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THE MISSION OF THE OFFICE OF RESIDENCE LIFE IS TO PROVIDE QUALITY, 

ACCESSIBLE HOUSING AND TO PROMOTE STUDENT LEARNING AND PERSONAL 

SUCCESS IN AN INCLUSIVE, ENGAGING COMMUNITY. 

Live!  Learn!  Engage! 



RESIDENCE LIFE OVERVIEW 

• 10 low rise residence halls 

– Fischer currently offline 

• 2 high rise residence halls 

• 1 suite-style residence hall 

• 2 off-campus apartment buildings (leased) 

• Total current occupancy: 3,854 

MASTER PLAN PURPOSE 

• Evaluate the future needs of  Residence Life 

– Including the ultimate fate of  the Wells Complex 

• Goals: 

–Maintain and upgrade current buildings while 

addressing the accessibility needs of  campus 

– Provide the highest quality for the lowest cost 



METHODOLOGY 

• Analyzed financial data through 2031 

• Conducted a study of  Wells Complex 

• Projected campus growth, occupancy, and room 

rates 

HISTORICAL MASTER PLAN OVERVIEW 



MASTER PLAN - HISTORICAL 

• Original plan: 

– Convert White and Sayles Halls to suite-style (104 beds, 

$5 million) 

– Build a new suite-style residence hall to use for swing 

space (252 beds, $10.6 million) 

– Take one residence hall offline each year to renovate 

(low rise:  $4-5 million; high rise:  $11-15 million each) 

MASTER PLAN - HISTORICAL 

• 2005 update: 

– Raze Sayles and White Halls and build two new suite-

style residence halls in their footprints 

– Take one residence hall offline each year to renovate 



MASTER PLAN - HISTORICAL 

• 2007 update: 

– Build two new suite-style residence halls on the parking 

lot on the corner of  Prince St. and Starin Rd. ($35 

million) 

– Take one residence hall offline each year to renovate, as 

funds permit 

2011 MASTER PLAN REVIEW 



2011 MASTER PLAN REVIEW 

• Construct at least one new residence hall between now 
and FY2031 

• Consider remodeling Wells Complex or constructing 
additional residence halls 

• Project occupancy through FY2031 and compare to 
capacity under various scenarios 

• Committee recommendation:  construct a new 
residence hall in FY2015 or FY2016 

WELLS STUDY 
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FINAL SELECTIONS 

MASTER PLAN - FINAL SELECTIONS 

• Final three plan options: 

– Plan I 

• New residence halls:  2016-17; 2021-22; 2026-27; 2030-31 

– Plan II 

• New residence halls:  2015-16; 2020-21; 2025-26; 2030-31 

– Plan III 

• New residence halls:  2015-16; 2017-18; 2025-26; 2030-31 



PLAN I - OCCUPANCY VS. CAPACITY 

PLAN II - OCCUPANCY VS. CAPACITY 



PLAN III - OCCUPANCY VS. CAPACITY 

DOUBLE ROOM RATE COMPARISON 



CURRENT PLAN 

MASTER PLAN - CURRENT 

• Plan III was selected as the preferred option 

• First new residence hall to open in FY2016 



FISCHER & WELLERS HALL 

• Fischer Hall 

– Offline during 2011-2012 academic year 

• Wellers Hall 

– Offline during 2012-2013 academic year 

• Redesigned, fully accessible lobby 

• Elevator added 

• Additional ADA-friendly rooms 

FISCHER HALL 



WELLERS HALL 

POD-STYLE HOUSING 



UW-MADISON LAKESHORE 

UW-RIVER FALLS SOUTH FORKS 



UW-RIVER FALLS SOUTH FORKS 
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Office of Residence Life 
Master Plan Review 

2011-2031 

 
The first meeting of the Office of Residence Life Master Plan Review committee took place in January, 
2011.  Representatives from Residence Life, Academic Learning Communities, the Center for Students 
with Disabilities, Facilities Planning and Management, Dining Services, Whitewater Student Government, 
and Residence Hall Association were present.  Subsequent meetings included members from the 
Whitewater Rental Association in order to address the role of Residence Life in the Whitewater 
community and to ascertain the off-campus housing vendors’ concerns. 
 
