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Introduction

1
Charlotte Adams

Between 1965 and 1985, the University of 
South Carolina embarked upon a major campus 
expansion eastward. A rapid increase in student 
enrollment prompted University President Wil-
liam H. Patterson and Vice President of Opera-
tions Harold “Hal” Brunton to conceive a twen-
ty-year expansion plan with the goal of creating an 
“Educational Paradise”: East Campus. The phys-
ical growth of campus over the next twenty years 
responded to the student population growth, but 
it came at the expense of the surrounding Univer-
sity Hill neighborhood. Throughout the realiza-
tion of the twenty year plan, USC absorbed six 
city blocks from University Hill, demolishing the 
neighborhood to clear the way for Patterson’s and 
Brunton’s new educational paradise. The story of 
East Campus expansion into existing neighbor-
hoods fits into a larger narrative of nationwide 
mid-century college growth and Urban Renewal. 
This report investigates the development of the 
new: the academic buildings, dormitory, bridge, 
and promenade constructed on East Campus, 
and reflects on the changes to the old: the houses 
demolished to make way for campus growth, the 
residents pushed out, and the collection of houses 
that remain as campus buildings at the end of the 
axis.

 Across the United States, college student pop-
ulations skyrocketed, and the University of South 
Carolina was no exception. This explosion in en-
rollment was a result of the Baby-Boom generation 

coming of age, as well as changing perceptions of 
what a USC student looked like. Between 1970 and 
1979, the student population increased from nearly 
15,000 in 1970 to 26,000 in 1979; that is almost 
a seventy-three percent increase in one decade. 
Social and political changes opened USC’s gates to 
new social classes, genders, and races; the Carolina 
of the 1970s welcomed more than just elite white 
males. The GI Bill made college an option for 
veterans who might have never been able afford it 
before; USC’s female student population increased 
to almost fifty percent of the total student popu-
lation by 1980; and in 1963, USC admitted its first 
African-American students, racially integrating 
campus.  

East Campus, in keeping with other mid-cen-
tury developments at the University of South Car-
olina, responded to tremendous growth in student 
enrollment with the construction of new academic 
buildings and dormitories in the modernist archi-
tecture style. Acquisition of the six blocks bounded 
by Pickens to the west, Greene to the south, Gregg 
to the east, and Pendleton to the north began in 
1965, launching Hal Brunton’s twenty-year plan. 
This expansion would provide much needed land 
for the construction of a Humanities Center, a 
space for the School of Nursing, and the Capstone 
House. A new Business Administration building, 
Social Science Center, and a bridge and pedestrian 
mall to unify the space completed Brunton’s objec-
tive. In 1967, Capstone Hall initiated East Campus 
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construction, which continued until 1983, with 
the completion of the second half of the Business 
Administration building. 

The University was moving into the future, 
and East Campus’ straight lines, rigid axis, and 
modernist buildings showcased Brunton and Pres-
ident Patterson’s commitment to progress in spite 
of backlash from students and University Hill 
residents. The Pickens Street Bridge and the Prom-
enade, in particular, provoked student outrage, 
and the acquisition and demolition of half of the 
neighborhood drew protest from neighbors. A ma-
jor theme of the story of East Campus expansion 
is the role of the University as a bully, relentlessly 
spreading in the face of opposition. 

This report treats the history and architecture 
of several East Campus buildings that answered 
the demand for more space to accommodate the 
booming student population: the Humanities 
Complex, Gambrell Hall, and Close-Hipp were 
academic buildings, while Capstone Hall was a 
dormitory. These buildings embody the new. The 
report also treats the old, examining the effects of 
Urban Renewal via the University, and relating the 
story of the College Street houses, the few homes 
in the six block radius that survived the wrecking 
ball to become campus buildings. 

The information in this report stems from a 
semester-long collaborative research project un-
dertaken by Dr. Lydia Brandt’s History of Modern 
American Architecture students. The students 
wrote histories of each building by conducting 
intense archival research at the South Caroliniana 
Library and supplementing this with newspaper 
articles from the Gamecock, photos from Garnet 
and Black yearbooks, and secondary source mate-
rial. Additionally, the students conducted archi-
tectural surveys and wrote detailed architectural 
descriptions for each building. The research re-
sulted in the first, and only, comprehensive review 
of University of South Carolina’s East Campus to 
honor its architectural novelty and history. 
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College St. Houses
HISTORICAL REVIEW

2 Kellen Ledford
Kayla Mosley

Mary Ann Thompson

INTRODUCTION

The advancement in the development of Univer-
sity of South Carolina declined after the Civil War, 
compared to similar size universities. Reconstruc-
tion politics restrained growth and contributed 
to underfunding by a rural state legislature in 
the early 1900’s.1 After the Civil War, the city of 
Columbia began to rebuild and expand its infra-
structure. This expansion directed new residential 
growth into the suburbs. This development cul-
minated in several new neighborhoods beginning 

1 Henry H. Lessene, A History of the University of South Carolina, (Co-
lumbia, SC: University of South Carolina Press, 2002), 448.

with University Hill (Figure 1). Other neighbor-
hoods that began to populate Columbia due to the 
same issues include Shandon, Forest Hills, and 
the Rosewood area. The University Hill residen-
tial neighborhood was an important asset to the 
University. The physical location of University Hill 
is adjacent to the primary University and also the 
state Capital of South Carolina. Statistically, this 
location lends to a predominantly white middle 
class demographic of community residents who 
are business and political leaders. Historically, the 
College Street houses contributed to the academic 
culture of University Hill. This neighborhood was 
awarded an architectural conservation district in 
1964.2

University Hill is not only significant to the 
University of South Carolina due to its location, 
but also because of its inhabitants. The neighbor-
hood has over time been home to many faculty 
and staff of the college, which breaks down the 
wall between the educational portion of the city 
and the residential areas.3 This is one of the key 
points as to why the College Street homes still 
stand today. The papers of Harold Brunton dis-

2 “University Architectural Conservation District.” City of Columbia, 
Mar. 2008, www.columbiasc.net/depts/ planning-preservation/docs/
extprod002490.pdf.

3 Harold Brunton, Proposals to Modify East Campus, issue brief, Uni-
versity Administration, University of South Carolina, Brunton Box 33, 
South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, 
South Carolina.

1. Outline/Map of University Hills neighborhood.
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cussed how these homes bridged the gap between 
“town and gown”.4 Meaning by this, the residents 
of Columbia and the students at the University 
were able to interact and allowed the school to be-
come more of a part of the urban fabric of the city.

The return of veterans taking advantage of 
the G.I. Bill made a vast impact on the university 
and surrounding areas. This was pivotal for USC’s 
growth; however, veterans and their families need-
ed homes that were close to the school because 
they did not inhabit dorms. More non-residential 
growth, due to the return of veterans and the pop-
ularity of suburbia included a grocery store and 
several primary and secondary schools.5 

Because of the diversity between the classes 
and career paths found in the original residents of 
University Hill, the architecture expressed a mul-
tiplicity of styles. The eclectic residential architec-
ture of the early 20th century captured a dominant 
mood in America and expressed ideals that many 
Americans wished to attain after the upheaval of 
the war. The University Hill neighborhood is a 
culmination of the different versions of this idea. 
There are homes that the elite of Columbia built at 
that time which are elaborate and express the aris-
tocratic dream. On the other hand, there are also 
homes that display a more humble version of the 
idealistic American lifestyle. These homes would 
have belonged to the white collar workers and the 
returning veterans. Although the College Street 
homes only include eight buildings, they are all in 
different styles and give the University a taste of 
the diverse neighborhood that once inhabited the 
site of east campus. In a broad context, the draw of 
the neighborhood was due to domestic bliss, ma-
terial influence and connections to venerable tra-
ditions of this historic era.6 Today, the draw of the 
neighborhood remains diverse but the dwellers 
include mainly students who rent the homes due 
to their proximity to the school.7 Some occupants, 

4 ibid.
5 “University Architectural Conservation District.” City of Columbia, 

Mar. 2008, www.columbiasc.net/depts/ planning-preservation/docs/
extprod002490.pdf.

6 Mark Gelernter, A History of American Architecture, pp. 236 and 237
7 Harrison Cahill, “USC-area Neighborhoods Speak out against Student 

‘party Houses’,” Thestate, accessed April 24, 2018, http://www.thestate.
com/news/local/article16225862.html.

however, are still driven to maintain the integri-
ty of the neighborhood and have restored their 
homes to practically their original state. Also, such 
as in the case of the owners of 1730 College Street, 
residents of this neighborhood still fear the effect 
of the growth of the University on their homes and 
refuse to even lease to the school. Inevitably, the 
expansion of the University of South Carolina is a 
constant and ongoing threat to not just University 
Hill, but also to the other neighborhoods discussed 
previously. Not only are the structural aspects of 
their homes at stake, but also their neighborhood 
life. With college kids comes college parties and 
college messes.8 At this point, the University has 
no control over its own expansion based on the 
fact that “structurally” they may not be disrupting 
the neighborhoods of Columbia, but the more they 
grow in student population, the more they inter-
rupt residential life.9

EAST CAMPUS EXPANSION

The University developed projections for growth in 
1961 as a result of the post war G.I. Bill.10  This was 
the first Urban Renewal Project for the University and 
called for an East Campus expansion from Pickens 
Street to College Street. Under Harold Brunton, this 
plan was projected to be completed during the years 
1965 to 1985 and was meant to form a transition from 
the University to Capstone through the use of new aca-
demic buildings (Figure 2).11  University acquisition of 
the College Street Houses for East Campus Expansion 
resulted in more than 120 houses being demolished and 
seven and a half blocks cleared in the University Hill 
neighborhood.12 There were also 250 families that were 
relocated and thirty five places of business as well. 13

In 1974, the College Street houses became a part 
of the University. Harold Brunton orchestrated the 

8 ibid.
9 ibid.
10 “University Architectural Conservation District.” City of Columbia, 

Mar. 2008, www.columbiasc.net/depts/ planning-preservation/docs/
extprod002490.pdf.

11 “USC Growth?” Garnet and Black, 1970, 28-33.
12 “University Architectural Conservation District.” City of Columbia, 

Mar. 2008, www.columbiasc.net/depts/ planning-preservation/docs/
extprod002490.pdf.

13 “USC Growth?” Garnet and Black, 1970, 28-33.
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acquisition of College Street residences to serve as a 
Graduate School, Honors Program and also administra-
tive offices.14 This was part of the five year Capital Plan 
referred to in a memo from Harold Brunton, who was 
Vice President of Operations, to President Patterson in 
August of 1977.15 The memo revealed $1.125k in avail-
able funds for the land acquisition.16 In July of 1978, 
Harold Brunton issued a memo regarding the physical 
plans to move the South Carolina College Honors Pro-
gram Placement and Career guidance to 1714 College 
Street.17 The memo stressed a timeline to encourage 
resident vacancy to achieve this goal. The University 
took possession of 1714 College Street according to 
an inter-office memo from Harold Brunton to Vice 
President Duffy in October of 1978 to house the Career 
Guidance and Placement Program.18 While Brunton did 
include the homes in the final outcome of East Campus, 
there were also plans that projected the demolition of 
them.19 However, due to several arguments between 
Brunton and others involved in the administration of the 
school, the homes survived. 

RESIDENTIAL OWNERS OF COLLEGE 
STREET HOUSES

The collection of College Street houses represent the 
adaptation of a residential neighborhood in relation to 
the growing University campus. The University ac-
quired several houses known by their historical family 
names. For example, 1718 College Street was known as 
the Callcott house now because Wilfrid Hardy Callcott 
was one of the noteworthy residents of the College 
Street houses. He was a professor and administrator 
for forty-five years at the University of South Carolina. 

14 “University Architectural Conservation District.” City of Columbia, 
Mar. 2008, www.columbiasc.net/depts/ planning-preservation/docs/
extprod002490.pdf.

15 Memo from Harold Brunton to President Patterson, August 1977, R24 
College Street House, R. Academic Buildings, July 1977 - June 1978, 
Brunton 33, Records of the President, University Archives, South Caro-
liniana Library, Columbia, South Carolina.

16 ibid.
17 Memo from Harold Brunton to University officials, July 1978, R24 

College Street House, R. Academic Buildings, Brunton Box 33, Records 
of the President, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, Univer-
sity of South Carolina, Columbia, South Carolina. 

18 Memo from Harold Brunton to Vice President Duffy, October 1978, R24 
College Street Houses, R. Academic Buildings, Brunton Box 33, Records 
of the President, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, Univer-
sity of South Carolina, Columbia, South Carolina.

19 Memo from Harold Brunton, Finance Budget, Modified Campus 
Development, South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, 
Columbia, South Carolina.

2. Newspaper clipping showing article on Brunton’s new projects for the 
campus.

3. 1714 College Street.

4. Image of family on front porch of 1730 College Street early 1900s.
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in 1907, under the original owner, Athol H. Miller.26 
After the first owner, the house went through a couple 
different families of reverends (Figure 4). However, the 
most prominent owner in terms of the University was 
Edward C. Coker, who bought the house towards the 
end of the 1920s.27 He was an alumni of USC, as well 
as a professor.28 Coker became a professor of astronomy 
and mathematics at the University of South Carolina in 
1924.29

Another influential owner was J P Thomas Jr. of 
1731 College Street which he built in 1890 (Figure 5). 
He was an extremely involved member of Columbia so-
ciety and was a major philanthroper for the city. As he 
never married nor had children, he was able to contrib-
ute his time to a plethora of charity organizations and 
volunteer work.30 He was on a committee to prevent the 
cruelty towards animals in Columbia, a member of the 
charity organization Capital Lodge Knights of Pythias, 
a school commissioner, the president of the anti-tuber-
culosis association and worked with fatherless orphans 
from France who were imported to Columbia in the 
1890’s.31 Also, he was listed as a Colonel in the city 
directory in 1892, and wrote a book titled The History 
of the South Carolina Military Academy.32 In 1910, he 
became Dean of the Law Department at the University 
of South Carolina. Although J P Thomas was the origi-
nal owner and builder, a later resident of 1731 College 
Street would be the one to gift the house to the college. 

Miss Flora Barringer would contribute a substantial 
portion of the value of her home to the University in 
1970, since it was known as the University House and 
is the home of the USC Alumni Association.33 Because 
of this massive donation, she received an honorary 
life membership to the University’s Alumni Associa-
tion.34 Born in Florence, she was a daughter of the late 
William Rufus and Mrs. Mary Scott Barringer. She 

26 “City directory.” 1907. Columbia, South Carolina.
27 “City directory.” 1927. Columbia, South Carolina
28 “Chronicling America: Historic American Newspapers,” The 

Gamecock, March 19, 1929, , http://www.sc-newspapers.sc.edu/
lccn/2012218660/1929-03-19/ed-1/seq-7/.

29 “Chronicling America: Historic American Newspapers,” The Game-
cock, September 19, 1924, , http://www.sc-newspapers.sc.edu/
lccn/2012218660/1929-03-19/ed-1/seq-7/.

30 “City Directory.” 1890-1910. Columbia, South Carolina.
31 ibid.
32 ibid.
33 Harold Brunton to University Officials, November 1974, College Street 

Houses, Brunton Box 33, Records of the President, South Caroliniana 
Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, South Carolina.

34 “Lifetime Alumni Association Members,” Garnet and Black, 1970, Uni-
versity of South Carolina, Columbia, South Carolina.

Furthermore, he was a leader among the faculty and 
influential in the developing the modern university.20 

Callcott was appointed associate professor of 
history at the University of South Carolina in 1923 and 
then professor in 1929.21 He was appointed Dean of the 
Graduate School in 1944.22 In addition to being a lead-
ing scholar in Latin American history, Wilfrid Callcott 
also authored four books in the field.23   According to 
the City Directory, Wilfrid and his wife Rebecca Call-
cott took ownership of the 1718 College Street house 
between 1925 and 1938.24 The original owners of the 
Tudor style 1714 College Street were Clark and Mary 
Etta Washington as the City Directory indicates a busi-
ness relationship to Washington Realty (Figure 3).25 

The house located at 1730 College Street was built 

20 Wilfrid Hardy Callcott Papers, 1878-1970 (USCS 2007), South Carolini-
ana Library, Columbia, SC.

21 Wilfrid Hardy Callcott Papers, 1878-1970, (USCS 2007), South Carolini-
ana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

22 ibid.
23 ibid.
24 “City directory” 1918. Columbia, South Carolina.
25 ibid.

5. 1731 College Street

6. 1716 College Street
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graduated from Converse College and attended gradu-
ate school at Bryn Mawr College.35 She was co-owner 
of a hotel chain, which included the Columbia Hotel 
and The Barringer Building. She was a former member 
of Trinity Episcopal Cathedral, Society of Colonial 
Dames and Forest Lake Club. She established and was 
president of the Flora M. Barringer Foundation, was a 
member of the board of trustees at Converse College 
and received the Algernon Sydney Sullivan Award and 
the distinguished alumni award. She served as a trustee 
of the Columbia Museum of Art  and was a member of 
the University of South Caroliniana Society.36 

One more home with an upstanding owner is 1716 
College Street (Figure 6). This residence was built and 
owned by George LaFaye who was the founder of the 
successful architecture firm, LaFaye and LaFaye.37 Un-
der his supervision, the firm designed several important 
buildings in Columbia including: St. John’s Episcopal 
Church, Shandon Presbyterian Church, Township Au-
ditorium, and his neighbor Flora Barringer’s Columbia 
Hotel.38 Looking at his architectural projects, LaFaye’s 
personal home seems quite simple. It is a three story co-
lonial revival, a far cry from his neoclassical Township 
Auditorium. After LaFaye’s death, his widow occupied 
the home until she had to be sent to a nursing home.39 
At this time, the University began to rent the home for 
$675 dollars a month until her death, then they acquired 
the home.40 The LaFaye House has been utilized since 
then for classroom and office space.

While being historically significant due to their 
placement and relationship to the school, these build-
ings were home to some of the most prominent mem-
bers of Columbia’s society post-reconstruction. The 
history of their inhabitants also provides a modern com-
parison between the cultural makeup of the neighbor-
hood between then and now. While some elite citizens 
remain in University Hill, it is currently dominated by 
homes which are being rented out to students.

35 ibid.
36 Columbia Museum of Art. 1989. The private curator: Flora McIver Bar-

ringer, August 5-February 3. Columbia Museum of Art, Columbia, South 
Carolina.

37 “Lafaye and Lafaye,” South Carolina Encyclopedia, , accessed April 24, 
2018, http://www.scencyclopedia.org/sce/entries/lafaye-and-lafaye/.

38 ibid.
39 “Lafaye and Lafaye,” South Carolina Encyclopedia, , accessed April 24, 

2018, http://www.scencyclopedia.org/sce/entries/lafaye-and-lafaye/.
40 ibid.

SIGNIFICANCE OF COLLEGE STREET 
HOUSES

All of these houses acquired by the University 
were utilized for multiple roles over the years. 
Offices, organizations, and programs moved in 
and out of the houses on College Street. A few of 
the houses even shared some of these roles. Each 
house showed the distinct architecture along with 
having various functions. However, the worthi-
ness of the houses comes from the collection of 
these houses as a whole. The University wanted to 
keep each of these houses for multiple reasons. 

 For instance, the main reason the University 
asked to use 1710 College Street as the Child Study 
Program was because the University thought it 
was more suitable for the job compared to the 
other option, which was 1621 College Street. The 
University considered the second option less 
fitting for this use mainly because it needed more 
renovations.41 However, the renovations for 1710 
College Street still cost approximately $7,000 to 
$7,500.42

The house located at 1710 College Street was 
built around 1916, but it was not used by the Uni-
versity until 1968 when President Brunton request-
ed to lease it for the Child Study Program.43 In 
the late 1970s, the University used this house for 
the Honors Program because “of the four build-
ings potentially available for use, 1710 College 
St would appear to be the only one which would 
incorporate office, study, lounge and classroom 
use without extensive renovations”.44 However 
in 1980, the University decided to use this house, 
along with 1621 College Street, for Financial Aid 
Offices, with these offices being split between 

41 Lutitia Anderson to Dr. Mitchell, February 5, 1968, College Street 
Houses, Brunton Box 33, South Carolinian Library,  University of South 
Carolina, Columbia, South Carolina.

