the walls, railings, windows 
and trim, and painted ceiling to verify the original palette, which should be 
followed when repainting. The variations in color in this space are particularly 
important.

3. The importance and utility of the wood work surfaces added in 1993 should 
be evaluated.  They are in any case in need of restoration and should be 
refinished following the protocols outlined for clear finish wood surfaces.  
All natural wood finishes within the Sculpture Court should be cleaned and 
spot refinished as required.  

4. A conservation protocol should be established for the upholstery on the 
banquettes. 
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5. As a component of the evaluation of the building HVAC system, investigate 
the reworking of the piping along the south window wall to lessen its visual 
impact on the space.   

Art Wing—Level One

There is a small core area on the Art Wing Level One that includes the loading 
dock, which is also accessed via a ramp that was built as part of the 1993 
renovation to provide the only accessible entrance to Jewett (except the bridge 
from the Davis), restrooms (in the library), and three mechanical spaces.  These 
spaces were altered in both the 1977 and 1993 renovations.  The original 
receiving area included the space now infilled with mechanical rooms 161 and 
162.  Mechanical room 158 was originally custodial space that was enlarged in 
the 1993 renovation.  

Variation from Original Intent, Evaluation, and Recommendations

As noted, this area has been altered on several occasions, but its original function 
and general area and form have remained constant, with the ramp addition 
being the most substantial change.  This space should continue to serve this 
function and likely remain in its present configuration.  Depending upon future 
plan development, the accessible entrance may become more tertiary, but we 
would recommend that the ramp remain at least for the foreseeable future.

Art Wing—Level Two

Art Department Offices 

Original Design Evolution and Existing Condition

The balance of the spaces outside the library on Level Two of the Art Wing house 
the Art Department offices, faculty offices, and storage and utility areas.  The 
Art Department office reception area opens into the main circulation spine.  
The facade to the lobby is a counter height wood trimmed plaster wall with the 
balance of the wall consisting of a full height oak door and a large glass wall that 
stops above the service counter to allow for the passage of materials (Figs. 155, 
158).  A portion of this opening has been filled in with an acrylic panel screwed 
to the metal frame. This wall has a unique and elegant hollow metal framing 
system that is detailed with a double reveal around a central stiffening bar to 
reduce the apparent bulk of the assembly. A similar treatment can be found in 
the final design of the laboratory entrance storefronts at Louis Kahn’s Richards 
Labs at the University of Pennsylvania  (designed 1958), but we have otherwise 

Figure 155. Art Department offices—service window.
Source: EYP

Figure 156. Art Department offices—open work area.
Source: EYP
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Figure 157. Art Department Level Two enclosed office, southeast corner.
Source: EYP

Figure 158. Art Department 
entrance partition. 
Source: EYP
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never encountered this detail, nor is it found elsewhere in Jewett. Paint analysis 
suggests that this element may have been stripped and painted at some point, 
but there is no evidence that the present color is not close to the original. The 
counter has a chamfered oak edge with a linoleum top, and the wood wraps 
around a portion of the frame, enabling a tighter joint toward the door, further 
emphasizing the slenderness of the assembly. The office was renovated about 15 
years ago to create the “island” connecting the two secretaries’ desks.

Within the offices space behind (254, Fig. 156), there are original oak veneer 
cabinets below the service counter and matching oak wall cabinets hung in the 
space between the operable casement and lower hopper windows, underneath 
the continuous fixed clerestory windows above.  There are low partitions that 
hold workstations in the open office area, and while there is no evidence that 
they have ever been changed, we are not certain as to whether they are original 
at this time.  In the main space of the reception area, the ceiling is exposed 
painted concrete but the lighting has been changed to a hung linear fluorescent 
fixture.  To the west of column line H (from the original drawings), which defines 
the west wall of the lobby, the ceiling drops down dramatically to the height 
of the transom bar (and top of wall cabinets) between the operable and fixed 
windows.  The same fluorescent lighting is used here, continuing the fixture 
spacing but using instead flush mounted units on a hard plaster ceiling.  

The Art Department chair’s office (252, Figs. 159, 160) also has the original built-
in millwork furnishings including upper cabinets between the windows and a 
lower cabinet/shelf unit below a black counter trimmed with oak. The coffered 
ceiling is painted and the floor is carpeted.   

Variation from Original Intent

These spaces are largely intact except for the lighting and furnishings (see 
above).  We believe that some of the built-in units may have changed but have 
not located a record of change.  

Evaluation

Given its placement at the end of the Main Lobby we feel that this area should 
be considered a Category Two space, and that the interior glass wall should be a 
Category One feature.  

Recommendations

These spaces have functionally evolved over time and should remain essentially 
as is, assuming that they still meet the demands of the Art Department.  

Figure 159 (above). Art 
Department chair’s office 
looking south.
Source: EYP

Figure 160 (left). Art 
Department chair’s office 
looking southwest.
Source: EYP
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Recommendations for the spaces with public exposure (Category Two with 
Category One features) are as follows:  

1. Perform paint analysis on the window wall between the offices and the 
lobby, and ensure original color is employed when repainting is required. 

2. Conserve the remaining built-in furnishings in both open areas and the 
department chair’s office.  Clean, spot refinish, and generally restore existing 
clear finishes. 

3. Investigate possibilities for the reinstallation of a modified version of the 
original Rudolph designed light fixtures in lieu of the present hung linear 
fluorescent fixture—perhaps, as suggested for the Music Wing Rehearsal 
Room/Classroom, a fixture with perforated blades that enable some 
downlight component with LED sources.    

4. Investigate the possibility of installing a more discreet and durable glass 
panel in lieu of the present Plexiglas infill. 

5. We do not recommend returning to the original linoleum floor for acoustic 
reasons; when the carpet is to be replaced it should be selected based 
upon conformance with an appropriate palette for the time period and 
architectural aesthetic of the space.

The balance of the space (staff and copy room) at the south side of the second 
level is effectively Category Three space that should be carefully upgraded and 
changed short of restoration. 

Level Two Faculty Office and Support Space

Original Design Evolution and Existing Condition

The balance of the spaces on Level Two have remained relatively unchanged 
in plan, though some functions have changed. The south perimeter offices are 
smaller and also have dropped plaster ceiling to about 8 feet.  Corner office 264 
and 265 and 267 (originally a staff room) are larger offices with some original 
millwork and high concrete ceilings.  Central storage area 255 was the original 
slide storage room.  It was recently subdivided with an interior set of double 
doors (post-dates current assignment plans), and has a very low (7 foot) ACT 
ceiling, as does corridor 200CE.  
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Variation from Original Intent

As noted, functions in some of these spaces have changed, but the rooms are 
otherwise fairly intact except for changes to lighting, systems, and some finishes.  

Evaluation and Recommendations

These are largely original, serviceable spaces.  While we would classify them 
as Category Three spaces, we also feel that it is important to continue to work 
sensitively with the salient architectural features of these spaces.  The following 
is recommended: 

1. Any original natural finished millwork should be restored in similar fashion 
to millwork found in higher category spaces.  

2. Acoustic ceilings should be upgraded if possible when scheduled for 
replacement.  The original acoustic ceilings were 1x1 concealed spline.     

3. Lighting should eventually be coordinated with a larger lighting strategy for 
Jewett and changed to LED sources.  

Level Three

Classroom 372

Existing Condition

Room 372 (Fig. 161) occupies the entire west side of Level Three, spanning the 
Sculpture Court for the balance of the floor.  This space, which used to be a print 
room, has undergone substantial change and is now a large multi-purpose space 
designated as a classroom. Original remaining features include the continuous 
perimeter black, oak trimmed counter, which is punctuated by round columns at 
the window walls and sits atop a steel framework at the west wall.  The original 
podium that had been placed adjacent to the exposed cluster concrete column 
has been removed.  A new mechanical room was recently added in the northeast 
corner. The concrete ceiling has acoustic infill in the coffers. There are a lot of 
new building services in this room including ductwork, piping, conduit, speakers, 
devices, and new hung lighting.

Figure 161. Art Wing Room 372 showing new HVAC ductwork and lighting, 2015.
Source: EYP
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Variation from Original Intent

This is one of the most changed spaces within Jewett; although the essential 
architectural features of the room remain, they are largely obscured by 
subsequent alterations.  

Evaluation

Given its degree of change and utilitarian nature, we would classify this as a 
Category Three space.  

Recommendations

Room 372 should maintain its flexible function as a multi-purpose space, with 
primary purpose as a lecture room for the Art Department, but future efforts 
should also focus on restoring its character to the greatest degree possible.  The 
following is recommended:

1. Conserve the perimeter millwork counter with spot restoration and 
refinishing of all natural finish millwork and cleaning and spot repairs for the 
black linoleum counter.

2. As part of a larger HVAC strategy, ascertain whether a more sympathetic 
distribution of services can be accomplished in this room when changes 
eventually need to occur.

3. The present lighting is effective but changes the character of the space.  
As part of the larger lighting strategy that seeks to update and improve 
Rudolph’s original light fixtures, ascertain the effectiveness of a custom up-
down lighting fixture based upon the original design.  

4. Seek better integration of AV/technology within the space.  The present 
arrangement detracts significantly from its latent architectural qualities.

5. Consider linoleum flooring in a neutral color when flooring is to be replaced.

Rooms 350, 350A, 352, 352A

Original Design Evolution and Existing Condition

Room 350 (Figs. 162-165) was originally designated a study on Rudolph’s drawings 
but for years it served as Jewett’s slide library, with the adjacent spaces 350A, 
352, and 352A also serving as part of the slide library suite.  There have been 

Figure 162. Room 350 north, with new ceiling.
Source: EYP

Figure 163. Room 350, with office partition insertions.
Source: EYP



Jewett Arts Center - Conservation Plan - March 2017

178

two iterations of 352 and 352A; neither was present in the original design, which 
shows one larger room. This space was originally furnished with cases holding 
slides (one of which remains), work tables, and light tables.  It was renovated 
for systems in 1993, but has more recently undergone a major renovation that 
changed the furnishings entirely. This includes the insertion of aluminum and 
glass cubicles and an area of soft seating into the space, as well as finishes and 
a new contemporary concealed spline large panel acoustic ceiling on the north 
side of the space.  

The concrete ceiling remains exposed but with new flush mounted lighting in the 
coffers.  Substantial runs of spiral ductwork were installed in the 1993 renovation.  
The original black linoleum oak trimmed counters remain at the north and south 
window walls, as well as some original cabinetry below, where they are engaged 
by the inboard round structural columns. The window walls are full height, a 
combination of monumental fixed lights and operable hopper windows above 
the baseboard. The original drawings indicate an operable awning sash at the 
top of the window wall—though there is no evidence that these were executed.  
This relationship of counter, window wall, and structure is generally consistent 
throughout Level Three.