The purpose of this committee was to review and establish a master plan for the Office of Residence Life 
as it relates to its current building/remodeling agenda.  Frank Bartlett presented a historical perspective 
of what has taken place to date, which included previous reports from 2003 and 2005.  In addition, 
current projects were reviewed. 
 
Representatives from the Whitewater Rental Association expressed their appreciation for being invited 
to contribute their thoughts and ideas. They shared their hope that if Residence Life is looking to grow, 
that the on campus population will be proportionate to the campus population growth. Questions arose 
regarding out-of-state resident information, which is approximately 10% of all UWW students; and 
retention numbers, which varies by term. A rough estimate is approximately 65%. Other discussion 
addressed online classes and how they might impact the future of the residential population.  Larry 
Kachel asked about commuters and the number of full time students.  Frank explained capture rate of 
92.7% of FR (2050 = 1900 approx.) and 77% of the sophomore class.  We typically house 300 
juniors/seniors/grads/other.  In 2010-2011 we had 600. 
 
This past year the city of Whitewater Rental Association experienced a 9.7% vacancy rate; 2.3% is 
typical.  Continuing on with this trend will cause declining assessments which lead to a declining 
property tax base.  In addition, the smaller property owners won’t be able to afford a continued high 
vacancy rate.  In Whitewater, there is no development going on.  Whitewater is currently experiencing 
more foreclosures.   
 
Dr. Telfer did a quick presentation and questions/answer session regarding the Campus’ “Growth 
Agenda.”  First some details of the Growth Agenda were presented: 

 The Growth Agenda planned for a gain of students of 1000-1500 students over a 5 year period. 

 The students desired include all students, non-traditional (adult), more students of opportunity,        
and veterans.   

 In addition, we would be pursing better retention from our current student population (Current 
graduation rates: 4 years – 26%, 6 years – 56%).  We desire to increase the speed of graduation.   

 
The Governor has removed funding from the budget for the UW System’s Growth Agenda.   $2.3 million 
was the amount of funding for the Growth Initiative.  With the lack of funding, the campus will try to 
maintain its current enrollment 11,544 (10,600 - 90% of the current headcount that take at least 15 
credits).  We will try to accommodate the demand.   We are also pursuing the same size freshman class.   
We will grow a little bit, but less rapidly.   
 
Financial Aid is proposed to stay the same.  Pell Grants more than likely will be reduced.  WHEG may not 
exist.  Chancellor Telfer also touched on the budget cut for UW System.  Of the $250 million, $125 
million will impact UW system and the non-UW-Madison campuses.   We don’t know how the budget 
cut may affect UW-Whitewater.  We are also looking at a 5.5% possible tuition increase. 
 



 
Discussions regarding our current occupancy situation revolved around conversations in regards to the 
campus growth agenda, as well as information from the occupancy budget report calculations.  We 
calculated student occupancy for 2011 to be 4,064 and following completion of Residence Life 
renovations, occupancy would be 3,967.  Reduction in occupancy is directly related to current 
renovations to residence halls to add more accessible features, including ADA compliant “family baths,” 
as well as additional renovation needs.  
 
The campus’ target for the 2011 freshmen class was 2,050 incoming students.  Of that number, we 
anticipated 1,900 to reside in the residence halls in which the campus made the commitment to house 
all 1,900 incoming freshmen in traditional student rooms.  In the fall of 2011, we leased a total of 300 
bed spaces in two off-campus buildings to provide housing for students wishing to reside with Residence 
Life.  As of the conclusion of the fall 2011 semester, both off-campus housing facilities were nearly full.   
 
Of our campus housing availability, Starin Hall and the off-campus apartments were only available for 
students of sophomore standing and above.  Arey, Lee, Bigelow, and Knilans were freshmen-only 
buildings.  The remaining spaces were divided up between upper class and freshmen floors.  All 
returning students had to sign up for student rooms during the re-application process in the spring 
semester of 2011.   
 
Other discussion topics included the plans for short-term consequences of what to do while buildings 
are offline, what other campuses in the UW System are doing/have done, background information 
regarding the freshmen/sophomore requirement to live on-campus, debt service vs. keeping costs 
reasonable, program analysis relating to learning communities, and the decision not to pursue LEED 
certification for the next two remodels as the limited scope of the projects don’t allow for the logical 
pursuit of the LEED designation (ex. limited HVAC work).  Keeping with our current objectives, we will 
pursue the design of a building that is the most accessible and sustainable as possible.   
 
