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SUTTON:  Back in 1956, when President Fawcett came in, he pulled you into his office 
and asked you to come and work with him, and managed to persuade you if I remember 
correctly.  I think I remember in an earlier conversation with you, you told me how it was 
that Fawcett happened to know about what it was that you could do. 
 
HERRICK:  Yes.  I think my first contact with him was at a workshop at Miami 
University which Dean Klein had set up back in the 1945, or somewhere in there.  I was 
in Cincinnati at the time, and I guess Nov Fawcett was probably in Akron, but we were 
both in that workshop.  That’s the first time we got acquainted.  The workshop group 
stayed in a Women’s dormitory (we were the sole occupants at the time) and we ate 
together, so we had a lot of time to get acquainted with one another.  We had frequent 
conversations at meals and after meals and so on.  My next contact, and really the one 
where he got a chance to get acquainted with the work I was doing, my interests in the 
school climate, was after he came to Columbus.  Shortly after he came to Columbus as 
Superintendent he asked me to come up with a school building survey for the Columbus 
schools.  I was by then at the university and the head of the survey division at the Bureau 
of Education and Research doing school building surveys and other surveys for schools 
around the state, but we worked out a plan where he would pull in a member of his staff 
to do the actual work of the survey under my direction.  They brought Francis Rudy in 
from Lyndon I believe, to do the study.  Incidentally, Francis never went back to 
teaching.  He became the assistant principal in charge of business.  During the course of 
that survey, or any survey, it wouldn’t matter, we always conferred with the 
superintendent or other administrative officials about the education program, because the 
educational program had to be the basis for evaluating existing buildings and planning 
improvements to buildings and so on.  So we finished that study, and that was published 
in 1949, maybe 1950.  So when he came to the campus in 1956, he had already made up 
his mind he was going to have me working on building problems at the university.  He 
announced that when I called him to congratulate him.  With no thought whatever or any 
involvement in the university building problems, he announced that he had a job for me.  
Over the period of a couple months, he eventually wore down my resistance, and I did 
join his staff on October 1, 1956.   
 
SUTTON:  This was a new job.  There was no such position before that at Ohio State. 
 
HERRICK:  My responsibilities that first year over there had to do primarily with 
allocation of existing space, a problem which had been sort of decentralized in the central 
administration.  The registrar might assign space, the vice president for business and 
finance might assign space.  In some cases two of them might assign the same space to 
different departments so there was need for some centralization of this responsibility.  My 
initial title was Director of University Plant Studies.  That was involved with utilization 
studies, studies of space needs and assignment of space.  We started off with myself and a 
part-time secretary sharing an office of about 7-feet by 20 and Larry Jones.  The outer 
office shared by our two secretaries.  That was in the Administration Building.   



SUTTON:  What you’ve said to me means, I suppose, that you moved gradually into 
more and more responsibility.  You started at first with assigning space but there must 
have been other things that Facet had in mind. 
 
HERRICK:  Well it wasn’t gradual really.  During the first year he was concerned with 
the type of administrative organizations he was going to create, and I suppose because he 
knew of my involvement in such problems in public schools.  In connection with 
comprehensive schools I usually handled the administration organization part of the 
survey and had done a lot of thinking and reading and talking about these administrative 
organizations.  We talked frequently about this during the course of the year.  My 
responsibility as Director of University Plant Studies didn’t change until he had decided 
on his administrative organization, which he announced in his inaugural address in April 
of 1957.  This led to the establishment of a cabinet, the President’s Cabinet, which pre-
empted the title which had been used by the business office for years.  This President’s 
Cabinet came into existence as of July 1, 1957.  We met briefly just to get acquainted and 
set the date for the first working session, which was in September after the vacations 
were over.  There must have been a decision to add campus planning to my 
responsibilities.  Prior to that time I had been asked by the president to prepare for the 
first cabinet meeting two documents, one containing procedures for the planning of new 
buildings, and the other was procedures for campus planning.  There were present at the 
first cabinet meeting and the second cabinet meeting in September.  I don’t recall when 
the decision was made to add campus planning to my responsibilities but it must have 
come fairly soon and my title was changed to Executive Director for Campus Planning.  I 
suspect that the creation of the cabinet, effective… 
 
SUTTON:  Now of whom did that cabinet then consist? 
 
HERRICK:  Well, there was the Vice President for Instruction, Fred Heimberger, the 
Vice President for Business and Finance, Jake Taylor, two executive deans, and Ronald 
Thompson was one.  I don’t know what his title was.  They were responsible for 
registration, enrollment projections and so on.  The Executive Dean for Student Affairs 
and then the Executive Director for University Relations, which was Fred Stecker and the 
Executive Director of Campus Planning, and myself, so there were six. 
 
SUTTON:  Now this cabinet replaced an earlier cabinet. 
 
HERRICK:  The earlier cabinet was called the University Cabinet.  It was created by the 
Board of Trustees in the summer of 1915, and it consisted of the Secretary of the Board, 
Earl Steeb, the Director of Physical Plant (that might not have been his title in 1915), the 
University Architect, who at that time was Joe Bradford, and the president William Oxly 
Thompson.  This cabinet changed some over the year, I don’t know the details of it, but b 
the time I became involved it included the Vice President for Business and Finance, the 
Director of Physical Plant and the university architect.  I don’t know whether Dwight 
Smith was the university architect or whether Pete Lynch had taken his place by the time 
I went over to the administration building.  The change took place at about that time but 



Dwight Smith was on a leave of absence, so that doesn’t make a difference.  The 
purchasing agent was also involved as a member of it, and as a secretary of the cabinet.   
 
SUTTON:  I think you’ve described to me the nature of the concerns of the group. 
 
HERRICK:  Well that group was concerned with every major problem and minor 
problem involving physical plant.  Master planning was done by the university architect’s 
office; plans were approved by the university cabinet.  Contracts, capital improvements 
requests cleared that body and were presented to the legislature, probably by the Vice 
President or in the name of the president, but they cleared that group.  Major renovations 
of buildings, installation of a new boiler or buying a new bus, down to the installation of 
a new water fountain or putting a door between two offices.  All requisitions having to do 
with physical plant cleared that cabinet, which met all morning every Tuesday, and 
sometimes into the afternoon, and frequently again on Thursday.  I suppose this is why 
the purchasing agent is involved.  I hadn’t thought of this before, but the execution of the 
decisions of this body were largely in the hands of the purchasing agent or the Director of 
Physical Plant or the university architect, depending on the nature of the decision.  If it 
was to put a new door between two rooms, the purchasing agent would probably ask 
several contractors to submit prices and he’d enter into a contract with one of them, or it 
might go to the Director of Physical Plant if the university staff was going to do the work, 
or if it was something bigger it might be the university architect involved in it.  The 
execution of the decisions were in the hands largely of member of that group.  Initially 
Thompson attended most of the cabinet meetings but the president had to be involved in 
the many other things, the most of the time over the years the president was not involved.  
He sometimes had a representative there, the Vice President or assistant to the president 
or something, and sometimes the cabinet would defer at decision until the president could 
be there to talk about a specific problem.  After I went over there, I attended cabinet 
meetings on both Tuesday and Thursday for the first year and the president attended 
cabinet meetings on Thursday.  If there was anything that the Cabinet thought required 
his attention it was held over until Thursday. 
 
SUTTON:  Now you started a moment ago, and I didn’t let you continue and I should 
have, to describe the plans that the president asked you to present at the Autumn meeting, 
the September meeting of the new President’s Cabinet. 
 
HERRICK:  Well he had asked me to prepare two documents.  One was a statement of 
procedures for planning new building and the other was a statement of procedures for 
campus planning.  These were really a charter for the operation of the office of campus 
planning.  This is how we were going to do things.  It described the people involved and 
the procedures to be followed in the planning of the buildings and in the planning of the 
campus, and the approvals required and what not. 
 
SUTTON:  Now was this immediately approved in the meeting of your cabinet? 
 
HERRICK:  Well in the first cabinet meeting in September, in the board room of the 
Ohio Union, after a few preliminaries, I was asked to present the first of these two 



documents.  I forgot which one it was.  I think it was the planning of new buildings.  The 
president asked me to read that and I started reading and after a few minutes Jake Taylor 
interrupted to ask what was wrong with the way they were doing it then.  This was a 
rather tense moment.  The president adjourned the meeting and spent the rest of the day 
with Jake Taylor and at the second meeting both documents were approved without 
dissent.  Their conversations apparently bore some fruit.  Incidentally, that was the last 
cabinet meeting that Jake attended.  At the Gibralter Island meeting of the board a week 
or so later, Jake was not in attendance and he telephoned his resignation in from New 
York.  The connection between those two events as far as I’m concerned is a matter of 
speculation.  There probably were many things in Jake’s mind, which led to his leaving 
the university and going with General Telephone.  
 
SUTTON:  Those of us who weren’t privy to any of that outside of the administrative 
circles simply took it for granted that the president must have decided rather early he had 
to take some kind of action that would draw things into a new configuration in which he 
would be really in charge. 
 