Room 350A was the slide librarian’s office, with a small room adjacent for slide 
preparation.  This space still has a similar function, but the west side of the space 
now houses an office and storage space, rooms 352 and 352A respectively, that 
are of newer construction.  Within 350A some original cabinetry and millwork 
remains, including the continuous counter at the window wall.  Lighting has been 
replaced with conventional 4-foot acrylic lensed fluorescent fixtures.

Variation from Original Intent

The change in technology to digital imaging has caused substantial change to 
this space, along with the addition of contemporary systems.  Except for its outer 
shell, 350 is a very different space today. Room 350A is perhaps less changed 
overall, but the reconfiguration of 352 and 352A markedly changes the space as 
well.  

Evaluation 

At this time we would rank these as Category Three spaces, but with the 
acknowledgment that the perimeter architectural treatment—window wall, 
structure, and counter/millwork integration—is an important and consistent 
character-defining feature. 

Figure 164. Room 350 south, with earlier (1993) ductwork and new partition wall.
Source: EYP

Figure 165. Classroom 354, with earlier (1993) ductwork.
Source: EYP
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Recommendations 

These spaces have recently been renovated with mixed architectural results.  
Generally the soft seating area and the choice of an acoustic plank ceiling are 
more sympathetic to an evolving vision of Jewett than are the aluminum and 
glass systems furniture.  The following is recommended:

1. If there is program merit in trying to ultimately recapture the original spatial 
quality of this suite, it could possibly recapture its quality as a more open, 
airy, and tranquil space than it is today.  Given changes in pedagogy and 
technology this may not be practical, but it should be considered. 

2. Conserve the perimeter millwork counter with spot restoration and 
refinishing of all natural finish millwork and cleaning and spot repairs for the 
black linoleum counter.

3. Develop a standard for partition systems wherever there may be a desire for 
their installation in Jewett, and consider the eventual replacement of the 
systems in this space accordingly.  

4. As part of a larger HVAC strategy, ascertain whether a more sympathetic 
distribution of services can be accomplished in this room when changes 
eventually need to occur.

5. The present lighting is effective but changes the character of the space.  As 
part of a larger lighting strategy that seeks to update and improve Rudolph’s 
original light fixtures, ascertain the effectiveness of a custom up-down 
lighting fixture based upon the original design.  

6. Consider linoleum in a neutral color when flooring is to be replaced.

Room 354

Original Design Evolution and Existing Condition

Room 354 (Fig. 165) is presently a seminar room.  Like most of the other spaces 
on this level, it was called out as a study.  The room features original lighting 
in the coffered concrete ceiling, cabinets along the west and north walls, and 
cabinets below the perimeter counter.  The original drawings also show a counter 
and/or cabinets along the east wall—these have been removed, and there is a 
projection screen built on to the wall.  

Figure 166. Classroom 452.
Source: EYP
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Variation from Original Intent

There is little change in this room with the exception of the addition of systems 
and technology.  

Evaluation

We would recommend that this be considered a Category Three space, although 
the degree to which it is intact may merit its consideration as a Category Two 
space. 

Recommendations

This space should remain essentially as is with the following recommendations:

1. Conserve the perimeter millwork counter with spot restoration and 
refinishing of all natural finish cabinets and millwork and cleaning and spot 
repairs for the black linoleum counter.

2. As part of a larger HVAC strategy, ascertain whether a more sympathetic 
distribution of services can be accomplished in this room when changes 
eventually need to occur.

3. Original lighting should be upgraded to accommodate LED sources.

4. Sample painted concrete ceiling to verify original color

5. Consider installation of a linoleum floor at the end of the service life of the 
vinyl floor.

Faculty Offices

Original Design Evolution and Existing Condition

The original drawings show most of the spaces on this level as larger spaces 
designated as studies. What is now a line of eight faculty offices along the north 
wall was originally five spaces, three of which were each divided in half to form 
the present arrangement, with only the present offices 357B and 359 retaining 
their original configuration.  Architecturally these are very much like the spaces 
on the south side (which also include two offices). There is a full-height window 

Figure 167. Art Wing, Level Four corridor with replacement ceiling and original lighting.
Source: EYP
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wall with operable units above the baseboard, and a continuous oak trimmed 
black counter around a round structural column, which can be free standing in 
space or engaged in the partition between offices (Fig. 164). Wall surfaces are 
primarily plaster, and the ceilings are exposed painted concrete, with the original 
lighting.   

The corridor (300CB) that accesses these offices retains its original form and 
lighting, though the original plaster or concealed spline ceiling was replaced with 
2x2 ACT in 1993.  The walls are lined with homosote for tack space, and the 
original wood, metal-framed chalk rail remains (this detail is found in many of 
the classrooms as well).  

Variation from Original Intent

Many of these spaces were subdivided, but this has not substantially changed 
their material palette or architectural features. Systems upgrades have 
introduced more intrusive piping at the baseboard level along the window wall, 
and ductwork overhead in many spaces.  

Evaluation

These are spaces that contribute together to the overall character of Jewett but 
should be seen as Category Three spaces for optimal flexibility in future use.  

Recommendations

The following are recommended:

1. Conserve the perimeter millwork counters and remaining original cabinetry 
in the offices with spot restoration and refinishing of all natural finish 
cabinets and millwork and cleaning and spot repairs for the black linoleum 
counter.

2. As part of a larger HVAC strategy, ascertain whether a more sympathetic 
distribution of services can be accomplished in this room when changes 
eventually need to occur.

3. Original lighting should be upgraded to accommodate LED sources.

4. Sample painted concrete ceiling in one or two locations to verify original 
color.  

Figure 168. Classroom 450, with 1993 ductwork.
Source: EYP
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5. Corridor ceiling should eventually be replaced with an accessible ceiling 
more in keeping with the architectural character of the building.

6. Consider installation of a linoleum floor at the end of the service life of the 
vinyl floor.

Level Four

Classroom Spaces 450, 452, 454

Original Design Evolution and Existing Condition

These rooms were originally designated as painting studios, and the corridor 
originally ran clear through to the east egress stair, rather than opening directly 
into an expanded Classroom 450 (Fig. 168).  In 1977 these spaces were converted 
to classroom use and assumed their present configuration.  The 1993 HVAC 
renovations introduced large runs of ductwork running east-west through each 
space. Each room has exposed painted concrete coffered ceilings that have 
been filled with an acoustic liner.  Room 450 has a dropped plaster soffit for 
building services along the line of the corridor (which also has a dropped ceiling).  
The original lighting has been removed and replaced with rows of cylindrical 
downlights, though it is not clear when this was done as the 1993 drawings 
instruct to provide acoustic insulation around the existing point fixtures, which 
indicate that they had been replaced earlier, perhaps 1977. Each of these rooms 
has the typical counter along the window wall with a combination of shelving 
or cabinets below, but here the tops are gray instead of black.  Blackout shade 
systems have been added to these windows.  There appears to be a podium in 
Room 450, that was probably added in 1977; it is not indicated in the original 
furniture drawings (as this was studio space).  There are ceiling mounted 
projectors in the spaces and projection screens on the east walls.  

Variation from Original Intent

These spaces have been repurposed from their original use but have retained 
the outlines of their original architectural character.  The primary differences are 
the enlargement of 450 in the 1977 renovation, the introduction of the new air 
system ductwork in 1993, changes in lighting, and the addition of the blackout 
shades.  It should also be noted that the skylights in these rooms have been 
covered over for light control.  

Figure 169. Level Four north technology lab.
Source: EYP
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Evaluation

Like other classroom spaces, these should remain flexible while retaining their 
essential original features—they would nominally be classified as Category Three 
spaces.

Recommendations

The following is recommended:

1. Conserve the perimeter millwork counter and podium with spot restoration 
and refinishing of all natural finish cabinets and millwork and cleaning and 
spot repairs for the gray linoleum counter.  

2. As part of a larger HVAC strategy, ascertain whether a more sympathetic 
distribution of services can be accomplished in this room when changes 
eventually need to occur.

3. Evaluate lighting and consider whether to eventually reintroduce original 
or modified original fixture type.  It is assumed that the downlights were 
introduced to provide better illumination at the desktop, which must be 
considered in the evaluation.

4. Consider alternate method of light control for the skylights so that they may 
be opened again in this room.  

5. Sample painted concrete ceiling to verify original color, including within 
skylight well.

6. Consider installation of a linoleum floor at the end of the service life of the 
vinyl floor.

Classroom-Offices 453, 456–60

Original Design Evolution and Existing Condition

The balance of the spaces east of the Sculpture Court are a mixture of smaller 
classrooms and offices on both sides of the central corridor. Rooms 453 and 
457–457B (which are one space; the 2004 plan shows this subdivided, but this 
does not appear to be the present condition) were both initially designated as 
laboratory spaces; 453 is now called storage and is used as an AV and general 
materials storage and work room. Room 457-457B is a photography/computer 

Figure 170. Level Four north faculty office.
Source: EYP

Figure 171. Level Four south faculty office showing limited view of color in coffers.
Source: EYP
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lab.  Both spaces have the same original window condition with the continuous 
counter and round structural columns, with operable hopper windows from the 
counter to baseboard level (Fig. 169).  Blackout shades have been installed in 
457–457A.  The ceilings are exposed concrete with one of the skylights in 453 
and both in 457 blocked off; the other remains open.  The lighting in 453 is new 
hung direct/indirect fixtures; 457 has a combination of hung direct/indirect and 
hung acrylic lens fixtures. The 1993 ductwork is a prominent presence within the 
spaces.  

Office 456 (Fig. 171) is similar to the other spaces in terms of layout, relationship 
of counter to window wall (which in this case includes two operable casement 
windows), and some original furnishings, but it features a yellow and gray color 
scheme in the concrete coffers, notably under the skylight.  Rudolph used this 
device of coloring the skylight wells to affect the color of the daylight in other 
works, notably Southeastern Massachusetts Technical University (now UMASS 
Dartmouth).  Further investigation is needed to understand if this was originally 
more widespread in Jewett.  The same yellow is present on the walls between 
459 and 459A in Room 459 (Fig. 170), and the same gray is used on the concrete 
coffers in 460, with no yellow.  The lighting in 456 is a combination of a new hung 
fluorescent fixture and the original coffer mounted lighting. Room 456 and 460 
also both have the original metal framed wood chalk rail, now integrated with 
shelving units.  

Corridor 400 has only the chalk rail on the north wall as a vestige of the original 
finishes.  The ceiling is changed from concealed spline to ACT and has new 
lighting.  The walls are lined with homosote for tack space, and the metal lockers 
that originally populated the south wall have been removed.   

Variation from Original Intent

These spaces have been adapted over time and, aside from the new interventions 
of technology, systems and  lighting have remained otherwise largely unchanged.

Evaluation

These are also spaces that should remain flexible for changing use while 
maintaining their essential architectural integrity—they would nominally be 
classified as Category Three spaces.