Key questions that were answered by this review included:  the size of the on-campus population 
desired in relation to the growth agenda; solutions to bring Wells Hall to accessible standards by 
conducting a cost/benefit analysis for renovation vs. replacement; explore different housing options 
(e.g. traditional doubles, suites, pods); perform a complete financial analysis of projected costs through 
2031, including factors such as growth, occupancy and room rates; and formulate recommendations for 
review by the Chancellor.  
 
During the course of the review process, Potter Lawson conducted and presented two studies to the 
committee.  The first contained information about cost estimating in the master plan process.  Topics 
covered options for improvements, typical unit costs of construction, total project costs, and the 
benefits of upgrading residence halls.  New buildings, additions and remodeling examples were 
presented. 
 
The second study by Potter Lawson explored the best long term direction for the Wells complex.  Three 
renovation options for the Wells complex emerged.  Included in all plans were:  air conditioning of the 
complex, additional square footage for mechanical and student usage on the first floor and basement, 
elevator upgrades, ADA modified bedrooms, wider door opening, stairwell enhancements (including 
enlarged landings & air flow enhancements), window replacements, upgraded data wiring, and lounge 
area upgrades (including entrances).    

 The first, (Plan A) would be to remodel Wells to include changes to make bathrooms ADA 
compliant as well as the addition of an accessible bath on every floor.  Turn around spaces 
would be created at the RA rooms, and at the stairwell exits.   

 The second, (Plan B) interspersed bathrooms throughout the floor to serve 5 bedrooms.  The 
bathroom enhancements would also accommodate turn around points for wheelchairs. The 
current common area bathrooms would be configured back into bedroom spaces.   



 The third, (Plan C) would be the most significant remodel.  The reconfiguration would maintain 
the two-bedroom concept but would include shared bathrooms in between the two bathrooms.  
There would be one entrance into the combined bedrooms/bathroom.   

 
The committee discussed the three options presented considering the costs incurred for each.  The 
general consensus of the group was that the most cost efficient choice would be to replace the complex 
with three new 400-student residence halls.  The Wells complex would stay in place until three new 
residence halls could be constructed to replace it.  The decision was made to ask for the development of 
three financial schedules (pro formas) for the three following scenarios:   
 

 Using Wells Option A, construct a new residence hall (400 beds) in fall, 2016, to allow for swing 
space for future renovations and allow for campus growth or additional singles. 

 Using Wells Option B, construct a new residence hall (400 beds) in fall, 2016, to allow for 
decompression associated with the reconfiguration of Wells (loss of 234 beds) and slight campus 
growth 

 Do minimal updates to maintain Wells; construct three new residence halls to replace the 
complex.   
 

Long term financial plans were presented at the final meeting.  Frank Bartlett reported the numbers 
showed the debt service for Starin Hall ending in 2031, which made it financially feasible to add a fourth 
new residence hall at that time (FY2031).   
 
Additionally, two long term financial plans were presented showing what the numbers would look like if 
one new residence hall was constructed a year earlier (in 2015) than originally presented. The two 
additional long term financial plans were labeled “D1” and “D2.” Plan “D1” would significantly raise 
room rates; “D2” would have Residence Life subsidize the bottom line from their cash reserves.  The 
required timeline to complete either plan “D1” or “D2” would be tight, considering approval from the 
multiple levels of administration would be required immediately.  
   
New residence halls would feature a pod-style configuration of one bathroom to five bedrooms (ten 
students).  Room rates would fall between our current standard double room and a suite style residence 
rates.  The current cost of a new residence hall is approximately $25 million.  With inflation (assuming a 
standard of 4%) the cost could be around $47 million by 2031.   We used the UW-System amortization 
schedule to calculate the long term debt service.  Currently, Starin Hall’s debt service is amortized over 
20 years.  Going forward, if allowed to use 30 year amortization schedule for new construction, the cost 
to the students would be lower (with the debt carried longer by the campus).   
 