HERRICK:  Yes I think that’s true, although I never discussed it with him.  I never heard 
him say anything about it directly.  You said a privilege of the people in the university 
administration was to be privy to the president.  Those were things he didn’t discuss.  I’ve 
often wondered whether he had some sort of understanding when he came here.  It was 
obvious that something needed to be done to revise the procedures for dealing with 
physical facilities because there was a lot of dissatisfaction on campus among the faculty.  
The faculty felt that they were not given the chance to express their need either in relation 
to the request made to the legislature for funds or with respect to the planning of specific 
buildings after we got the funds.  These questions were settled by University Cabinet, 
undoubtedly with the president’s approval and some participation by the president, I 
don’t know how much, but the faculty members were not satisfied.  The Faculty Council 
had created a policy committee on space utilization, which was appointed by President 
Bevis a year or maybe two years prior to this, and this committee on space utilization had 
been wrestling with some of these problems.  I think in a sense it was a vehicle for 
expressing the faculty’s concern, the faculty’s dissatisfaction with the fact that they had 
been excluded from planning in the past and had attempted to work out procedures to get 
them involved.  This committee dealt with policies on assignment of space and standards 
for utilization of classrooms and offices and similar questions.  I don’t know whether I 
was chairman of that or whether it was Todd Funniss of the arts college.  I was on that 
committee and I was really doing the work of that committee between meetings and 
developing proposals for our consideration, because that was really right down the line 
what I’d been doing with public schools and the Bureau of Education and Research, and 
what I was doing at the time.  So I did a lot of the work in preparation for the meeting.  
This committee was replaced, in essence, by my appointment as director of the 
University Plant Studies, I’m not sure at the moment whether it was also a board of 
appeals, in case the department was dissatisfied with my decision on the assignment of 
Bricker’s space, they could appeal to that group. 
 



SUTTON:  Well if it had been created by the Faculty Council, they would have to replace 
it.  Perhaps it simply stood for a while. 
 
HERRICK:  I really don’t know whether it was actually replaced or abolished or if it’s 
still officially in existence.  I may be wrong in stating that it actually was created by the 
Faculty Council, but I think I’m right about that.  Anyhow, they ceased to function.  
There were no appeals.  As a matter of fact, in the ten or eleven year I was in Campus 
planning we had one appeal, and that went to the President.  It was sometime in the 60’s.  
But the Policy Committee on Space Utilization disappeared, and after I took over 
responsibility for Campus Planning we created a Campus Planning Advisory Board, 
which served the same function, and it was rather active frequently. 
 
SUTTON:  Was it an appointed board? 
 
HERRICK:  Yes, an appointed board.  It was appointed by the president, I believe, on my 
recommendation.  We had many of the people that were on the old one:  the Director of 
Physical Plant, the university architect, a dean or two and a couple of faculty members.  
I’ve forgotten exactly who was on that.  Ronald Thompson, who for years had handled 
space assignments and registration, which was conversant with enrollment trends and the 
like. 
 
SUTTON:  Now one of your earlier actions, early in your career as Director of Campus 
Planning, was to engage some outside personnel to give you further technical advise. 
 
HERRICK:  I took over the campus planning responsibilities I guess on July 1, 1957, 
when that was created.  It was very obvious that some help had to be obtained from 
outside.  The office consisted of myself and a part-time secretary and I was bogged down 
in problems of space assignment.  We had a terrific number of requests for assignment of 
space, and competing requests for the same space, which took a long time to resolve.  I 
was involved with weekly cabinet meetings dealing with the general problems of 
administration.  There’s just no way I could deal with an overall campus planning study 
and I didn’t have the technical knowledge to do it.  My field was educational 
administration, not financing.  So we decided to do two things.  One was to add a 
professionally trainer planner to the staff of the office of campus planning, which we did.  
He came on duty June 16, 1968, Jim Clark.  The second was to engage a firm of 
consultants to help develop a new master plan for campus, with the thought that the 
campus planner on the university staff would assist in this study and stay on to help 
implement it and keep it up to date.  We scouted around and picked out several firms that 
we thought we might effectively use, and finally settled on Caldwell, Rowland, and Scott, 
at Brian, Texas at the time and later in Houston, Texas.  They were employed to do this 
mater plan study, to work with us really.  Technically the contract had to be with them, 
and they were responsible for the study, but in practice it was understood that it was to be 
a shared study and the cost reflected that, and the way we worked reflected that. 
 
SUTTON:  How did you happen to reach out to Brian, Texas? 
 



HERRICK:  Rather by accident.  I had known Bill Caldwell since 1946, when I first met 
him.  I knew he was research oriented and he was engaged in a major study of school 
classroom designs in Brian, Texas.  He set up an experimental classroom and tested 
different designs as to their effectiveness in ventilation and lighting and a few other 
things like geometry in the classroom, which is related to ventilation and lighting.  I knew 
he had done some creative school buildings.  On the way back from the Rose Bowl game 
in January of 1958, I stopped in Chicago for a meeting set up by Walter Carpenter, the 
editor of School Executive.  It was a brainstorming session which he scheduled each year 
with maybe a dozen educators and architects to exchange ideas about school buildings 
primarily.  It turned out that Tom Bullock from Caldwell, Rowland and Scott was at that 
meeting and so I scheduled a breakfast with him.  He made some remark the first day 
about their city planner.  That was the first time I’d heard that they had a city planner. 
 

----End of Side 1---- 
 

HERRICK:  We had breakfast together and I found out what they were doing in city 
planning.  This resulted in my going to Texas to spend a couple of days with them.  We 
worked out a tentative contract.  We decided what work needed to be done, who was 
going to do it, whether they would do it or whether we would do it, and the amount of 
time involved and the cost of each project that they were going to do.  We had an 
appropriation so we had to cut their amount of work to fit that appropriation.  Well this is 
the way it evolved.  We had some other firms under consideration and we had some 
correspondence with some of them.  I don’t think we ever had any of them here, except 
later the State Controlling Board was reluctant to see the contract go outside of the state.  
They wanted some Ohio architects considered but there was on which we did call in from 
Cincinnati.  He came in and very quickly decided that he wasn’t interested in it.  He had 
no staff for campus planning and he didn’t want to build up a staff.  You couldn’t very 
well build up a staff for one project and then drop it.  He suggested that we pick 
somebody who was busy in the work. 
 
SUTTON:  If I’m analyzing correctly what you’re saying, you got to know these people 
in Caldwell, Rowland and Scott, and you began to move toward a plan, but you probably 
had to submit it to somebody to probably get the appropriation you spoke of, or did you 
have a prior appropriation for this kind of purpose? 
 
HERRICK:  No, we had an appropriation that must have been approved by the time I 
went to Texas to negotiate a contract, which was in April, as I recall.  This had to be in 
our capital plan request for that year, and I had to clear that capital plan request.  I 
remember Charlie Miller in the capital request office gave me the papers in December, 
and they were due in January.  But we had the appropriation of 70-some thousand dollars 
as I recall.  We were counting on it.  So this was for the first phase.  The study was to be 
done in three phases.  The first was so they could develop alternative plans for 
consideration.  I’ve forgotten what the other two were.  We combined the other two and 
they resulted in the final plan.  This was a contract for Phase One, the development of 
alternative plans for renewing criticism. 
 



SUTTON:  Now it must have take quite a few months, maybe more than a year, for them 
to proceed with the contract you finally worked out. 
 
HERRICK:  It took months to get the contract approved.  The State Controlling Board 
was still uneasy about going outside of the state.  I don’t remember the date of my first 
appearance before the Controlling Board but I appeared there a couple of times to argue 
for this contract, possibly in March or early April.  Then it was August before the 
approval had been secured and the Director of Public Works had approved the contract 
and signed it and told Caldwell, Rowland and Scott to go to work. 
 
SUTTON:  That would be August of 1958. 
 
HERRICK:  It was so late that we had to change our plan of interviews of faculty and so 
on.  They were coming here to interview faculty members, make a preliminary inspection 
of the campus and its buildings and so on just to collect the data that they needed to start.  
That had to be rescheduled because the contract was delayed downtown.  We actually did 
get started in the Fall Quarter of 1958.  Architects frequently have a session where you 
get together just for brainstorming a problem or bring out all kinds of tentative solutions 
and not discarding any of them, just arguing the pros and cons of them and so on.  They 
came up here sometime in the fall of 1958 and we got a classroom in Townshend Hall 
and covered the walls of the room with tack board of one sort or another and we had a 
telephone in there and we worked there for a week.  We’d talk and come up with a 
tentative outline of a plan and somebody from their staff would go to the drawing board 
and maybe spend the next day sketching.  If we needed to know something from a 
department we’d call the department chairman and meet with him and get the answer.  If 
we need to look at some building or some other campus feature we’d go out and get it.  
This went on for a week.  At the end of the week we had developed six possible 
approaches to the master plan.  They then went back to Texas and worked on these.  Jim 
Clark and I went down there a couple months later and spent a week down there doing 
the same thing.  We came up with a seventh plan, which was the on involving the 
relocation of Olentangy River Road, which we weren’t sure we could sell.  Finally, in 
September of 1959, we came up with the Phase One report, which outlined these seven 
plans, and the arguments for and against each one.  We ended up with a series of policy 
questions which the Board of Trustees would have to answer before they could develop 
the details of any plan, such as maximum enrollment and the like, centralized planning 
versus decentralized planning and so on.  This was presented at the September 1959 
board meeting at Gibralter Island.  Copies were distributed but there was no discussion of 
it, and then at the October 1959 meeting at Wooster, two representatives of Caldwell, 
Rowland and Scott were present.  Jim Clark and I were there, and we spent an evening 
with the Board going over these plans, these alternatives.  They were very interesting.  
We were rather skittish about the plan that would involve relocating Olentangy River 
Road and more.  One of the key ideas was to route urban traffic around the campus rather 
than through it, and that was the reason for relocating Olentangy River Road.  Some 
board members wanted to get rid of Lane Avenue.  That was impossible, but we spent a 
lot of time discussing that.  In other words, the Board was intrigued with this idea of 
getting urban traffic out of campus.  It was a real problem because we had some 6,500 