42 Thomas B. Faris Memo, 1968, College Street Houses, Brunton Box 33, 
Records of the President, South Caroliniana Library, University of South 
Carolina, Columbia, South Carolina.

43 Harold Brunton to Howard Rhodes, January 22, 1968, College Street 
Houses, Academic Buildings, Brunton Box 33, Records of the President, 
South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, 
South Carolina.

44 William A. Mould and Peter C. Sederberg to Provost Keith Davis, 
February 16, 1976, College Street Houses, Academic Buildings, Brunton 
Box 33, Records of the President, South Caroliniana Library, University 
of South Carolina, Columbia, South Carolina.
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these two locations. With these offices taken out, 
1710 became the temporary headquarters for the 
Small Business Development Center. 

The only home on this row that is not be-
ing used by the school is 1730 College Street. It 
remains privately owned and operates as the C.S 
Lewis Student Center as well as St. Theodore’s 
Anglican Chapel. Although this house is not 
owned by the school, it is still utilized by students 
on the campus. Some students even live in the 
chapel. Without being owned by the campus, 
this house and Anglican Chapel still serve as a 
ministry at the University of South Carolina. The 
Victorian architectural style really helps add to the 
diversity that this group of houses brings to the 
east side of campus.

The 1714 College Street house was significant 
primarily due to its architectural distinction and 
size. The Tudor Revival styling certainly added 
to the architectural diversity of this collection. 
The interior square footage of 1714 College Street 
allowed the Office of Student Financial Aid and 
Scholarships to be consolidated to this location in 
May of 1981. The office moved from both 1621 and 
1710 College Street to this location according to a 
memo from John Bannister to University officials.45 

The Callcott house at 1718 College Street was 
important both for its architecture and history of 
residential owners. Even though heavily altered, 
the Callcott house offers architectural variety in 
that it represents an Arts and Crafts style with an 
Italianate Renaissance influence. In November 
of 1974 in an interoffice memo, Harold Brunton 
decided to make this house available for the Grad-
uate school. He asserted the idea that the interior 
of a private house had residential character and 
the furniture would be better quality than com-
mercial. He even decided that draperies would be 
better for the windows.46

Another home that is now of service to the 
University is the LaFaye house or 1716 College 

45 John Bannister to University Officials, July 1980, College Street Houses, 
Brunton Box 33, Records of the President, South Caroliniana Library, 
University of South Carolina, Columbia, South Carolina.

46 William A. Mould and Peter C. Sederburg to Provost Keith Davis, 
February 16, 1976, Academic Buildings, Brunton Box 33, Records of the 
President, Columbia, South Carolina.

Street. While it is listed on the National Register 
as a home, this building has occupied many more 
roles since being acquired by the school.47 After 
Mrs. LaFaye was moved to a nursing home, the 
school took initiative to remodel the home so it 
could work in their favor. The interior of the home 
was in great despair according to letters between 
Harold Brunton and contractors.48 Finally, after 
several repairs, the 1716 College Street became 
part of East campus and served as classroom 
space. Then, in July of 1976, it was decided that the 
Graduate School would be moved to the LaFaye 
house. In the modern era, the home has been 
converted back to office space. The Distributed 
Learning Center operates out of it, and has been 
overall left intact externally. 

Though most all of these homes continue to 
be used by the school, one is not so lucky. 1731 
College Street, arguably the most aristocratic of 
all of the homes being discussed, now sits vacant. 
When it was first gifted to the University howev-
er, the Flora Barringer house became the Alumni 
house. This house was the ideal place for Univer-
sity events and parties on campus because of the 
elements, a brief description of which the school 
discusses below:

     “The house is Georgian in architecture. 
Especially attractive is the formal garden at the 
rear of the house which has brick pathways, 
ivy-covered brick walls, a statue imported from 
England, and a wide variety of beautiful flowers 
and shrubs. It was designed by George Baetsil, 
who landscaped many homes in Columbia.”49

Letters between Harold Brunton and other 
staff involved include the interior elements that 
once made this home so lavish, such as rugs and 
furniture.50 The school administration involved 
copious efforts in the appropriation of the home to 
the Alumni House; now, it is only a shell of what 
it was. After being held in such high regard as 

47 “The LaFaye House,” Harold Brunton to Mr. Ed Bass, Brunton Box 33, 
Records of the President, South Caroliniana Library, Columbia, South 
Carolina.

48 ibid.
49 “Alumni House,” USC: USC Map: Alumni House, , accessed April 24, 

2018, http://www.sc.edu/uscmap/bldg/alumni.html.
50 “Alumni House,” Harold Brunton to Vice President David Rinker, 

College Street Houses, Brunton Box 33, Records of the President, South 
Caroliniana Library, Columbia, South Carolina.
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the Alumni House, the University converted the 
Barringer home into classrooms. They made harsh 
renovations to the home’s interior including: drop 
ceilings, plastic classroom labels, and laminate 
flooring. As of now, nothing occupies it. A look 
into the window of the home will reveal chande-
liers falling out of the ceiling, trash sitting on the 
floor instead of the elaborate decor discussed by 
Brunton, and crumbling crown molding that was 
probably once so distinguished. Unlike the other 
homes included with the College Street houses, 
the Barringer home serves no purpose for the 
school. But, it is still important due to its historical 
nature, and there are plans to renovate it begin-
ning in late April of 2018.

CONCLUSION

The collection of College Street houses that stand 
along the east end of the Promenade should be 
preserved because of the rich historical and also 
architectural value they contribute to the area. This 
assemblage of surviving houses serves a purpose 
of functioning as administrative offices for the 
University of South Carolina and also provides 
character as a gateway from an early twentieth 
century neighborhood to a cluster of tall modern 
buildings on an urban campus. 

From the wooden Victorian facade of 1730 
College Street to the brick Georgian exterior of 
1731 College Street, the charm of the mix of archi-
tectural diversity also continues to play a prima-
ry role of function and character as part of the 
University Hill neighborhood. The architectural 
styles bring in these old techniques and combine 
them with the newer, modern additions along this 
pedestrian mall on the east side the University of 
South Carolina’s campus.

The College Street houses fondly became 
known as family names by University staff be-
cause each had their own individual histories. For 
more than one hundred years, residents that rep-
resent families like Miss Flora Barringer, Rebecca 
and Wilfrid Callcott, and George LaFaye contrib-

uted and influenced the culture of the University 
and community. During the east campus expan-
sion in the 1970’s, even administrator Harold 
Brunton recognized the value and quality of the 
interior character to repurpose one of the houses 
for the Graduate school.

A reasonable debate could be made that the 
intrinsic value of the College Street property could 
be better served by a vertical modern high-rise 
structure to accommodate more students and 
functions. However through interviews with cam-
pus staff that have a connection to the history, and 
also archival research of the residents that shaped 
the University and neighborhood; our team con-
cludes that these College Street houses continue 
to embody their legacy and will survive for many 
years to come.
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INTRODUCTION 

Capstone Hall is the University of South Caroli-
na’s most identifiable building on east campus 
while also being a University landmark. Display-
ing Capstone as a campus icon, the top of the 
building is often illuminated by a garnet colored 
glow to celebrate the University’s achievements.1 
Though it is culturally known for being the geo-
metrical, tall building that guides students back 
to campus after a night out in Five Points, Cap-
stone Hall is historically noted for representing 
the University’s enrollment crisis and eastward 
expansion program in the 1960s. Situated at the 
end of an axis, Capstone Hall defines the Univer-
sity’s east campus. Capstone is also known for its 
distinctive revolving restaurant on the eighteenth 
floor, Top of Carolina. While it was celebrated for 
its innovation and importance, Capstone Hall’s 
proposal, construction, and completion was met 
with numerous concerns and outright disapproval 
from the neighborhood it took over.

EXPANSION PLAN OF THE                
UNIVERSITY

As part of the University’s twenty-year physical 

1 Sarah Dnistrian, “Capstone Lit Up to Celebrate USC Achievements,” in 
Daily Gamecock (Columbia, SC), October 4, 2016.

development plan to expand to the east, the Uni-
versity planned to extend the academic campus 
in a six-block area bounded by Pendleton, Gregg, 
Greene and Pickens Streets.2 Brunton reiterated 
this plan in 1972 when he asked the City of Co-
lumbia to permanently close the following: all of 
Gibbes Court between Barnwell and Gregg streets; 
College Street between Pickens and Barnwell; 
Henderson Street between Pendleton and Green; 
and Barnwell Street between Pendleton and 
Green. He further requested the city relinquish 
their rights of those streets to the University.3 

In 1962, when Thomas F. Jones became presi-
dent of the University, he was determined that the 
University would “be the pace-setter, the capstone 
of higher education in our state.” Further he said, 
“we will, we must, provide an opportunity for 
the optimum intellectual development of every 
young man or woman of our State who can profit 
from higher education.”4 The most important 
challenge the University’s leaders dealt with was 
adjusting to a changing state while coping with its 
growth and simultaneously building a foundation 
of academic excellence. The University needed 
to restructure itself in order to transform it into a 

2 Lesesne, Henry. A History Of The University of South Carolina, 1940-
2000 (University of South Carolina Press, 2001), 185.

3 “USC Requests Streets to be Closed,” August 17, 1972, “University of 
South Carolina: Buildings, Ground and Facilities: General,” City of 
Columbia Archives, Richland County Library, Columbia, SC.

4 Lesesne, Henry,  A History Of The University of South Carolina, 1940-
2000 (University of South Carolina Press, 2001), 157.
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modern research institute. Part of this reconstruc-
tion was coordinating private funds and raising 
capital for the University and the long-term plan 
of campus expansion, most notably the two blocks 
on either side of College Street which comprises 
east campus.5

CONSTRUCTION OF CAPSTONE

It was clear the University’s main goal was to 
make Capstone the most important, unique, and 
innovative building on east campus and possibly 
the entire campus itself.6 The long-range develop-
ment plan to create a second campus mall in order 
to deal with the University’s growth was started 
through the construction of Capstone.7 In order 
to designate the University’s physical expansion 
plan, Capstone’s proposed location in 1965 was at 
the corner of Barnwell Street and Gibbes Court. 
The University acquired four homes on Barnwell 
Street (836-910) and five homes on Gibbes Court 
(1-9) which they had deemed to be in disrepair 
and a firetrap to the surrounding neighborhood.8 
In 1966, the Board of Trustees approved the origi-
nal proposed budget of $3,400,000 for the building 
of Capstone with McCrory Construction Company 
as the contractor and both Thomas Harmon and 
William Keenan as the architects. The plan was to 
make Capstone not only the first honors residence 
on the University’s campus, but also provide 
a new conference center and a revolutionary 
restaurant on the top floor. Within a few months, 
the University realized that to incorporate all the 
items they wanted in order to make this a campus 
standout, they would have to increase the budget 
to $4,150,000 which ultimately came from the bud-

5 Lesesne, Henry,  A History Of The University of South Carolina, 1940-
2000 (University of South Carolina Press, 2001), 171.

6 “Why is the University Building a Dormitory-Conference Center 
on Barnwell Street?,” March 16, 1966, “Building Program: Capstone 
House,” Box 2, Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1965-1966, Records of the 
Office of the President, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, 
University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

7 ibid.
8 “The Case of 1812 Pendleton,” March 16, 1966, “Building Program: 

Capstone House,” Box 2, Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1965-1966, Records 
of the Office of the President, University Archives, South Caroliniana 
Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

get for the nearby Welsh Humanities Center.9 

The University’s population was growing at 
a rapid rate causing an expansion of the physical 
campus and an increase in the number of academ-
ic buildings and dormitories. As more students 
were admitted into the University, the demand 
for housing increased. The housing crisis in the 
1960s was quickly becoming detrimental to the 
University with three or four students in a room 
meant for only two people. Students became 
aggravated with the University cramming stu-
dents into tight, small quarters.10 Capstone, along 
with other dormitories throughout campus, were 
built to alleviate the students of their housing 
woes. Capstone was to provide an eighteen-story 
dormitory with 310 bedrooms to accommodate for 
over 600 residents.11 The construction of Capstone 
would supply an ample amount of rooms for the 
continuing growing population which was quickly 
doubling.12

THE RESIDENTS OF CAPSTONE

In 1965 after several years of designing and plan-
ning, the University of South Carolina initiated its 
Honors Program, which today is seen as one of the 
most prestigious programs in the United States.13 
In order to integrate the program into a commu-
nity, the University needed a dormitory in which 
honors students could share ideas and communi-
cate with one another. Once again, Capstone was 
the answer to this issue, making it the first honors 
residence on the University’s campus.14 Original-

9 William H. Patterson to Board of Trustees, July 15, 1966, “Business 
Affairs, VP for Building Program: Dormitories: Capstone House,” Box 
4, Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1966-67,  Records of the Office of the 
President, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of 
South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

10 Lesesne, Henry,  A History Of The University of South Carolina, 1940-
2000 (University of South Carolina Press, 2001), 183-84.

11 Harold Brunton to Dean of Administration, February 10, 1966, “Building 
Program: Dormitories,” Box 2, Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1965-1966, 
Records of the Office of the President, University of Archives, South 
Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

12 Lesesne, Henry, A History Of The University of South Carolina, 1940-
2000 (University of South Carolina Press, 2001), 166.

13 Lesesne, Henry,  A History Of The University of South Carolina, 1940-
2000 (University of South Carolina Press, 2001), 171

14 Harold Brunton to President Jones, March 22, 1967, “Business Affairs, 
VP for Building Program: Dormitories: Capstone House,” Box 4, Papers 
of Thomas F. Jones, 1966-67,  Records of the Office of the President, 
University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of South 
Carolina, Columbia, SC.
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1. 902 Barnwell Street
 Photograph from the Joseph E. Winter Collection from February 1956 show-

ing the houses along Barnwell Street that were demolished for Capstone.

2. 1 Gibbes Court
 Photograph from the Joseph E. Winter Collection from March 1966 showing 

1 Gibbes Court, one of the houses on Gibbes Court that was demolished for 
Capstone.

.
3. Exterior of Capstone from the base level
	 Photograph	taken	the	first	year	Capstone	was	fully	in	use.
.
4. Exterior of Capstone from a distance
 Photograph showing the height of Capstone in comparison to other build-

ings. Also shows it as an iconic building.

5. Dorm Room of Capstone
 Photograph showing women honors students inside their dorm room sharing 

ideas with one another. 
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ly, the dormitory was meant to house the male 
honors graduate and upper level undergraduate 
population due to the University’s increase in 
male students.15 However, after realizing there was 
enough housing for the amount of male students 
and insufficient housing for female students, Har-
old Brunton suggested Capstone be designated 
as a female honors residence to President Thomas 
F. Jones. Since Capstone was designed to be a 
luxurious dormitory, the thought of the rambunc-
tious male students living in such nice accommo-
dations did not make sense to the University since 
women usually took better care of their facilities. 
Capstone’s location was ideal for female students 
due to the surrounding residential area according 
to Brunton.16 So the plans had changed in order to 
build a female honors residence. With the change 
of Capstone becoming a women’s honors resi-
dence, there were some safety concerns with peo-
ple coming to dine at the rooftop restaurant since 
they would have easy access to any of the floors.17 
This concern was solved through the inclusion of 
a third elevator that only goes to the seventeenth 
and eighteenth floors. Through careful planning 
and discussion amongst President Jones, Harold 
Brunton, and the Board of Trustees, Capstone 
House was erected and fully functional in the fall 
of 1967.18

THE UNIQUE CAPSTONE

To make Capstone the unique dormitory-confer-
ence center the University envisioned, the admin-
istration had to devise plans for the conference 
center. With no designated location for the con-
ference center, the plan was to create a large room 
that was able to seat 300 people.19 The idea for the 
conference room was to create a second Russell 
House to alleviate the amount of conferences 

15 ibid.
16 Harold Brunton to Dean of Administration, February 10, 1966.“Building 

Program: Dormitories,” Box 2, Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1965-1966, 
Records of the Office of the President, University of Archives, South 
Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

17 ibid.
18 ibid.
19 ibid.

and conventions held at Russell. This allowed for 
faculty, staff, and University officials to incorpo-
rate the developing east campus into their work. 
The idea to create a second Russell House further 
showed the push towards expanding the physical 
campus by shifting some of the University’s focus 
to Capstone. When the dormitory was finally con-
structed, the conference center was placed on the 
first floor making it an easy location for people to 
have meetings, conferences, and events. 

Alleviating the housing crisis was originally 
Capstone’s purpose, yet the University’s decision 
to make it more than just a dormitory signifies 
its importance. The main element to making the 
building more than a dormitory was the inclusion 
of the innovative revolving restaurant, which 
conclusively became the University’s most de-
sired quality for Capstone. In order to make the 
restaurant unique to the University, they needed 
to acquire the rotating platform and mechanism 
from an exhibit at the New York World’s Fair. 
Along with the eastward expansion of campus, the 
inclusion of this technology would make Capstone 
the intentional icon the University was craving. It 
would be the progressive approach the University 
was looking for and wanting to offer to incoming 
prospects whether it be future students, faculty, or 
professors.20 According to Harold Brunton, Cap-
stone would have the best view of Columbia on 
the top floor while the revolving restaurant would 
be the “capstone” of the building.21 

There was an issue, however, with the in-
clusion of such an innovative technology. The 
public would see it as an extravagance that the 
University had no business in funding when the 
money needed to be placed into the construction 
of academic buildings. The University was faced 
with two possible solutions: the elimination of 
the revolving restaurant all together or acquiring 

20 Harold Brunton to President Jones, April 21, 1966, “Building Program: 
Capstone House,” Box 2, Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1965-1966, Records 
of the Office of the President, University Archives, South Caroliniana 
Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

21 Harold Brunton to Harvey T. Stephens, June 30, 1966, “Building Pro-
gram: Capstone House,” Box 2, Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1965-1966, 
Records of the Office of the President, University of Archives, South 
Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.
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private funds totaling to $20,000.22 In the memo 
William H. Patterson sent to the Board of Trust-
ees on July 15th, 1966, Patterson reiterated the 
fact that the revolving restaurant would only be 
included if it was privately financed, so the pro-
posed bids from contractors included alternative 
bids with and without the price of the revolving 
restaurant.23 The University was prepared to give 
up their hopeful campus standout, but Harold 
Brunton was not ready to let go. Brunton asked 
several people for donations, such as Harvey T. 
Stephens from Philadelphia, Pennsylvania and 
Robert G. Wilson from Greenville, South Carolina. 
He mentioned in his letters how the University 
would only be able to incorporate this technology 
from private donations and the unique quality the 
revolving mechanism would add to an already 
important building. Luckily, the University re-
ceived an “anonymous” donation where the funds 
would be allocated to the costs of the revolving 
restaurant. At first, the University did not release 
the name of the donor. Rather, they told the public 
it was an “anonymous” donation. Finally, six 
months after the opening of Capstone, the Univer-
sity disclosed who made the generous donation. 
One of the men Harold Brunton contacted, Rob-
ert G. Wilson of Greenville, provided the funds. 
Ultimately President Jones unveiled a plaque in 
Capstone in recognition of Robert G. Wilson which 
praised “him for his ‘vital and continuing interest 
in higher education.’”24 Through the not so “anon-
ymous” donation from Wilson, the University got 
their highly desired feature in Capstone. 