Discussion to address plans for Wells Hall continued.  Bob Freiermuth suggested that utilizing Wells Hall 
as strictly single bedroom units could be very popular as there is a huge demand for one bedroom 
apartments in the community.  Consideration will also need to be given to the impact on 
camps/conferences on campus if Wells Hall is taken off-line.  Regardless of which option passes forward, 
mechanical and maintenance issues will need to be addressed; specifically the roof of the Christine Berry 
Memorial lounge will need to be replaced. 
 
Matt Aschenbrener and Larry Kachel also questioned if the plans included projections for growth.  If 
1,000 students were added over the next five years, approximately 350 would be freshmen. Assuming a 
capture rate of 93%, we should plan for an additional 330 freshman.  Another factor impacting the 
growth rate will be if the campus continues to recruit Illinois residents.  Currently, the difference to 
attend Northern Illinois University vs. UW-Whitewater is within $100 (total cost to attend:  including 
dining, housing and out-of-state tuition).   
 



The option of adding residence halls by way of support through the University’s foundation accounts 
was also discussed. UW-Green Bay and UW-Milwaukee have both done this, but there have been issues 
at UW-Milwaukee in regards to filling all of the available beds. 
 
A question of costs of a new residence hall was also discussed. For reference, Starin Hall cost roughly 
$34 million, and a new residence hall as laid out by Potter & Lawson would be roughly $25 million. As 
mentioned by Frank Bartlett, our room rates currently rank fourth from the bottom as compared to the 
rest of the UW System. There is also a possibility that we provide and offer office space on the first floor 
of a new residence hall, such departments that had been mentioned by individuals past and present 
include: the Office of Multicultural Affairs, a new dining hall, a daycare center or other opportunities. 
 
It was agreed that pro forma Option D2, as presented, would be the best choice, as it would allow for 
future decisions based on enrollment projections in 2017.  Another benefit for Option D2 is that it would 
continue the campus initiative for accessibility. For reference, the current remodel of Fischer Hall will 
exceed ADA compliance with 10% of the rooms modified for accessibility (of which 5% would be 
equipped with remote access door openers. If, for whatever reason, Option D2 was not feasible given 
time constraints, option C would be the preferred option of the committee.  It was asked how to 
proceed from here. Frank Bartlett assumed the next step would be a presentation to the Student Affairs 
department, and then ultimately to the Chancellor and his office. 
 
Changes to the financial plan and a plan to consider two new residence halls one right after another to 
allow for greater campus growth in 2015-2016 were drafted.  The following pro forms were created: 

 Plan I:  Identical to Plan C above. 

 Plan II:  Identical to Plan D2 above. 

 Plan III:  Identical to Plan II, except that the first two new residence halls would be constructed 
in 2015-16 and 2017-18 with the Fricker Hall remodel occurring in FY2018. 

 
These reports, along with data including room rate comparisons, enrollment vs. occupancy projections, 
were presented to the Chancellor’s office on February 1, 2012.   
 
The decision made was to build a new residence hall as soon as possible.  Renovations to the other halls 
would proceed as outlined in the pro forma statements.  (Fischer-2012; Wellers-2013; Bigelow-2014; 
Benson-2015; New residence hall-2015/2016; Break-2017; New residence hall=2018; Break-2019; 
Fricker-2020; Clem-2021; Break-2022; Lee-2023; Arey-2024; Break-2025; New residence hall-2026; 
Break-2027; Tutt-2028; Knilans-2029; Break-2030; New Residence hall-2031.) 
 
Presentations will be made to students and the general campus population on February 9, 2012. 
 
Committee members included:  Office of Residence Life – Frank Bartlett, Brandon Blakely, Alan Hoesly, 
Patty Huth, Mary Kaster, Michael Perry, David Skelton, Terry Tumbarello;  Center for Students with 
Disabilities – Eric Field, Eric Mueller, Elizabeth Watson, Connie Wiersma; Facilities Planning and 
Management  - Dave Dorgan, Pat Jankowski, Greg Swanson; Dining Services – Bob Barry; Faculty Partner 
- Collet-Klingenberg; Admissions – Matt Aschenbrener; Students – Stephanie Abbott, John Jenson, 
Joseph Jent, Matthew Knudtson, Lucretia Limerick, KateLynn Schmitt, Matthew Walter, Jeffrey Winter; 
Whitewater Rental Association – Robert Freiermuth, Larry Kachel, Terry Larson. 
 