Recommendations

The following is recommended:

Figure 172. Level Four photo lab.
Source: EYP

Figure 173. Level Four north lighting studio .
Source: EYP
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1. Some decisions will have to be made based upon projected program use.  
Rooms 457 and 457B will have limited conservation related change if they 
are to remain photo/computer labs.  

2. In all spaces, conserve the perimeter millwork counter and podium with 
spot restoration and refinishing of all natural finish cabinets and millwork 
and cleaning and spot repairs for the linoleum counters.  

3. As part of a larger HVAC strategy, ascertain whether a more sympathetic 
distribution of services can be accomplished in this room when changes 
eventually need to occur.

4. Evaluate lighting and consider whether to eventually re-introduce original or 
modified original fixture type where they have been replaced.  Restore and 
modify existing original lighting to accept LED sources and possible changes 
to reflector blades.

5. Sample painted concrete ceiling in one or two locations to verify original 
color.  

6. Corridor ceiling should eventually be replaced with an accessible ceiling 
more in keeping with the architectural character of the building.

7. Consider installation of a linoleum floor at the end of the service life of the 
vinyl floor.

Darkroom/Photo Lab—462, 462A

Original Design Evolution and Existing Condition

The darkroom/photo lab, which was installed in 1993, occupies an area that was 
originally tagged as laboratory space. These spaces have been comprehensively 
changed from their original configuration—including the blocking off of all of the 
windows in the darkroom space—and should be assessed on their own terms as 
a functioning wet photo lab.  We will refer to recent assessments of this space for 
possible inclusion into this document.

Variation from Original Intent

These spaces have been radically altered, although the original intended use was 
as lab space, which it remains today.  

Figure 174. Level Four south video production studio.
Source: EYP
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Evaluation

This is Category Three space.

Recommendation

Maintain space as a working photo lab in compliance with contemporary safety 
and environmental requirements.

Studios 463, 464, 464

Original Design Evolution and Existing Condition 

These rooms were originally designated as the Fresco Room and Study respectively, 
and were two identically sized spaces. The 1993 renovation converted them 
into Mac labs—early computer labs—and they have subsequently morphed 
into studio spaces: lighting studio 463 (Fig. 173) and video production 464. The 
smaller spaces, 464A and 464B, were carved out of 464 since 1993, as was the 
more recent undesignated closet in 463.  The concrete coffered ceiling, which is 
largely obscured by ductwork and other systems, is the same gray found in 456, 
with some yellow coffer accents, particularly in the skylight well of 464.  Room 
464 also has the original counter and millwork along the south and west walls, 
though it is in poor condition.  We note here as well that the openings to the new 
rooms that have been inserted since 1993 utilize conventional overlay trim that 
is at odds with the flush/reveal system of Rudolph’s original detailing which has 
also largely been used in subsequent renovations.  

Variation from Original Intent

These spaces have been radically altered, though they remain instructional 
space. The largest change has been their subdivision through the introduction of 
the new rooms within the main spaces.  

Evaluation

These are Category Three spaces.

Recommendations

1. Perform paint sampling of the concrete to confirm original color palette; 
conserve the painted concrete ceilings and skylight wells. 

Figure 175. East egress stair in original red-orange color.
Source: EYP
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2. Conserve the perimeter millwork counter to the degree possible with spot 
restoration and refinishing of all natural millwork and cleaning and spot 
repairs for the linoleum counters.  

3. When the space is next renovated, explore the removal of the more recent 
room insertions.  If the rooms are to remain, rework the door openings to 
more closely harmonize with characteristic opening and trim details.  

4. Lighting: As part of a comprehensive lighting program, the original linear 
fixtures that remain in this space should be retrofitted or replaced with 
compatible designed contemporary fixtures.

Stair 200 SK

Original Design Evolution and Existing Condition 

Stair 200 SK is the enclosed egress stair at the prow of the east end of the Art 
Wing.  It is distinguished by its geometry that follows the bend in the wall and 
its wall color—a light red going almost to an orangish-pink.  This color is similar 
to that used in the skylight wells in the Student Center at Rudolph’s UMASS 
Dartmouth campus, and can also be found in fabrics and carpeting that he came 
to use increasingly through the 1960s.  Like the yellow found on Level Four of 
the Art Wing, this raises the question as to whether there was greater use of 
color anticipated at any time for this building.  The stair itself is conventional 
steel pan construction with unfinished concrete treads and painted metal railings 
that show some wear.  Aside from systems threading through the corner of the 
stairwell, it appears that the stair is in original condition.

Variation from Original Intent

Piping and other building services have accrued over the years; otherwise in 
original condition.

Evaluation

The stair is a utilitarian feature that would not typically be considered a character-
defining element of the complex, but given its unique shape and color it may be 
designated as a Category Three space with Category Two features.  

Recommendation

This stair will have to remain as a required means of egress, and should be changed 
only as required to comply with current code. The utilitarian flavor should be 
maintained, and should a standpipe be required for future fire protection, it 

should be accommodated as discreetly as possible.  The paint should be sampled 
to confirm the original color, which should be maintained through subsequent 
renovations. 
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Building Systems

MECHANICAL
General Overview

The Central Plant provides medium pressure steam and chilled water via 
underground distribution to the Jewett Arts Center.  The Music Wing and the 
Art Wing are provided with separate incoming services entering each building 
wing within ground level mechanical spaces.  Pressure reducing stations provide 
low pressure steam to various air handling unit (AHU) coils via a steam and 
condensate return piping distribution system.  Steam-to-hot-water converters 
generate heating hot water for perimeter baseboard radiators, fan coil units, and 
various air handling unit coils.  

A networked Carrier Building Automation System (BAS) was installed in 1993.  
The system is primarily pneumatic; however, electronic pneumatic transducers 
are utilized to control actuation.  A Quincy duplex air compressor located in the 
Art Wing ground level mechanical room provides air to the system.  The system 
controls are stand-alone by system and when multiple systems serve the same 
space there is a possibility of simultaneous heating and cooling.  Facilities staff 
report that building occupants comment on discomfort relative to temperature, 
humidity, and air quality.

Chilled water pumps with VFDs have been recently installed to decouple each 
building wing from the Central Plant, which has improved the system.  All 
three-way cooling coil valves and actuators were replaced with two-way valves 
as part of this project, but actuator control is still pneumatic.  This system is 
controlled by an Automated Logic Corporation (ALC) BAS.  This system is capable 
of incorporating electric and steam condensate metering. 

All AHUs are equipped with humidifiers, but they have been de-commissioned 
due to mechanical failures.  Dehumidification is provided by the AHU chilled 
water coils, however their capacity to dehumidify is fair to poor.

Music Wing Assessment

The Music Wing is served by different heating and cooling systems.  Some areas 
are served by constant volume air handling units and perimeter baseboard hot 
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water radiators while other areas are served by four-pipe fan coil units with 
conditioned ventilation air provided by constant volume air handling units.  All of 
the AHUs are located in congested mechanical room spaces or  ceilings,   making 
them difficult to access for service and maintenance.  Fan coil units (FCUs) are 
located within occupied spaces either behind walls or mounted  dropped ceilings.  
These units are difficult to access for routine service and maintenance.  Most 
FCUs are provided with a condensate reservoir/pump unit mounted near the 
unit.  Many of these pumps are 208v and not equipped with a technician service 
switch, making service difficult when they clog and overflow.  Areas served by 
FCUs report a fair level of thermal comfort since these units typically serve a 
single space and are controlled by local thermostats.   

Basement Level Mechanical Room

The Basement Level is primarily unexcavated with mechanical and storage spaces 
located along the west side of the building.  The mechanical room houses medium 
to low pressure steam pressure reducing stations to serve various air handling 
units.  A steam-to-hot-water converter, CV-2, and associated pumps with VFDs 
provide heating hot water to perimeter baseboard radiators, fan coil units, and 
various air handling units.  The steam-to-hot-water converter appears to have 
been installed during the 1993 renovation and the bundle was replaced in the 
past year.  The hot water pump VFDs were installed in 2010.  These components 
are in good condition.

Chilled water pumps with VFDs decouple the building from the central chilled 
water plant.  The chilled water pumps are in good condition.

AHU-25 and AHU-26 serve Level One practice rooms and are also located in the 
Basement Level mechanical spaces.  These units appear to have been installed 
during the original construction in 1958 as heating and ventilating units and were 
equipped with a future chilled water coil.  The chilled water coil appears to have 
been connected during the 1977 renovation.  These units have exceeded their 
life expectancy and are in poor condition.

Music Library 

AHU-7 serves the Level One Music Library and is located in the ceiling of the Level 
Two Music Library near the circulation desk.  AHU-8 serves the Level Two Music 
Library and is also located in the ceiling of the Level Two Music Library. The units 
appear to have been installed during the 1993 renovation.  The units are difficult 
to access for service and maintenance since the ceiling cavity is congested with 
piping.  The units are unable to provide adequate dehumidification, so portable 
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dehumidifiers have been provided.  Outside air dampers are in poor to non-
operational condition.  These units have exceeded their life expectancy and are 
in poor condition.

Level Three and Level Four Mechanical Spaces Adjacent to 
Auditorium

AHU-18 serves the Level Two Rehearsal Room/Classroom and AHU-19 serves the 
Level Two Music Department offices.  The units are located in the Level Three 
attic/mechanical space adjacent to the Auditorium, which is very constrained, 
making them difficult to access.  These units appear to have been installed 
during original construction as heating and ventilating units and were equipped 
with a future chilled water coil.  The chilled water coil appears to have been 
connected during the 1977 renovation.  According to Facilities, AHU-18 chilled 
water coil has split and needs replacement.  The steam coils in the units have 
poor condensate drainage and the ductwork insulation is in poor condition.  The 
units have exceeded their life expectancy and are in poor condition.  However, 
the pneumatic mixed air damper actuators were recently replaced, so these are 
in good operational condition.

AHU-20 and AHU-24 serve the Auditorium and are located in the Level Three 
attic/mechanical space adjacent to the Auditorium, which is very constrained, 
making them difficult to access.  These units appear to have been installed during 
original construction as heating and ventilating units and were equipped with a 
future chilled water coil.  The chilled water coil appears to have been connected 
during the 1977 renovation.  According to Facilities, the dampers are in poor 
to not-operational condition and the ductwork insulation is in poor condition.  
Noise and vibration from these units can be heard and felt in the Auditorium.  
The units have exceeded their life expectancy and are in poor condition. 

AHU-21 serves the Level One Seminar Room 218, AHU-22 serves the former 
Record Library Room 214, and AHU-23 serves the Level One Rehearsal Room/
Classroom.  The units are located in Level Three attic/mechanical space adjacent 
to the Auditorium, which is very constrained, making them difficult to access.  
These units appear to have been installed during the original construction in 
1960 as heating and ventilating units and were equipped with a future chilled 
water coil.  The chilled water coil appears to have been connected during 
the 1977 renovation.  According to Facilities, the dampers are in poor to not-

Figure 176. Level Three and Level Four mechanical spaces adjacent to Auditorium.
Source: EYP
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operational condition and the ductwork insulation is in poor condition.  The units 
have exceeded their life expectancy and are in poor condition.