Soon after the University acquired the funds 
for the revolving restaurant, the administration, 
specifically Harold Brunton and President Jones, 
quickly set out to make rules and regulations 

22 Harold Brunton to R. G. Wilson, May 2, 1966, “Building Program: 
Capstone House,” Box 2, Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1965-1966, Records 
of the Office of the President, University Archives, South Caroliniana 
Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

23 William H. Patterson to Board of Trustees, July 15, 1966, “Business 
Affairs, VP for Building Program: Dormitories: Capstone House,” Box 
4, Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1966-67,  Records of the Office of the 
President, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of 
South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

24 News from The University of South Carolina, January 10, 1968, “U21. 
Capstone House July 1966- March 1972,” Box 38, Papers of Vice Presi-
dent of Operations, Harold Brunton, 1968-1983, Records of Administra-
tive Offices, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University 
of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

in regards to the dress code, guest list, choice of 
food, hours of operation, and cost. The dress code, 
according to Harold Brunton’s suggestions, was 
to require a coat and tie and absolutely no shorts. 
Contrary to today where anyone can make a 
reservation, the revolving restaurant named Top 
of Carolina was invite only. Faculty and staff with 
guests, students with guests, annual guest card 
holders, and one-time only guests could make 
a reservation at the restaurant.25 The University 
wanted to limit the public appeal to eat at Top of 
Carolina which in turn made it that more unique. 
Brunton suggested the restaurant only provide a 
choice of five dishes for one flat price of $26.16 in 
today’s currency. Initially, the University wanted 
the restaurant only open when there was substan-
tial amount of people nearby while also being 
closed on certain days like Saturday and Sunday. It 
was acknowledged, however, that serving brunch 
on Sundays would attract more people, which led 
to the restaurant’s current hours of operation.26 
Today, Top of Carolina is only opened for Friday 
lunch and Saturday brunch with the considerably 
lower prices of $12.95 and $23.95 respectively.27 
Though the rooftop restaurant has changed some, 
the uniqueness and innovation of the revolving 
mechanism that makes one rotation an hour re-
mains.

ISSUES OF THE CONSTRUCTION OF 
CAPSTONE

The University, however, did not consider the 
surrounding neighborhood with the construction 
of Capstone. Throughout the planning stages, 
the University received numerous letters from 
the residents of University Hill expressing their 
disdain in regards to the height of the honors res-
idence, the lack of parking for both students and 
neighbors, the location of the building, the cost to 

25 Harold Brunton to President Jones, May 2, 1967, “Business Affairs, VP 
for: Food Service,” Box 4, Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1966-67,  Records 
of the Office of the President, University Archives, South Caroliniana 
Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

26 ibid.
27 “Carolina Food Co. Top of Carolina,” University of South Carolina 

Webpage, Last accessed April 15, 2018, https://www.sc.edu/about/of-
fices_and_divisions/dining_services/restaurants/top_of_carolina.php.
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build an innovative dormitory, and the decrease 
in privacy of their neighborhood. Situated in the 
middle of a residential hub, Capstone’s tower-
ing structure was of great concern to the nearby 
neighbors. Since the homes in University Hill were 
mostly one or two story houses, an eighteen story 
New Formalist style honors residence would seem 
out of place and bring the value of their eclectic 
homes down.28 

With Capstone providing room and board for 
nearly 600 students, the issue of parking became 
inevitable. According to a letter from Mrs. Furman 
Bradham, a woman who lived close to Capstone’s 
construction on Gibbes Court, to the Editor of 
the Columbia Record from March 11th, 1966, she 
explained how there would only be 200 parking 
spots available for the incoming 600 students, 
which then in turn would create an uncontrollable 
and “intolerable traffic condition.”29 The street 
parking the neighbors relied on would soon be 
taken over by students who would eventually find 
it more convenient to park on Gibbes Court.30 The 
neighbors, like Alva Lumpkin, demanded that 
there should be no student parking on the residen-
tial streets in order to prevent the impending take 
over and have another property along Barnwell 
and Pendleton Street for parking only.31 In fact, 
city zoning laws required there be one space per 
apartment, making it a minimum goal for the Uni-
versity to provide over 300 parking spots.32

The neighbors demanded an explanation for 
why the University chose to build Capstone in 
their residential area. Before there was any plan to 
expand campus towards the east, the University 
had planned on a southern expansion towards the 

28 Lesesne, Henry, A History Of The University of South Carolina, 1940-
2000 (University of South Carolina Press, 2001), 185-186.

29 Mrs. Furman Bradham to the Editor of the Columbia Record, March 11, 
1966, “Building Program: Capstone House,” Box 2, Papers of Thomas 
F. Jones, 1965-1966, Records of the Office of the President, University 
Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, 
Columbia, SC.

30 Harold Brunton to Alva Lumpkin, July 23, 1968, “Business Affairs: 
Buildings and Grounds: Capstone,” Box 4, Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 
1968-1969, Records of the Office of the President, University Archives, 
South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

31 Alva Lumpkin and Simmons Tate to President Jones and Harold Brun-
ton, February 22, 1966, Box 2, “Building Program: Capstone House,” 
Box 2, Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1965-1966, Records of the Office of the 
President, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of 
South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

32 ibid.

Athletic Center. The Columbia population thought 
the University would not encroach on the Univer-
sity Hill neighborhood, so several people bought 
homes on Gibbes Court as permanent residences 
due to the plans of a south campus expansion.33 To 
their dismay, the University built Capstone exactly 
where they thought campus would never come 
near. Neighbors like Mary McGeary, who lived at 
30 Gibbes Court in the 1960s, questioned why the 
University would skip two blocks in order to build 
a dormitory, and why not build this dormitory 
closer to the main campus as it would be more 
convenient for the students.34 Adding to the ques-
tion of why on Barnwell Street and Gibbes Court, 
Mrs. Bradham asked why not build Capstone on 
the 1600 block of Pendleton Street.35 

The University had not disclosed of their 
plans to create a second horseshoe only several 
feet away from the homes of the University Hill 
residents. The high expense of building such an 
innovative and unique dormitory led to some 
neighbors questioning why the University would 
fund it, and if they considered the cost of the land 
nearby for future construction. In a letter to Pres-
ident Jones on March 3rd, 1966, Mary McGeary 
identified herself as an alumna of the University 
while explaining her disapproval with the Uni-
versity requesting donations from alumni for the 
improvement of education when they clearly have 
ample amount of money to “throw around.”36 In 
her letter, she also wondered if the University has 
even considered the price of acquiring the two 
blocks of land between central campus and Cap-
stone. She claimed it would cost the University 
millions to obtain the land for future construction 
when the University could have gotten more land 
for their money if they had kept with their original 

33 Mrs. Mary McGeary to President Jones, March 3, 1966, “Building 
Program: Capstone House,” Box 2, Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1965-
1966, Records of the Office of the President, University Archives, South 
Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

34 ibid.
35 Mrs. Furman Bradham to the Editor of the Columbia Record, March 11, 

1966, “Building Program: Capstone House,” Box 2, Papers of Thomas 
F. Jones, 1965-1966, Records of the Office of the President, University 
Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, 
Columbia, SC.

36 Mrs. Mary McGeary to President Jones, March 3, 1966, “Building 
Program: Capstone House,” Box 2, Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1965-
1966, Records of the Office of the President, University Archives, South 
Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.
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plan of a southern expansion in the direction of 
the Athletic Center.37

Privacy in the neighborhood would be in-
terrupted with the construction of Capstone 
according to the residents. With over 600 students 
moving towards their area of Columbia, their 
quiet, private, and safe neighborhood seemed as 
though it would be coming to an end. In order to 
maximize the limited amount of privacy for the 
residents of the neighborhood due to the inclusion 
of such a large honors residence, Alva Lumpkin 
and Simmons Tate, two lawyers who lived in the 
University Hill neighborhood, gave several sug-
gestions. One of these suggestions was the exclu-
sion of an entrance to the building from Gibbes 
Court in order to limit the amount of students who 
access from the south direction of the building. To 
reduce the noise coming from the future residents 
of Capstone, Lumpkin and Tate requested the Uni-
versity seal the windows of the residential tower 
shut. This would also provide a safety measure for 
Capstone residents.38 Unfortunately for the neigh-
bors, the University went with Hopper windows 
that opened up towards the interior rather than 
sealing them up completely. Not only would 
Capstone itself make the neighborhood less 
private, but the incoming traffic from students 
making their way to the new eastern expansion 
of academic buildings would create a congestion 
issue. The neighborhood wanted to make sure 
they would not be crowded out by the University 
due to the lack of privacy with the construction of 
Capstone.39

RESPONSE TO UNIVERSITY HILL    
RESIDENTS’ CONCERNS

In response to the growing frustration of the 
University Hill residents, the University released 
two statements: “Why is the University Build-

37 Mrs. Mary McGeary to President Jones, March 3, 1966, “Building 
Program: Capstone House,” Box 2, Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1965-
1966, Records of the Office of the President, University Archives, South 
Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

38 Alva Lumpkin and Simmons Tate to President Jones and Harold Brun-
ton, February 22, 1966.

39 Mrs. Furman Bradham to the Editor of the Columbia Record, March 11, 
1966.

ing a Dormitory-Conference Center on Barnwell 
Street?” and “The Case of 1812 Pendleton.” In 
the former, the University lists out the reasonings 
behind building it on Barnwell Street, explains the 
twenty-year plan the University has, and intro-
duces the name of the dormitory.40 With the later 
statement, the University outlined the reasoning 
behind tearing down the homes on Barnwell 
Street that Mrs. McGeary labeled as beautiful, new 
homes.41 

“Why is the University Building a Dormito-
ry-Conference Center on Barnwell?” acts as the 
University’s official statement in regards to their 
expansion plans and the construction of Capstone. 
In 1961, the University had begun preparations 
for eastward campus expansion from Pickens to 
Barnwell Street in which the four blocks would 
be used for the construction of new academic 
buildings. When the University began to experi-
ence “the first wave of the post-war baby boom” 
in 1965, the plans had been altered in order to 
include a dormitory that fulfills the need for hous-
ing. Further, this response explained the reasoning 
for why Capstone was not included in the plans 
for the southern expansion of the University. The 
dormitories in the southern expansion were going 
to be used for undergraduate housing while Cap-
stone’s purpose was to house upperclassmen and 
graduate students. Towards the end of the state-
ment, the University promised to work with the 
neighborhood as they have changed the building 
plans in accordance to their concerns. Finally, as 
to why the new dormitory on Barnwell was to be 
named ‘Capstone’ was because the University had 
plans to make it the most important and attractive 
building on campus, or otherwise known as the 
crowning stone of campus, which happens to be 
the literal definition of capstone.42 

In “The Case of 1812 Pendleton,” the public 
gained insight into why the University purchased 

40 “Why is the University Building a Dormitory-Conference Center on 
Barnwell Street?,” March 16, 1966.

41 Mrs. Mary McGeary to President Jones, March 3, 1966, “Building 
Program: Capstone House,” Box 2, Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1965-
1966, Records of the Office of the President, University Archives, South 
Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

42 “Why is the University Building a Dormitory-Conference Center on 
Barnwell Street?,” March 16, 1966.
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and tore down the homes along Barnwell Street 
to construct Capstone. This statement along with 
“Why is the University Building a Dormitory-Con-
ference Center on Barnwell?” answered the ques-
tions the homeowners in University Hill had as to 
why build a dormitory in their neighborhood. The 
University was interested in the house on 1812 
Pendleton for future occupancy; however, when a 
fire broke out, the University went to inspect the 
damage, and to their disappointment, they found 
the home to be in complete “shambles.” It was no 
longer acceptable for future on-campus housing. 
In the statement, the University explained how 
this situation was similar to the ones they found 
in the homes on Barnwell Street (836-910). The 
University deemed these homes to be in complete 
disrepair and ultimately tore them down to build 
Capstone. The belief was that just the act of tearing 
down these homes improved the neighborhood, 
and the construction of Capstone would “raise the 
overall level of some of the housing” within the 
neighborhood.43 Though quite the bold statement, 
the University believed this would help alleviate 
some of the neighbors’ frustration.

Even though these statements answered the 
questions the neighbors were asking, they still 
wanted the University to make physical changes 
to the original building plans. Based upon the 
suggestions Alva Lumpkin and Simmons Tate out-
lined in their letter to President Jones and Harold 
Brunton, the University became cooperative with 
the neighborhood to keep a good relationship 
between the school and the Columbia populace.44 
From the list of demands, the University altered 
the following in their building plans: the main 
entrance shifted to the north in order to keep Gib-
bes Court clear of pedestrian traffic to Capstone; 
the garbage pickup and other services relocated 
from Gibbes Court to the north end of Capstone; 
landscaping the grounds surrounding Capstone to 
keep the neighborhood beautiful; and the addition 
of parking spaces to ease parking issues.45 These 

43 “The Case of 1812 Pendleton,” March 16, 1966.
44 Alva Lumpkin and Simmons Tate to President Jones and Harold Brun-

ton, February 22, 1966.
45 “The Case of 1812 Pendleton,” March 16, 1966.

physical responses to the concerns and complaints 
allowed for the neighbors to accept the construc-
tion of Capstone. 

CELEBRATION AND PRAISE OF      
CAPSTONE

With the concerns of the neighbors being resolved 
for the time being, the celebration and praise of 
the innovation and uniqueness of Capstone began 
rolling in. In the fall of 1967, Capstone opened 
its doors to its residents and invited guests to the 
Conference Center and Top of Carolina. Several 
letters and numerous newspaper articles praise 
Capstone for the spacious Conference Center 
and the progressive revolving restaurant, Top of 
Carolina. In a letter to the Editor of The State from 
February 20th, 1969, Frank Griffin writes about 
the ultra modern dining room’s beautiful scenery 
as one can see a panoramic view of Columbia 
while enjoying an incredible meal which was 
“unsurpassed by any other place from New York 
to Miami.”46 In a newspaper clipping titled “A 
New Dimension,” the anticipation for the only 
revolving restaurant on any college or university 
campus warranted some level of disappointment; 
however, this apparently was not the case for Top 
of Carolina.47 Countless of faculty and students 
would bring guests to show them the incredi-
ble view, food, and service from the restaurant 
making it somewhat of a tourist destination. Not 
only were people impressed by Top of Carolina, 
but within the first year, praises from the residents 
of Capstone came rolling in. In an article in The 
Gamecock from October 20th, 1967, Capstone was 
a successful women’s honors residence. Residents 
claimed they loved Capstone, and even though 
they complained about some issues, they all ended 

46 Frank Griffin to the Editor of The State, February 20, 1969, “Business 
Affairs: Buildings and Grounds: Capstone,”  Box 4, Papers of Thomas 
F. Jones, 1968-1969, Records of the Office of the President, University 
Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, 
Columbia, SC.

47 Suzanne Hardy to Education Editor of Times Magazine, June 4, 1968, 
and “A New Dimension,” “U21. Capstone House July 1966- March 
1972,” Box 38, Papers of Vice President of Operations, Harold Brunton, 
1968-1983, Records of Administrative Offices, University Archives, 
South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.
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their statements with “but it’s worth it.”48 Initially 
Capstone was seen as a success within the first 
years of opening.

POST-CONSTRUCTION COMPLAINTS

Like every new building, Capstone saw more 
complaints from neighbors post construction. 
The lack of parking on Barnwell Street and Gib-
bes Court was still an issue. The limited amount 
of parking spots proved to be inadequate with 
the success of Top of Carolina drawing in sizable 
crowds to see what all the buzz was about and 
with the 300 person conference center in full use. 
The University planned to have 200 parking spots 
available; however, there were only 138 spots for 
Capstone. Once again, the University received 
numerous letters from the residents of Universi-
ty Hill demanding for adequate parking space.49 
Alva Lumpkin continued to express his concern 
on “the critical parking situation around Capstone 
House.” His letter to Harold Brunton in August 
of 1968 explained the neighborhood concern of 
future issues that pile onto the present ones. Their 
main concern was that they would eventually not 
be able to reach their homes if the high amount of 
vehicular and foot traffic combined with the lack 
of parking was to continue without university 
intervention. Lumpkin made several suggestions, 
one of which was to restrict car use to students 
with high academic achievements and qualifica-
tions.50 Obviously this suggestion would not have 
gone over well with the students, so the Universi-
ty did not consider this to be a true solution. 

Harold Brunton set out to cooperate with the 
residents of University Hill to keep a positive rela-
tionship in response to the complaints of parking. 

48 “Capstone: New Dimension In USC Life,” Gamecock (Columbia, SC), 
October 20, 1967.

49 Simmons Tate to President Jones, August 4, 1966, “Business Affairs, VP 
for Building Program: Dormitories: Capstone House,” Box 4, Papers of 
Thomas F. Jones, 1966-67,  Records of the Office of the President, Univer-
sity Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, 
Columbia, SC.

50 Alva Lumpkin to Harold Brunton, August 13, 1968, “Business Affairs: 
Buildings and Grounds: Capstone,” Box 4, Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 
1968-1969, Records of the Office of the President, University Archives, 
South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

Not only were the neighbors continuing to express 
their concerns of Capstone’s impact on the neigh-
borhood, but the residents staying in the dormito-
ry eventually started to have some complaints of 
their living situation. In June 1975, resident Rita 
Addy was featured in an article from The Game-
cock since she had several complaints about living 
in Capstone. Addy was born with a birth defect 
that landed her spending majority of her time in 
a wheelchair. When she first arrived at the Uni-
versity of South Carolina, she was told Capstone 
was the best dorm suited for wheelchair students; 
however, she quickly discovered it was not as 
wheelchair accessible as she was told. While there 
were modifications made for students in wheel-
chairs at Capstone, e.g. lowered closet rods and a 
handrail installed in the bathroom, it was simply 
not adequate. As East Campus was beginning to 
develop more throughout the late 1960s and 1970s, 
the amount of construction around Capstone 
began to be excessive. Construction caused incon-
veniences for the residents in terms of walking to 
class and the noise. The most notable was the con-
struction of Capstone North which was being built 
on the corner of Barnwell and Pendleton Street. 

CAPSTONE’S INFLUENCE

Capstone’s success of being the first women’s 
honors residence influenced the construction of 
Capstone North, which is known as Columbia 
Hall today. Only a few years after the completion 
of Capstone, the University was faced with the 
housing crisis once again. The University viewed 
Capstone as a success and decided to build anoth-
er dormitory, Capstone North, next door. In April 
1970, The Gamecock declared that “Capstone 
must obviously be a ‘good’ thing because they 
are starting to spring up all over the place.” The 
new dormitory would not be as tall or modern 
as Capstone; however, it was to be eleven stories 
high and house 490 female students. It was no 
coincidence that the University made Capstone 
North a women’s dormitory. They wanted to keep 
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the female students living on campus close to 
one another and make Capstone North similar to 
Capstone. By the fall of 1971, Capstone North was 
fully functional.  

CAPSTONE TODAY

The physical structure of Capstone and the neigh-
borhood issues associated with it are exactly the 
same today, but the students who reside within 
differ. Today Capstone is only open to the men 
and women in the Capstone Scholars Program, an 
invitation only honors program for the top group 
of academic performers at the University. Students 
within the Capstone Scholars Program are not 
required to live in Capstone; however, they are en-
couraged to do so. By choosing to live at Capstone, 
the scholars are able to share ideas and become ac-
quainted with one another thus leading to “a rich-
er experience” according to the Capstone website. 
Parking around Capstone is still an issue since the 
number of spots has dramatically decreased even 
though the University’s enrollment has continued 
to rise. Being crowded out by the University was 
one of the concerns the neighbors in University 
Hill had. Eventually the homes closest to Capstone 
on Gibbes Court became rental properties for the 
University’s upperclassmen population pushing 
out the original residents of University Hill to 
other neighborhoods. 

CONCLUSION

Many today see Capstone as an iconic landmark 
for the University of South Carolina, which was 
exactly what President Jones, Harold Brunton, 
and the Board of Trustees intended for in this 
dormitory. What was thought to be an innovative 
and unique solution to the housing crisis of the 
1960s quickly became an issue for the surrounding 

neighborhood. Throughout its entire planning, 
construction, and completion, the University dealt 
with the backlash from the residents of University 
Hill. It is important to note, however, that Univer-
sity Hill was predominantly a white neighborhood 
that led to the University cooperating with the 
neighbors, whereas in the southern expansion 
plan, the University wiped out an entire African 
American community, Ward One, without coop-
erating with the residents. Whether it was dealing 
with countless complaints and concerns or wel-
coming an immense amount of praises, Capstone’s 
history is the push and pull the University experi-
enced.