 



Residence Life Master Plan Review Team 
Minutes 

November 9, 2011 
 
Members Present:  Frank Bartlett, Mary Kaster, Lucretia Limerick, Alan Hoesly, Larry Kachel, Bob 
Freiermuth, Bob Barry, David Skelton, Elizabeth Watson, Connie Wiersma, Dave Dorgan. 
 
Frank Bartlett explained the results of the report from the Wells Study submitted by Potter Lawson.   

 Wells Option A represents remodeling Wells to include changes to make bathrooms ADA 

compliant and add a family bath.  

 Wells Option B includes some enhancements to the hallways to accommodate turn around 

points for wheelchairs and intersperses some common area bathrooms at those points creating 

4-5 bedrooms per bathroom.  

 Wells Option C would be the most significant remodel.  The reconfiguration would maintain the 

two-bedroom concept but would include shared bathrooms.  There would be one entrance into 

the combined bedrooms/bathroom.  

  
The committee discussed the three options presented considering the costs incurred for each.  The 
general consensus of the group was that the most cost efficient choice would be to keep Wells in place 
until three new residence halls could be constructed to replace it.  The decision was made that pro 
forma schedules should be developed for three scenarios:   

a) Using Wells Option A, construct a new residence hall in Fall, 2016 to bring back off campus 

students. 

b) Using Wells Option B, construct a new residence hall in Fall, 2016 taking into consideration the 

decompression of Wells and bringing back some of the off campus students. 

c) Do nothing with Wells; construct 3 new residence halls to replace it keeping room rate increases 

reasonable.   

Site locations were discussed, however, without input from campus, it was only speculative discussion.  
Bob Barry also offered a suggestion to include a new dining hall on the first floor of a new hall.  Other 
programming initiatives, such as, space for multicultural affairs or a daycare were also discussed. 
 
Pro Forma budgets will be presented at the next meeting on Dec. 7, 2011. 
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Residence Life Master Plan Review Team 
Minutes 

December 7th, 2011 
 
Members Present:  Frank Bartlett, Mary Kaster, Alan Hoesly, Brandon Blakely, Connie Wiersma, David 
Skelton, Terry Tumbarello, Joseph Jent, Matt Aschenbrener, Matt Knudtson, Eric Field, Jeff Winter, Eric 
Mueller, Patty Huth, Matthew Walter, Dave Dorgan, Larry Kachel, Robert Freiermuth. 
 
 
The meeting began at 1PM in the University Center, Room 261. 
 
Frank Bartlett covered the results of the report from the Wells Study submitted by Potter Lawson for 
those not present at the Wells Study meeting.   

 Option A represents remodeling Wells to include changes to make bathrooms ADA compliant 

and add a family bath.  

 Option B includes some enhancements to the hallways to accommodate turn around points for 

wheelchairs and intersperses some common area bathrooms at those points creating 4-5 

bedrooms per bathroom.  

 Option C would be the most significant remodel.  The reconfiguration would maintain the two-

bedroom concept but would include shared bathrooms.  There would be one entrance into the 

combined bedrooms/bathroom.   

 Elevator replacement costs would be $200,000 per car, for a total of $800,000. 

 
Based on the consensus reached at the previous meeting, it was determined that pro forma schedules 
be developed for three scenarios:   

a) Using Option A, construct a new residence hall in Fall, 2016 to bring back off campus students. 

b) Using Option B, construct a new residence hall in Fall, 2016 taking into consideration the 

decompression of Wells and bringing back some of the off campus students. 

c) Do nothing with Wells; construct three new residence halls to replace it, keeping room rate 

increases reasonable. 

Frank reported the numbers showed the debt service ends in 2031, therefore added a fourth new 

residence hall to the projections.  He also presented two additional pro formas showing what the 

numbers would look like if the new residence hall was constructed a year earlier, in 2015. These pro 

formas were labeled D1 and D2.  D1 would significantly raise room rates; D2 would have Res Life 

subsidize the bottom line.  The timeline would be tight.  A new building in 2016 would proceed as 

follows:  the capital project request would need to be done in January, 2012, the architect would need 

to be selected in Fall of 2012, the project would be enumerated in 2013, construction beginning in 2013 

with completion by Fall, 2015.   