Art Wing Assessment

The Art Wing is served by perimeter hot water baseboard radiators, fan coil 
units, and AHUs.  FCUs serve common areas at stairwell landings.  The FCUs 
are installed within walls and are difficult to service.  The occupied spaces are 
served by a combination of perimeter heating and AHUs.  The perimeter heating 
system is controlled by space mounted thermostats located near the perimeter.  
According to Facilities, the perimeter system control valves are in poor condition 
and, thus, provide poor local control.  There have also been issues associated 
with the make-up water quality. This is causing general flow restrictions in the 
heating hot water system and components as well as reduced heat transfer for 
the baseboard radiators and AHU/FCU heating coils. The air handling units are 
constant-volume type and a space mounted thermostat controls the supply air 
temperature.  Each system's controls are stand-alone and not interconnected 
such that simultaneous heating and cooling is possibly contributing to discomfort.

All of the heating coil valves and actuators have exceeded their life expectancy 
and should be replaced.  

Basement Level Mechanical Room

The Basement Level is primarily unexcavated with mechanical spaces located 
along the west side of the building.  The mechanical room houses medium to low 
pressure steam pressure reducing stations to serve various air handling units.  A 
steam-to-hot-water converter, CV-1, and associated pumps with VFDs provide 
heating hot water to perimeter baseboard radiators and various air handling 
units.  The steam-to-hot-water converter appears to have been installed during 
the 1993 renovation.  The hot water pump VFDs were installed in 2010.  These 
components are in fair condition.  One of the two pumps is currently not 
operational.

Chilled water pumps with VFDs decouple the building from the central chilled 
water plant.  The chilled water pumps are in good condition.

AHU-27 serves the Level Two Art Department offices and AHU-28, according to the 
original drawing set, served the Level Two sculpture and modeling studios on the 
west end of the Art Wing. The 1991 renovation set shows this modified to serve 
the Level Three Gallery (feeding the area below the elevation platform). Both 
units are located in the Basement Level mechanical room.  These units appear to 

Figure 177. Level Three and Level Four mechanical spaces adjacent to Auditorium.
Source: EYP



Jewett Arts Center - Conservation Plan - March 2017

192

have been installed during original construction as heating and ventilating units 
and were equipped with a future chilled water coil.  The chilled water coil appears 
to have been connected during the 1977 renovation.  According to Facilities, the 
mixed air damper is in fair to non-operational condition.  The outside air intake 
is located near the loading dock, and Facilities reports a high level of complaints 
due to air quality and temperature control.  These units have exceeded their life 
expectancy and are in poor condition.  

Art Library

AHU-12, 13, and 14 serve the Level One Art Library and are located in Level One 
mechanical rooms.  AHU-15 serves the Level Two Art Library and is also located in 
a Level One mechanical room.  The units appear to have been installed during the 
1993 renovation.  The units are unable to provide adequate dehumidification, so 
portable dehumidifiers have been provided.  According to Facilities, the AHU-15 
heating valve does not close tightly, and thus overheats the space.  Outside air 
(OA) intake is located  the exterior door at the loading dock and the OA dampers 
are in fair to non-operational condition.  The units have exceeded their life 
expectancy and are in fair to poor condition.

Level Three and Level Four Classrooms

AHU-16 serves the Level Three classrooms and AHU-17 serves the Level Four 
classrooms.  The units are located in mechanical rooms on Level Four and appear 
to have been installed during the 1993 renovation.  Facilities reports they receive 
the most comfort complaints in the areas served by these units.  Outside air 
intake is located at the roof.  The units have exceeded their life expectancy and 
are in fair to poor condition.

Classroom 372

Lecture Hall 372 has been provided with a new air handling unit within the past 
year.  The unit is located in a mechanical space directly adjacent to this room and 
is easily accessible for service and maintenance.  New ductwork extends from 
the mechanical room distributing conditioned air to the space.

Museum Gallery/Art Studios and Main Lobby 

AHU-9 serves the east side of both Student Gallery 200 and Media Arts Studio 
247. AHU-10 serves Studio 244. AHU-11 serves the west side of both Student 
Gallery 200 and Media Arts Studio 247. The units are located above the ceiling in 
the Main Lobby and Auditorium Lobby.  The ceiling space is congested with piping, 

Figure 178A. Art Wing Basement Level mechanical space.
Source: EYP

Figure 178B. Level Three and 
Level Four mechanical spaces 
adjacent to Auditorium.
 
Source: EYP
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making the units difficult to access for service and maintenance.  According to 
Facilities, temperature control of the gallery and studio spaces is poor, possibly 
due to mixed zoning of spaces served by units.  The Media Arts Lab/Room 247 is 
difficult to cool, possibly because the original sizing of the system was based on 
gallery use but it now includes computer equipment.  

Chilled water distribution to these units has been an issue even after the 
decoupling project. Facilities also reports that AHU-11 is noisy and vibrates 
ceilings and walls, affecting activities in the Auditorium.  The units have exceeded 
their life expectancy and are in fair to poor condition. 

Evaluation and Recommendation

The original intent of the building was the integration of the building systems 
with the architecture.  This is evident in the careful detailing of the perimeter 
heating systems within the Music Library.

It is recommended that renovation consider an approach that is respectful of this 
original intent.  In the Music Wing, there are several areas where the individual 
space heating/cooling systems are decoupled from the centralized ventilation 
outdoor air systems.  Areas that have this decoupled configuration are readily 
adaptable to replacement of the existing fan coil units, which provide space 
cooling with ceiling mounted chilled beams. Ceiling mounted chilled beams 
would offer multiple advantages over the current fan coil unit systems, such as 
better space acoustics, lowered HVAC system operation costs, increased occupant 
thermal comfort, decreased required maintenance, and increased controllability. 
One additional benefit of removing the existing fan coil units is recapturing 
floor space that was being used to house the units themselves. The hot water 
baseboard radiators that supply space heating would remain,  retrofitted with 
new electronic actuating valves and digital space controls. Combining the 
heating/cooling controls into a single space sensor/controller would eliminate 
simultaneous heating and cooling as well as increase the occupant thermal 
comfort within the space.  

The existing centralized ventilation air units are original to the building, thus 
it is recommended they be replaced.  When replacing the units serving as 100 
percent outdoor air units, combining multiple smaller units into fewer larger units 
will reduce the replacement cost and will also allow for increased maintenance 
access as well as fewer components overall to maintain. Replacing the units 
and installing direct digital controls will enable the systems to operate more 
efficiently, which will decrease building energy usage and increase occupant 
comfort. Further improvements in energy performance can be achieved if these 
new units include energy recovery components that transfer energy from the 

Figure 179. Classroom affected by 1993 HVAC ductwork.
Source: EYP

Figure 180. Office affected by 1993 HVAC ductwork.
Source: EYP
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return/exhaust air stream to the outside air stream.   Adding energy recovery 
components will have spatial impact, but there are several technology options 
to consider, including enthalpy wheel, high-efficiency run-around coil, and plate-
and-frame, that provide flexibility. In general, building envelope and lighting 
systems upgrades will also have an impact on the space heating/cooling loads. 

By installing new HVAC components, the systems and components can be sized 
appropriately for the newly calculated space loads and deliver occupant comfort 
in a more efficient and effective way.

Figure 181. 
Source: From original 1958 Rudolph/Anderson, Beckwith & Haible Drawing.
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Figure 182. Concept proposed to reduce systems impact, 2016.
Source: EYP
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Preliminary Survey—10 February 2016 

Electrical Systems

Normal Power Distribution

Jewett Arts Center has a GE substation located in the Art Wing Basement Level 
Room G10. Campus has a medium voltage distribution of 13.8kV. The primary 
switch of the substation is a 15.5 kV rated switch with 50E fuses. The transformer 
of the substation is rated at 750 kVA, 3phase, 4W, 13.8kV/208/120V, 150-degree 
C, 7.2% Z. Secondary side of the transformer is fused with a 2000A main fused 
switch, the KAIC rating of the board and switch is listed as 65 KAIC. Digital meter 
is not functional and is not wired to BMS. 

Main gear feeds two switchboards (one for each wing of the building). Next to 
the switchgear there is the 1200A GE distribution switchboard for the Art Wing, 
and a 1000A Kelek with main fused switch distribution switchboard MDP-M for 
the Music Wing located in Room G05.

The Music Wing has several Kelek panels and some new Square D panels. Users 
and maintenance personnel have been having issues with breakers in older Kelek 
panelboards. Breakers don’t trip all the way, and they have no more spare parts. 
Raceways are a mix of MC and EMT. 

Emergency Power Distribution

The emergency power distribution for Jewett Arts Center is fed from an exterior 
pad-mounted generator in a weatherproof enclosure. The generator is a 
Cummins 300DFCB, rated at 300 kW and containing an 800 gallon skid-base fuel 
tank. The generator also serves the emergency power loads in the Davis Museum 
and is in working condition.

The generator serves the emergency distribution equipment through an Onan 
automatic transfer switch. The transfer switch is located in the basement 
mechanical space outside of the main electrical (substation) room and is rated at 
208/120 volt, 125 amp, 3-phase, 4-wire. An emergency distribution panel, EDP-J, 
is located adjacent to the transfer switch. The panel is a GE, 208/120 volt, 125 
amp, 42-pole panel with a 100 amp MCB. There is a compressor obstructing the 
code required clearance in front of “EDP-J” and the transfer switch.

Electrical and Lighting

Figures 183A, 183B.  (183A) Art Wing distribution switchboard. (183B) Music Wing 
distribution switchboard.
Source: EYP

Figure 184. Main switchgear, 1200A GE.
Source: EYP
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Panel EPM-1, which is located on Level Two in the stair adjacent to LPM-6, is an 
old Kelek, 16-pole panel. This panel serves the emergency lighting and fire alarm 
loads in the area. Panel EPA-1 is recessed in corridor 300CB, which is located on 
the art side of Level Three. This panel is an old Kelek, 208/120 volt, 100 amp, 18-
pole panel, which generally serves door security, egress lighting, and exit signs.

Lighting

Lighting within the Music Library consists of original surface mounted wrap-
around fixtures with T8 lamping and electronic ballasts. There are no exit signs. 

Panel LPA-4 is serving library lighting in this area. Librarians use the circuit 
breakers in this panel to control the lighting in the library.

The lighting in the studios consists of downlights and direct pendants with 
T12 fluorescent lamping. There is very high contrast ratio in this room, making 
reading a difficult task. 

There are incandescent wall washers and some downlight halogen fixtures 
serving the Museum Gallery/Art Studios. There are no controls beyond switches 
for the lighting.