cars going through campus on Neil Avenue every day that had no campus origin or 
destination.  It was just another city street.  As a result of that Board meeting we 
developed answers to these policy questions and we presented those to the Board in 
February of 1960.  This is approved and this became the charter for the development of 
the final plan, which was developed under a second contract with Caldwell, Rowland and 
Scott.  I’ve forgotten the date that was presented.  It was approved by the Board in 
February of 1962, this final plan was.  Incidentally, one thing ran through all of this 
planning.  I thought if this talking about this document in February of 1962.  That was 
called Campus Planning Bulletin Number 7.  Because of the experiences I had had in 
being rebuffed in my inquiry about the campus plan while I was chairman of the building 
committee of the College of Education and because the president was very poor in faculty 
involvement, we decided that we would keep the faculty involved in this planning 
process in two ways.  One, we had something between 150 and 200 interviews between 
Caldwell, Rowland and Scott and dean, the department chairmen and other faculty 
members, other administrators in the non-teaching departments and so on.  We sent out 
frequent campus planning bulletins to the faculty, all faculty members, keeping them 
advised as to the development of the campus.  We summarized the results of the 
interviews, for instance, and sent them out to all faculty members and invited criticisms 
and comments.  At each stage we did this, and this Campus Planning Advisory Bulletin 
Number 7, which was the answer to the policy questions raised in the Phase One report, 
was sent out for such review.  We sent out three others after that as I recall.  Ten 
altogether, maybe 11, which was quite a change from the secret procedure in campus 
planning before. 
 
SUTTON:  Now there seems to be something here that I’m not clear about.  You had in 
mind the relocation of Olentangy River Road.  You described that as removing the urban 
traffic.  It also might have implications for move a large part of the campus in the 
direction of the river.  Was that in the mind… 
 
HERRICK:  Yes.  One of the earliest decisions was whether we should have a centralized 
campus or a decentralized campus, the latter meaning that we could take say the College 
of Engineering across the river someplace, the College of Agriculture was across the river 
already, the College of Arts someplace else and so on.  A group of campuses were rather 
close to one another but having their own separate identity or scattered.  The decision was 
in favor of a centralized campus.  This meant we had to have room to expand the existing 
centralized campus, and the one practical direction for expansion was west.  Going east 
across High Street would put a major traffic artery in the middle of campus and would be 
exceedingly expensive.  Going north or south would be exceedingly expensive.  
Obviously we should move west, and there came into the final plan a controlling concept 
of making it a river campus.  A decentralized campus, a river campus and a pedestrian 
campus where the three major principles on which the new plan was built.  Well, 
Olentangy River Road was a very busy highway.  The intersection of Lane and 
Olentangy River Road was the busiest in the county.  Some 50 or 60 thousand vehicles 
went through that intersection every 24 hours.  So we wanted to get the road of the 
campus the close the present Olentangy River Road, which I don’t hear talked about now 
but it’s not very busy.  We wanted to put some buildings on the west side of the river, 



dormitories.  I doubt that will come to pass, but that was our thinking at the time.  We had 
to move west, and we defined a central academic area which was to be largely pedestrian, 
which encompassed what’s inside the so called “Loop Road” on the east side of the river.  
That’s Woody Hayes Drive, Woodruff, College Road, something south of 11th going 
west, crossing the new bridge, south of Lincoln Tower and following the present Loop 
Road up along the expressway back to Wood Hayes Drive. 
 
SUTTON:  You were talking about that even before the expressway was being built, or 
was that being planned the whole time? 
 
HERRICK:  The expressway way being planning, but the location of it and a new 
alignment was necessary to achieve this central academic area without a major traffic 
artery going through, and for I don’t know how many years, five or ten years, I spent a 
great deal of my time in that argument in the community.  I probably made 100 speeches 
around the campus on that issue during the 60’s, speeches which was lost on the move 
from Lincoln Tower to the Administration Building.  WE never found them.  There was a 
great deal of opposition from certain interests.  Riverside Hospital, which later supported 
it, Union Cemetery, Industrial Nucleonics, and from other individual groups.  We had the 
city administrations, the major and traffic people, the city engineer, the state highway 
department.  We got the Chamber of Commerce behind us.  We had a lot of Committee 
For a Greater Columbus behind us.  We had a lot of support, but it took a lot of talking 
and a lot of meetings.   
 
SUTTON:  This occupied a good many years from the way you’re speaking.   
 
HERRICK:  The Board took its first action advocating this relocation before the master 
plan came out.  I suspect that the Board action was in late 1959 or early 1960.  It was 
following the October 1959 Board meeting at Wooster at which they talked about 
relocating urban streets.  They adopted a resolution of some length advocating this, so 
let’s say 1960.  I left the office of Campus Planning on May 1, 1967, so 6 or 7 years of it.  
It had tapered down a little bit at the end, but the better part of 7 years or 6 years.  This 
was the major consumer of my energy at the time. 
 
SUTTON:  The alternative would have been, I take it, what Michigan did and what some 
other universities, which was… 
 
HERRICK:  The University of Minnesota did, which was to move onto a separate 
campus, and put a large arch over Washington Avenue to move students across. 
 
SUTTON:  They had a second campus there over in St. Paul. 
 
HERRICK:  Yeah, and they had another one over at Duluth, but that was different from it 
and they kept the city street over the main campus and put pedestrian overpasses over it, 
which has it problems because it funnels all cross traffic into it into one place.  It’s farther 
around and it leads to congestion.  I know Minnesota with that high arch in the 
wintertime is not a pleasant experience. 



SUTTON:  I was at Minnesota before I came here.  Of course now they’ve gone across 
the river and spread there into the lower land.  As you began to work out the plan here on 
the campus, I assume part of the plan had to consist of a list of priorities; this must come 
first and this must come second and this must come farther down the line.  I’m interested 
in the dynamics of how those decisions were made. 
 
HERRICK:  We developed at the end of the plan; we developed a staging diagram as we 
called it, indicating the sequence of the major steps in implicating the plan.  It’s obvious 
that we were going to put horticulture and forestry over where the old barns were.  Some 
priorities were established by logistical considerations.  Others were established by the 
needs of the departments.  What we did in this staging plan was really to deal with the 
logistics of it.  The sequence of projects in terms of relative need were something we 
could deal with each two years in developing capital planning to present to the state 
legislature.  You have to set up priorities.  You set up first projects to be financed in the 
upcoming biennium and projects in the second biennium and the third biennium, so 
there’s a battle within each biennium to set up priorities.  Here’s where you deal with the 
relative urgency based on program considerations.  This is not so much a master plan as it 
is a year-to-year, biennium-to-biennium, capital plan.   
 
SUTTON:  Yes, but at some point I suppose the president’s cabinet had to consider 
priority or did you take things of this nature to the president’s cabinet? 
 
HERRICK:  I dealt with this, and my successors have likewise.  I dealt with the deans to 
develop a list of needs for each colleague with the dean and I determined priorities and 
estimated costs, and so we had to have a description of the building if possible, but we 
had to fill in the blanks about the room sizes and what not.  Then we developed these and 
then it was my responsibility to suggest priorities to the president.  He might suggest 
them to me first, but in the end the plan, which I developed, went to him for final 
approval.  Sometimes it was discussed in cabinet and sometimes not, parts of it were 
discussed.  That might be 1,000 pages or more.  He approved it and it was then duplicated 
and sent downtown to the appropriating agency, which changed from year to year.  That’s 
the way priorities were figured out. 
 
SUTTON:  Now we’re talking about academic buildings but one of the things you were 
involved with was planning an awful lot of housing too, of were you involved with that? 
 
HERRICK:  Not much, but for a couple of reasons.  One is that a dormitory didn’t 
compete with an academic building because housing was self-liquidated, so that we 
didn’t have to consider it in the priority. 
 
SUTTON:  But it did compete for space. 
 