24  Bully for You

Welsh Humanities Complex
HISTORICAL REVIEW

4
Allison Dunavant

GROWTH AND EXPANSION

The 1960s was a period of growth on college cam-
puses around the country, including the Univer-
sity of South Carolina (USC). This growth encom-
passed a tripling of the student body, physical 
campus expansion, and the creation of extension 
campuses.1 During the 1960s and through the 
following decade, more people enrolled in college 
because of GI Bill and the post-World War II baby 
boomers. In addition, USC finally integrated and 
in 1963 black students were able to actively enroll 
in courses.2 A growth in student body meant a dire 
need for more space and more buildings. The Hu-
manities Complex serves as a primary visual and 
physical indicator of the expansion and the neces-
sity for increased academic space. The Humanities 
Complex, situated on the corner of College and 
Pickens Street includes both an office building and 
a classroom building. It is considered part of East 
Campus, a term that signifies the group of build-
ings that were constructed, as well as those that 
remained, along the axis of College Street leading 
to Capstone Building (Figure 1). 

The creation of East Campus, and ultimately 
the Humanities Complex, began in 1965 when 
the University of South Carolina, and Vice Pres-

1 Henry H. Lesesne, A History of the University of South Carolina, 1940-
2000, (Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina Press, 2001), 134-210.

2 ibid.

ident of Operations Harold Brunton, developed 
a 20-year plan for campus development that was 
cohesive and innovative.3 Brunton intended to 
not only improve the educational capacity of the 
University itself but also to broaden the accessibili-
ty of statewide education. Because of the increased 
enrollment at USC, the University was able to pro-
vide higher education at a more economical rate 
than other state colleges.4  The eastward expansion 
of the University of South Carolina’s campus was 
primarily for an expansion of academic facilities 
and required the University to gradually purchase 
new land along College Street. This infringed 
upon the residential University Hill neighborhood 

3 A Plan for Campus Development, 1965, Box 33, Buildings and Grounds: 
Campus Planning, Harold Brunton Files, University Archives, South 
Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina.

4 A Plan for Campus Development, 1965.

1.	View	of	the	Humanities	Office	Building	from	Five	Points
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and became a detriment to the plans for the Hu-
manities Complex. 

NEED FOR THE HUMANITIES

The Humanities Complex was one of the first of 
the new buildings of the eastward expansion. The 
complex, completed in 1968, reflects the growth of 
the humanities at the University of South Carolina, 
paralleled by the growth of humanities programs 
throughout the nation. The University stressed the 
importance of the humanities as a traditional foun-
dation for education:

The building of a great university requires not  
only that students be knowledgeable and skilled 
in the natural and physical sciences; it requires 
also that they be learned in all the factors which 
shape literature and art, history, social concepts, 
political, economic, and religious thought. For this 
reason the building of a Humanities Center has 
more than ordinary significance.5

 Degree programs in the arts, music, English, 
and foreign languages were developed in the 
1950s and into the early 1960s because of a re-
newed interest in a Renaissance-like education.6 
This caused offices and classrooms to be housed 
in over nine different buildings on the University 
of South Carolina’s campus.7 Instead of creat-
ing one large building to hold the English and 
Foreign Language departments, a complex was 
designed for increased space, functionality, and 
interaction. This complex included spaces for 
offices, classrooms, and lecture halls with modern 
technologies. Since its original construction, the 
Humanities complex now also houses a Language 
Resource Center, a writing center, and a computer 
laboratory.

The buildings of the Humanities Complex 
were constructed in a modern Brutalist style, 
which is another visual indicator for the eastward 

5 USC: A Stress for the Humanities, June 1, 1966. Box 4 (1966-67), VP 
Business Affairs, Building Program, Miscellaneous, Thomas F. Jones, 
University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of South 
Carolina.

6 ibid. 
7 A Plan for Campus Development, 1965

expansion. In this construction, the University 
asserted their adherence to modernism as well 
as their authority as a leading institution within 
South Carolina and the country. Brutalism was 
a popular choice for campus architecture at the 
time and is evident in the other buildings of East 
Campus that were built around the same time.  Al-
though both buildings in the Humanities Complex 
are very similar in appearance, they are observ-
ably different. The taller of the two buildings, the 
Welsh Office Building, is named for Vice President 
of Instruction John R. Welsh. Welsh was a faculty 
member from 1949 until his death in 1974.8 The 
Welsh Office Building is unique, not just because it 
is individually named, but also because of the pro-
jecting elements that flank the windows. These tilt 
up panels create a brise-soleil, which means that 
the projections deflect the sunlight and heat intake 
of the building. This is one of the most noticeable 
and striking feature of the office building, and 
calls out the modern design. 

AMBITIOUS PLANS

“A Plan for Campus Development” was devised 
by Harold Brunton in 1965 to outline the needs 
and goals for the University’s expansion.9 Some of 
these goals included the preservation and exten-
sion of the campus, creating continuity between 
the old and the new, functionality and utility, 
structural balance, and economy.10 The University 
addressed this by creating a “second horseshoe,” 
now known as East Campus, along which the 
Humanities would reside. Initially the intention 
was to leave College Street open and accessible 
along the city grid and create a sidewalk path that 
mirrored the shape of the historic Horseshoe of 
main campus.11 Eventually, and after the comple-
tion of the Humanities Complex, College Street 
was closed, and an axial promenade was built. 

The Humanities Complex at its start, was 

8 “Welsh Humanities Building & Humanities Classroom Building,” Uni-
versity Map, 2002, , http://www.sc.edu/uscmap/bldg/welsh.html.

9 A Plan for Campus Development, 1965.
10 ibid.
11 ibid.
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2. Original Layout Drawing

3. Revised Drawing Without Auditorium

4.	 Reflection	Pool	and	Sculpture

proposed as a Humanities ‘Center’ following the 
rapid expansion of the departments of English 
and Foreign Languages in particular. Because the 
departments had been scattered so inefficiently 
across campus previously, the plan called for 
great attention to stylistic and functional unity. 
This center included a nine-story office building, 
a four-story classroom-conference hall, and an 
auditorium all situated around a central courtyard 
(Figure 2).12 In its design, the Center successfully 
created three units rather than one large build-
ing, that would house these departments with a 
central courtyard greenspace. The Center satisfied 
the need for the extension of the humanities, was 
functional, utilitarian, and balanced. However, it 
was not economical in its totality. The cost of the 
Center exceeded what the University was willing 
to spend in conjunction with the construction of 
other planned buildings on East Campus. 

Consequentially, the resulting Humanities 
Complex differs in composition and layout from 
the original proposal. The Humanities ‘Center’ 
became the Humanities ‘Complex’ after numerous 
budget issues, property restraints, and construc-
tion challenges caused by Pickens Street. The 
outcome of these complications resulted in the 
omission of the originally planned auditorium 
and greenspace, and the movement of classroom 
building from its eastern position to a Western 
position along Pickens Street.13 To administration 
and the architectural designers, the difference 
between the creation of a ‘Center’ and a ‘Complex’ 
was significant. The plans for the ‘Center’ were all 
encompassing; three buildings around a centered 
lawn that would allow for the Humanities to be 
contained. Conversely, the ‘Complex’ was just two 
related buildings; a Humanities composite (Figure 
3).

Lyles, Bissett, Carlisle, and Wolf (LBC&W), an 
architecture firm based in Columbia, SC, was re-

12 Drawing, Combined Correspondence File #1. Box 38, U-55B/C USC Hu-
manities Center, 1966-1969, LBC&W Office Correspondence, University 
Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina.

13 Thomas B. Farris Memorandum, Combined Correspondence File #1, 
Box 38, U-55B/C USC Humanities Center, 1966-1969, LBC&W Office 
Correspondence, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, Uni-
versity of South Carolina.
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sponsible for the original designs of the complex.14 
The LBC&W firm was prominent through the 
1970s and with its large base of employees com-
pleted thousands of projects during its thirty-year 
period of prominence.15 LBC&W was responsible 
for many of the city, and state’s, modern commer-
cial and educational buildings; particularly well 
known is the Statehouse Complex. Their design 
philosophy was centered around ideas of econ-
omy, functionality, and modern aesthetics. They 
were principally interested in creating buildings 
that represented the intended function and em-
bodied a “total design,” thus including an envi-
ronment around the structures they designed.16 
LBC&W was concerned with planning and not 
just the architecture itself. This meant that in the 
initial plans for the Humanities Complex, the 
interconnectedness of the buildings was of high 
importance. 

CONSTRUCTION CONCERNS AND 
CHANGES

The original design was a three-building complex, 
including an office building, a classroom and lec-
ture space, and an auditorium.17 The architecture 
would be made complete with a central green-
space and garden landscaping surrounding the 
buildings. The Office Building was drawn to be 
situated along Pickens Street, while the Classroom 
building was to be parallel with College Street. 
An auditorium was planned for the Eastern part 
of the complex, overlapping the lot that Gambrell 
Building currently stands (Figure 2).18 The audito-
rium building was indefinitely put on hold when 
the University could not acquire the extra lot space 
in a timely or affordable manner. It was Harold 
Brunton’s hope that the auditorium building 
would be later constructed when funds allowed. 

14 ibid. 
15 Casey Lee “Preserving The Architectural Legacy Of Lyles, Bissett, Car-

lisle & Wolff, 1948-1976” master’s thesis,  University of South Carolina, 
2016, https://scholarcommons.sc.edu/etd/3854.

16 Casey Lee “ Preserving The Architectural Legacy Of Lyles, Bissett, Car-
lisle & Wolff, 1948-1976” master’s thesis,  University of South Carolina, 
2016, https://scholarcommons.sc.edu/etd/3854.

17 Drawing,Combined Correspondence File #1,  1966-1969.
18 ibid.

This change opened the layout and caused the 
design to lose its containment.  The University was 
still in desperate need for the academic space and 
pressed forward with the construction. Because of 
campus growth and expansion Eastward, Pickens 
Street became another concern. The University 
consulted with the City and considered widening 
the street, to accommodate the increase in vehic-
ular traffic, or closing it off to accommodate the 
pedestrian traffic that was expected alongside the 
construction of East Campus.19 Due to this uncer-
tainty, the layout of the Humanities Complex was 
changed again. The classroom building, as it exists 
today, was placed parallel to Pickens Street while 
the office building was moved to the northern 
boundary of the lot, facing out towards College 
Street.

Much of the University’s budget for the 
Humanities Complex was deferred to the comple-
tion of Capstone Hall as well as to the planning 
of Gambrell. This caused frustration for LBC&W, 
who were unable to complete the building to their 
own standards of architectural planning.20 Upon 
completion of the construction in 1968, only the 
two buildings had been erected. The planned 
courtyard, paving, and landscaping had not been 
completed.21 In the spring of 1969, Harold Brunton 
recognized the need for a cohesive element to be 
added to the complex and called for the construc-
tion of a reflection pool.22 He still had in mind his 
original vision of a three-building complex with 
a central element. The pool was chosen over a 
grassed courtyard in fear that’s students would 
walk through the grass, thus giving the courtyard 
an unfavorable appearance.23 The paving of the 
sidewalks, completion of the pool, and landscap-
ing was not complete until the spring and summer 
of 1970.  In the fall of 1970 the University of South 
Carolina held a “Humanities Sculpture Design 
Contest” to have a sculpture selected for the 

19 “Pickens Street,” The Gamecock (Columbia), September 11, 1972.
20 W.A. Carlisle Memorandum, June 9, 1967, Box 38, U-55B/C USC Hu-

manities Center, 1966-1969, LBC&W Office Correspondence, University 
Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina.

21 ibid.
22 “Humanities Needs Reflection Pool,” The Gamecock (Columbia), April 

12, 1969.
23 ibid.
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newly completed reflection pool. Lin Emery, an 
artist based in New Orleans, was selected for her 
origami bird mobile to be built in copper (Figure 
4).24 Her work was selected by a three-man jury 
comprised of landscape architect Richard Webel, 
sculptor Edward Higgins, and John R. Craft of 
the Columbia Museum of Art.25 The work was 
installed into the Humanities Complex reflection 
pool in early spring of 1972.

            Almost immediately, the Humanities 
Complex and the reflection pool evoked strong 
opinions from students. Many of the comments 
indicate a distaste for the modern sterility of the 
buildings as well as the cheap and impersonal 
construction. In The Gamecock October 1972 issue, 
a student describes the Humanities Complex:

[It] rises from a plot of concrete, its square 
lines reaching bluntly into the air for a few stories. 
Its windows long and narrow, it just sits there, 
a rather rough, gauche, and graceless phallic 
symbol. Inside is much worse. Square formal 
classrooms, illuminated by cold fluorescent lights 
recessed neatly into the ceiling, contain straight 
rigid rows of uncomfortable chair-desks. They are 
made of synthetic plastics and shiny unattractive 
chrome-plated metal. The walls are bare except for 
a green blackboard or two, their trays containing a 
few fragments of chalk and cigarette ashes per-
haps.26

The student’s description is almost poetic and 
represents the disparity between the University’s 
intentions of modernity and the perception of 
those receiving an education amongst it all. This 
perception reveals students’ beliefs that the Uni-
versity of South Carolina did not care about them 
as individuals, but instead cared for them only as 
a mass of people to efficiently push through their 
academic spaces. The expansion of the University 
into the University Hill neighborhood, and all the 
resulting modern construction of East Campus, 

24 Sadie Jenkins Battle, ed., “Arts Letter,” South Carolina Arts Commis-
sion , no. 4 (December/January 1970):https://dc.statelibrary.sc.gov/
bitstream/handle/10827/11597/ARTS_Arts-Letter_1970_December-Jan-
uary.pdf?sequence=1.

25 Sadie Jenkins Battle, ed., “Arts Letter,” South Carolina Arts Commis-
sion, no. 4 (December/January 1970):https://dc.statelibrary.sc.gov/
bitstream/handle/10827/11597/ARTS_Arts-Letter_1970_December-Jan-
uary.pdf?sequence=1.

26 “Sterility,” The Gamecock (Columbia), November 13, 1972.

denotes the shift of USC into becoming formal and 
insensitive; a ‘big business’.  This is underscored 
by East Campus and its overarching theme of 
functionality and efficiency.  Current students and 
faculty echo this sentiment and voice concerns 
about the maintenance of the buildings.

CONCLUSION

Since the 1970s many changes have been made 
to the complex to benefit the growth of the Uni-
versity and to attract potential students. When 
Pickens street was recessed, and the promenade 
was built, the Humanities Complex lost some of 
its surrounding gardens along both its western 
and northern borders. Both the office and class-
room building had portions of their ground story 
open arcades closed in. These spaces now con-
tain coffee shops and miscellaneous offices. But 
perhaps the most noticeable change is the removal 
of the reflection pool and sculptures that occurred 
in the 1990s. The bird sculpture of the Humanities 
reflection pool was a topic of discussion immedi-
ately following its installation, but this was not the 
reason for its removal.27 The University needed 
the space for more construction, and the pool was 
serving no purposeful function and incurred a 

27 Board of Trustees Minutes, Buildings and Grounds Committee, October 
27, 2005, Board of Trustees Minutes Archive, University of South Caro-
lina, http://sc.edu/about/offices_and_divisions/board_of_trustees/
documents/minutes_archive/2005/b_g102705.pdf.

5. Current Structures with Colloquium Cafe
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steady maintenance expense. In 2005 the Colloqui-
um Café was envisioned as part of the University’s 
Three-Year Capital Plan of expansion and would 
provide a new dining option for students where 
the reflection pool once was.28 This construction, 
completed in 2006, officially removed any re-
maining notions of the original LBC&W vision 
(Figure 5).  The Humanities Complex, although 
significantly altered and poorly maintained, serves 
as a reminder not only of the 1960s growth, but 
of the continuing 21st century growth and busi-
ness-mindedness of the University of South Caro-
lina.  The disregard of the Humanities buildings, 
and consequently the humanities subjects by USC, 
reflects a deviation in belief of their importance at 
both the University and national level. The Com-
plex, no longer modern or new, remains significant 
as a visual representation of changing ideologies 
and continued University expansion.

28 ibid.
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Welsh Humanities Classroom
HISTORICAL REVIEW

5
Michael W. Hutcheson

THE BEGINNING

After World War II ended in 1945, the University 
of South Carolina began to experience unprece-
dented growth in student enrollment. The growth 
continued throughout the 1950s causing a strain 
on the University’s existing infrastructure. In 
mid-1958, President Sumwalt appointed a special 
faculty committee on long-range development to 
plan for future growth. Sumwalt said, “We must 
anticipate the future development and needs of 
our institution in order to continue our ‘momen-
tum of progress.’ ”1  To accomplish this, the Uni-
versity would have to start expanding the campus 
into the surrounding urban landscape. After its 
formation, the special faculty committee prepared 
a long-term expansion plan. Later, in 1958, the 
City of Columbia’s Department of City Planning 
released a report that identified areas for further 
campus expansion, most notable the two blocks on 
either side of College Street adjoining the campus 
to the east.2 The two plans matched up and, in 
September 1960, the Board of Trustees approved 
a two-year construction and land acquisition pro-
gram based on the recommendations.3 

1 Board of Trustees Meeting, 28 August 1958; Faculty minutes, 7 May 
1958, Sumwalt Papers, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, 
University of South Carolina.

2 Board of Trustees Meeting, 4 November 1958,  Sumwalt Papers, Univer-
sity Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina.

3 “Trustees Approve New $8 Million Expansion” The Gamecock, (Colum-
bia, S.C.), 16 Sept. 1960.

In 1962, Thomas F. Jones became president of 
the University. He also saw a need for a long-term 
expansion plan but mainly wanted to get in the 
forefront of science. Jones wanted the University 
to take a place in the missile and nuclear belt and 
thought it necessary to further expand the science 
operation. The University was already building 
several science buildings at the time and President 
Jones requested to build an additional one in the 
future.4 However, the Buildings and Grounds 
Committee of the Board of Trustees saw more of a 
need for a general classroom building. In a meet-
ing on June 10, 1963, they proposed budgeting 
$670,000 to build one to the east of campus.5 

THE PROPERTY

In the next meeting, which occurred on August 13, 
1963, the Buildings and Grounds Committee was 
given a list of properties available for purchase 
within the three blocks of Pickens Street.6 The 
University slowly and quietly started buying the 
properties east of campus. Then, in May 1965, Vice 

4 Committee on Buildings and Grounds Meeting Minutes, 17 August 
1962, A. Board of Trustees, A2, Bldgs & Grnds Comm.,VP of Operations, 
Box 33, Brunton Papers, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, 
University of South Carolina.

5 Committee on Buildings and Grounds Meeting Minutes, 10 June 1963, 
A. Board of Trustees, A2, Bldgs & Grnds Comm.,VP of Operations, Box 
33, Brunton Papers, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, Uni-
versity of South Carolina.

6 Committee on Buildings and Grounds Meeting Minutes, 13 August 
1963,A. Board of Trustees, A2, Bldgs & Grnds Comm.,VP of Operations, 
Box 33, Brunton Papers, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, 
University of South Carolina.
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President Hal Brunton announced a twenty-year 
long-range infrastructure development plan where 
he intended to extend the academic campus in 
a six-block area bounded by Pendleton, Gregg, 
Greene, and Pickens Streets with a three building 
Humanities Complex on the corner of Greene 
and Pickens Streets (Figures 1 and 2). Within this 
complex would be the general classroom building 
that was proposed two years before.7 The space 
required for the classroom building was based on 
the enrollment size for the Fall of 1965. President 
Jones projected that the University would need 
double the space required for incoming Human-
ities majors in the Fall of 1965 in the future and 
planned for this in the upcoming building project.8

On April 1, 1966, the Buildings and Grounds 
Committee recognized the critical need for ac-
ademic space and decided to implement Vice 
President Brunton’s plan earlier than expected. In 
order to free monies to build the Humanities Com-
plex, the committee took $800,000 from the Booker 
T. Washington building project.  The motion was 
approved by the committee to house English and 
Foreign Language. Within the complex would be 
a four-story Recitation and Laboratory building, 
complete with state of the art learning equipment 
including a language lab with audio and head-
phones.9  

After final approval from the Board of Trust-
ees and the Buildings and Grounds committee, the 
University obtained the property at 1620 College 
Street in June 1966 for $40,000. At the same time, 
the University was trying to also acquire 1616 Col-
lege Street. However, the owner was unwilling to 
sell at the price offered so the University acquired 
the property through condemnation proceedings.10 
Schematic drawings were being done by Lyles, 
Bissett, Carlisle & Wolfe Architects and Engineers 

7 Promotional Booklet for 20 Year Expansion Plan, Buildings and 
Grounds, Box 5, Office of the President Thomas F. Jones, University 
Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina.