The lighting within offices consists of surface mounted linear wrap-around 
fixtures.

Lighting within storage areas consists of incandescent downlights. There are no 
automatic light controls.

Lighting within the Art Library consists of surface mounted linear wrap-around 
fixtures with T8 lamping and electronic ballasts. There are insufficient exit signs 
within the Music Library.

The lighting within the Main Lobby and Auditorium Lobby consists of wall scones 
with 13W CFL lamps. Lighting level is very low 2fc. Lighting levels in bathrooms 
are very low as well. Level Three corridors consists of older fixtures with T12 
lamping PCB ballasts. There are insufficient exit signs located throughout the 
path of egress.

Classroom 372 has been renovated with upgrades to lighting systems. The 
lighting within the Level Four corridor consists of 2-foot-by-2-foot fixtures and 
track lighting for displays. There are insufficient exit signs located throughout the 
path of egress.

Figure 185. GE switchgear.
Source: EYP

Figure 186. Panel location within Art 
Library office.
Source: EYP

Figure 187. Original lighting in the 
Sculpture Court stair.
Source: EYP
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Figure 188. Art Library Level One with retrofitted linear lighting.
Source: EYP

The lighting within the classrooms consists of compact fluorescents track lighting.

Wall mounted cylinders outside the building have CFL lamps. Some of the 
recessed lights have been retrofitted with LED lamps, and some are rusted.

Passageway and stair lighting lamps are inaccessible and cannot be serviced/
replaced. They’re too high up and maintenance personnel are reluctant to use 
high ladders for safety reasons.

T12 lamps will not be available for replacement in the near future. Color 
temperature of the lamps in the building varies from 3000K, 3500K, and 4100K. 

Lighting Recommendations

There is a general need to create a more consistent and architecturally 
appropriate program for upgrading the lighting in Jewett, and we would suggest 
that Wellesley undertake a comprehensive study on how best to achieve this 
goal.  From a conservation standpoint, several original fixture types remain in the 
building—the following are some initial strategies to maintain their appearance 
and function within the building while conforming to present standards for 
illumination and performance:  

1. The most important fixtures architecturally are the linear indirect fixtures 
mounted in the concrete coffers.  The fixtures have been tested and found 
to contain PCBs, which means that any strategy to retrofit the fixture would 
involve an abatement process.  This could be done if there is sufficient 
desire to retain the original fixtures, but it would be expensive and would 
also involve a radical reworking of the fixture itself to accommodate an 
LED source, which going forward is the only reasonable source to consider.  
An alternative and probably more effective solution would be to develop 
a custom alternate fixture based upon the original design but utilizing LED 
sources.  Given the smaller and more flexible nature of the LED lamps, there 
might also be an opportunity to improve the photometrics of the reflector 
and optimize the quality of light coming from the coffered ceilings.  

2. The other significant fixtures found in any quantity throughout Jewett are 
the cylindrical downlights and the semi-recessed “eyeball” fixtures in the 
Main Lobby and the Sculpture Court.  In both of these cases, it is incumbent 
upon us to consider that the future will inevitably be to try to accommodate 
LED sources as part of any long-term strategy.  Given the requirements of 
LED sources, it would probably be most cost effective in both cases to design 
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appropriate replacement fixtures rather than trying to retrofit the existing 
fixtures for LEDs (which would be difficult if not impossible in both cases).   

3. The final significant fixtures are the stainless steel “bullet” fixtures in the 
exhibit area under the balcony to the east of the Auditorium.  In this instance 
we would recommend trying to preserve the fixtures if at all possible as there 
are few of these, and they have a real presence in the space.  Retrofitting the 
fixtures with a more energy-efficient source should be explored, but they 
might otherwise be retained in their present form.  

Tel-data

Fiber (multi-mode) six strands comes to the building's main electrical room. 
Six strands go to the Music Wing, and six strands to the Art Wing. There is one 
telecom closet in the Level One Music Wing, and another closet in Art Wing 
Room 158. Cat6 cable is used. 

Wi-Fi is distributed throughout the buildings. Some Wi-Fi routers are ceiling 
mounted, and some are wall mounted.

Two hundred pairs of copper lines come into main electrical room for telephone. 
One hundred pairs go to the Music Wing and 100 to the Art Wing telecom closets. 

Security

Only one security panel, CCURE 9000, located in Room 158, serves the entire 
building. Only one outside door has a card reader. Card readers have ADA 
assignments for people in need. 

The building needs another security panel for the Music Wing, and more card 
readers, door operators, and cameras are needed. 

Some buildings on campus are using Wi-Fi for card reader access.

Cable TV

Cable TV comes from a tap from the Level One Music Wing telecom closet. Cable 
TV is distributed to both wings.

Figure 189. Original coffer-mounted indirect lighting fixture.
Source: EYP

Figure 190. Wellesley Electrical Team selfie.
Source: EYP
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Code and Life Safety

Objective

The goal of this report is to develop a framework for Wellesley College and 
authorities having jurisdiction (AHJs) in anticipation of possible future alterations 
to the building in order to ensure its compliance with the current codes and 
meet modern functionality standards while respecting the historic architectural 
integrity of the building. The following section contains a summary of current 
code compliance issues and recommendations for the fire protection and life 
safety systems for the Jewett Arts Center.

Approach

The work done to complete this assessment consisted of a visual survey of the 
building and the system components that can be assessed by simple visual 
inspection. This master plan assessment is limited to developing system design 
concepts for fire protection and life safety systems, their general arrangement, 
and their suitability for upgrades and improvements of the Jewett Arts Center

The recommendations completed as part of this assessment identify the salient 
building and fire code concerns, and how the fire protection system relates to the 
overall life safety features of the building. It is important to emphasize that an 
integrated approach to the fire and life safety improvements be used as a road 
map for how to prioritize future improvements, and how to best enhance and 
align the life safety systems and features of a building that was not constructed 
in accordance with today’s fire protection and life safety standards.

This integrated approach is necessary to maximize the life safety for building 
occupants by considering how improvements in fire detection, alarm, and 
suppressions systems are coordinated with the egress improvement priorities 
and improvements in existing passive features, such as fire barriers, walls, and 
doors.

Occupancy Classification

The occupancy classification for Jewett Arts Center is mixed occupancy composed 
of A-1 for the Auditorium, A-3 for the library, and B for classrooms and offices 
with an occupant load of less than 50. The occupancy load for the building will 
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not change; therefore, the only requirement that needs to be met is changing 
bathrooms to be ADA compliant.

Construction Type/Height and Area Limitations

The building is a Type IIB unprotected non-combustible construction as it has 
exposed non-protected steel beams. Spraying the unprotected steel with a 
2-hr rated SFRM or applying an intumescent coating system can be reasonably 
achieved and would change the building type to IB protected construction. Even 
though an upgrade on building type is likely not anticipated unless there is a 
building addition or change of use in the existing building, the recommended 
change can support an increase in the allowable height and area limitations not 
supported by the current construction classification. 

Fire Resistance Ratings

Installing a full automatic sprinkler system removes all interior fire resistance 
rating requirements. The installation of full automatic sprinkler protection is also 
a fundamental component of limiting retroactive requirements for fire protection 
ratings and existing conditions such as unenclosed floor openings.

Vertical Openings

There are stairs and atriums in the building that are unenclosed, which prevents 
them from being acceptable paths of egress. IEBC mandates that all existing 
interior vertical openings connecting two or more floors should be enclosed with 
1-hour fire resistance. However, there are a series of requirements in which this 
rule can be excluded (IEBC, 803.2). The conditions for the area are as follows:

• The Low Hazard to Moderate Hazard spaces are protected throughout 
by an automatic sprinkler system.

• The lowest floor or next to the lowest level is a street floor.

• The space is open and unobstructed so that fire is readily obvious to 
all of the occupants.

• The exit capacity is sufficient to provide egress simultaneously for all 
occupants of all levels.

• Each floor level, considered separately, has at least one half of 
its individual required exit capacity provided by an exit or exits 
leading directly out of that level without having to traverse another 
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communicating floor level or be exposed to the smoke or fire 
spreading from another communicating floor level.

In group A and B occupancies the vertical opening cannot exceed three floors, 
which creates an issue for the Sculpture Court stair as it connects four floors and 
is open or unenclosed to three of those floors. A compliance alternative approach 
should be used for the Sculpture Court stair in order to establish an equivalent 
level of fire and life safety according to the prescriptive requirements of the code 
while not altering these spaces visually due to their architectural importance. 
Having a fire rated stairway enclosure on Level Four and Level Three will allow us 
to isolate the stairs from the rest of the building. Classroom 372, adjacent to the 
display area, could be fitted with a door with glazing so that the occupants can 
be aware of a potential smoldering in the display area. The display area on Level 
Three can have limited objects and can be protected by an early warning smoke 
detection system, such as a video or air sampling smoke detection, in order to 
identify and stop any potential fires before they get out of control.

Interior Finish

According to International Existing Building Code, the interior finishes that are 
triggered with a Level One alteration to the building should be in conformance 
with the latest International Building Code. IBC Table 803.11 allows the use of the 
following interior wall and ceiling finish by occupancy.

Interior floor finish is allowed to be Class I and Class II for A-1, A-3, and B Class 
Occupancies. Automatically sprinklered buildings are permitted to use materials 
that comply with DOC FF-1 “pill test” or ASTM D 2859 test (IBC 2015, 804.4)

Alternatively, the existing interior finish that doesn’t comply with the current 
codes can be treated with an approved fire retardant coating in accordance 
with the manufacturer’s instructions in order to achieve the required rating. 
This may be an issue with fabric on walls of the Main Lobby and Auditorium. 
Where work area on any floor exceeds 50 percent of the floor area, the interior 
finish requirements in the work area will apply to the interior finish in exits and 
corridors serving the work area throughout the floor.
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Occupancy Class Interior exit stairways, interior exit 
ramps and exit passageways

Corridors and enclosure for exit access 
stairways and exit access ramps

Rooms and enclosed spaces

A-1, A-3 B B C

B B C C

Means of Egress

Calculations will need to be conducted in order to verify that the egress capacity 
is sufficient for the building to be compliant with the current codes, but the 
capacity is predicted to be adequate. 

Required Fire Protection Systems

The Jewett Arts Center currently does not possess an automatic sprinkler 
standpipe system coverage. A new combined domestic and fire supply service 
has been put into the G01 mechanical room as a part of the Pendleton Building 
Project. This new service is anticipated to be used to provide future full automatic 
sprinkler protection for the building. The existing fire alarm wiring and panel are 
new, but the notification devices do not have sufficient coverage to meet the 
ADA requirements, and the existing fire alarm system is also reaching the end of 
its useful service life.