 

New residence halls would feature the pod style configuration of one bathroom to five bedrooms (ten 

students).  Room rates would fall between a standard double room and a suite style residence.  The 

current cost of a new residence hall is approximately $25M.  With inflation the cost could be around 
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$47M by 2031.  Projections were made using Potter & Lawson’s percentage of costs (4% inflation).  We 

used the UW-System amortization schedule for the debt service.  Currently, Starin Hall’s debt service is 

amortized over 20 years.  Going forward, if allowed to use 30 years, the cost to the students would be 

lower. 

 

Discussion to address plans for Wells continued.  Bob Freiermuth suggested that single bedroom units 

could be very popular as there is a huge demand for one bedroom apartments in the community.  

Consideration will also need to be given to the impact on camps/conferences if Wells is taken off-line.  

Regardless of which option passes forward, mechanical and maintenance issues will need to be 

addressed.  The roof of the Christine Berry Memorial lounge will need to be replaced. 

 

Matt Aschenbrener and Larry Kachel also questioned if the plans included projections for growth.  If 

1000 students were added over the next five years, approximately 350 would be freshmen. Assuming a 

capture rate of 93%, we should plan for an additional 330 freshman.  Another factor impacting the 

growth rate will be if the campus continues to recruit Illinois residents.  Currently, the difference to 

attend Northern Illinois University vs. UW-Whitewater is within $100 (total cost to attend: including 

dining, housing and out-of-state tuition).   

 

It was agreed that pro forma Option C, as presented, would be the best choice, as it would allow for 

future decisions based on enrollment projections in 2017.  Another benefit for Option C, is that it would 

continue the campus initiative for accessibility. For reference, the current remodel of Fischer Hall will 

bring it to 10% ADA compliant with 5% of the rooms equipped with remote access door openers. 

 

After agreeing that pro forma option C was the ideal option, in the opinion of the committee, it was 

asked how to proceed from here. Frank Bartlett assumed the next step would be a presentation to the 

Student Affairs department, and then ultimately to the Chancellor and his office. 

 

The option of adding residence halls by way of support through the University’s foundation accounts 

was also discussed. UW-Green Bay and UW-Milwaukee have both done this, but there have been issues 

at UW-Milwaukee in regards to filling all of the available beds. 

 

In further discussion of the budgets, Frank Bartlett also brought up that it is currently unclear to the 

department what will happen in regards to employee’s retirement funding. With changes on the UW 

System and state level, employees are now contributing more to their retirement plans, and with the 

department saving that money on the 63 full time employees it currently employs, it is uncertain if 

Residence Life, UW-Whitewater, or the State will be seeing the savings. 

 

A question of costs of a new residence hall was also discussed. For reference sake, Starin Hall cost 

roughly $34 million, and a new residence hall as laid out by Potter & Lawson would be roughly $25 

million. As mentioned by Frank Bartlett, our room rates currently rank fourth from the bottom as 

compared to the rest of the UW System. There is also a possibility that we provide and offer office space 
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on the first floor of a new residence hall, such departments that had been mentioned by individuals past 

and present include: the Office of Multicultural Affairs, a new dining hall, a daycare center or other 

opportunities. 

A vote was taken on which pro forma was preferred by the committee, with pro forma D1 (which is one 

of the most aggressive plans) being vastly popular with the committee, if possible. If time constraints 

prohibit Option D1, the default would be Option C. 

 

Further mentioned were some changes to the pro forma, typographical errors to be corrected, and also 

a plan to allow for two new residence halls (instead of just one) to allow from growth in 2015-2016. 

Frank Bartlett, Mary Kaster, and Matthew Knudtson will be drafting a report in the near future, and the 

options will be e-mailed out to the rest of the committee. 

 

Meeting was adjourned at 2:28PM. 
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BACkGROUNd

The University of Wisconsin – Whitewater Office of Residence 
Life (ORL) is in the process of updating its master plan.  There 
are 16 residential facilities on the UW – Whitewater campus, 
the oldest of which was constructed in 1962.  The intent of 
the master planning process has been to address all facilities: 
how to update them to maintain the physical plant, and how to 
modify them to meet changing student and campus needs. 