8 Handwritten figures, Building Program: Humanities Building, Colleges: 
School, Box 2, President Jones Papers, University Archives, South Caro-
liniana Library, University of South Carolina.

9 Committee on Buildings and Grounds Meeting Minutes, 1 April 1966;“A 
Look into the ‘Complex’ Future”,  The Gamecock, 27 October 1967

10 Hal Brunton, Letter to J.C Coleman, Assistant Attorney General, 26 July 
1966, Business Affairs, VP for Buildings & Grounds: Miscellaneous Fold-
er, Box 4, Office of the President Thomas F. Jones, University Archives, 
South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina.

1. Gibbes Family Home, 1899, Richland County Records

2. Campus Development Plan, April 1965, Brunton Papers

3. Original Site Plan, Humanities Complex, September 1966, Jones Paper
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Firm.11 Two other properties the University needed 
to acquire where 822 Pickens Street and 1608 
College Street, wich were adjacent to each other 
and both owned by the Presbyterian Center. In a 
letter from Vice President Brunton, the University 
offered to buy the two properties for $42,000 based 
on appraisals. The Presbyterian Center originally 
declined this offer, but after another letter from 
Vice President Brunton threatening to initiate con-
demnation proceedings, they agreed to sell.12

COMMUNITY RELATIONS

These aggressive and bully-like actions of the uni-
versity to move and displace residents caused tre-
mendous damage to community relations with the 
public surrounding the University. This is contrary 
to many urban renewal experts including Julian 
H. Levi of the University of Chicago, whom wrote 
that to foster a university’s well-being, an essential 
element was a strong surrounding community that 
was compatible with the university’s character. “A 
university is more than a collection of scholarly 
commuters,” he wrote. “It is, rather, a community 
of scholars living with one another and with their 
work. The relationship of student and faculty is 
disrupted if the community around the university 
cannot attract and hold faculty member as resi-
dents.”13 At the time, many students also spoke up 
for the need of residents surrounding the Univer-
sity including student Harold Kirtz, who used 
the Student Senate to voice complaints about the 
University’s lack of concern for the people it was 
relocating to the West, South, and East of Cam-
pus—such as failure to find them decent homes. 
The University, Kirtz said, should “allow the 
present neighborhoods surrounding the campus 

11 Committee on Buildings and Grounds Meeting Minutes, 23 June 
1966,Building Program: Humanities Building, Colleges: School, Box 2, 
President Jones Papers, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, 
University of South Carolina.

12 Hal Brunton, Letter to Jerry C. Hammet, 23 September 1966; Charlie 
Foster, Letter to Hal Brunton, 10 October 1966; Hal Brunton, Letter to 
Charlie Foster, 28 November 1966,  Business Affairs, VP for Buildings & 
Grounds: Miscellaneous Folder, Box 4, Office of the President Thomas 
F. Jones, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of 
South Carolina.

13 Julian H. Levi, “Ground Space for the University” in Dobbins, Uni-
versity, 10-11, See other article in the is volume emphasizing similar 
viewpoints by Willian L. Slayton, Francis J. Lammer, Harold Taubin, and 
Oliver Brooks.

to continue to exist alongside the University as 
communities… The university can go only so far 
before the community will not support it. We hope 
the University will never be burned, but [it] keeps 
moving people.”14 Despite these warnings and the 
continued objections of the residents whom the 
development displaced, the University continued 
its forceful efforts to obtain the property needed 
to build the Humanities Complex. One of the last 
properties obtained was a one hundred-year-old 
farmhouse located at 832 Pickens Street.(Figure 1) 
It would later be destroyed to make room for the 
Humanities Complex.15 

Lyles, Bissett, Carlisle, and Wolf turned in final 
plans and drawings for the Humanities Classroom 
building in April 1967. The firm’s design philoso-
phy was that of “Total Design.” They believed in 
coordinating every aspect of design and function. 
Advertising their philosophy in a promotional 
flyer, the firm said: 

Design means welding all conditions and 
influences into the most practical plan. Above all 
the plan must be functional, serving well the pur-
pose for which the building is intended. It must be 
simple and sound from engineering and construc-
tion standpoints. It must be economical and come 
within budget limitations of the client. It must 
satisfy the personal likes and dislikes of the client. 
And, last but not least, it must be architecturally 
correct, a beautiful building.16 

They employed electrical, mechanical, and 
structural engineers, as well as landscape ar-
chitects, interior designers, and soil experts to 
“mold[s] architectural and engineering ideas and 
creations into an orderly and efficient environ-
mental pattern to meet the physical, social, and 
economic needs of man.”17 It is these ideas that 
went into designing the Humanities Classroom 
Building, since the original design called for it to 

14 Henry H. Lessesne, A History of the University of South Carolina, 1940-
2000, United States of America: University of South Carolina Press, 2001.

15 Buildings of the Columbia Campus, 44; USC Magazine 3, no 4(Fall 1969), 
14; Hal Brunton, Letter to James B. Meriwether, 9 December 1966; James 
B. Meriwether, letter to Hal Brunton, 18 December 1966, Jones Papers, 
University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of South 
Carolina.

16 LBC&W Promotional Pamphlet, 1960s, Wolfe Family Archives.
17 LBC&W Promotional Pamphlet, 1 April 1969, Wolfe Family Archives.
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be part of a three building complex, complete with 
a reflecting pool, fountain and garden like land-
scaping surrounding the buildings.18 More impor-
tantly, it was to be beautiful, simple and cheap to 
build. The University was growing rapidly so they 
wanted something that was cheap and could be 
built quickly and ready for occupation by the fall 
of 1968. 

THE BUILDING

In the spring of 1967 the University and LBC&W 
were finalizing the plans for the buildings and 
grounds, but were plagued with major problems.  
In early February 1967, representatives of the 
University met with the City of Columbia and the 
Highway Department, who proposed that Pick-
ens Street be widened to an eighty-foot right of 
way between Pendleton and Green Streets. It was 
further proposed that the jog in Pickens Street at 
Pendleton be eliminated and that Pickens Street 
follow a straight line from its intersection at Pend-
leton to its current intersection with Green Street. 
It was also proposed that the street be depressed 
some 10-to-12 feet at point near its intersection 
with College Street. At that time the utilities tunnel 
that would supply steam and chilled water to 
the Humanities Classroom Building was locat-
ed under College Street and stop approximately 
fifty feet from the current Pickens Street right of 
way. It was requested that fifty feet of tunnel be 
removed to give a one hundred foot right of way 
at the intersection of College and Pickens Street.  
The shortening of the tunnel would necessitate 
moving the classroom building ten to fifteen feet 
east.19 The uncertainty of now not knowing exactly 
where the classroom building would be located 
caused delays in the final drawings being done 
and approved. To speed up the development of 
final drawings and specifications the University 

18 Thomas Faris, Letter to Thomas Jones, 29 September 1966, Site Plan for 
Humanities Center, Building Program: Humanities Building Folder, Box 
5, Office of the President Thomas F. Jones, University Archives, South 
Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina.

19 Thomas B. Faris, letter to Bruce Flemming, 28 February 1967, LBC&W 
Box 2, Correspondence File #1, University Archives, South Caroliniana 
Library, University of South Carolina.

4. The Humanities Complex, shown under construction,

5. Architects’ drawing of the Humanities Complex
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and LBC&W decided to assume the improvements 
would be made to Pickens Street and placed the 
classroom building forty feet from the office build-
ing and ten feet of the nearest southern boundary 
line. They also temporally postponed building the 
auditorium building because it would no longer 
fit in the space the University owned. On June 9, 
1967 just twenty-one days before the final draw-
ings were needed for approval, a design change 
was made to the classroom building, adding two 
179 square foot seminar rooms to the ground 
floor. This was objected to by LBC&W because it 
would cause congestion in front of the elevators 
and lessen the beauty of the future interior court. 
The plans were finalized in late summer of 1967 
and bidding was opened for the now two building 
complex. (Figure 4) 

LBC&W estimated that it would cost around 
$1.3 million to build the classroom building. M. 
B. Kahn Construction Company won with the 
lowest bid and construction began in early Fall 
1967. (Figure 3) The project was scheduled to be 
completed by Fall 1968, with the office building 
opening first and the classroom building shortly 
afterwards. Again, the project was plagued by 
problems. As of April 1968, the project was already 
twenty-eight days behind schedule because of bad 
weather throughout the winter of 1967. The project 
was again delayed when there was an insulation 
installer strike that lasted for twenty-one days. Af-
ter these delays, the buildings were finished in the 
Fall of 1968, too late for the fall semester, but Hal 
Brunton and the rest of the University were glad 
that the buildings were finally done. (Figure 5 ) 

CONCLUSION

Since its completion, the Humanities Classroom 
building has seen little change. The antiquated 
technology has been upgraded and recently a Star-
bucks was put in on the ground floor. The building 
still stands as a reminder of days past when the 
University bullied out residents and destroyed 
homes to make way for its ever-growing popula-

tion.
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A History of Close-Hipp and the 
Business School

THE HOUSE THAT KANE BUILT:

6
Daly Elias

Olaf Tollefsen

INTRODUCTION

In order to remain relevant, one must always keep 
improving. This is a fact of life as well as a fact 
of university growth and development. Every 
building on the University of South Carolina’s 
campus was once state-of-the-art and a revolution-
ary step forward when built. This was no different 
for the previous home of the College of Business 
Administration, Close-Hipp. In the late 1960s, the 
business program was starving for a new facility 
to house the ever-increasing enrollment in their 
program, and Close-Hipp was the answer to their 
every problem. In the early 2010s, history repeated 
itself. As the business program outgrew the Close-
Hipp building, its students took occupancy in the 
brand new, state-of-the-art Darla Moore School of 
Business (Figure 1). 

DARLA MOORE SCHOOL OF          
BUSINESS

In 2014, the University of South Carolina moved 
its business program across campus to the Darla 
Moore School of Business. This $106 million facili-
ty became the most expensive building on campus 
and was designed to represent the prestige, aca-
demic excellence, and innovation the university 
wanted to portray.1 This was made evident when 
at the groundbreaking ceremony, President Harris 
Pastides stated that this building would “symbol-
ize the Moore School’s commitment to participate, 
innovate and lead.”2 Housing the number-one 
ranked International Business school in the U.S., 
this new building was constructed to match every 
need of the program within. The designers aimed 
to go beyond these expectation. Dean of the Busi-
ness School, Dr. Hildy Teegen, remarked: 

[the] new home for the Moore School is de-
signed to create a dynamic environment for both 
students and faculty and will fully utilize the latest 
information technologies. The building also is de-

1 “Building Moore.” Moore - Darla Moore School of Business, Spring 2012, 
4-5.

2 “Moore Celebration: Business School Breaks Ground on New Building.” 
The State Newspaper. Accessed March 10, 2018. https://www.scribd.
com/document/66070443/Darla-Moore-School-of-Business-ground-
breaking-facts.

1. Darla Portrait 
 This portrait is on display at the Darla Moore School of Business, painted by 

Ralph Heimans, 2015.  
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signed to meet the highest standards for sustain-
ability and energy efficiency -- a goal consistent 
with the university’s mission of environmental 
responsibility and consistent with the expectations 
of business.3 

Overall, there were incredibly high expecta-
tions for the design and production of this new 
building. Being one of the most recent additions to 
an historic campus, all eyes were on Darla Moore 
School of Business. Unfortunately, this edifice did 
not hold up under the intense scrutiny that it was 
(and still is) subject to. 

With the amount of time, effort, and money 
put into Darla Moore, it seems as if this new build-
ing should have been the crowning glory of the 

3 “Moore Celebration: Business School Breaks Ground on New Building.”

university. “$106M USC Business School ‘Obso-
lete The Day It Opened’” reads the 2016 headline 
on a local investigative journalism website. This 
article asserts that as soon as Darla Moore opened, 
the new building was already too small for the 
number of students enrolled in the program. To 
compensate for the lack of space, classes and facul-
ty overflowed into other buildings. One business 
professor expressed that “[the] sheetrock dust 
hadn’t settled and we’re already moving people 
out. And now and we’re scrambling to renovate 
a brand-new building just to barely function at 
capacity.”4 Naturally not everyone believes Darla 
Moore to be a failure, however it is clear that the 
building was not designed with the future enroll-
ment increases in mind.

Once “the sheetrock dust settles,” enrollment 
rates could have a massive surge and oversatu-
rate a brand new building. Although universities 
always strive to attract more and more students, 
the question of where to put them is always at the 
forefront. This is evident in Darla Moore School 
of Business, as it was evident in the building that 
previously housed the business program (Close-
Hipp). With the Business Program at USC growing 
from just one classroom on the historic Horseshoe 
to the technologically advanced Darla Moore 
School of Business, it seems there will never be 
enough room for growth. Before the move to the 
Darla Moore School of Business, the College of 
Business Administration was located in the Close-
Hipp building. Sitting proudly on the east side of 
campus for forty-five years, Close-Hipp was the 
original solution to the oversaturation that the 
business program experienced in the 1960s (Figure 
2).

HISTORY OF THE BUSINESS SCHOOL 

A Though the university opened its doors in 
1804, it wasn’t until 1919 that the first iteration of 
what is now an internationally known business 

4 Aiken, Ron, and USC. “$106M USC Business School ‘Obsolete The Day 
It Opened’.” Quorum Columbia. July 22, 2016. Accessed March 2, 2018. 
http://quorumcolumbia.org/2016/07/22/moore-school/.

2. The Stages of the Business School
 This is the cover to Pugh, Olin S.
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program was officially created.  In its early years, 
the program was known as the USC School of 
Commerce and it relied heavily on several oth-
er departments. The original Business Program 
only had a single faculty member, so it sought 
help from the Department of Economics and the 
Department of Rural Sociology. However, reliance 
on these other departments was far from enough 
(they each had a single faculty member as well). 
In 1927 the solitary School of Commerce faculty 
member, Dean Olson, was joined by three more 
teachers. Soon after these additions, two of them 
left the university and the program to be run by 
the remaining faculty members to manage the pro-
gram until 1937. For the next ten years the school 
remained steady, gaining a few classes here and 
there, but undergoing no major growth. 

Finally, in 1946, the USC School of Commerce 
became the School of Business Administration. 
In addition to this name change, changes to the 
program were implemented to include enveloping 
other small programs such as the Department of 
Retail and the Department of Economics. This new 
academic structure allowed for a greater focus 
on its development. Over the next twenty years, 
the School of Business administration entered a 
period of rapid growth.  The combination of new 
programs offered and post-war college attendance 
boom created a wave of rapid expansion.5 In 1955, 
Calcott became the official residence of the Busi-
ness Administration Program.  In 1960, it awarded 
its first MBA and in 1962, it received accredita-
tion from the Association to Advance Collegiate 
Schools of Business (AACSB). In the late 1960s, 
plans were made to build a new state of the art 
building for the flourishing school (Figure 3).6

At the same time that the school was planning 
the further expansion of their program, they also 
focused on modernizing with the addition of an 
Education Television Masters of Business Admin-
istration (ETV MBA). This program, a predecessor 

5 Gittinger, C. McFerron. 1974. Broadening horizons: a history of the 
College of Business Administration, the University of South Carolina. 
Columbia: The College

6 Pugh, Olin S. A Brief Chronicle of the College of Business Administra-
tion of the University of South Carolina, 1973-1993. Columbia, SC, 1994.

1. ETV MBA Equipment
 Photograph from Gittinger, C. McFerron, 1974

2. Map of the ETV MBA 
 Map of a plan overview for the ETV MBA
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to the online degrees offered by the program now, 
was set up to allow students in locations across the 
state an opportunity to receive a degree without 
having to attend the physical university. A close 
circuit TV system would film and broadcast the 
classes live to thirteen remote locations across 
South Carolina. Students in these areas would be 
able to attend class during the broadcast and could 
call in on landlines to ask the professor questions 
(Figure 4).7

This program started out small and simple 
but has remained an integral part of the Business 
Program and has now developed into the online 
Professional MBA program. During this time of 
growth for the program, the university began 
developing plans for a new building to accommo-
date the rise in numbers both at the university as a 
whole, and at the College of Business Administra-
tion. It moved into this new building, Close-Hipp, 
in 1973 (with an addition made in 1983). In 1998, 
the school was renamed the Darla Moore School 
of Business, making it the first major university to 
name its business school after a woman. In 2014 
the program looked to expand and upgrade again 
and moved into the new Darla Moore Building.

THE BEGINNINGS OF CLOSE-HIPP

Before Close-Hipp was built, the Business Admin-
istration program faced serious difficulties due 
to an inadequate building which stunted their 
growth and innovation. At the time, the program 
was in what is now the Calcott building and need-
ed more room to grow. Close-Hipp was erected 
by the university as a solution to the program’s 
ongoing struggle for class and office space. During 
this time period there was a large increase in 
enrollment at the University and in the Business 
Program specifically. Beginning in the 1960s, Dean 
Kane of the Business Administration program 
began to send memorandums to the University’s 

7 MBA-ETV Program, 1969-1970, “Business Admin-General Studies. 
Provost: Academic Affairs: Business Admin: MBA-ETV Program” Pres-
idential Archives. Office of the President Thomas F. Jones. University 
Archives, South Caroliniana Library, The University of South Carolina, 
Columbia, SC.

President Jones to plead for a new building to 
match their needs. He expressed the inefficiency of 
the current building and how the business pro-
gram would grow and improve greatly if given a 
new facility.  According to Dean Kane, its current 
building would “reach a saturation point by 1969” 
and there was a “serious constraint on...adding 
new programs and services.”8 Looking to the 
future potential of the program, Dean Kane knew 
that given a new facility, the Business Program 
would flourish with all of the “new programs and 
services” he was interested in implementing. 

The Dean was not the only one concerned 
about the state of the Business Administration 
program, the numerous problems were also 
evident to the student population. In a self-study 
report, the issues of the College of Business Ad-
ministration were laid out in extreme detail. These 
reports first mention how overflow offices and 
classrooms were infringing on Davis College due 
to the extreme lack of space. The oversaturation 
in the building also “jeopardized many fire and 
safety features” and “overloaded requirements for 
restroom facilities.”9 Succinctly, Dean Kane knew 
that “[to] solve this problem, it [was] recommend-
ed that the University invest in a new facility to 
accommodate the College of Business Adminis-
tration.” Without such prominent issues like the 
physical safety of the students to the separation of 
faculty and staff in Calcott, the Business Admin-
istration program could move forward and grow 
excel in Close-Hipp.

The University heard and understood these re-
quests and thus began the great debate of location, 
size, and design for the new College of Business 
Administration. Fortunately for the program, 
Capstone residence hall (1967) forged new op-
portunities for University expansion eastward. 
In 1970, the long range development plans of the 

8 Memorandum to To President Jones, Senior VP Patterson, VP Brunton, 
Davis, Martin, Morris From Dean Kane. November 20, 1967, “VP for 
Academic Affairs” Box 2, Presidential Archives, Office of the President 
Thomas F. Jones, 1967-68. University Archives, South Caroliniana 
Library, The University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

9 College of Business Administration Self Study Report to the Commis-
sion of Colleges, Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, 1970, 
University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, The University of South 
Carolina, Columbia, SC.
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University included the Business Administration 
program as part of the new east campus. This area 
would “be the major future academic area…[in 
which] most structures should be 4 to 12 floors 
high. Architectural forms should be contemporary 
with a  purposeful difference in approach but a 
maximum of compatibility.”10 These contemporary 
architectural forms would set a new standard of 
innovation and modernism meant to represent the 
forward-thinking University. This area of Colum-
bia was previously a neighborhood called Univer-
sity Hill. Through eminent domain, the university 
began acquiring land in order to accommodate the 
growing population at USC. From 1961 to 1965 
alone, the university experienced a large increase 
in enrollment and many programs beside the Busi-
ness Program were struggling for space. As stated 
on the University’s website explaining the history 
of growth:

“In 1961, enrollment had been 6,356 but by 
the start of 1965 it had jumped to 7,837. Lagging 
slightly behind national enrollment trends, the 
University could predict future growth, although 
few people in their wildest dreams could visualize 
that Columbia enrollment would crest at 25,992 in 
1980.”11  

This was brought about in part by the post-
war boom brought about by The Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944, most often referred to 
as the G.I Bill. This bill was setup in an attempt to 
compensate for the lost education brought about 
by young men serving in WWII instead of attend-
ing college. However, its effect went far beyond 
compensation and brought about the enrollment 
increases of hundreds of thousands of student 
across the nation.12 In turn, the GI Bill set the prec-
edent for future generations to be more inclined to 
enroll in college. This combined with the inclusion 
of women and, university desegregating in 1963 

10 Business Affairs: Long Range Development Plans, Long Range Physical 
Development Principles. Office of the President, Thomas Jones, 1969-70. 
University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, The University of South 
Carolina, Columbia, SC.