Water Supply

The mechanical room G01 has an 8-inch water supply pipe that is designated for 
a future fire sprinkler system implementation. The supply operating pressure for 
both static and residual ranges approximately between 75 psi and 80 psi. With 
these anticipated static and residual operating pressures, a fire pump will likely 
not be needed to meet the pressure requirements at the most remote areas of 
the building for automatic sprinkler protection system.

Fire and Life Safety Issues

The primary code challenges with the building concern accessibility. There are no 
accessible bathrooms or lavatories. The building accessibility and the emergency 
egress arrangements do not meet the minimum requirements for the code for 
new construction and will cause design constraints for projects where a Level 
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Three alteration or a change of use is proposed.  The unenclosed stair and 
floor openings in the Sculpture Court are the primary existing non-conforming 
arrangement that impacts fire and life safety as the building is renovated. 

Some spaces in the building went through “change of use.”   These changes have 
been reviewed and permitted by the building official and fire department, but 
they will require additional evaluation to ensure that sufficient fire protection 
systems and ventilation systems provide appropriate safeguards for students and 
building occupants. These repurposed spaces consist of the Museum Gallery that 
changed into the Art Studio classroom, where possibly hazardous chemicals are 
stored, and spaces that evolved from classrooms and seminar rooms into storage 
rooms or faculty offices. 

There are an insufficient number of exit signs in the building, and there are exit 
signs that do not show the correct egress path for evacuation. The lighting levels 
within the corridors in the basement are not sufficient for emergency lighting.

The photo labs in the building are currently not protected by a code compliant 
fire safety system as there are no strobes or horns, only smoke detection. Due to 
the use and storage of chemicals in the labs, an automatic sprinkler protection 
will be required to achieve adequate fire and life safety. Alternatively, the photo 
labs can be relocated or modified in order to remove this higher hazard operation 
and associated chemicals from the fire rated egress path for the occupants in the 
studio areas on Level Four to the south stairs. This modification will help the 
compliance of Sculpture Court stair as a mini atrium.

Fire Protection

There are no automatic sprinkler and standpipe systems in the building. A full 
automatic sprinkler system will need to be installed throughout the building.  
Complete sprinkler coverage is especially important for making the unenclosed 
stairs in the building code compliant. 

The available 8-inch supply will be used to feed the sprinkler system. 
Implementing a sprinkler system in the building will be challenging as there are 
many exposed ceilings, and the automatic sprinkler system layout should take 
into consideration the architectural importance of the building while providing 
a cost effective solution. There will be two zones per floor, as the two wings of 
the building have different elevations and additional floors. This will also improve 
control and maintain protection during down times due to maintenance of the 
fire protection system.
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The Basement Level has limited ceiling height, therefore installing fire protection 
and other systems would require careful consideration. 

IEBC mandates that standpipe should be provided when the work area includes 
exits or corridors shared by more than one tenant and is located more than 50 
feet above or below the lowest level of fire department access, and due to the 
building siting in the university premises there is a substantial insufficiency for 
the fire apparatus access. Due to stated reasons, a standpipe system will need to 
be installed in the building to accommodate for the deficiency. The standpipes 
will be installed in shafts near existing stairways in order to not interfere with the 
architectural integrity of the building.

Fire Alarm System

The current fire alarm notification devices are approximately 20 years old and are 
reaching the end of their useful life.  The fire control panel is upgraded and the 
AES communicator has been installed recently. The wiring and piping for the fire 
alarm system is in good condition. 

The existing fire alarm notification devices do not comply with the current code 
requirements for ADA as there isn’t enough signaling coverage. There are no 
strobes and the existing horn and light notification devices are not up to code 
standards. The audio notification devices consist of horns only, and there is no 
voice and mass notification system in the building.

There are no audio, visual, or sound system shut downs for the alarm activation, 
and no emergency communications exist in the building. The preferred system to 
be implemented is a voice alarm system that is composed of speakers and mass 
notification devices.

Elevators

There are two elevators in the building. One is used for both passengers and 
service, and the other is a passenger elevator. Photoelectric smoke detectors 
are provided adjacent to the doors; however, due to the age of the elevators 
the automatic recall system cannot be integrated. The elevators will need to be 
replaced in order to implement the recall feature.
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Plumbing

The drinking fountains installed in the bathroom sinks will need to be removed as 
they pose hygiene issues. There is no backflow preventer valve installed except 
for the heating system

Alternative Fire Protection Systems:

There are various alternative fire protection systems that can be implemented 
in order to meet the required fire safety objectives with reduced impact on the 
architectural integrity of the building. Currently these systems have higher costs 
associated with them both in terms of installation and maintenance. They are 
recognized as supplements to automatic sprinkler systems as they are not fully 
recognized by the state codes; however, they could be viable options for future 
projects as they might be put into building codes and become more affordable. 
They also can be used as an equivalent to sprinkler system as a part of the 
alternative design method. 

1. Water Mist System

The water mist system is composed of small-diameter orifices that causes the jet 
of water to turn into fine droplets. This allows for the same fire to be suppressed 
using less water, hence requiring smaller diameter pipes. Due to the architectural 
importance of the building, having smaller pipes would minimize the intrusion 
on the architectural features in sensitive areas.

2. Dual Fluid Mist System

The dual fluid mist system uses nitrogen and water in order to further atomize the 
water particles, which in return allows for even smaller water droplets than the 
water mist system. Along with water suppression, the released nitrogen drops 
the oxygen content of the room to a degree where there is sufficient oxygen for 
occupant survival but not enough for the combustion reaction to continue. The 
dual fluid system is a stand-alone, pre-packaged system that can be installed to 
any space, given that there is enough space for the cabinet.

Architecturally Sensitive Areas

The sensitive spaces where extra care should be taken when implementing a 
fire protection/fire alarm system in order to respect the architectural integrity of 
Jewett Arts Center is illustrated in the Category of Significance diagrams included 
in this document. The blue highlight is Category One which is the most sensitive 
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area; the red highlight is Category Two; and the remaining areas are Category 
Three. 

Key Project Drivers—Life Safety and Accessibility

The Massachusetts State Building Code adopts the International Existing Building 
Code (IEBC) with amendments to establish the minimum design and construction 
requirements for all renovation, alteration, change of use, or building addition 
projects for existing buildings.

In addition to the minimum requirements of the IEBC, a state law, Massachusetts 
General Law chapter 148, section 26G, identifies requirements for building-
wide automatic sprinkler protection requirements.  Accessibility regulations, 
Massachusetts Architectural Access Board Regulations (521 CMR), establish 
project specific requirements.

Fire Protection—Automatic Sprinkler System Upgrades

The minimum scope and extent of fire protection systems are identified by the 
IEBC based on the categorization of the work, however Massachusetts General 
Law chapter 148, section 26G, identifies automatic sprinkler retrofit scope 
requirements that can require a building-wide upgrade based on the value of 
specific project work in comparison to thresholds or triggers for projects, as 
summarized below, regardless of the alteration level.

Massachusetts General Law (MGL), Chapter 148, Section 26G

Major alterations include work such as the demolition or reconstruction of 
existing ceilings, sub flooring, walls, stairways, and doors, or the removal or 
relocation of a significant portion of the building’s HVAC, plumbing, or electrical 
systems. Cosmetic work such as painting or installing/replacing carpeting would 
be considered minor and would not trigger compliance with this law. 

These are general guidelines and not specific thresholds. The head of the fire 
department is the authority having jurisdiction that determines if the renovation 
work triggers compliance with MGL chapter 148, section 26G.

Since the Jewett Arts Center building is over 7,500 gross square feet in area, it is 
subject to the requirements of MGL chapter 148 section 26G. This law requires the 
entire building to be provided with sprinkler protection if the building undergoes 
an addition or the renovations are considered “major.”  The law specifically states 
that fire walls are not considered to create separate structures for the purposes 
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of applying this law.  Therefore, all portions of the existing building and any 
future additions must be provided with sprinkler protection regardless of any 
existing or new fire walls.  

Renovations are categorized as “major” depending on the type of work and the 
scope and cost of the work. The following are general guidelines established to 
determine if the scope or the cost of planned alterations to a building are defined 
or categorized as major:

1. Alterations are considered major in scope when such work over a five-year 
period affects 33 percent or more of the total gross square footage of the 
building (measured from the outside walls, regardless of firewalls).

2. Alterations are considered major in scope or expenditure, when the total 
cost of the work over a five-year period, excluding costs relating to sprinkler 
installation, is equal to or greater than 33 percent of the assessed value of 
the building, as of the date of permit application.

MAAB Accessibility Upgrades

The scope and extent of required alterations to provide the minimum required 
accessibility is identified by the IEBC based on the categorization of the work and 
the Massachusetts Architectural Access Board regulations (MAAB—521 CMR).  
All alterations to the building must comply with the requirements of MAAB 521 
CMR. The MAAB also identifies building and site-wide minimum access upgrades 
based on the assessed value of the building or the replacement value building.  
These values are based on the scope and cost of the work in comparison to either 
the assessed value or the full and fair replacement value of the building.

For an existing building alteration, the scope and extent of the minimum project 
requirements is determined by 521 CMR based on the cost of the proposed work 
and the following project specific thresholds:

1. If the cost of the proposed work is less than $100,000, only the new work 
must comply.

2. If the cost of the proposed work is greater than $100,000, then all new work 
must comply and the existing building must include an accessible  p u b l i c 
entrance, toilet room, telephone, and drinking fountain (if public phones 
and drinking fountains are provided) (521 CMR Section 3.3.1(b)). Exempt 
work when calculating the cost of work includes roof repair or replacement, 
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window repair or replacement, and repointing and masonry repair work 
unless the exempt work exceeds $500,000.

3. If the cost of the proposed work is greater than 30 percent of the full and fair 
cash value of the existing building, the entire building is required to comply 
with 521 CMR (521 CMR Section 3.3.2).  There is no exempt work, i.e. the 
entire project costs apply to determining the 30 percent criteria.

4. The cost of all work performed on a building in any 36-month period must 
be added together in determining the applicability of 521 CMR (521 CMR 
Section 3.5).  The full and fair cash value of the existing building is determined 
by using the 100 percent equalized assessed value of the building on record 
with the town or city assessor’s office.  If no assessed value exists or if 
the assessment is more than three years old, an appraised value may be 
substituted.  A certified appraised value must be submitted to the MAAB for 
approval.  

5. If the alterations exceed the identified 30 percent threshold, (combined with 
any work completed within a three-year period), all portions of the building 
open to the general public, such as students, visitors, etc., must be upgraded 
to comply in full with the current requirements of 521 CMR.  The following is 
a list of major upgrades required to comply in full with 521 CMR:

 • All public entrances must be accessible (521 CMR 25.1)

 • Accessible parking spaces must be provided with an accessible aisle 
(521 CMR 23.4.6 and 23.4.7). 

 • Accessible routes must be provided throughout the building (521 CMR 
20.1).  Accessible routes with a running slope greater than 5 percent is a 
ramp and must comply with 521 CMR 24 (521 CMR 20.9).  Ramp slopes 
must not exceed 8.3 percent (521 CMR 24.2.1).