HERRICK:  Well the campus plan proved places for that.  There really wasn’t any 
competition.  The space south of the 12th Avenue had been planned for dormitories from 
1908.  There was no thought of changing that.  The area north of Woodruff, between 
Woodruff and Lane, came as a separate decision.  We had to acquire the land and clear 



the land to put dormitories in there.  There was no competition for that space.  There was 
no competition down along the river because there’s nothing else down there expect, 
well, maybe a little competition with athletic facilities, but we never had any 
disagreements with the athletic people whatsoever.  We proposed to take over the football 
practice fields south of the stadium and a university baseball diamond was suppose to go 
down there.  We proposed to take the river for housing and move them up to the facility 
on the west side of the Olentangy River Road, and we never had any objections.  These 
were announced in all the campus planning bulletins and we never had any questions or 
any comments from any people whatsoever about that. 
 
SUTTON:  So your function really didn’t involve much about the planning.  Did you 
even plan the building at all? 
 
HERRICK:  The development for the suggestion of an interior facility largelycame out of 
the housing people, the housing council through the Dean of Men, Dean of Women.  We 
reviewed these, we attended the meetings and the architect was always reviewing the 
code or requirements and the various plans.  But our involvement was less.  The 
definition of needs was very clear and when the financing was not competitive with 
anything else, there was less need for our involvement.  
 
SUTTON:  When the university spread out beyond Woodruff here to Lane, you bought 
and land in there piece by piece, foot by foot, I gather. 
 
HERRICK:  Except part of it was through urban renewal and then we bought it from 
them. 
 
SUTTON:  When those dormitories were put up there, somebody had to make the 
decision that there would be 3 tall towers and mostly the buildings would be 4 stories 
high. 
 
HERRICK:  The land use plan for that came from our office.  Really, Tim Clark and Paul 
Morrill from the university architects office I guess developed the first plan for that and 
then Dean Ramsey, who was then the landscape architect for the university, was involved 
in it, and they developed a plan and a model, or several models. 
 
SUTTON:  …as to the density of the buildings with respect to the ground. 
 
HERRICK:  There was another consideration there.  We had to start building before we 
had titled all the land.  We had acquired a few lots at this end just opposite of College 
Road.  The lots were 140 feet deep.  The alleys couldn’t be vacated until we had acquired 
all the land fronting the alley.  Now remember that these lots were 140 feet long or less.  
The decision to put low buildings on most of it and then flanking by three high-rise 
buildings was a planning decision that evolved out of… 
 

----End of side 2---- 
 



HERRICK:  The decision to put the three tall buildings on Lane Avenue was a planning 
decision.  It was a matter of visual definition of boarders of campus.  You look up at it 
and say, “Here the campus ends.”  If it had been in the middle then a pyramid effect.  If it 
had been on the south side then the low buildings on the north side, the campus just sort 
of petered off.  Another thing, if you go over there and look, or if you look from an 
airplane, you can still see Frambes, and you can still see the alleys.  Now this is 
concealed by landscaping by planning and earth sculpturing, which was planned by Dean 
Ramsey.  He did a very clever job but we had to plan around those two alleys and 
Frambes.  They couldn’t be vacated before we started to build. 
 
SUTTON:  So they went up more or less one or two at a time. 
 
HERRICK:  Yes. As we acquired the land, you see. 
 
SUTTON:  Yes, but it isn’t obvious to the untrained eye. 
 
HERRICK:  No, but if you know if, you can stand down at the west end or at the east end 
and see Frambes. As you look through there you see trees and so forth but you don’t see 
any wilderness.  Now if you go to the alley between Frambes and Lane I think Jones 
(Tower) crosses that because by that time we had acquired to land to vacate the alleys. 
 
SUTTON:  Was it still while you were still in the office there when the tall towers down 
by the river were put in? 
 
HERRICK:  Well, yes. 
 
SUTTON:  Now these I gather were a problem.  There was some controversy involved 
there in the planning of those. 
 
HERRICK:  Yes, I was involved in that. 
 
SUTTON:  I thought you might be somewhere near the storm. 
 
HERRICK:  I don’t know what to put on record for this. 
 
SUTTON:  We could restrict the tape if you wish. 
 
HERRICK:  My feelings on that are rather strong.  In 1963, in May, I think it was, the 
Ohio Union had a charter flight to London and back.  It’s primarily for students but a 
number of others went.  My wife and I went before I left, I asked Gordon Carson who 
was then Vice President for Building and Finance, whether anything would break on the 
dormitories while I was gone.  You see, we were already involved in the thick of the 
dormitories.  He assured me that there would be nothing.  We left on the 20th of the 
month.  Within a couple of weeks after we had gone, he called Jim Clark at home on a 
Sunday asking for program requirement materials for the dormitories, after he assured me 
that nothing would be done.  He already had teams of architects and contractors studying 



the program and making proposals to him as to the type of construction and the financing.  
This was to be a package deal.  The “turn key” project as he called them.  When I got 
back, this thing had moved along pretty fast.  The dormitories were to be 8 or 10 stories 
tall.  I did get back in time to be involved in some of the interior planning, and that 
seemed all right. 
 
HERRICK:  We took some space over at the fairgrounds and set up a full-scale model of 
one of these units.  You see, each floor there had six hexagons in it, and each hexagon 
has six rooms; four of them students rooms, one of them is the bathroom, and one of 
them is the entrance, a living room I would say.  We set up one of these six room models 
at the fairgrounds and furnished it, and had students look at it and housing people look at 
it and campus planning people and so on, and it seemed to function.  And so we went 
ahead with it. 
 
SUTTON:  I remember hearing at the time by some of the people on the dormitory staff.  
They opposed the general shape of it and the size. 
 
HERRICK:  Well there was some question about the size.  I never heard any…oh, there 
was one question about the shape because of the odd angles and the extra cost involved. 
 
SUTTON:  My understanding was that they felt there were too many students for one 
counselor to be responsible for on one floor. 
 
HERRICK:  Well there’s one counselor for 96 people on a floor.  That might be true.  I 
know there was some dissatisfaction among the housing people. Whether that emerged at 
this point or later I don’t know. 
 
SUTTON:  I don’t either.  It’s just that I heard students of mine who were involved in the 
housing muttering about it. 
 
HERRICK:  Then there was something else that came about that caused a lot of 
controversy.  The master plan had called for eight story dormitories, some on the east and 
some one the west side of the river.  These were ten, which I think was a little higher.  
The reason for the eight stories was because of elevator efficiency.  The higher you go 
the more expensive your elevator installation becomes and the more space you use for 
vertical circulations, a bigger percentage of the floor space.  So we were concerned about 
that.  Somewhere in the final process, after the general scheme was “approved”, they 
suddenly became 24 story buildings.  I don’t know of anybody other than Gordon Carson 
and the president who knew anything about this.  I’ll have to say this.  The president was 
very much concerned about getting more dormitory space.  We were caught in a bind.  
Other universities had been building dormitories over the years, and they had a pretty 
good pool of dormitory space when the enrollment increase came.  We had not been 
building dormitories.  We were relying on the surrounding community, and all of a 
sudden we had this huge enrollment bulge and no place to put the students.  So he was 
hard pressed to find solutions to the housing problem. 
 



SUTTON:  There were fathers all over the state who were calling and asking, “Where’s 
my daughter going to live?” 
 
HERRICK:  Yes. So he approved the tower dormitories.  We this met with a lot of 
objections, including objections from the office of campus planning.  But the decision 
was made and they were built that way.  They were built not out of the public funds, but 
by the so-called University Housing Commission, which could issue bonds without going 
through the state.  The Housing Commission consisted of the president, the secretary of 
the board of inquiry, three university officials.  I expect it was the Director of Finance, 
the president and a third person.  They’d issue the bonds.  That’s how that thing evolved.  
A lot of people were unhappy about it, but there it is.  Later, as you know, the pressure 
was such that they reduced the occupancy from 16 people for a unit to 12 people.  There 
was three in each room.  But that was a very ingenious plan, and it seemed to have a lot 
of advantages.  You see, in planning a dormitory, you think a lot about the social 
groupings of people.  Those are small, family-like groupings, and some students do well 
in two room unit, some in four, and some of them want more.  If you don’t get along with 
one roommate you get along with two others.  Here we have four, four-man rooms in 
each one of these cells, and a student could make friends within his group of four, and if 
it didn’t work out, some of the others in the same pod.  If there needed to be we could 
change the students, or we could move the student to another room or another hexagon.  
It had a lot of advantages.  The rooms were laid out with a very efficient plan as far as 
floor space was concerned.  Four desks, four dressers, four beds.  The beds were 
separated form the study space, so that a student could go to bed and not bother the 
people who were studying or vice versa.  But the pressure from the dormitory people, 
partly, and I suppose partly from the reduced demand for dormitory rooms led to a 
change in capacity to three per room.  That came after I left the office.  I don’t know how 
much went into it.  There was a period of time after those dorms were finished when 
students wanted to live in apartments.  They didn’t have to have the university involved.  
The idea of “in loco partentis” was not acceptable to students.  They wanted to live in 
apartments and they did, and they came back to the dormitories as the price of the 
apartments went up.  I suppose the attitude of students toward authority had mellowed 
somewhat.  They want to come back to the dormitories and now we have waiting lists.  
That’s another story. 
 