11 “Buildings as History.” USC: USCMap: Buildings as History. Accessed 
April 24, 2018. http://www.sc.edu/uscmap/bldg/buildings_history.
html.

12 Batten, Dayne D. “The G.I. Bill, Higher Education and American 
Society.” Grove City College Journal of Law & Public Policy 21. http://
www2.gcc.edu/orgs/GCLawJournal/articles/spring 2011/GI Bill.pdf.

lead to yearly enrollment increases in the hun-
dreds, which the University needed to find ways 
to accommodate for.13   

THE CONSTRUCTION AND PLANNING 
OF CLOSE-HIPP

Dean Kane entered the role of Dean of the School 
of Business Administration in 1967.  With the 
growth of the University and the program he de-
cided to make clear what he believed to be the key 
components necessary to develop. His four goals 
to complete during his term were: 1) To establish 

13 “50th Anniversary of Desegregation.” 50th Anniversary of Desegrega-
tion | University of South Carolina. Accessed April 24, 2018. https://
www.sc.edu/desegregation/.

5. Dean Kane outside of Close Hipp
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a business advisory council to focus on the devel-
opment of new programs. 2) The appointment of 
several practicing business men to adjunct pro-
fessorship to bring more real world experience 
into the classroom. 3) The implementation of an 
internship program for the business students to 
participate in. And 4) The expansion of the con-
tinuing education programs offered by the school 
to allow education in its fullest to be open to all.14 
However, these goals were not all that Dean Kane 
had in mind for the school. As the issues in Calcott 
building became increasingly apparent and the 
planning of the new Close-Hipp Building was 
underway, Dean Kane requested that the Uni-
versity include certain accommodations for their 
future building (Figure 5). The Business Program 
not only needed a new building due to lack of 
space, but also to keep up with the modernization 
of business schools across the nation. In a memo 
to President Jones, he listed out all the requests 
for the future building of the College of Business 
Administration:

1. An assortment of Harvard-type case 
rooms

2. Supporting computer equipment and a 
statistical laboratory

3. Small to medium sized seminar rooms
4. A reference room where students may 

have ready access to current business and 
economic data in addition to specialized 
material relevant to required materials for 
basic courses.15

Dean Kane was successful in fulfilling many of 
the goals he set for the Business Program as well 
as the additions to the new facility he requested. 
After built, it was stated that the two halves of the 
building “became some of the finest business col-
lege facilities in the nation and were a showpiece 
of the University campus.”16 The Business Pro-
gram was finally able to expand in its new facility 

14 “50th Anniversary of Desegregation.”
15 Memorandum to To President Jones, Senior VP Patterson, VP Brunton, 

Davis, Martin, Morris From Dean Kane. Special Characteristics of a 
New Facility. VP for Academic Affairs, Office of the President Thomas 
F. Jones, 1967-68, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, The 
University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

16 Memorandum to To President Jones.

and excel with their state-of-the-art technology.
The Close-Hipp building was funded pri-

marily through the USC-Business Partnership 
Foundation and cost $14 million in total once 
complete. The company that designed and built 
Close-Hipp is still active today. GMK Associates 
has also been involved with projects such as the 
Capitol Center, Lexington Medical Park (both in 
Columbia), and the Mcleod Pavilion Tower in 
Florence.17 Close-Hipp was built with nine lev-
els total with eight aboveground and one in the 
basement. The style was extremely modern for the 
time, to match the modern technology within. The 
facade of the building was made out of a smooth, 
poured concrete with repeating piers which are 
separated from the glass ribbon windows on every 
floor. Each edge of the piers are chamfered, which 
lessens the sharpness on the corners. Similarly, 
each corner of the building contains is a recession. 
This is done to lessen the hard lines and box-like 
structure of Close-Hipp. This design also creates a 
new and interesting shadow at different times of 
the day and softens the overall appearance of the 
building.

POST-CONSTRUCTION PERIOD

The University dedicated the first half of the 
Close-Hipp Building to Mr. William Close in 
September of 1973. Mr. Close was a well estab-
lished businessman who, in addition to serving as 
president for various companies, was a founder 
of the USC-Business Partnership Foundation. He 
also became an honorary member of the Greater 
USC Alumni Association. After the University 
completed this first portion of the College of 
Business Administration in 1973, students be-
gan to make full use of their new facility. In the 
spring of 1974, “What’s Happening” became a 
newsletter published every three weeks by stu-
dents of the college. These publications included 
information about events taking place within the 

17 “Close / Hipp Building.” Emporis. Accessed April 24, 2018. https://
www.emporis.com/buildings/249958/close-hipp-building-columbia-sc-
usa.
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school, such as conferences and guest speakers. 
It also contained information about job listings, 
library hours, final exam schedules, and informa-
tion about the building itself.18  This publication 
allowed students to make full use of Close-Hipp, 
its new programs, and new classes that were not 
possible in the former building. The business pro-
gram now had their own library, enough room for 
faculty to have offices, and sufficient classrooms 
and an auditorium. 

Focused on the innovation and commitment 
to excellence, the Close-Hipp lobby was designed 
to ensure any passerby understood the goals and 
values of the College of Business Administration. 
In the lobby of the Close-Hipp building located 
parallel to the elevator system is a wall of colorful 
bricks which contained the phrase “Building for 

18 “BA is Growing Brick by Brick” March 1977 Issue, “What’s Happening” 
A Newsletter for and about the BA Students, University Archives, South 
Caroliniana Library, The University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

Progress.” The March 1977 issue of “What’s Hap-
pening” explained the significance of this piece, 
which “is a symbol of those who believe in and 
have supported the Business College through their 
donations.” The wall represents the extreme need 
for the program’s expansion in the 1970’s and the 
amount of work that went into financing the new 
building.

In 1983, the second half of the building was 
completed and in 1986, it was dedicated to Mr. 
Francis Hipp (Figure 6). Francis Hipp, much like 
Mr. Close was a prominent businessman and 
served an important role in the development of 
Close-Hipp through his work with the USC-Busi-
ness Partnership Foundation.  However, his most 
notable role was as the chairman to the Liberty 
Corporation, a company which in 1985 had assets 
of almost $1 billion. In addition to this he had 
served as president to the USC-Business Part-
nership Foundation and worked with the South 
Carolina State Development Board. In 1980, South 
Carolina State Chamber of Commerce named him 
South Carolinian of the Year. 

At this point the School of Business Admin-
istration was flourishing, but Dean Kane and his 
supporters did not want to stop there. The major-
ity of the 1980’s was spent further developing the 
programs, faculty, and staff with an eye on be-
coming a nationally ranked program. In 1983 the 
Business Program had 56 full-time professors, 40 
associate professors, 20 assistant professors, and 
20 lecturers. The fields that they covered ranged 
from accounting, economics, finance, international 
business management to management sciences. 
In 1985, the college released “The 1990 Strategic 
Plan” which stated that by 1990 they would have 
their Ph.D opportunity ranked  in the top twenty 
programs nationally. In addition to this, the Col-
lege of Business Administration wanted its MBA 
and undergraduate program to be among the top 
three in the Southeast, while the Management 
Information Base (MIBS) should be number one 
nationally. Finally, they aimed to have all the other 
Masters Programs to be in the top five.19 Overall, 

19 “BA is Growing Brick by Brick” March 1977 Issue.

6. Dedication of the Close Hipp Building

7. Tea Leaves
 Current photograph of the most recent addition to Close Hipp
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it was clear that the College of Business Admin-
istration had no intention to slow the growth of 
their program. Although progress is an important 
aspect of any program within a university, the 
growth will eventually need to increased enroll-
ment and oversaturation of existing facilities.

MODERN-DAY CLOSE-HIPP

After the Business Program left Close-Hipp be-
hind due to its growing student population, pro-
grams and faculty, it transformed into an overflow 
building for multiple programs. One might find 
classes ranging from science to art history taking 
place in the former College of Business Adminis-
tration. No one school is currently housed there 
alone, although it is home to the many interna-
tional programs that USC offers (to include Study 
Abroad and Global Carolina). Most of the building 
is inaccessible to students at this time due to the 
extensive renovations taking place. Once these 
renovations are complete, the Close-Hipp building 
will most likely become the property of the Col-
lege of Hospitality, Retail, and Sport Management. 
This program is currently located in the Carolina 
Coliseum, which will be converted into a new 
student union. 

Close-Hipp is not being used to its fullest po-
tential at this stage in its lifetime. The majority of 
the building sits unoccupied and serves as a stor-
age unit for antiquated technology that used to be 
considered revolutionary. The classes that do take 
place within the structure are mostly on the first 
few floors or in the basement. However, one new 
feature of Close-Hipp has had a positive effect 
in the popularity of the building. The Tea Leaves 
cafe was recently added to the lobby/entrance 
area and is now a bustling student community 
area. Renovations like Tea Leaves are occurring 
throughout Close-Hipp as well as across campus 
to accommodate for the lack of social spaces out-
side of main campus (Figure 7).

CONCLUSION

The shift in campus facility locations from 
Close-Hipp to Darla Moore has left chaos in its 
wake. The oddball assortment of classes offered in 
Close-Hipp and the number of student organiza-
tions that use the space for their weekly meetings 
has changed the pinnacle of modern architecture 
and technology to a spare room. The overflowing 
University has had no other option as increasing 
enrollment has led to certain buildings reaching 
saturation. While renovations are underway, sev-
eral departments who were told that they would 
be able to move into Close-Hipp over the course 
of 2018 are now being told that it might still be 
several years. 

The “House that Kane Built” shows an inter-
esting duality in the nature of the university. On 
one hand there is the need for universities to drive 
into the future toward innovation and moderniza-
tion. On the other hand it requires the university 
to pick and choose which programs will benefit 
from this growth and which will be left behind. 
The School of Business propelled itself from a 
one-man faculty to the top ranked International 
School of Business in a short amount of time by 
pushing for new facilities and programs. Although 
excelling in many fields, the school has still not 
been able to design and execute a new building 
that would stand the test of time.  The nature of 
the University is to constantly be moving for-
ward. Just as Calcott is  no longer remembered as 
the home of the Business Program, it will not be 
long until the “House that Kane Built” is entirely 
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Pickens Street Bridge and
Promenade

HISTORICAL REVIEW

7
Markell Allen
Cassie Hilton

INTRODUCTION

The Pickens Street Bridge was built in 1974 as a 
part of the University of South Carolina’s revised 
master twenty year expansion plan. It marked a 
period of growth for the university. In 1978, the 
university turned what was once College Street, a 
road leading through the residential area of Uni-
versity Hill, into the Promenade. This pedestrian 
walkway exemplified the power the university 
had and continues to have over its surroundings. 
Before getting involved with the specifics of the 
story behind the construction of the Pickens Street 
Bridge and Promenade, some historical context 
will be given.

HISTORICAL CONTEXT

During the 1960s, student enrollment in univer-
sities across the United States was exponentially 
increasing. The children of the post World War 2 
baby boom were becoming adults and pursuing 
their degrees. Getting a higher education was no 
longer exclusive to the elite. The G.I. Bill contin-
ued to made it financially possible for many WW2 
and Vietnam veterans to enroll in school. The 
Higher Education Act of 1965, passed under Presi-
dent Lyndon B. Johnson, increased federal fund-
ing for public universities’ scholarships. These 

scholarships not only encouraged undergraduate 
student enrollment, but also drastically increased 
enrollment in graduate programs. In 1960, the Uni-
versity of South Carolina had only 5,661 students. 
By 1970, the student population nearly tripled at 
14,484 students. The integration of USC also aided 
in the population increase. In 1963, the first three 
African American students were accepted to USC. 
By 1970, there were 279 African American students 
attending the school. An expanding curriculum 
also lured students to enroll.1 

EASTWARD EXPANSION

Due to its ever increasing student population, USC 
sought expansion opportunity in the east. Expand-
ing the campus eastward had been in the universi-
ty plans since 1965, but it took time to find fund-
ing. At the time, the rough plan was to expand 
within the area between Pendleton, Gregg, Greene, 
and Pickens Streets.2 In January, 1972, it was deter-
mined that the expansion could be funded due to 
the University’s then current Institution Bonding 
Ability. On January 10th, the project was proposed 
with a predicted expense of $278,000, but with 

1 Lesesne, Henry. A History Of The University of South Carolina, 1940-
2000. (University of South Carolina Press, 2001), 231.

2 Brunton to University Neighbors, April 14, 1972, “Business Affairs: VP 
Brunton,” Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1971-1972, Records of the Office of 
the President, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, Universi-
ty of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.
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no specific construction details.3 More detailed 
plans were released on April 17th, 1972 when the 
campus plan was released publicly (Figure 1).4 
This public release was presented across multiple 
types of media. Harold Brunton, Vice President of 
Business Affairs, headed this proposal and took 
on the responsibilities of bringing it to fruition. 
Brunton himself was a very accomodating man. 
Getting into office based on connection and charis-
ma, Brunton is credited for making East Campus 
happen and doubling the size of the campus as a 
whole. It is shown that he supervised the addition 
of more than five million square feet of structures 
on campus, all within careful correspondence and 
negotiation. However, Brunton was firm in his 
affirmations, and went to great heights to accom-
plish the university initiative. This character trait 
of his is shown vividly in his relations with the 
East Campus. 

The idea of expansion eastward started in 
1965. Brunton himself released a pamphlet out-
lining the university’s 20 year plan for expansion 
(Figure 2). He describes the plans as “an expres-
sion of South Carolinians’ dreams of making 
our State great through higher education” and 
precedes the comment with the simple statement, 
“Plans are dreams put on paper.” Presented as an 
introduction to this heavenly conquest towards 
some delightful end, Brunton and the University 
chose to present the expansion as a perfect dream 
that would nicely come into reality. Expansion 
eastward, however was not so merry and bright. 

At the time, The University was at a loss for 
funding and direly needed more space. Brunton 
sought out land in the area bounded by Pickens, 
Pendleton, Greene and Barnwell (Figure 3). This, 

3 Brunton to P. C. Smith and James R. Michael, Subject “University Per-
manent Improvement Projects,” Jan 7, 1972, Folder “Business Affairs: VP 
Brunton,” Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1971-1972, Records of the Office of 
the President, University Archives.

4 Brunton to University Neighbors, April 14, 1972.

1. Public Article for Eastward Expansion

2. Brunton’s Pamphlet for 20 year Eastward Expansion with Drawing

3. Area of Interest Post-Construction
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a mainstay for traffic traveling North and South 
through campus at the time. However, many stu-
dents were traveling to the new buildings in the 
East. Tensions and hazards were growing between 
traffic and pedestrians, and a solution needed to 
be reached before the University could focus on 
further expanding to the East. 

PICKENS STREET BRIDGE

With many English students attending class in the 
Humanities building and the over 600 students 
living in Capstone who frequented central cam-
pus, student traffic across Pickens Street began 
to hold up vehicular traffic. Drivers became so 
furious, that some attempted to drive through the 
crowds of students. In response, students would 
bang on the waiting cars as they crossed the street. 
If the university wanted to continue to expand 
into East Campus like they had planned, they 
needed to make a change.5 On October 28, 1971, 
the University requested approval of their plans 
to expand eastward by acquiring property on the 
east side of Pickens Street, between Pendleton and 
Greene Street. USC also requested the coopera-
tion of the City of Columbia and State Highway 
department with the university’s upcoming plans 
to make adjustments to Pickens Street as well as 
building a pedestrian bridge crossing over the 
road.6 The university’s Vice President of Business 
Affairs, Hal Brunton, and his coworker, Dick Web-
el, decided that the best course of action would be 
to straighten and depress Pickens Street. Depress-
ing the street would allow trucks to have enough 
clearance space, so that a fairly flat pedestrian 
bridge could be built across it. After reaching out 
to get federal funding for the road adjustments, 
the Highway Department concluded that the 
best way to go about creating a pedestrian bridge 

5 Harold “Hal” Brunton Oral History, Interview 3 of 3, March 23, 1987, 
William Savage Oral History Collection, Office of Oral History, Univer-
sity Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, 
Columbia, SC.

6 Brunton to State Budget and Control Board, Subject “Permanent Im-
provements,” October 28, 1971, “Business Affairs: VP Brunton,” Papers 
of Thomas F. Jones, 1971-1972, Records of the Office of the President, 
University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of South 
Carolina, Columbia, SC.

however, was an issue, as it was a hotspot for 
property owners at the time. The University was 
soon put into a corner, needing to expand, but 
having no funds to do so and watching the land to 
the east get gobbled up by private owners. This, 
however, changed for the better when Brunton re-
ceived a call from the Federal Housing Authority. 
Brunton received the news that the Authority was 
having to give up all of their projects in Columbia. 
The new laws made in the federal government 
caused for all housing projects to be integrated. 
This meant that there was very little worth in 
some of the projects the Federal Housing Authori-
ty owned, and thus they were willing to sell them 
to public use, as they weren’t allowed to sell to 
private individuals. This was the perfect moment 
for USC. The University could simply buyout 
Woodland Terrace, use it as student housing, get a 
good appraisal for the property and receive a larg-
er loan. Which is exactly what the university did. 
After enlisting in the help of national bank owners 
and one of the state’s leading lawyers, the univer-
sity was able to get a temporary loan of $400,000, 
buy Woodland Terrace for $375,000 and rent it the 
property to the university. From there, the univer-
sity, as predicted, got a long-term loan of $600,000, 
in which they used the funds to buy all the prop-
erty they needed to expand the campus, including 
the land in East Campus.