One of the most challenging issues to be faced by the ORL in 
the master plan process has been Wells Hall.  It is a ten-story 
building, consisting of two floor levels of building commons 
spaces topped by two towers of eight residence floors.  Wells 
Hall is 44 years old and well maintained, but much of the 
mechanical infrastructure is at the end of its useful life, windows 
are worn out, and the building has never been significantly 
remodeled. The residence floor plans are typical for the time 
of construction: long corridors with double occupancy student 
rooms on each side of the corridor and a central core with toilet 
and bathing facilities and a lounge serving the entire floor.

Wells Hall currently houses about 1200 students.  Changes 
to this building could affect the residential life experience of a 
significant percentage of UW – Whitewater students.

PROCESS ANd CONTENT

The purpose of this pre-planning study was to review options for 
upgrading and transforming Wells Hall so that it may meet the 
long term needs of the University.  The information in this report 
is intended to inform decision-making by the University as they 
contemplate the future of Wells Hall in the context of anticipated 
campus housing needs.

The Design Team met with a Wells Hall Study Committee several 
times to review program options, a facility assessment review 
and planning options.  The Study Committee consisted of staff 
from the Office of Residence Life, UW Systems Architect, and 
the Division of State Facilities Project Manager.  The Design Team 
included Potter Lawson (architecture and electrical engineering) 
and KJWW (plumbing, fire protection and HVAC).  The report is 
intended to summarize the consensus of the Study Committee.

The report includes a section describing planning options and 
a facility review section that records the assessment of the 
existing building’s condition.  To compare and integrate new 
residence halls into the implementation schedule, programming 
for new building options were added.  Estimated costs are 
provided for facility review recommendations, functional 
remodeling, additions to the existing building and new residence 
halls.  Considered together, these sections provide ideas and 
information for the Campus to visualize options and to make 
master plan decisions for upgrading Wells Hall and the role of 
potential new residential facilities to enhance the student living 
environment.  
 
SUMMARY OF FINdINGS

The Planning Options section and Existing Facility Review 
section contain detailed observations about the condition of 
the existing building and the results of modifying the building 
to provide different living configurations.  A summary of the 
findings follows:

Findings – Existing Facil ity Review

1. Wells Hall has been well maintained, but several 
components and systems are at the end of their useful life.

2. There have been a number of recent updates that have 
extended the useful lives of the building systems, including 
adding an automatic fire protection system, replacing the 
fire alarm system, emergency generator and plumbing 
fixtures, and upgrading elevators and finishes.

3. The layout of residence floors are typical of those designed 
in that time period: double occupancy student rooms (170 
sf), narrow corridors, central shared bathrooms.

4. Many barriers to universal access exist.
5. The configuration of the outside wall section integrated the 

heating system, but the walls are only partially insulated.
6. The structural system restricts planning options.  There are 

interior shear walls and large (1’ by 4’) concrete columns 
separating student rooms.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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Findings – Planning Options

1. Due to physical constraints, planning options are limited.
2. Replacing the heating system with heating and cooling 

will reduce student rooms to 160 sf.  The goal of the ORL 
was to have 200 sf double occupied rooms. 

3. Three remodeling options were developed with the Study 
Committee.
•	 All maintain predominantly double occupancy 

student rooms.
•	 All remove barriers to universal access to the extent 

achievable.
•	 There is a range in the options of living arrangements, 

resident capacities, bathing fixture ratios and costs.  
The reduction in capacities of the renovated Wells 
Hall options ranges from losses of 18 to 306 beds.

4. Construction phasing and sequencing must be considered 
for each remodeling option as part of selecting a preferred 
option.  
•	 One remodeling option (A) may be accomplished 

without closing student rooms during the school year, 
but will necessitate a very compressed construction 
schedule, with the inherent risks if not completed on 
time.

•	 Two  remodeling options (B and C) will likely displace 
300 to 600 students over two academic years.

5. The University stated the importance of avoiding the 
reduction of the total residence hall capacity, either during 
construction or after the renovation of Wells Hall.  This 
may necessitate the construction of new facilities prior to 
the start of construction on Wells Hall. 

In general, the standards for improvements sought by 
the Study Committee were to make changes considered 
necessary to significantly extend the life of the building’s 
physical plant, improve the health and safety aspects, upgrade 
the accessibility and create a living/learning environment 
appropriate for 21st Century students.
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separating student rooms. 
 