SUTTON:  I’m curious about something.  When the University of Chicago which of 
course didn’t’ expand nearly as much as this place, but when they expanded and put up 
some new buildings, they would hire Edward Stone and a variety of great architects.  
Each one of them put up one building.  The results are most interesting.  They’re not 
really disharmonious, but they’re not in the same style as the original buildings there, and 
yet each one looks interesting of itself and somehow fits into where it is.  How did it 
happen that we didn’t here seek an architect, or a group of architects, who would give us 
some distinction in architecture.  Our buildings here are… I think monotonous is a fair 
word. 
 
HERRICK:  Well, the University of Chicago is a private institution.  We’re a state 
institution with very little autonomy.  Michigan, for example, is a constitutional agency.  



They don’t have to go to the legislature.  We’re just another department of the state 
government.  We don’t build buildings.  The director of public works builds buildings for 
us.  We don’t select architects.  The director of public works selects the architects.  We 
may recommend, and do recommend, but the final decision is up to the director of public 
works, and the state architect is on his staff.  We have to have every code of requirements 
had to be approved by the Board of Regents, I suppose.  Every plan—preliminary plan, 
basic plan, final plan, specifications—all have to be approved by the director of public 
works.  He advertises the projects in the name of the university, and he selects the 
contractor, usually on the recommendation of the university, so that we’ve been under 
this pressure to hire in-state architects, and pass the work around.  We’ve had some good 
architects, and we’ve had some very poor architects.  I won’t name names, but this is 
what you get from this sort of set up.  We’ve had only a few cases where we’ve gone 
outside of the state.  The main library was designed by a Boston firm selected by an 
architecture competition. 
 
SUTTON:  You mean this most recent addition? 
 
HERRICK:  No, the original one.  The most recent addition was planned by the 
university architect, Dwight Smith.  Not the most recent addition.  The tower was Dwight 
Smith.  I don’t know who did the most recent addition.  I was retired then.  But another 
exception was the original Medical Center—University Hospital and the dental building.  
I’m not sure about Upham Hall and Means.  They were in the original group but they 
were built by other state agencies.  They weren’t built but the university.  I don’t know 
what their architects were, but we hired, I can’t think of the name of the architect now, a 
well-known prominent architect nationally, to do their plan.  I think there was a local 
craft involved in the detailed plans, and in this recent plans for the Visual Arts Center in 
this competition, we had teams; an outside architect and a Columbus architect.  Each 
team included both an outside architect and a Columbus architect, and the team that won 
the competition included a New York firm and a Columbus architect. 
 
SUTTON:  Well now when did the Fawcett Center go up?  It has a certain distinction to 
the building. 
 
HERRICK:  Well, again, that didn’t go through the state procedure because it’s not 
financed out of state money.  That’s financed out of a great variety of funds, really.  
Mershon money, bookstore money, some of the liquidating from the dormitory housing 
facilities and food service facilities, but it wasn’t financed out of tax monies.  But that 
was built by architects from in state, a Dayton firm.  Incidentally, the guy responsible for 
most of the detail work on that was a fellow from our office, who had worked in our 
office as a student.  He worked with Jim Park as a drafting student in architecture, and he 
was one of the competitors in this Visual Arts competition. 
 
SUTTON:  You trained one good man at least. 
 
HERRICK:  We’ll we’ve had number of them in spots like that.  One thing that has 
pleased me about campus planning over the years is the number of people who have gone 



through there and have gone to school while they were in there and have gone on to other 
jobs.  It’s an educational operation as well as a planning operation.  We’ve got a number 
of them around. 
 
SUTTON:  Did your concerns involve any attention to the source of financing for the 
buildings? For instance, after Sputnik went up, I heard rumors that there was money 
being made available by the federal government for subsiding certain kinds of buildings 
such as science, engineering, medicine, things of that sort.  Did the availability of such 
funds shape at all what you were able to plan, or were able to plan, or were they actually 
available? 
 
HERRICK:  Oh they were available, yes.   There was a separate office created to deal 
with the applications for federal funds.  I’ve forgotten what it was called.  Art Lynn was 
in charge of it for a while, and we worked with him in developing applications for federal 
funds.  The federal application had to include some details that came out of our capital 
plan proposals, you see, and of course we had to reflect in our capital plan, we had to 
state in our capital plan the anticipated money form our federal program.  We didn’t have 
a responsibility for federal funding, but we were deeply involved in it.  We couldn’t plan 
independently of it.  There’s a related question here with Dick Meiling and I argued 
repeatedly.  I insisted that when the need arose out of consideration of the problems that 
we had here and the facilities that we lacked, the availability for federal funds didn’t 
determine our need or our priorities.  Dick didn’t agree with me.  He felt that if there was 
money available for a certain type of hospital, then University Hospital needed it and 
they needed it right now.  That’s a natural reaction.  We argued about that good-
naturedly.  We had to be involved in the availability of federal funds, but not doing the 
actual work in getting them. 
 
SUTTON:  You are almost implying that sometimes when there was money available, 
you could be pushed into the position of going ahead with something, which wasn’t quite 
as high on the priority list as something else was. 
 
HERRICK:  Except in the case of Addison I don’t think we’ve ever put a new project on 
our list and not changed the priority of it.  For instance, in engineering, engineering has 
moved forward for two reasons.  Engineering probably has achieved most of their plans 
more than any other college.  There were two reasons for it.  One, they had been planning 
for years and they knew just what they wanted, and they were prepared to defend those 
requests.  They had information to back it up.  Secondly, federal money became 
available.  When the legislative support was available because of the time, then they 
moved right along.  It would have been foolish to push a project down the list five or six 
years when money was available now but it might not be in five or six years and we were 
going to build it anyhow.  It’s just a question of when. 
 
SUTTON:  So this rather rapid growth was almost altogether enables by federal fund. 
 
HERRICK:  No, I don’t think so.  It was partly enabled.  I can’t tell you how many of the 
projects were advanced in priority.  They had clearly demonstrable needs prior to the 



availability of federal funds, and our problem was to find the money to build the 
facilities.  You see, engineering needs changed very rapidly with advances in technology.  
The whole computer development, for instance, the development of lasers, the 
development of radar, just to mention a few things in the past couple decades that didn’t 
exist twenty years ago.  The same is true in medicine.  Open-heart surgery.  You can’t do 
open-heart surgery in just any old operating room.  You’ve got to have an operating room 
that’s designed for that.  An operating room is a very expensive facility.  So engineering 
and all the sciences to some extent have these needs that emerge rather suddenly, and 
they’re rather compelling needs.  If you’re going to stay in the parade at all in 
engineering education you’ve got to have them. 
 
SUTTON:  And these are things that legislature did respond to as well. 
 
HERRICK:  Well they did very well in the time after Sputnik you see.  The whole 
country was gung ho on engineering and science and medicine, health.  They’ve never 
become that interested in education or humanities or social work. 
 
SUTTON:  The law buildings must have begun just before you took office, or did they 
begin that early? 
 
HERRICK:  The first part of the law buildings were done, or practically done, when I 
came into office. 
 
SUTTON:  And that was financed with state funds.  There weren’t any other funds 
available. 
 
HERRICK:  Yes. Of course there’s another factor involved in getting support for that, 
and that’s the number of lawyers involved in state legislature.  This is reflected in another 
way.  The Ohio Legal Center, as it’s called south of Eleventh Avenue, which was built 
with private contributions on university property, but we had a special appropriation from 
the legislature to buy the land for that building.  We didn’t do anything to get that land.  
The organized bar in the state got that money from the legislature.  They planned the 
building pretty much as they wanted it, because they were paying for it. 
 
SUTTON:  The first year that I lived here in Columbus, my neighbor was in the 
legislature, a Majority Whip I think he was, and he told me that that very year, thirty 
years ago, that Dean Doan in medicine, long before Meiling’s day, would request money 
at the end of the quarter for something or other, and they would look it over with him and 
decide he probably could get what he wanted for a million dollars, but they also decided 
that if they cut him back to a million, the presidents of the medical societies in the 88 
counties would all be on the telephone, and it wasn’t worth a quarter of a million dollars 
to have that much hassle.  I presume this had preserved. 
 
HERRICK:  I don’t know about the last 15 years, but before that it was true.   
 



SUTTON:  You’re implying that something similar happened to the lawyers, within 
tighter bounds though than the medicine, because medicine has been expanding so fast. 
 
HERRICK:  And law doesn’t require that much space, compared to medicine.  It 
happened in agriculture also. 
 
SUTTON:  I wondered about that.  How about veterinary medicine? 
 
HERRICK:  Not so much.  In agriculture, we were going on a while ago about staging 
problems, and sequence problems, and all the logistics of the situation.  We were going to 
put horticulture and forestry over where the barns were.  So all of a sudden John Webb, 
the Chancellor of the Board of Regents, said we were going to have a new forestry and 
food technology building.  The barns are still there.  Well we argued in vein for 
postponement of that long enough to get the barns moved. 
 

----End of Side 3---- 
 

HERRICK:  …the Forestry and Food Technology building was to modify our plans.  Put 
it in a different location that we’d anticipated.  Not a serious destruction of plans, but it 
did enable us to argue more eloquently for the removal of the barns. 
 