Relieved at the resolution of the situation, 
Brunton and the University would soon buy 
smaller plots of land east of Pickens, eventually 
acquiring the land to build both Capstone in 67’ 
and Welsh Humanities in 68’. Building these two 
structures in the first two years of their twenty 
year expansion plan, sparked hope for the ad-
ministration. President Jones, University Presi-
dent starting in 1962, commended Brunton for 
his hard work and expediency in the execution 
of their plans. Brunton had realized the potential 
of this expansion and would continue this expe-
diency in the 15 years to come. The newly built 
Capstone and Humanities building began foot 
traffic into east campus, but as goes with all things 
new, comes new experiences. Pickens Street was 
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that would cross over Pickens Street onto Col-
lege Street would be to not only depress Pickens 
Street, but to also expand it into a four lane road 
bordered by concrete walls. The road expansion 
was proposed in order to alleviate future vehic-
ular traffic that could increase in the area due to 
the university’s plans to eventually close portions 
of streets crossing though East Campus.7 The 
projected cost for attaining the required land for 
building the bridge and building the bridge itself 
was $500,000; both of which were financed by USC 
Institution Bonds.8 

During the month of April, while the Universi-
ty and Highway Department were researching the 
best way in which to renovate Pickens Street and 
build the bridge, students were meeting to discuss 
how they would prevent these new constructions.9 
Because federal money would be spent on the 
planned adjustment to Pickens Street, the State 
Highway Department held a public hearing on 
April 26th, 1972. To Brunton’s surprise, hundreds 
of student protesters attended.10 Student Body 
President Mike Spinazzolo lead fellow students 
in the fight against the Pickens Street plans.11 
Students were not hesitant to make known their 
disapproval on the issue, as they became more 
comfortable with voicing their opinions during 
the protests of the Vietnam War. College-aged 
adults were becoming more active in their gov-
ernments, especially when environmental issues 
were involved.12 Students filled the public hearing 
building and marched along the streets, carrying 
signs that read “Don’t make Carolina a concrete 
campus — save our grass” and “Stop Brunton 
Before He Spreads.”13 During a time in which 

7 Harold “Hal” Brunton Oral History, Interview 3 of 3, March 23, 1987.
8 Brunton to State Budget and Control Board, Subject “Permanent Im-

provements,” October 28, 1971.
9 Brunton to David L. Spinazzolo, Subject “Student Senate Resolution - 

Pickens Street,” May 2, 1972, “Business Affairs: VP Brunton,” Papers 
of Thomas F. Jones, 1971-1972, Records of the Office of the President, 
University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of South 
Carolina, Columbia, SC; Pickens Street Improvement, Student Concerns 
Voiced at April 26, 1972 Public Hearing, Folder “Business Affairs: VP 
Brunton,” Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1971-1972, Records of the Office of 
the President, University Archives South Caroliniana Library, University 
of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

10 Harold “Hal” Brunton Oral History, Interview 3 of 3, March 23, 1987.
11 Lesesne, 231.
12 University Map. “Buildings as History,” Last modified 2002. Last ac-

cessed April 22, 2018. http://www.sc.edu/uscmap/bldg/buildings_his-
tory.html

13 Lesesne, 231.

student population was ever increasing, students 
began to feel more and more like they were just a 
number. Cars seemed to be the university’s only 
concern when it came to expanding Pickens Street. 
The way the students saw it, “the bridge would 
allow a major roadway to divide the campus, kill 
trees, and create a pall of obnoxious gas fumes.”14 
Not only would the road expansion likely cut the 
well liked lawn in front of the Humanities Build-
ing in half, but it would also remove the live oak 
trees that lined the east side of Pickens.15 These oak 
trees were planted in honor of war veterans.16 Re-
moving the trees and cutting the Humanities lawn 
in half would further prove the university’s lack 
of consideration to its students’ ecological desires 
and to the memory of its country’s servicemen. 
The protesters were not only against the expansion 
of Pickens Street and the construction of a pedes-
trian bridge. Students opposed the entirety of that 
block of Pickens Street. 

Immediately following the hearing, the Stu-
dent Senate voted to “force the University and 
City to close Pickens Street.” However, this course 
of action was impossible due to the deficiency of 
north/south running streets in that area.17

The Pickens Street State Highway Department 
hearing was “the worst public hearing in the his-
tory of the South Carolina Highway Department.” 
The protest lasted over four hours, during which 
students relentlessly verbally and in some cases 
physically challenged anyone who disagreed with 
their views. In an interview conducted with Brun-
ton in 1987, Brunton says that “[he has] a copy 
of the transcript of the meeting and almost every 
third word is deleted, because, of course, it is not 
an acceptable word.”18 The USC students’ dedica-
tion to voicing their disapproval the changes being 
made in their community paid off, to an extent.

Just days after the protest, Brunton wrote a 
letter to the South Carolina Highway Department 

14 University Map. “Buildings as History.”
15 Lesesne, 231.
16 Brunton to Paul W. Cobb, Subject “Pickens Street,” February 22, 1972, 

Folder “Business Affairs: VP Brunton,” Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1971-
1972, Records of the Office of the President, University Archives South 
Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

17 Harold “Hal” Brunton Oral History, Interview 3 of 3, March 23, 1987.
18 Harold “Hal” Brunton Oral History, Interview 3 of 3, March 23, 1987.
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on May 9, 1972, inquiring about the possibility 
of Pickens Street having only two lanes, rather 
than four. However, Brunton made it clear that it 
the university still fully intended to construct the 
Pickens Street Bridge.19 The building of the bridge 
symbolized the university’s commitment to east-
ward expansion. No amount of student opposition 
was going to stop it from being built. However, 
adjustments were made to the Pickens Street 
improvement plan, calling for the street to be only 
two, rather than four lanes. 

The construction of Pickens Street Bridge 
began in 1973 and ended in 1974. It connects Gibbs 
Green to what was once College Street. Originally, 
the plans called for the bridge to be only 25 feet 
wide. This width is typical of an average pedes-
trian bridge, but this bridge was not intended to 
be average. Pickens Street Bridge had to be wide 
enough to carry all of the walkers and bicyclists of 
a large and ever increasing university population. 
On February 22, 1972, Brunton proposed to the 
State Highway department, who was funding the 
changes to Pickens Street and the addition of the 
bridge, that the width of the bridge be expand-
ed to 40 feet. At this time, the university already 
knew that they wanted to acquire the stretch of 

19 Brunton to W. W. Bradley, May 5, 1972, Folder “Business Affairs: VP 
Brunton,” Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1971-1972, Records of the Office of 
the President, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, Universi-
ty of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

College Street cutting though East Campus. 
College street was approximately 40 feet wide. 
Brunton wanted the widths of the street and the 
bridge to be the same for functional and stylistic 
reasons. First, Brunton thought that a 20 foot wide 
bridge would become too crowded, as mentioned 
earlier. Second, Brunton knew if the bridge were 
narrower than College Street, the students would 
have to funnel into the entrance of the bridge. 
This stark transition from a 40 foot expanse to a 20 
foot bridge would emphasize the presence of the 
bridge.20 Brunton did not want to emphasize the 
presence of the Bridge. Brunton wanted to create a 
smooth transition between Central and East Cam-
pus.21 This was so important to him, that when 
he brought it up to the Highway Department, he 
mentioned that if the government could not fund a 
wider bridge, then USC would find a way.22 In the 
end, USC did make up the over 50,000 dollar dif-
ference after expanding the planned width of the 
bridge and was very happy with their decision.23 

Moving on to the height of the bridge, Pickens 
Street Bridge is 14.5 feet above the ground at its 
center and 14 feet above the ground at each end.24 
Pickens Street was depressed so that the deck of 
the bridge could be lowered and be as parallel to 
the deck of the Gibes Green and College Street as 
possible, while still giving the traffic running bel-
low it enough room to clear the bridge. Creating 
a safety barrier along the sides of the bridge are 
concrete parapets measuring two to two and a half 
feet in width. Protruding from these parapets are 
concrete planters. 

The decisions to  to widen the bridge, keep the 
bridge’s deck as flat as possible, and to add raised 
planters were made to give students the illusion 
that they are not actually crossing a bridge. With 
such a wide, flat, expansive deck and the incor-

20 Brunton to Paul W. Cobb, February 22, 1972.
21 Harold “Hal” Brunton Oral History, Interview 3 of 3, March 23, 1987.
22 Brunton to Paul W. Cobb, February 22, 1972.
23 Brunton to J. D. McMahan, Jr., December 5, 1973, Folder “Business 

Affairs: Vice President”, Box 7 of 14, Papers of Thomas F. Jones, 1973-
1974, Records of the Office of the President, University Archives, South 
Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

24 Brunton to Graydon V. Olive, Jr., October 8, 1974, Folder “VP Opera-
tions, May -- Oct 1974,” Box 7 of 13, Papers of William H. Patterson, 
1974-1975, Records of the Office of the President, University Archives, 
South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

4. Roads that were requested to be closed
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poration of natural elements with the planters, it 
is not hard to feel as if you are walking along any 
other part of campus.The inclusion of softscape 
within the bridge integrates what would be a 
barren hardscape into the more natural landscape 
of Gibbs Green and East Campus. Rather than 
the campus being divided by Pickens Street, the 
bridge unites the two parts of campus and now 
acts as a popular meeting place for students. USC 
considered the Pickens Street Bridge a success. In 
December of 1973, plans were made to proudly 
install the following lettering onto the side of the 
bridge “UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
Founded 1801.”25

FURTHER EASTWARD EXPANSION 

Though the problem of the Pickens Street Bridge 
seems to have dulled the University’s desire to 
expand eastward, as alleviating the issue between 
the vehicular traffic and the students seemed 
first and foremost, the University was in fact still 
pursuing land. During the Pickens Street Bridge 
conflict, Brunton requests funding from the State 
Budget and Control Board contingent upon the 
University’s Institution Bonding. He then begins 
to pursue land in the east. Picking off more prop-
erties, Brunton began to acquire more land neces-
sary to bring east campus to life. The University 
already owned a lot of land in the area, but it was 
essential that the University owned a majority to 
all of the land in the east in order to continue their 
building projects. Brunton had received a culmi-
nation of lashbacks in his attempts to take action 
in that area. In August 1972, when the proposal 
of East Campus had settled to most Columbia 
natives, Brunton made his next move in request-
ing that a majority of the streets in East Campus 
be closed (Figure 4). He was greeted with a quick 
backlash. The request was seen as “premature” 
and newspaper writings show the university as 
greedy for authority over an area that isn’t owned 
completely by the University. It can be noted, 

25 Brunton to J. D. McMahan, Jr., December 5, 1973.

however, that these negative writings and opin-
ions are a product of the response to the actions of 
the University preceding this request. 

After acquiring large amounts of land East of 
Pickens, the University quickly began its inva-
sion. Brunton was quick in getting architectural 
plans made for the new buildings of Capstone 
and Humanities. These hasty actions alarmed the 
neighboring residents of the area, initiating the 
unsettled feelings towards the University. Brunton 
continued to make plans for the newly acquired 
land. In March of 1972, before the expansion plans 
were explicitly released, Brunton sent out a letter 
to the Presbyterian Center only giving them 90 
days to vacate their whole facility to make way for 
the Nursing School’s additions. This results in an 
immediate upset from the community around the 
center, further building tensions between the Uni-
versity and the community. In reaction, a month 
later, the University organizes a private event for 
those within the area of interest in the East. The 
meeting was planned to alleviate any worries and 
concerns on the University’s role and actions with 
the land, a gesture made strictly to help the Uni-
versity’s public image. After the proposal is made 
public, the University realizes its public image is 
characterized by greed and desire, summed up by 
the words of others after requesting the streets be 
closed.

Brunton keeps this in mind, but can’t afford 
to slow down. His plans were to be done as soon 
as possible in order to maintain the expediency of 
the agenda. In the following years, Brunton would 
continue to try and acquire the remaining pieces 
to his East Campus puzzle. He is, however, met 
with more discontent as the University’s negative 
image has now become that of the community. 
Residents of Gibbes Court write Brunton a letter 
of discontent and the tenants of the houses in East 
Campus express their concerns about their proper-
ties. This uproar from the public causes the city to 
put the brakes on the university expansion train. 
In 1975. Sub-committees, Brunton and the FGAC 
meet to discuss the parameters and limits of the 
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Campus is built (Figure 5).26 The brick is laid in a 
running bond pattern in approximately 75 feet by 
20 feet sections. These sections are divided by con-
crete slabs in order to ease any maintenance work 
the bricks may need. Lining the surface of the 
Promenade are rows of soldier course laid brick. 
USC incorporated raised planters and trees into 
the design of the Promenade, bringing the into 
East campus similar natural elements present on 
the bridge and in Gibbes Green.27 The acquisition 
and transformation of this part of College Street 
solidified USC’s hold on the land that was once 
the University Hill neighborhood and unified East 
Campus as a whole.

CONCLUSION

The Pickens Street Bridge made USC’s expansion 
into East Campus possible. It alleviated traffic 
in the area and allowed students to safely access 
Capstone and the Humanities Building. Because 
this area became so much easier to access, the Uni-
versity was able to execute its plans to transform 
East Campus from what used to be a residential 
area, to the new academic heart of campus. This 
expansion into East Campus was integral in the 
overall expansion of USC after World War II and 
leading into the Vietnam War. The student en-

26 Elizabeth West, The University of South Carolina (Arcadia Publishing, 
2006), 106.

27 Brunton to Richard K. Webel, September 22, 1976, Folder “VP for 
Operations July -- Dec 1976,” Box 1 of 8, Papers of William H. Patterson, 
1976-1977, Records of the Office of the President, University Archives, 
South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

university’s expansion. The University, after this 
meeting, is forced to have a written plan of what 
they plan to do, as well as, have no further expan-
sion east of Barnwell. This meeting with the city, 
however, did allow the University to request those 
streets it had requested to be closed 3 years ago to 
be closed contingent on the fact that Barnwell stay 
open under all circumstances. The FGAC would 
play a large role in being the middle ground 
between the university and the public. In the 
following years, the University would continue to 
acquire land and build, displacing many natives 
from their homes and work spaces. Additionally, 
the public is starting to feel that all the land that 
has been purchased by the university has become 
unruly and unattractive. Naturally, the university 
could not build complete structures with land-
scaping and have the buildings done in less than a 
6 to 7 month time frame. East Campus had become 
a little unsettling as a result, which further upset 
the community. Reaching new heights of discon-
tent, the FGAC and city felt they needed to inter-
vene again. This caused the university to actually 
start selling some of their properties, in hopes that 
private owners will tend to the land and become a 
support team to the University’s ambitions. Luck-
ily, Brunton and the University was successful in 
their attempt. Selling small plots to individuals, 
Brunton was able to become a snake in the grass 
after this point. In the next years, he would work 
in the shadows, still purchasing and negotiating, 
but out of the public eye.

THE PROMENADE

By 1978, USC had added Gambrell and Close-
Hipp to the academic buildings of East Campus. 
The new buildings brought more students and 
soon the area was bustling. For the safety of these 
students, by 1976, the University had closed 
College Street within East Campus and converted 
it into what is now the Promenade. The Prome-
nade, now leading students down form Pickens 
Street Bridge to the small parking lot in front of 
Capstone, acts as the main axis around which East 

5. Students crossing Pickens Street Bridge in the 1970s.
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rollment increase demanded this expansion. East 
Campus is evidence of this exponential student 
population increase and is therefore, historically 
significant to the University. East Campus is also 
an architectural place of interest, yielding way to 
similar color themes and material uses, allowing it 
to remain a distinct area on campus. With similar 
appearances, East Campus has a completely dif-
ferent architectural palette than the rest of campus, 
further distinctifying the space and proving archi-
tectural significance. Additionally, the acquisition 
of East Campus also “redeveloped” what was 
once a residential area, affecting the city’s develop-
ment.  Since it’s construction in 1973-4, Pickens 
Street Bridge has remained the same and contin-
ues to welcome students into East Campus. Be-
sides the shifting of planters and the replacement 
of brick work, the Promenade has also remained 
relatively the same since its construction. Both the 
bridge and Promenade continue to safely welcome 
USC students into East Campus.
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Gambrell Hall
HISTORICAL REVIEW

8

INTRODUCTION

The University of South Carolina welcomed an 
influx of students in the mid-twentieth century, 
creating a great need for physical expansion of 
the campus. This expansion mirrored national 
college growth, and at USC, the administration 
responded by pushing the campus boundaries 
eastward, overtaking residential neighborhoods in 
its path. In order to accommodate student growth 
and provide classes fit for a modern institution, 
the University built a new Social Science Center,  
Gambrell Hall, in the new East Campus area. 
Completed in 1976, Gambrell Hall today contains 
the African American Studies, History, Internation-
al Studies, Political Science, and Southern Studies 
departments. Over fifty years later, Gambrell Hall, 
which aligned with the general development of 
East Campus, serves the still-growing student 
population and acts as a visually distinct campus 
landmark. 

Gambrell Hall is unique to East Campus 
because a private donation from a USC alumnus 
made the construction of this building possible. 
In 1974, Enoch Smythe Gambrell, a member of the 
class of 1915, donated one million dollars to USC. 
This donation was the largest single gift to date, 
granting Mr. Gambrell unprecedented oversight 
of the building’s design. He wanted to fund a 
monumental and timeless building at his alma 

Charlotte Adams
Margaret Pokalsky

mater that would be an enduring memorial to 
his late sister, educator Dr. Mary Latimer Gam-
brell. This desire combined with the University’s 
fast-approaching 175th anniversary to accelerate 
the center’s construction using new building tech-
nologies. When completed, Gambrell Hall’s Heroic 
architecture blended modernism and classical 
design to symbolize USC’s forward progress while 
honoring tradition.

TOO MANY STUDENTS, NOT ENOUGH 
SPACE!

The University of South Carolina’s East Campus 
development fits into a national narrative of cam-
pus expansion into surrounding neighborhoods to 
accommodate rapid student population growth. 
American college campuses had to physically 
expand by purchasing more land and construct-
ing new buildings, and in Columbia, this physical 
expansion came at the expense of the University 
Hill neighborhood surrounding the existing USC 
campus footprint. USC needed to grow in order 
to provide classrooms (and beds) for its increasing 
number of students, and a proposed Social Science 
Center would supply many of those desperately 
needed classrooms.                                                     
 At mid-century, population growth and 
socio-political changes caused college student 
enrollment to skyrocket at USC and across the 
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up idealized plans of USC’s projected campus 
layout for the year 1985. President Patterson’s 
papers, housed in the South Caroliniana library, 
frequently reference this plan, which spurred the 
major expansion push that enlarged the main 
campus from roughly 100 acres in 1963 to over 240 
acres by 1987. Doubling the main campus in two 
decades required extreme measures; between 1965 
and 1975 the university bought surrounding land 
worth over 2.5 million dollars. In 1967 alone the 
university purchased land worth $597,000 and the 
following year bought land worth $697,000.4  

USC’s eastward expansion resulted in en-
croachment into-and eventual demolition of-the 
privately-owned University Hill neighborhood as 
well as the displacement of its residents (Figure 
1). Although Hal Brunton promised to preserve 
the residential character of neighborhoods sur-
rounding campus, the resulting campus-neighbor-
hood integration fell short of his goal. Brunton’s 
1975 development planning notes refer to the 

4 Carolina Research and Development Foundation, VP for Operations: 
Physical Plant & Planning, VP for Finance: Budget  - VP for Admin Svcs: 
Info. Box 2 of 11, Office of the President William H. Patterson 1975-76, 
Records of the Office of the President, University Archives, South Caro-
liniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

United States. Following World War II, the “Baby 
Boom” increased the American population, and by 
1965 this generation had reached college age, cre-
ating tremendous growth of student populations 
nationwide. Not only did the Baby Boom produce 
more potential college students, but changing laws 
and a new national attitude that college was no 
longer just for elite white males but for everyone  
transformed the image of who could be a student. 
This attitude stemmed from practical and ideo-
logical sources; the GI Bill welcomed a new social 
class by making college affordable for veterans, 
changing gender roles meant more women went 
to college, and racial integration opened previ-
ously all-white schools to African-Americans and 
other minorities. The University of South Caro-
lina experienced a nearly seventy-three percent 
increase in enrollment during the 1970s, growing 
from 14,484 students in 1970 to 25,908 students 
in 1979.1 USC’s racial integration in the previous 
decade (1963) contributed to this growth, as did 
increasing numbers of female students; by 1980, 
women comprised nearly fifty percent of the total 
student population.2 Clearly, the university was in 
great need of new classrooms, offices, and housing 
space for all of these students, and university ad-
ministrators decided the logical solution was East 
Campus expansion.                                                                       
 Between 1965 and 1985, as part of USC 
Vice President of Operations Harold “Hal” Brun-
ton’s twenty-year plan for campus expansion, the 
University bought and demolished six city blocks 
of single family homes to make room for East 
Campus, which Hal Brunton hoped would be an 
“educational paradise” for the growing student 
population.3 The twenty-year plan originated in 
1965, when Brunton and his team sat down with 
University President William H. Patterson to draw 

1 Henry A. Lessesne, A History of the University of South Carolina, (Co-
lumbia: University of South Carolina Press, 2001), 211.