Findings – Planning Options 
 

1. Due to physical constraints, planning options are limited. 
2. Replacing the heating system with heating and cooling will reduce student rooms to 160 sf.  The goal of the ORL was 

to have 200 sf double occupied rooms.  
3. Three renovation options were developed with the Study Committee. 

 All maintain predominantly double occupancy student rooms. 
 All remove barriers to universal access to the extent achievable. 
 There is a range in the options of living arrangements, resident capacities, bathing fixture ratios and costs.  

The reduction in capacities of the renovated Wells Hall options ranges from losses of 18 to 306 beds. 
4. Construction phasing and sequencing must be considered for each option as part of selecting a preferred option.   

 One option (A) may be accomplished without closing student rooms during the school year, but will 
necessitate a very compressed construction schedule, with the inherent risks if not completed on time. 

 Two options (B and C) will likely displace 300 to 600 students over two academic years. 
5. The University stated the importance of avoiding the reduction of the total residence hall capacity, either during 

construction or after the renovation of Wells Hall.  This may necessitate the construction of new facilities prior to the 
start of construction on Wells Hall.  

 
Summary of Planning Options  
 
Table 1 - Wells Hall Remodeling Options 

REMODELING OPTION BEDS GSF PROJECT COST1 SF/BED $/SF $/BED

Option A - Existing 2BR
plus Accessibility 1,188 249,800 $29,649,000 210 $118.69 $24,957
Option B - 2BR with
Small Shared Bathrooms 972 249,800 $35,493,000 257 $142.09 $36,515
Option C - 2BR with Shared 
Private Bathrooms 900 249,800 $40,396,000 278 $161.71 $44,884  
 
Table 2 - New Building Options 

NEW BUILDING OPTION BEDS GSF PROJECT COST1 SF/BED $/SF $/BED

Option 1
Doubles - Shared Bath 400 124,500 $24,451,000 311 $196.39 $61,128
Option 2
Doubles - Shared Bath 600 186,600 $35,482,000 311 $190.15 $59,137
Option 3
5 Doubles Per Bath 400 122,600 $23,345,000 307 $190.42 $58,363
Option 4
5 Doubles Per Bath 600 184,200 $33,948,000 307 $184.30 $56,580  

1 – Project Cost in 2011 dollars 
 
This report does not assess the presence or removal of hazardous materials. In the course of remodeling it is possible that 
hazardous materials will be disturbed.  An abatement consultant should provide recommended actions and cost estimates for 
the existing building. Allowances for abatement were provided by the DSF based on similar projects. 
 
It is anticipated that this report will be used by the UW – Whitewater Residential Life Master Plan Committee to update and 
modify the master plan for student housing.  After the implementation schedule of the components of the housing master plan is 
determined, the campus can submit capital budget requests to the Building Commission to realize the master plan. 

Although the project costs listed in the preceding Summary of Planning Options are indexed to 2011, the costs for future 
implementation can be estimated by using the cost estimates at the end of Part One in conjunction with the Project Phasing 
Scenarios.  For instance, if it is desired to have a new residence hall available in 2017 and begin construction on the remodeling 
of Wells Hall the same year, total project costs for bidding the new building in 2015 and bidding the Wells Hall project in 2016 
should be considered.

This report does not assess the presence or removal of hazardous materials. In the course of remodeling it is possible that 
hazardous materials will be disturbed.  An abatement consultant should provide recommended actions and cost estimates for 
the existing building. Allowances for abatement were provided by the DSF based on similar projects.

The intent of this report is to provide information to the UW – Whitewater Residential Life Master Plan Committee so they can  
update and modify the master plan for student housing.  After the implementation schedule of the components of the housing 
master plan is determined, and prior to submitting capital budget requests, the scope of the project(s) to be implemented 
should be verified and more accurate cost estimates prepared.  The purpose of the cost estimates in this report was to 
identify the general order of magnitude of project costs so that options could be compared by the Residential Life Master Plan 
Committee.

SUMMARY OF PLANNING OPTIONS 
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The mission of the Office of Residence Life is to provide quality,  

accessible housing and to promote student learning and personal success  
in an inclusive, engaging community. 

  
Live! Learn! Engage! 

 
 
 
 

This publication was not supported by state funds. 
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