SUTTON:  I heard a rumor back in the 50’s when veterinary medicine was cramped; they 
had a proud reputation to keep up.  I heard this rumor that they rather encouraged an 
inspection of their facilities, knowing perfectly well that it wouldn’t be favorable by the 
accrediting association for the veterinary medical school.  This then put pressure that 
enabled them to move quickly toward getting further buildings on that far side of the 
river. 
 
HERRICK:  I have knowledge of that at all. 
 
SUTTON:  That was before your day? 
 
HERRICK:  That was either before my day or went overhead.   I don’t know which one.  
Sisson Hall was already over there when I went in.  I was involved in the planning of the 
addition to Sisson Hall, and o the planning of the Pathology building across the street and 
in the early planning of the Veterinary Hospital. 
 
SUTTON:  One devise used by some schools in some universities is to get themselves 
disaccredited, or threatened to be discredited, and then they could put pressure on a 
person in our position to move ahead with plans for them.  Did you encounter anything 
like that? 
 
HERRICK:  I never experienced that.  That’s one of the things I was deprived of. 
 
SUTTON:  Well I’ve heard of such things happening and I just wondered if you had such 
in your career here. 



HERRICK:  Well there were some cases where accreditation was issued, but I’m not 
aware that any of it was deliberately planned with that end in mind. 
 
SUTTON:  Well some deans are subtle people you know, but it may not have happened 
here at all. 
 
HERRICK:  Well if it did I was oblivious to it. 
 
SUTTON:  I think it’s about for me to relieve you while I digest some of what you’ve 
said here and come up with more questions for you. 
 

----End of Tape---- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Supplement to Interview with John Herrick 
 

The following is a supplement to interviews conducted by Professor Robert Sutton with 
Dr. John Herrick on November 8, 1983.  The purpose of the supplement is to make more 
clear those interviews and to enhance them. 
 
GOERLER: Dr. Herrick, we discussed that in the original tape there was an inaccuracy in 
the date of Bulletin #7. 
 
HERRICK:  I inadvertently gave the wrong date for Campus Planning Bulletin #7.  
Campus Planning Bulletin #7 was dated February 1960, and it presented the Board of 
Trustees answers to the questions, which had been raised in the Phase 1 Report.  The 
master plan, which finally evolved, was approved in February of 1962. 
 
GOERLER:  The other matter concerns your recollection of a letter you sent to Jake 
Taylor while you were still in the College of Education concerning the need for any 
building plans of other units, more specifically the College of Education, to be in integral 
part of a master plan for the entire campus.  Would you please discuss that? 
 
HERRICK:  This is just a matter, which illustrates the secretive nature of campus 
planning prior to the creation of the Office of Campus Planning.  In 1953-1955, I was 
chairman of the College of Education Building Committee, and Jake Taylor had spoken 
to this committee about the building problems of the college, and he advised us to go 
ahead with our planning and plan big and so on.  A few days later it occurred to me that 
any plans made ought to be in harmony with the master plans of the university, the 
master plans for the campus.  I wrote them asking for a copy of this master plan.  I heard 
nothing from them in response to my letter, but several months later Dwight Smith, the 
university architect, called me into his office and showed me my letter with the notation 
on the margin saying something to this effect, “Mr. White, this is none of their damn 
business.  They can’t have a copy of the plan, but they can look at it in your office.”  This 
to me indicated that campus planning was considered to be a matter of concern only to a 
few administrative officials and was not intended for general campus discretion. 
 
GOERLER:  Dr. Herrick, there were several other areas that we wanted to explore that 
were not covered originally.  My first question is to explain how you became interested in 
campus planning, and make some observations about campus planning as a field. 
 
HERRICK:  Well, this is a long story.  From Junior High School history teacher to 
Campus Planning is a big jump.  It was really the outgrowth of the depression.  I started 
as a Junior High School history teacher in 1928.  In 1929 you’ll recall the stock market 
crash came, and a couple of years later this caught up with tax supported institutions 
including the schools, and Shaker Heights school along with others had to make a severe 
financial replacement.  I found myself a Junior High School representative on a so-called 
economy committee, responsible for advising the Board of Education with respect to 
budget reductions, or specifically salary reductions.  So I found myself being taken away 
from the field of history and talking about salary schedules and ratios and this sort of 



thing.  Well this interest grew and I became less and less convinced that I was going to 
come back to the university and do graduate work in history.  Instead, I took my masters 
degree in educational administration and my doctorate later.  In Shaker Heights I was 
tapped for the position of Director of Research in the school system, and I was 
responsible for among other things, administrative studies of various kinds:  enrollment 
projections, projections of building needs, estimating revenue from delinquent taxes 
which was a big problem in Shaker Heights.  Gradually, I got over into the field of 
administration.  This appointment was followed by one in the Cincinnati school system as 
director of research with similar responsibilities but more emphasis on buildings.  A 
major project in the first couple years there in the early 1940’s was to conduct a survey of 
school building needs and develop a building program for the Cincinnati school district.  
In this effort we worked closely with the Bureau of Educational Research at Ohio State.  
The university published the survey report.  We were successful on the basis of this study 
in passing a bond issue in Cincinnati and I was made responsible for implementing the 
building recommendations.  A couple of years later, specifically in 1947, I was invited to 
come to Ohio State to direct the Survey Division and Bureau of Educational Research.  I 
took that job in September of 1947.  In the bureau, I was responsible for school building 
surveys of various kinds, primarily school building surveys in school districts throughout 
the state, helping school districts to analyze their buildings needs to plan on the uses of 
existing buildings and major inside location of new buildings throughout the district.  We 
also were involved in helping schools to plan specific buildings.  Our staff analyzed what 
they needed in the building and then worked with the architect to determine just how 
these would be incorporated in a specific building.  This means that I was working, and 
people with me were working, with school districts, with architects and so on in 
developing physical facilities to house an educational program.  The study of school 
buildings needs in a district starts with an analysis of the education program and its 
implication for buildings.  The same with planning a new building.  You start with an 
analysis of an educational program and its implications for the building.  Many people 
think I’m an architect or an engineer.  I’m not.  I know some of their language, I’ve 
worked with scores of them, but I came out of the field of education and I consider 
myself an educator with a specialty in educational facilities.  Well, I worked in the bureau 
for 9 years, and one of the studies we did during this nine year period was the study of 
school building needs in the Columbus school system, so that was the early years when 
Novice Fawcett was Superintendent of schools.  Then when he became President, I called 
him as a friend to congratulate him and he announced he had a job for me.  That was 
farthest from my thoughts, and I resisted it for a while but finally in October I came in for 
central administration with the title of Director of University Plant Studies.  This was 
considered at the time as an extension of what I had been doing in the public schools in 
the university.  Campus Planning was not part of the picture at that time.  During that first 
year, 1956-1957, I worked on space assignment for the university, developed policies and 
procedures or handling requests for space assignments, did some utilization studies, and I 
spent a considerable amount of time out of my office working with the president on the 
reorganization of central administration.  This was the type of thing I’d done in a number 
of public school situations in connection with what we called comprehensive surveys, 
covering all aspects of the school district’s problems.  We worked together on this for 
several months.  I would work at home and take my suggestions to his home and pick 



them up there and take them back.  This was done on the “QT”.  He didn’t want to tip his 
hand on what he planned to do with the reorganization of the central administration.  
Finally it was in his inaugural address in April of 1957 that he presented this proposal for 
a new administrative organization, including the President’s Cabinet.  During these 
discussions there evolved a concept of an Office of Campus Planning with responsibility 
for space assignments and general plan of the campus, the educational planning of major 
facilities, the type of think that could be applied to the university scene.  This was 
effective July 1, 1957.  Thus the concept of an office of campus planning was formed.  I 
found myself responsible for campus planning.  That’s a far cry from teaching American 
History in a junior high school, but like many of us, I guess, my career changed gradually 
over a period of many years without any particular planning.  I didn’t plan to become 
involved in campus planning but I did.  I’d like to emphasize that this whole thing 
evolved out of a concern for education and not out of architecture or engineering or any 
of the other disciplines that are commonly associated with a building program. 
 
GOERLER:  Dr. Herrick, you said that your first involvement in the field of campus 
planning was back in the 1930’s.  Can you make some comments as to how you think the 
field of campus planning from your perspective had evolved from your initial experiences 
then to your active participation and contribution in the 50’s and 60’s?   
 
HERRICK:  When I left the Office of Campus Planning, I had the impression there had 
never been any done on this campus before and I probably made some statements to that 
effect, but really at Ohio State there’d been campus planning going on for many years.  
During the first 30 years it was done primarily with outside consultants and then the 
university architects office was responsible for campus planning.  They did a number of 
studies but there were not generally known.  They were done without much publicity and 
sometimes with a premeditated secrecy.  But in the 40’s, campus planning came to the 
forefront because there was a sudden need, particularly after World War II, a sudden need 
for great expansion of physical facilities in most campuses, and this brought forth a 
scourge of campus planning activities all over the country, so that we really were in step 
with the rest of the country in creating an Office of Campus Planning.  Incidentally, 
during those years in the late 50’s and early 60’s, campus-planning people from all over 
the country got together and met from time to time to compare notes and the 
Organization of Campus Planners was created, which I think is still in existence.  I think 
10 representatives got together frequently.  We had an interesting name.  We called 
ourselves the Spacemen.  We met at O’Hare field, or a motel near O’Hare, in Chicago 
several times a year.  We’d arrive in the morning and spend the day discussing our 
problems and plans and go home that night, so that the movement was pretty general          
around the country, and triggered by the rapid expansion of enrollments. 
 