 • Stairs must have continuous handrails at both sides of all stairs (521 
CMR 27.4.1).

 • At least 5 percent of the work spaces in classrooms, labs, etc., must be 
accessible (521 CMR 12.4).

 • Elevators must comply with 521 CMR Section 28.1.
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American with Disabilities Act (ADA) Guidelines

ADA Guidelines are not enforced by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 
they can only be enforced through a civil lawsuit or complaint filed with the 
U.S. Department of Justice.  Compliance with the ADA Guidelines is triggered 
by renovations to the existing building.  All renovations to the building must be 
made to ensure that, to the maximum extent feasible, the altered portions of the 
facility are readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities (28 CFR 
Part 36 Section 36.402(a)).

Alterations made to provide an accessible path of travel to altered areas and 
accessible facilities (i.e. provide accessible toilet facilities) are not required if the 
cost exceeds 20 percent of the total cost of the alteration (28 CFR Part 36 Section 
36.403(f)).  However, if the cost to meet these accessibility requirements does 
exceed 20 percent, alterations are still required to the maximum extent that the 
area can be made accessible without exceeding the 20 percent criteria (28 CFR 
Part 36 Section 36.403(g)). The ADA also contains less stringent dimensional 
requirements for some building elements in an existing building where it is 
infeasible to meet the requirements for new construction (ADA Section 4.1.6).  
Generally, most dimensional requirements in the ADA are similar too or 
equivalent to the minimum requirements in 521 CMR.
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Figure 191. Northeast corner of Jewett with new bridge to Pendleton connecting adjacent 
to Room 218. Accessible entry is through new opening in Pendleton, right of photo. 
Source: EYP

Figure 193. New bridge with accessible ramp from Pendleton to Jewett.
Source: EYP

Figure 192. Accessible entry at loading dock (from ramp to right of doors).
Source: EYP

Access to Jewett Today

At this writing in 2017, there are two accessible routes into Jewett.  The first is 
the ramp at the south that provides entry to the loading dock. This is a difficult 
location to access, coming off of a street with a marked slope, and in any case 
does not meet "universal design" standards.  The second is the newly opened 
accessible entrance that has been created as part of the Pendleton West 
renovation-addition.  The entry, through Pendleton, is directly off the north 
side of the quad, and access to Jewett is then possible via the closely proximate 
reconstructed Pendleton-Jewett bridge.  This is a gracious and easily accessible 
entrance, and provided the sets of doors in the connector remain open during 
operational hours, this should satisfy the Universal Design criteria for an 
accessible route into Jewett.  
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Alternative Accessible Entry 

Should a future need ever arise to provide an accessible entrance to Jewett that 
is independent of Pendleton, it would be possible to explore an alternative route 
from the Davis Museum Plaza.  This would be a desired location in terms of access 
to vehicular drop-off and parking, though it would have an architectural impact 
on Jewett. Below are a series of sketches that conceptually explore adding a new 
exterior elevator in the southwest corner of the Music Wing that would bring 
users up from the Plaza level to Level Two.

Figure 194. Bridge to Davis Museum from Music Wing west.
Source: EYP
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The following are reference materials used to gain a better understanding of the 
original construction and subsequent renovations to the Jewett Arts Center.  All 
materials were provided courtesy of the Wellesley College Physical Plant Archives 
with the exception of the 1958 Project Manual, which is at the Frances Loeb 
Library at the Harvard Graduate School of Design.

1958: Construction Documents for Jewett Arts Center – Anderson, Beckwith & 
Haible/Paul Rudolph

1958:  Jewett Arts Center Project Manual (Specifications) – Anderson, Beckwith 
& Haible/Paul Rudolph

1977: Renovations to Jewett Arts Center – David R. Johnson, Architect

1984: Alterations to Jewett Entrance Doors – Arrowstreet Architects

1993: Renovations to Jewett Arts Center – Payette Associates/Raphael Moneo

2005: C&J Katz Scope for Jewett Arts Center Sculpture Court Renovation

2010:    Jewett Arts Center Envelope Rehabilitation Report – Menders, Torrey & 
Spencer, Architects

2013: Arts and Media Planning Study Project Manual – Gund Partnership 
Architects

2013: Jewett Arts Center Exterior Finishes Study Report – Building Conservation 
Associates

2013: Combined Hazardous Material Reports – Environmental Health, Inc.

2014: Combined MEP Systems Narrative Report – RWS Engineering Consultants

2016: Jewett Arts Center Selected Interior Finishes Report – Building 
Conservation Associates

Technical Reports, Drawings, and 
Specifications  
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For further original research, extensive documentation on the history and 
development of Jewett can be found in the Wellesley Archives in the Clapp 
Library. The following citations are key texts that speak to the vision of 
Wellesley, the original project patrons and the architect.   

Nelson Chin, Byron Ireland, Roland Kluver, William Morgan, and Michael 
Zimmer, Mary Cooper. Jewett Arts Center: A Professional Practice 
Report, Harvard Graduate School of Design, 1957 

Peter Fergusson, James F. O’Gorman, John Rhodes, eds., Landscape and 
Architecture of Wellesley College, Wellesley, Mass., Wellesley College, 
2000  

James Marston Fitch, “Wellesley’s Alternative to Collegiate Gothic,” 
Architectural Forum 111 (July 1959)

Margaret Greer, Agnes Abbott, Hubert W. Lamb, and Paul Barstow, “What the 
Jewett Arts Center Will Mean to Us,” Wellesley Alumnae Magazine, 
(November 1956)

Gerhard Kallmann, “The Action Architecture of a New Generation,” 
Architectural Forum 111 (October 1959) 

Timothy M. Rohan, The Architecture of Paul Rudolph, New Haven, Yale 
University Press, 2014

Paul Rudolph, “The Changing Philosophy of Architecture,” Architectural Forum 
101 (July 1954)

Selected Bibliography
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Appendix 1

Renovation Opportunities, Priorities, and Aspirations 
(March 2017)

Major Maintenance

Replacement of the upper (Level Five) roof of the Music Wing:  

This is the only major roofing system in the Jewett complex that has not been 
replaced within the last six to seven years.  It has reached the end of Its service 
life and water infiltration is progressively becoming a problem.  Like other recent 
roof replacements, it is recommended to use a fully adhered EPDM system with 
edge details that do not disrupt the historic building cornice profiles.

Window Restoration

A comprehensive plan should be put in place to restore and possibly enhance 
the existing windows.  From a conservation standpoint the wood frames and 
glazing members in many areas, but particularly at the lancet bays of the Music 
Wing, are in need of comprehensive refurbishment.  In many cases, due to the 
build-up of paint over the years, the wood will have to be stripped, restored, and 
repainted.   If there is also appetite to improve the performance of the windows, 
there are options to possibly replace the existing glass with high performance 
laminated glass.  This would be a longer-term and much higher cost investment.  
Our recommendation at this point is to keep the existing glazing and restore the 
units and frames.

Power Distribution

The present power distribution system is antiquated and in imminent need of 
replacement.  A scope of work will need to be created for this work. 

Lighting  

This is not an imminent need but should be considered a high priority. Activities 
in the building are hampered by poor lighting conditions. Most of the fixtures 
in Jewett are fluorescent fixtures that are becoming antiquated. The cost of 
replacement fluorescent lamps is rising as manufacturers are increasingly 
switching production lines to LED.  It would be prudent to further investigate the 
development of a replacement fixture for the typical indirect linear fixtures that  

are found throughout the building, and to also consider switching the cylindrical 
downlights to LED sources.  

HVAC

General:

• Replace control system air compressor and provide a duplex system for 
redundancy.  Alternate would be to replace all control valves with electronic 
actuators and eliminate the pneumatic system.

• Replace all heating coil valves and actuators.

Air Handling Units:

• Service and/or replace outside air and mixed air damper actuators.

• Clean or replace cooling coils to improve dehumidification capabilities.

• Clean or replace heating coils (steam coil has split on some units).

• Replace all air filters.

Fan Coil Units:

• Service all units—replace filters and clean coils.

• Service all associated condensate pumps.

Alteration Proposals

The following alteration proposals arise both from the CMP process and from 
current recognized program need.  

1. Comprehensive renovation of the current Level Four darkroom/photo lab 
(rooms 462, 462A-C) within the existing space to accommodate program for 
traditional film processing.

2. Renovation and expansion of the current video editing and lighting studios 
and teaching/classroom space to include the entire west end of Level Four 
(rooms 463, 464, and 464A) to provide better teaching space and editing 
suites.
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3. Reorganization and renovation of the north side of Level Four west of room 
450 (former “cage” area; rooms 453, 457, 457B) to accommodate suite of 
three offices and a small common space for faculty of Cinema and Media 
Studies Department.

Aspirational Proposals

The following are aspirational proposals aimed at recapturing some of what has
been lost through change to Jewett since its opening in 1958.

Museum Gallery/Art Studios

The original Museum Gallery/Art Studios space opened directly off the Main 
Lobby and connected through movable partitions at the north to the Auditorium 
Lobby. This was a critical element of Rudolph’s idea for the building and one of its 
key character-defining features. Reprogramming the space to allow for a use that 
could occupy all or at least most of this area such that it could remain open to the 
Main Lobby and have the possibility of opening to the Auditorium Lobby as well 
would partially restore the original effect, which also depended upon a bespoke 
luminous ceiling (which could be recreated) and continuous oak parquet floor. It 
is unlikely that a full restoration of this space and its material would be practical 
at this point, but a well-designed intervention that captures some of the essence 
of the original could meet with considerable success.

Auditorium

In addition to providing better AV equipment as described in the program goals 
document, the Auditorium, much of which is intact, should be restored. The 
aspirational aspect of the restoration would be the recreation of the original 
stage. This is an issue regarding both the size of the original stage and the lack 
of an accessible route from the orchestra floor, but it should be further studied 
to determine if there is an option that better captures the spirit of the original 
stage.

Art Wing Stair

When the Art Library was expanded to Level One the main Art Wing/Sculpture 
Court stair was stopped at Level Two. In the future it may be programmatically 
possible to reclaim the old studio spaces from the west end of Level One that are 
now part of the Art Library.

The re-opening of the stair would require some scrutiny from a code standpoint, 
but if there is an assumption that, at some time in the future, Jewett will be 
provided with comprehensive fire protection, this should be manageable.

Art Library

Any change in this area would require extensive discussion of the program and 
future use of spaces in the Art Library, including spaces for teaching as well as 
study. While preliminary conversations about the future use of spaces in the Art 
Library were held in connection with the renovation of PNW, further discussions 
would be needed to determine both a new program and scope for any future 
work in this area. This will be clearer when Pendleton West is online for a period 
of time and we know what program functions from the Studio or CAMs area 
needs to be in Jewett.