GOERLER:  You had mentioned earlier that you were involved with President Fawcett in 
establishing what came to be Fawcett’s cabinet in a cabinet style of administration for 
this institution.  Were you also involved in the decision making process that led to the 
dissolution of the College of Arts and Sciences and the creation of several other colleges? 
 



HERRICK:  Not in a direct way.  I participated in some discussions in private sometimes, 
but I really had no responsibility, no great involvement in that.  I was more concerned 
with the outcomes of it, particularly the implications for campus planning, than anything 
else.  I’d say “no” as a general answer to your question. 
 
GOERLER:  Dr. Herrick, you became involved in campus planning somewhat 
accidentally and made it your life’s work.  Can you provide for the record your feeling as 
to what your biggest accomplishments were? 
 
HERRICK:  Well you said it was my life’s work.  It was 11 years out of 45, so it was 
hardly my life’s work, but I think probably the most significant, yes.  There are a number 
of things that stand out in my mind.  I don’t think this is my accomplishment necessarily, 
but the developments of the late 50’s and 60’s kept campus planning in a new light on the 
campus, and other campuses too.  It came out to the fore as a prominent part of the 
planning of any institution, and now the campus planning processes are involved in all 
major decisions of any space implications.  This wasn’t true in the old days.  Sure there 
were master plans, but a building might be located without any reference to the master 
plan.  So I think a new prominence for campus planning evolved, not necessarily through 
my work, but as a result of the creation of the Office of Campus Planning and the work 
that we did in these early years.  One of the things that I’m very proud of is the fact that 
we brought campus planning out of the closet.  It’s now not something that’s done 
secretly without any publicity, and with perhaps resentment of the attempt of anybody to 
pry into what’s going on.  Now campus planning is a very public process.  I think we did 
two things during my period that brought this about.  We started on space assignments, 
which were not necessarily a part of campus planning, but during the first year as 
Director of University Plant Studies, I spent a lot of time on space assignments.  The 
assignments of space had previously been made by various people, the president or the 
registrar or the business manager.  Sometimes two officials would assign the same space 
to different parties.  We set up in 1956-1957 a procedure, which involved an application 
for space, a tentative assignment by the Office of University Plant Studies, and a period 
of two weeks for people to protest this.  Incidentally, the tentative assignment was widely 
publicized according to all department chairmen and administrators, some 200 on the 
mailing list, and they had two weeks in which to protest.  Then we had a procedure for 
reviewing the protests and writing the final decision, with an ultimate appeal to the 
president if necessary.  So his whole thing was out in the open.  When we developed the 
master plan with Caldwell, Rowland and Scott in 1959, we set up a similar procedure.  
We set up a series of Campus Planning Bulletins.  I’ve forgotten how many there were, 
maybe a dozen or fifteen.  Anyhow, we advised the whole faculty in our written bulletin 
of each step in our plan.  The choice of the consultants, the basic principles which would 
go into the development of the plan.  We developed tentative solutions, or we got 
suggestions form the faculty.  We publicized these, no matter how trivial, and we asked 
for reactions.  And we got reactions.  We involved the department chairman, deans and 
some faculty members, in interviews with our planning consultants to determine their 
thinking as to the needs of the campus.  The Phase One report, which announced seven 
possible plans, was announced to the whole faculty.  They were given a change to react.  
We published a summary of their reactions, and when the board made its final decision, 



these were distributed to the faculty in the form of a campus-planning bulletin.  So the 
whole thing was done out in the open and everybody felt he had a part of it.  The days of 
secret planning were over, and I think this was a wholesome thing, and its one of which I 
am particularly proud.  Probably the most significant thing for the institution was that 
educational considerations, or program considerations, are now paramount in not only the 
campus planning but in the building planning, remodeling or any other change in physical 
facilities.  This is a major change, and one, which I think is probably the most significant.  
The master plan itself of course was a major accomplishment.  The plan is still in use 20 
some years later with modifications, which were part of the plan.  The basic principles of 
both control and planning principles are still intact.  I think this is a major 
accomplishment.  Another thing, which has interested me a great deal, was the extra 
campus relationships of the university.  I don’t know what the practice was prior to 
Fawcett’s administration, but in general the university operated as separate entity, 
without much contact with city and state agencies, except as required.  I recall that in the 
early 1950’s, in the morning paper one morning, there was a big announcement on a big 
roadway that was going up through the campus.  This was an announcement of the city 
planning office.  The road went through the campus along the river, by the stadium.  Well 
I had generally assumed the university was not consulted about this.  In any event, it’s an 
illustration of the type of separateness that existed.  When Jim Clark came in 1958 as 
campus planner, he reported to the office the first day, and then we didn’t see him for 
about two weeks.  He was going form office to office in City Hall, in the state offices, 
county offices, making the acquaintance of the planning officials in these offices.  This 
was the beginning of a very close working relationship, which still exists.  Jim Clark 
attended council meetings and zoning board meetings at both the city and county levels.  
He worked with the city engineers on traffic problems; he worked with the state highway 
department, and so on.  Also, along this same line, he began to work with community 
leaders and developing what came to be the University Community Association.  I guess 
it had a different name today, but this type of relationship between the university and the 
surrounding community still continues.  I think this is a very significant change, and one 
that is really worthwhile.  Finally, I’d say that a major accomplishment, one of which I 
am particularly proud, has to do with the branches.  We selected sites for the four 
branches and for Wright State, which is partly a responsibility of Ohio State, as the 
Dayton branch of Ohio State and Miami.  We selected I think good sites, and in all cases 
adequate sites.  We had some opposition.  John Millett, the Chancellor of the Board of 
Regents, thought in terms of very small sites, an urban university site aside of a few acres 
and some tall buildings.  We got more than 500 acres in Lima and Mansfield, and 180 
acres in Marion, maybe a little less than that, I don’t remember the exact figures.  But we 
did succeed in getting reasonably good acreages.  So those universities will be able to 
expand as required, not only in the 20th century, but in the 21st century and beyond.  I 
think this is a major gain.  Those are the main things that I see now as major 
accomplishments in the office. 
 
GOERLER:  Throughout your career, there must have also been some regrets. 
 
HERRICK:  You lose a lot of skirmishes in a job like this.  The Office of Campus 
Planning wasn’t the only one that I ever had in this field.  We were sparring with a lot of 



people and we usually arrived at an agreed upon solution to most problems.  We 
occasionally lost a skirmish.  I don’t think any of them were particularly important.  As I 
think I’ve indicated earlier, there was frequently conflict between the Office of Campus 
Planning and the business office, or the architect’s office.  We lost some and won some. 
Probably our major loss there was with the river dorm, but we’ve discussed this before.  
We didn’t want the dorms that big or that tall, but they’re there and that’s no longer a 
matter of concern for me.  The major disappointment, the major failure I would say, was 
the failure on my part.  It had to do with the University College.  Today, it’s a detached 
portion of the campus, with thousands of students being transported each day.  The last 
number I heard several years ago was 7,000, but whatever it is, it’s an awkward situation.  
Not only an expensive one, but the students there must feel some sense of detachment 
from the university.  Hopefully, this is being rectified with the West Campus people 
coming back home, and other activities filtering into those buildings over a period of a 
decade or so.  The way we got into that tract was this.  We were talking about a separate 
general college.  This was the term we used at the time. 
 

----End of Side 1---- 
 
HERRICK:  …the Board of Regents were sparring on this.  I think part of this was 
because we had rather different conceptions of what the general college would be, or 
what a university college would be.  We also had some discussion between the university 
and the people downtown, including the legislature, on the land of acquisition, which 
comes in here.  We were trying to get land south of 11th avenue for recreation for the 
south dorms.  We were constantly reminded that were had a lot of land next to the river 
and we ought to use it, and so there was some pressure to find use for it.  As the plans for 
University College developed, campus planning had tentatively selected two sites.  One 
was the site which was finally used, west of Kenny, and the other just west of the river.  
This was never publicized, but my thinking on the issue was essentially this.  In the open 
field just west of the Woody Hayes Bridge, between there and Lane avenue, would be a 
major focal building, which I called it.  The entrance into University College, with a wide 
pedestrian underpass under Lane avenue opening into other building off of Lane Avenue 
and opposite the Fawcett Center.  This as closer and would have eliminated a lot of the 
transportation, but we didn’t arrive at a decision.  We tried to stall on a decision, until we 
knew more about what the nature of the program would be.  Finally, President Fawcett 
told me that there would be no students moved from one campus to another.  The faculty 
would move but not students.  Well I bought that and we decided on the campus and 
proceeded to develop a master plan for it.  Well a few months later the zoning report 
came out dealing with the educational program at University College.  This was widely 
discussed on campus and out of these discussions evolved an educational program that 
made that site inappropriate because it involved the transportation of students.  My error 
was in not sticking in there and insisting to get a final determination of the educational 
program before we made a decision.  Fortunately, I was bailed out by the decision to put 
other activities over there and move those students back to main campus.  It was really a 
violation of all I had stood for in campus planning.  I did accept the statement that there 
would be no movement of students, and so in a sense I was justified, but I should have 
made more noise.  I should have resisted longer on that. 



GOERLER:  Do you think that your resistance might have been successful, or were there 
pressures for making West Campus what it became so great? 
 
HERRICK:  I don’t know.  This wasn’t a tug-of-war between the president and me.  It 
was a friendly disagreement.  I don’t know hat it was even that.  It was a mutual approach 
to a problem, and if I had resisted I don’t know what his reaction would be.  It might have 
come to a point where he said, “Look, we have to make this decision now.  It can’t wait.”  
At that point I might have agreed with him that this was the logical choice.  It’s hard to 
say what would have happened if I had performed differently. 
 
GOERLER:  Well my understanding form other resources is that originally the purpose 
of the University College as originally conceived was to serve the needs of the Columbus 
community for some technical education, and what became was really a kind of junior 
college for the rest of the campus. 
 
HERRICK:  Well that was one of the things that was talked about.  It was talked about as 
the Columbus branch at times, a technical institute at times.  Various ideas were 
considered, but to me at that stage, these considerations weren’t important.  The 
importance to me at that time was the relationship to the rest of the university.  More 
particularly, the movement of people back and forth.  Also, in those discussions at the 
time, there was the thought this would be primarily commuter students, and we needed 
access to the freeway, and the location west of Kenny was perfect in that respect.  Those 
students could come and go anytime of the day or night without becoming involved in 
traffic of main campus.  I really don’t know the ins and outs of the debates between the 
president and the Chancellor and other people, and the technical institute of the 
Columbus branch, and other considerations as to the nature of the institution, but I do 
know that we fought over it for a long time as a separate unit, quite detached from the 
main campus. 
 
GOERLER:  Did you have any other regrets? 
 
HERRICK:  There were a lot of little ones along the way, but I more or less forgot those.  
This is the main one. 
 
GOERLER:  After your retirement, you did not retire into inactivity, but rather took up a 
new activity, mainly a history of first all the campus buildings that were ever on this 
campus, and then more recently, your histories of the Oval and Mirror Lake.  Would you 
like to talk a bit about your interests and the kinds of problems that you encountered in 
doing this research? 
 
HERRICK:  A number of years ago, my doctor said, “Never retire.”  I didn’t know what 
he meant at the time, but I think he meant to keep active.  This is one side of it.  Another 
is that I was interested in these topics.  When I left campus planning in 1967, I didn’t 
retire from the university immediately.  I spent the remaining 8 months or so in the Office 
of Academic Affairs, but I was really working for campus planning.  I was pulling 
together some materials for my successor.  And then in January of 1968 I went back to 



the College of Education, where I did a number of activities, similar to what I had done 
before.  I worked in the Office of Campus Planning on a special assignment some of the 
summers.  As the centennial approached, I was asked to help in the preparation of a 
brochure that was distributed at the Centennial Convocation in March of 1970.  This 
publication, called “Ringing Grooves of Change”, was really an overview of the 
development of campus, the physical facilities on campus.  I was asked to do the 
research, and somebody from, I don’t know what they called it today, the Office of 
Community Research or Community Relations was responsible for the writing.  This 
publication includes a map of the original campus with the buildings that were there 
when we bought the land, and then a similar map 25 years later, 50 years later, and so on.  
This made it necessary to group the buildings by quarter centuries, and I got into the 
question of digging into the construction of the new buildings.  So I found myself 
involved in this thing, particularly during the summer of 1969 and the autumn quarter of 
1969.  When I got through I proposed to Bill Griffith a set of three publications.  One was 
what we called at the time a compendium of the university buildings dealing with all the 
buildings that had been on the campus during the 100 years.  The second one we called 
an atlas at the time.  I had collected a number of old maps and I wanted to bring these 
together and discuss them in some way.  The third was to record what I had learned in 
dealing with these maps and so on about the history of campus planning at Ohio State.  
Well I got into this thing, after I retired in February of 1972, I got into this thing for 5 or 
6 hours a day, and gradually cut down to 4 and then 3 and now I’m doing it 2 and 2 an 
half, maybe 3 hours maximum.  I started out in the history of the buildings.  I don’t know 
offhand how much time I spent on it, the better part of a decade trying to track down the 
history of every building that had even been on campus.  Starting with the building 
permit of the land when it was bought and each new building that we built or bought, and 
discussing the location, the various names.  Some of these buildings have 20, 25, 30 
names, the general description, type of construction, number of stories and so on, the 
history of the development of the building, the construction completion date and so on.  
Just bare bones.  This resulted in a 5 volume loose-leaf work of close to 2,000 pages, 250 
pages of which is indexes, three indexes.  Each building has a number, and the first index 
is by number, all the names of that particular building.  The second index is one by 
names.  You approach it alphabetically by name of the building and then you find the 
number.  Third is by street address, and we assigned addresses where no addresses 
existed, so that you can go in there and find out the building that was at such and such a 
number at such and such a street.  Or if you wanted to get an area of the campus and go in 
there and pick out a group of addresses and pick out all the ones that were in that general 
area.  I next moved onto the maps.  By then I had assembled almost 700 of old campus 
maps from various sources.  Some of them were out of your files here and many of them 
were out of the architects files, and some which Jim Clark back in the 50’s and 60’s had 
pulled out of various places and stored on the floor in a vacant room in Brown Hall.  
Many of these were in bad shape.  We got them repaired and deacidified and 
encapsulated in milar at the Historical Society and later we started doing them in campus 
planning, the encapsulation.  For each map, I assigned a number and then we tried to 
determine the correct date for the map.  Many of them had no dates, many of them had 
dates that were incorrect because they had been revised over the years without changing 
the date.  I tried to indicate the date and the purpose of the map if there was some special 



purpose, and I identified all the buildings.  I identified the building by number, which I 
had used in the building report.  One of the indexes in the map report was by building 
number, and you look up building 150 and there was a list of all the maps on which that 
building appears.  I then went onto the master plan project, and there I just produced a35 
page memorandum just outlining what I had heard about the history of campus planning 
on this campus, just to make a record before it was lost.  My thought was that some 
graduate student might pick this up and use this as a thesis or dissertation, but it is a 
reasonably good outline of the history of campus planning in its own right.  This was the 
trilogy that we’d set back in 1965 or 1970.  I then moved onto a couple of other reports 
that I thought would be interesting.  Probably the 2 places on campus that are of major 
concern to the alumni are the Oval and Mirror Lake Hollow, so I tackled the Oval first.  I 
had made notes on various campus features.  So I pulled together my notes on the Oval 
and made further investigations from the Lantern and other publication and produced a 
publication on the OSU Oval.  I then went into Mirror Lake and Mirror Lake Hollow and 
did a similar study.  Both of these reports involve a review of all editions of the Lantern, 
the Alumni Monthly annual reports.  I know neither one of them is exhaustive, but each 
one gave a pretty good overview of the development of the area and the activities that 
took place in them.  It’s sort of a fun project. I’ve often said that it gives me a change to 
reminisce without boring anybody.  
 
GOERLER:  It’s certainly used quite a bit here. 
 
HERRICK:  Well when it first came out, I don’t know whether it’s still true, but 
architecture students scramble for these reports.  They use primarily your copy instead of 
going to the copy in the engineering library, but they apparently had assignments in 
architecture classes that required them to get facts about a particular building.  They 
bothered you folks to get those and made the archives a study hall more or less for a 
while.  My thought in the building report and the map report was that these were source 
materials for future historians.  They weren’t histories in themselves but they were source 
materials.  Neither one is complete or final, but they recorded what I had been able to 
assemble in the way of information.  The building report gives you the bare bones about a 
particular building.  You could spend years developing a history of University Hall or 
Orton Hall or Hayes Hall.  I didn’t have that kind of time.  In retirement you don’t have 
the expectation that you’ll have years to work on that.  You have to plan to finish what 
you start.  The building report I originally wanted to do would have all the university 
buildings, and soon realized that was impossible so I lopped over the branches.  Then I 
lopped off Gibraltar Island.  As a matter of fact, I lopped off everything outside of 
Franklin County so the final report covers only the buildings in Franklin County.  I list 
the branch buildings and I list all the Franklin country building and all the leased 
buildings, just list them and give the numbers so that people can have some idea of what 
they are.  But I don’t deal with the history of them.  Incidentally, one of the key features 
of the building report is that it was set up in such a way that it could be expanded.  Not 
knowing how much time I would have to do it, I tried to write the reports in such a way 
that I recorded any substantial body of information that I had, and then by use of addenda 
I could put in additional information, correct earlier information, so these of course have 
been brought up to date, I think three times.  I’m now working no another updating 



dealing with building in the last 3 years, additions, demolitions, changes in names in the 
last 3 years.  I will bring then up to the end of 1984. 
 
 
 
 
 
 