Music Library 

Repurposing library spaces to include practice areas and/or teaching spaces and 
the creation of a new connection/access to the current Level One practice rooms 
from the library would enhance library functionality. As is the case with the Art 
Library, conversations among faculty and staff about the possible reorganization 
of the spaces within the Music Library were held some years ago; a new 
comprehensive program and planning study should be undertaken to determine 
both program and scope for any future work in this area.
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Appendix 2

Wellesley College Capital Projects Program: 
Outline of Governance (October 7, 2016) 

Trustees Oversight and Approval

Approve decisions that bind the institution, fully consistent with existing 
governance. As is our practice, relevant board committees will review the 
program and scope of individual projects prior to approving final design and 
budget and funding.

Landscape and Buildings Committee

• Approves individual project scope and designs, with particular focus on 
scope, design, and value (not cost).

• Committee will typically have at least one “touch” at each phase of major 
projects.

Finance Committee

• Approves project budget prior to signing of construction contracts and 
binding the College (at least one touch).

• Approves all projects funded by debt, all capital projects greater than $1 
million, as well as the overall major maintenance budget.

Finance Committee Working Group

• Helps develop and review overall capital plan of the College and reviews 
funding sources and uses, available resources/capacity, and project timing, 
as well as other plan assumptions (timing, escalation, etc.).

Joint meetings of both Landscape and Buildings and Finance 
committees

• At least annually, reviews the Campus Renewal plan and budget, and more 
frequently as needed.

• Focuses on overall program (rather than individual projects), including 
budget, funding, timing, and key plan parameters.

• Provides an opportunity for both committees to understand the budget/
scope of work well in advance, before the College invests significant 
resources in developing a project.

Campus Governance

Program level planning and coordination, and review and oversight of individual 
projects. Provides authorization to study and recommend program and projects 
to Trustees for approval.

Campus Renewal Executive Committee (CREC)

• Planning

Serves as physical planning committee for the College, particularly 
at the institutional level, or before major initiatives are taken up by a 
dedicated core project team.

• Program Level Decision Making and Review

Periodically reviews, and authorizes recommendations to update, 
overall campus renewal and major maintenance program (including 
funding sources) to the Trustees. This includes recommendations for 
modifications to W2025 Consolidated Program Plan to the Trustees.

Makes major prioritization decisions regarding the overall program 
scope, program, and budget, and trade-offs between them. Gathers 
input from the full range of stakeholders and constituencies at the 
College, and makes recommendations to the Board regarding how to 
achieve the best interests of Wellesley College.

• Project Level Decision Making and Review

Reviews and authorizes all campus facilities capital construction, 
renovation, and major maintenance projects, including program, 
scope, schedule, and budgets. Ensures that the full cost of the project 
(including enabling costs) is understood, budgeted, and funded.

Reviews and authorizes1 recommendations to Trustees, any material 
increases in project budgets (including funding sources).
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Makes decisions based on institutional priorities regarding the scope, 
or changes in the agreed scope, of individual projects after evaluating 
recommendations from Core Project Team Executive Sponsors, weighing 
the perspectives of all stakeholders, and determining what is in the best 
interests of the College as a whole.

Monitors project progress via regular project updates from Facilities 
Management and Planning (FMP), executive sponsors and core project 
teams, and Budget and Finance offices.

Reviews anticipated operating budget impact of projects, and 
coordinates with Provost Budget Committee to ensure that there is 
approval for funding in the operating budget to fund any additional 
operating costs that are expected to result from the project. It is 
expected that the Finance Committee will wish to be apprised of any 
such increases or savings as part of the project approval.

• Role in Project Initiation

Authorizes decisions to seek capital project funding from donors, or 
to fund a capital project by donations, and help to align the College’s 
philanthropic priorities and fundraising with specific projects.

Authorizes study budgets for new projects or ideas to be added to the 
capital plan based on institutional priorities. Considers the cost and 
funding for the study, as well as the budget and funding sources of any 
new project and its impact on the rest of the capital plan.

Approves recommendations (following consultation) from co-chairs 
regarding composition of the Core Project Team for each project.

Reviews application of designer selection process to specific projects, 
as appropriate.

• Membership

Composed of the President, Provost and Dean of the College, VP for 
Finance and Administration (co-chair), AVP for Facilities Management 
and Planning (co-chair), Dean of Students, VP for Resources and Public 
Affairs, Chief Investment Officer (attends when possible, primarily for 
topics related to funding the capital plan). Assistant to VP-F&A serves 
as scribe.

Meets as needed. Some business may be conducted by email as needed 
for time sensitive decisions. Executive sponsors, client leads, and other 
core project team members will be invited to attend for project reviews 
and decisions. Major decisions shared with FAC, Core Project Teams, 
and affected stakeholders as appropriate. Ensures periodic updates 
provided to Academic Council and the Wellesley community.

Facilities Advisory Committee (FAC)

• Charge

Advises CREC on overarching issues related to architecture and 
landscape focused on the main campus, at both the program and the 
project level.

Advises on implementation of W2025 Consolidated Program Plan, 
Landscape Master Plan, and other program-level plans, and recommends 
modifications to the plan to CREC.

The President, CREC, or Landscape and Buildings Committee may also 
request that the committee study specific issues or questions related to 
architecture, landscape and campus physical planning.

Advises the AVP FMP on, and participates in, the development of 
campus design standards, including aesthetic standards, landscaping 
standards, historical preservation requirements, and sustainability 
criteria, by considering the College tradition, trends in pedagogy and 
residence life, and life-cycle costs of operations and maintenance.

Appoints committee designees to review design for specific projects 
in Design Review process. Committee designees participate actively 
in the Design Review process and ensure adherence with campus 
design standards. Advises CREC and Core team regarding design 
recommendations.

Membership includes:

• AVP Facilities Management and Planning, ex officio, Co-Chair

• Co-Director of the Architecture Program (selected by the co-
directors, with a term of three years), ex officio, Co-Chair

• Chair, Sustainability Committee, ex officio

• Other faculty members:
Note that for decisions requiring Trustee approval, authorization is the agreement to 
proceed internally and to bring the project or decision forward to the Trustees for approval.
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• Up to two members selected by the Agenda Committee
• Faculty L&B member (one member selected by faculty 

members of the committee)
• Presidential designees—up to two members

• Assistant Provost for Operations and Planning, ex officio

• Associate Dean of Students, ex officio

• Director of Design and Construction, Facilities Management (in 
addition to being member, provides staff support to the committee), 
ex officio, non-voting member

• Director of Operations, Facilities Management, ex officio, non-
voting member

• Assistant Director of Planning, Facilities Management, ex officio, 
non-voting member

Meets as needed. Some business may be conducted by email as needed 
for time sensitive decisions.

Project Management/Governance

A Core Project Team will be named for each project. The Core Project Team is 
responsible for effective delivery of each capital project (all capital construction, 
campus renewal, renovation, and major maintenance projects), and works closely 
with Facilities Management and Planning throughout the life of the project. It 
is expected that the core project team will, within agreed program, scope, and 
budget, make key decisions (and recommend them for formal approval by CREC 
and the Board) to bring the project from concept through to completion. Key 
decisions and trade-offs will be made at the project team level wherever possible.

The Core Project Team:

• Reviews and makes key decisions regarding the project within the agreed 
parameters, and if needed, recommends changes in those parameters to 
CREC.

• Meets with and provides input and direction to the architect/engineer firm 
representative as appropriate.

• Seeks input and meets with stakeholders, particularly occupants or end 
users, in order to ensure additional perspectives and voices are incorporated 
so that the program achieves its objectives. Key moments where more 
involvement and input from additional stakeholders are typically needed 
include:

• Program development/refinement/prioritization
• Architect selection (using process outlined to L&B in October 2013)
• Design input by users (at key moments during project design)
• Sustainability/building standards
• Landscape/master planning

• Collaborates with Resources to identify and deliver opportunities for 
philanthropic support.

• Takes the lead on communicating about the project with the campus 
community, using framework or protocols developed with Communications.

Each team will typically have the following key roles:

• Co-executive sponsors (VP, Dean, or AVP/Assistant Provost, and AVP-FMP 
(ex-officio or designee))—non-executive co-chairs and consensus builders. 
Joint leaders of the project. Together responsible for representing both the 
institutional view and the program needs, and helping the institution balance 
and make trade-offs between scope and budget and other considerations. 
For certain projects (e.g., major maintenance projects), one executive 
sponsor may be named.

• Director, design and construction—responsible for delivery of agreed scope 
on time, and on budget. Also responsible for ensuring the project adheres 
to aesthetic quality, historical preservation, and campus design standards. If 
designated by AVP-FMP, may serve as the co-executive sponsor. For certain 
projects (e.g., major maintenance projects), this role may be filled by the 
Director of Operations.

• Client lead (one or two, depending on the project needs—for large or 
complex projects, two is preferable)—serves as the advocate for occupants, 
users and interested parties, and also advocates the project process to 
occupants, users and interested parties. A key decision making role, leads 
development of program within agreed scope. Responsible for being a two-
way communicator with key stakeholders and constituents, helping to build 
and facilitate consensus among them wherever possible, representing client 
needs and desires in program and design, and in consideration of trade-offs.
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• Project manager—manager of project and facilitator of process, and assists 
the director in delivering agreed scope on time, and on budget. Holds the 
College’s relationship with architects and construction firms. Responsible for 
integrating input from rest of FMP, outside consultants and contractors, as 
well as on campus service partners (e.g. LTS, police,). The Project Manager 
will be named in consultation with executive sponsors.

• Director, operations—FMP. Participates in project team discussions as 
needed. For certain projects (e.g., major maintenance projects), may be 
responsible for implementing campus design standards, and delivery of 
agreed scope, on time and on budget.

Detailed written responsibilities expected of each role will be provided to 
participants, and people new to their role will receive training and guidance 
regarding what is expected of them in this process. The AVP for Facilities or his/
her designee is responsible for on-boarding new members of a core project team.

After consultation, VP-F&A and AVP-FMP will recommend names of members of 
the Core Project Team for each major project to CREC for approval.
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Figure 195. Jewett Arts Center, Level One Plan
July 2004

Appendix 3

Jewett Room Assignment Plans, 2004
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Figure 196. Jewett Arts Center, Level Two Plan
July 2004
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Figure 197. Jewett Arts Center, Level Three Plan
July 2004
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Figure 198. Jewett Arts Center, Level Four Plan
July 2004
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Appendix 4

Figure 199. Level One Plan (called Two on document), January 1958.
Source: Wellesley Archives

Blueprints of Original Construction Plan Drawings, 1958
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Figure 200. Level Two Plan (called Three on document), January 1958.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 201. Level Three Plan (called Four on document), January 1958.
Source: Wellesley Archives
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Figure 202. Level Four Plan (called Five on document), January 1958.
Source: Wellesley Archives


	_GoBack