2 “‘Monstrous Regiment: Establishment of Coeducation at USC,’ an exhi-
bition at Thomas Cooper Library, March 1998,” Caroliniana Columns, 
University South Caroliniana Society, accessed April 25, 2018, https://
library.sc.edu/socar/uscs/98spr/coeds.html

3 Letter from Harold Brunton to Mr. Harrison Forrester, Vice President of 
J.E. Sirrine Company, Nov. 6, 1974, Operations: VP for Operations, Nov 
1974- June 1975, Box 7 of 13, Office of the President: William H. Patter-
son, Records of the Office of the President, University Archives, South 
Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

1. Map showing city blocks absorbed in East Campus expansion
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1800 block of Greene Street as a “potential slum” 
the University could develop. Urban Renewal, 
prompted by desires to clear dilapidated buildings 
and by racist motivations, played a part in this 
statement. Brunton’s notes also indicate the Uni-
versity’s plan to purchase 1819 Pendleton Street 
in order to preserve the aesthetic of campus.5 The 
Office of Operations justified buying lands from 
University Hill by claiming the acquisitions would 
provide housing for professors that was closer 
to their students. Operations argued this close 
proximity would promote comfortable and casual 
relationships, maximizing the university experi-
ence for both parties.6 

Hal Brunton’s twenty-year plan included the 
layout of campus as well as requests to change the 
City of Columbia zoning laws in order to facili-
tate the acquisition of new land.7 At the time, the 
City’s zoning laws protected lands surrounding 
the campus, but USC administrators maneuvered 
to reshape the protected zones. The University ma-
nipulated these zoning laws  in order to guarantee 
lands for USC expansion and to set guidelines for 
future building requirements that aligned with 
Brunton’s desired University aesthetic. Opera-
tions desired to develop the areas surrounding 
East Campus into “rental complexes” that either 
the University or an agreed-upon private owner 
would permanently own, demonstrating the Uni-
versity’s increased influence on the neighborhood 
Brunton once promised to preserve.8 

Acquisitions, demolitions, and construction 
beginning with Capstone Hall (1967) and subse-
quent classroom buildings chipped away at the 
character and physical footprint of University Hill. 
As the University’s tentacles stretched further into 
University Hill nearly a decade after initiating 
the twenty-year plan, Hal Brunton and President 
Patterson turned to the next phase: construction of 

5 Carolina Research and Development Foundation, September 1975.
6 Memorandum Campus Status at opening of Fall’75, VP for Operations: 

Physical Plant & Planning, VP for Finance: Budget  - VP for Admin Svcs: 
Info. Box 2 of 11, Office of the President William H. Patterson 1975-76, 
Records of the Office of the President, University Archives, South Caro-
liniana Library, University of South Carolina. Columbia, SC.

7 Administrative services: Development 1974, Office of the President 
William H. Patterson 1974-75, box 5 of 13; South Caroliniana Library, 
University of South Carolina. Columbia, SC.

8 Memorandum Campus status at opening of Fall’75.

the much-needed Social Science Center.

A DONATION FOR THE SOCIAL        
SCIENCE CENTER

The building that would be Gambrell Hall de-
pended on state and donor funds in order to 
become “one of the best, if not the best, academic 
building on campus.”9 By 1974, Hal Brunton and 
President Patterson needed funding to build their 
new Social Science Center, and that December, 
an anonymous donation of one million dollars-to 
date the largest single gift donated by a living 
alumnus to the University- provided a significant 
chunk of those funds.10 Additionally, the South 
Carolina General Assembly had already allocated 
five million dollars for the University’s project 
the previous March.11 Generous benefactor Enoch 
Smythe Gambrell did not remain anonymous and 
ultimately played a major role in both naming and 
designing the Center, but prior to his donation and 
even state funding, the University already had 
lofty and specific goals for the proposed building. 
 Before securing funds, the University 
published an advertisement in The State news-
paper requesting proposals from local Architec-
ture-Engineer firms interested in East Campus 
building projects; the Joseph E. Sirrine Company 
responded. Brunton’s twenty-year plan called 
for a large building on East Campus that would 
house multiple liberal arts departments and office 
spaces. The Request for Proposals (RFP), print-
ed in August of 1974, specifically featured this 
Columbia Campus “social science center” with an 
estimated size of 140,000 square feet. The Office of 
Operations kept records of all architecture groups 
who replied to the RFP, and all proposals went to 

9 Letter from Harold Brunton to Ed Bass, Dec. 9, 1976, Operations: VP 
for Operations, 1975-1976. Box 1 of 11, Office of the President: William 
H. Patterson, Records of the Office of the President, South Caroliniana 
Library, University of South Carolina. Columbia, SC.

10 George Curry and Lynne Mahaffey, “The Gift: A Brother’s Remem-
brance,” Displaying for the Ages the Greatly Respected Name of Gam-
brell on the Carolina Campus, University of South Carolina Information 
Services: March 1977, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, 
University of South Carolina, 5.

11 George Curry and Lynne Mahaffey, Displaying for the Ages the Greatly 
Respected Name of Gambrell on the Carolina Campus, 17.
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Gambrell to serve an important role in planning 
and designing the educational building which he 
dedicated to the memory of his late sister, Mary 
Latimer Gambrell.

THE GAMBRELL SIBLINGS

E. Smythe Gambrell wished to honor his late sister 
Dr. Mary Gambrell’s legacy as an historian and 
an educator by dedicating the new Social Science 
Center of their home state’s flagship university 
in her memory. The Gambrell family hailed from 
Belton, South Carolina, and had strong ties to the 
state dating back to the American Revolution. 

Hal Brunton for review. The J.E. Sirrine Compa-
ny, an engineering and architecture firm based in 
Greenville, SC, submitted the winning proposal.12 
At the time, only the University President and 
members of the Office of Operations knew of Mr. 
Gambrell’s donation, so Brunton informed the 
firm that an anonymous donor funded a majority 
of the building project.13                                                                    
 Along with the state funding and the do-
nation from Mr. Gambrell, the University set aside 
a budget of approximately $100,000 in September 
of 1975 for equipment and furnishings for the 
classroom building.The Office of Operations based 
the budget on similar building projects completed 
just before the new Social Science Center. These 
buildings included the Business Administration 
building, law school, nursing building, and biol-
ogy building, whose equipment and furnishing 
budgets totaled $128,000, $35,000, $129,000 and 
$22,000 respectively.14 However, according to 
development records, the construction bids for 
these projects came in below intended budgets, 
thus leaving a $300,000 surplus in funds, which 
ultimately went towards other building projects 
rather than to the new center.15                                         
 E. Smythe Gambrell announced his one 
million dollar donation to Hal Brunton and Presi-
dent Patterson on December 12th of 1974, provid-
ing the final piece of the puzzle needed to make 
the new Social Science Center fiscally feasible. All 
told, funding for Gambrell Hall amounted to six 
million dollars, making it one of the most expen-
sive buildings on campus to date. Not surprising-
ly, the University treated the gift and donor with 
utmost respect and appreciation, allowing Mr. 

12 Letter to State Budget and Control Board re: Arch. Recommendations 
Sept. 23,1974, Operations: VP of Operations, May - Oct. 1974, Learning 
resources — regional campuses: A, Box 7 of 13, Office of the President 
William H. Patterson 1974-75, Records of the Office of the President, 
University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of South 
Carolina, Columbia, SC.

13 Harold “Hal” Brunton Oral History Interview 2 of 3, Interviewer: 
William Savage, March 3 1987, William Savage Oral History Collection, 
Office of Oral History at South Caroliniana Library, University of South 
Carolina. Columbia, SC.

14 A large donation also partially funded the Williams Brice Nursing Build-
ing.

15 Sept 19, 1975 from Brunton Re: Gambrel Hall advisory committee, VP 
for Operations: Physical Plant & Planning, VP for Finance: Budget  - VP 
for Admin Svcs: Info. Box 2 of 11, Office of the President William H. 
Patterson 1975-76, Records of the Office of the President, University 
Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina. 
Columbia, SC.

2. Portrait of Mary Latimer Gambrell
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These ties contributed to Mr. Gambrell’s wish to 
pay tribute to his sister at USC.16 Dr. Mary Latim-
er Gambrell passed away in  November of 1974, 
prompting Mr. Gambrell to announce his signif-
icant donation one month later. This donation 
ensured that the center would bear the Gambrell 
name and honor his sister’s legacy. 

Mr. Gambrell donated to the University not 
only to honor his sister, a native South Carolinian, 
but also to support the academic pursuits of his 
alma mater. Mr. Gambrell graduated from Uni-
versity of South Carolina in 1915 at age nineteen, 
served the United States during the Great War, 
then returned to America to earn his J.D. from 
Harvard Law School. He became a successful 
Atlanta-based attorney and a partner of the Gam-
brell, Russell, Kilorin and Forbes firm. During his 
lengthy career, Mr. Gambrell served as the Presi-
dent of the American Bar Association and worked 
as an adjunct law professor at Emory University.17 
Although he lived and worked in Atlanta for most 
of his life, Enoch Smythe Gambrell’s heart re-
mained in South Carolina with his alma mater. 

After becoming a successful and widely 
known attorney, Mr. Gambrell decided to give 
time and financial support to his undergradu-
ate university. As an active spokesman of USC’s 
Educational Foundation, he contributed a large 
sum of alumni donations and promoted alumnus 
relations. Mr. Gambrell donated his own earnings 
to the Educational Foundation yearly;  in 1975 he 
donated $580 in an annual giving campaign.18 Uni-
versity President William H. Patterson respected 
Mr. Gambrell greatly, and personally wrote of the 

16 George Curry and Lynne Mahaffey, “E. Smythe Gambrell: A Career of 
Service,” Displaying for the Ages the Greatly Respected Name of Gam-
brell on the Carolina Campus, 7.

17 George Curry and Lynne Mahaffey, “E. Smythe Gambrell: A Career of 
Service,” Displaying for the Ages the Greatly Respected Name of Gam-
brell on the Carolina Campus, 7; Gary S. Hauk and Nathaniel Gozansky, 
“History and Mission | Emory University School of Law | Atlanta, 
GA,” Emory University School of Law, Accessed April 25, 2018, http://
law.emory.edu/about/history-mission.html.

There is also a Gambrell Hall, located on Gambrell Drive at Emory University. 
Built in 1980, it housed the law school. Emory’s Gambrell Hall honors 
Mr. Gambrell’s parents.

18 Minutes of July 18, 1974 annual meeting, Administrative services: Devel-
opment 1975, 

VP for Instructions: humanities & Soc. Sciences—VP reg’l Camp: Reg’l Camp: 
Lancaster; box 4 of 8; 

Office of the President William H. Patterson 1976-77. Records of the Office of 
the President, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, Universi-
ty of South Carolina. Columbia, SC.

gratitude he and the University shared for Gam-
brell’s numerous contributions. In a handwritten 
letter, Patterson thanked Gambrell for securing 
large quantities of alumni donations during an 
annual giving campaign of the Education Founda-
tion class of 1915. The President remarked that Mr. 
Gambrell “brought great honor to his alma mater 
as one of its foremost attorneys and a devoted 
alumnus… [I] wish every classmate would emu-
late these actions.”19 

19 Letter to Gambrell from Patterson, Feb 21 1975, Administrative services: 
Development 1975, VP for Instructions: humanities & Soc. Sciences—VP 
reg’l Camp: Reg’l Camp: Lancaster; box 4 of 8, Office of the President: 
William H. Patterson, Records of the Office of the President, University 
Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina. 
Columbia, SC.

3. View of East Campus from the top of Capstone Hall, 1977. Gambrell Hall 
rooftop garden is visible on the left. 

4. The newly constructed Gambrell Hall
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 Mr. Gambrell’s most significant donation, 
however, reflected his love and respect for his 
older sister Mary, a woman who had a tremendous 
academic career (Figure 2). Mary Latimer Gam-
brell, born 1889,  attended Greenville Woman’s 
College (now Furman University) and received 
her Master’s and Doctorate degrees in history 
from Columbia University. She worked at Hunter 
College of the City University of New York for 
three decades, first as a history professor and ul-
timately as president of the college, becoming the 
“first woman president of a college within the City 
University.”20 To her brother, Mary was a loving 
sister, and to her students, Dr. Gambrell was an 
educator and a mentor. These students included 
USC history professor Dr. George Rogers, who 
worked at USC during the construction of Gam-
brell Hall, and eventually spoke at the building’s 
dedication to the memory of his former professor.21 

To ensure that his sister’s legacy endured 
forever, Mr. Gambrell included a specific request 
in his designs for the Social Science Center that 
pertained to Mary Latimer Gambrell’s name. Mr. 
Gambrell asked Brunton, “Are you gonna put 
those little letters like you do on your buildings? 
Because someone is going to come along after I’m 
dead and flip those off and change the name. I 
want the name carved into the stone.”22 Hal Brun-
ton granted Mr. Gambrell’s request; by the time 
of the dedication ceremony, the building featured 
the engraved words “Gambrell Hall”on three of its 
four elevations. In a 1974 letter, Brunton remarked, 
“our desire is to make this...a fitting memorial to 
Mr. Gambrell’s sister.” In both Mr. Gambrell’s and 
Dr. Rogers’s estimations, Gambrell Hall achieved 
this goal by honoring both Mary Gambrell, the 
sister, and Dr. Gambrell, the educator, with a per-
manent academic building.23 

20 George Curry and Lynne Mahaffey, “Mary Latimer Gambrell: Teacher, 
Leader, and Idealist,” Displaying for the Ages the Greatly Respected 
Name of Gambrell on the Carolina Campus, 13.

21 ibid.
22 Harold “Hal” Brunton Oral History Interview 2 of 3, Interviewer: Wil-

liam Savage, March 3 1987.
23 Letter from Harold Brunton to Mr. Harrison Forrester, Vice President 

of J.E. Sirrine Company, Nov. 6, 1974, Operations: VP for Operations, 
Nov 1974- June 1975, Box 7 of 13, Office of the President: William H. 
Patterson, Records of the Office of the President, University Archives, 
South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina; George Curry 
and Lynne Mahaffey, “Memorial Tribute to Dr. Mary Latimer Gambrell 
by George Rogers, Gambrell Hall Dedication Program,” 13.

DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION

Mr. Gambrell played a significant role in the de-
sign process for Gambrell Hall, which exemplified 
the modern Heroic or Brutalist style of architec-
ture and employed a new building technology, 
the “fast-track” method. The University used this 
method to construct Gambrell Hall in record time 
in order to meet a fixed deadline: December 1976, 
the 175th anniversary celebration of the founding 
of USC. While honoring the past, this Founder’s 
Week celebration also acknowledged the current 
campus population and campus growth and 
looked to USC’s academic future. Modern archi-
tecture, endemic to East Campus per Hal Brunton 
and President Patterson’s twenty-year plan, pre-
sented a stylistically forward-looking image while 
satisfying the practical need for increased space 
(Figure 3).                                                                     
 Mr. Gambrell’s requests for the project, 
Brunton’s vision, and the J.E. Sirrine Company’s 
designs resulted in a distinct work of modern 
architecture that was cohesive with East Campus 
development. Mr. Gambrell and Brunton wanted 
Gambrell to align with the other buildings on East 
Campus, but they also wanted it to be “a very 
impressive, substantial building in its own right, 
rather than one primarily related to other build-
ings on campus.”24 While the Sirrine Company’s 
first plans for Gambrell Hall were quite “impres-
sive” and “substantial,” Mr. Gambrell could not 
agree to the initial proposals.                                      
 J.E. Sirrine originally designed a trian-
gular-shaped building, but Mr. Gambrell desired 
a more simple design aesthetic - one which was 
classical yet modern. When Mr. Gambrell saw the 
original plans, he remarked “I wanted a tribute 
to my loving sister, and what you have come up 
with is a slice of pie.”25 In December 1974, after a 
luncheon at USC discussing architectural plans, 
the Vice President of Development drove Mr. 
Gambrell past the intended building site en route 

24 Letter from Harold Brunton to Mr. Harrison Forrester, Vice President of 
J.E. Sirrine Company, Nov. 6, 1974.

25 Harold “Hal” Brunton Oral History Interview 2 of 3, Interviewer: Wil-
liam Savage, March 3 1987.
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to the airport. The Vice President hoped to evoke 
an emotional response in Mr. Gambrell, who noted 
his great distaste of the triangular building plan 
and admitted he felt the architects were pushing 
him to agree to the particular design.26 Mr. Gam-
brell wanted a building with right angles, so J.E. 
Sirrine provided a new design. Hal Brunton and 
the Vice President of J.E. Sirrine supported the 
decision to abandon the original design; Brunton 
remarked that though the triangular design had 
been “provocative,” it was impractical and would 
not allow sufficient classroom space.27                     
 E. Smythe Gambrell’s role in the the 
design of the building focused particularly on 
decisions pertaining to its exterior shape, material, 
and details. He favored a symmetrical design and 
materials of enduring quality. Mr. Gambrell did 
not want stucco, poured concrete, or aggregate, 
which other recent East Campus construction 
featured. He wanted stone. Eventually, the design 
team selected Indiana limestone panels to sheath 
the building’s steel frame structure, a trademark of 
Brutalist or Heroic architecture (Figure 4). Gam-
brell’s attention to exterior details contributed to 
his fixation with permanently displaying the fam-
ily name by carving it rather than adhering tin let-
ters to the building’s facade.                                   
         With so much initial uncertainty surrounding 
Gambrell Hall’s exterior, Hal Brunton asked the 
Social Science Center Advisory Committee to fo-
cus on the building’s interior requirements, which 
emphasized modern principles and style, until 
they fully understood Mr. Gambrell’s preferenc-
es.28 The committee focused on specifications for 
classrooms, an auditorium, and office space. Their 
vision included a unique exterior space as well: 
a rooftop garden to be used for event space; this 
directly responded to former University President 

26 VP for operations: General, VP for Finance: Budget  - VP for Admin 
Svcs: Info. Box 2 of 11, Office of the President William H. Patterson 1975-
76, Records of the Office of the President, University Archives, South 
Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

27 Letter from Harold Brunton to Mr. Harrison Forrester, Vice President of 
J.E. Sirrine Company, Nov. 6, 1974.

28 Letter to John L Kimney, Chairman of Social Science center advisory 
committee Oct 14, 1974, Operations: VP of Operations, May - Oct. 1974, 
Learning resources — regional campuses: A box 7 of 13, Office of the 
President: William H. Patterson 1974-1975, Records of the Office of the 
President, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of 
South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

Jones’s opinion that roofs were wasted space.29 
The interior of Gambrell Hall echoed the shape 
the exterior ultimately displayed; it contained 
three distinct masses connected by hyphens, 
allowing easy circulation between the masses. 
The two-story North Mass housed the auditori-
um and featured the rooftop garden; the central 
six-story Tower, which J.E. Sirrine Company called 
the  “central service and elevator core” contained 
lobbies, elevators, and communal space; and the 
five-story South Mass contained most of the offices 
and classrooms.30 With this design, Gambrell Hall 
aligned with modern architect Louis Kahn’s prac-
tice of creating Brutalist or Heroic buildings with 
separate spaces for “servant” and “served.”31 The 
Tower contained Gambrell Hall’s “servant” spaces 
including utilities, elevators, and supply closets, 
while the North and South Masses contained the 
“served” spaces- the classrooms, offices, and audi-
torium that students and faculty used. 

29 Harold “Hal” Brunton Oral History Interview 2 of 3, Interviewer: Wil-
liam Savage, March 3 1987.

30 George Curry and Lynne Mahaffey, Displaying for the Ages the Greatly 
Respected Name of Gambrell on the Carolina Campus.

31 Mark Gelertner, A History of American Architecture: Buildings in Their 
Cultural and Technological Context, (Hanover: University Press of New 
England, 2001), 279.

5. Enoch Smythe Gambrell alongside USC President William H. Patterson at 
the Gambrell Hall dedication ceremony
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While this part of the design was thorough-
ly modernist in its principles, one special room 
included a nod to the history of East Campus by 
incorporating into a few design elements from a 
demolished University Hill home. Prior to USC’s 
widespread demolition project, history professor 
Dr. Walter Edgar investigated this turn-of-the-
century-mansion and reported his opinion to 
President Patterson that “it seems a shame for 
the university to alienate items of irreplaceable 
craftsmanship.”32 The design team referred to 
this house, 1619 Pendleton Street, as the “Black 
House,” and per Dr. Edgar’s recommendations, 
they planned to relocate mahogany woodwork 
and a grand fireplace to a formal Donor Room 
set in the center axis of the new building. Dr. 
Edgar felt that it was “an especially nice touch to 
have this room as an additional memorial for Dr. 
Gambrell, the historian.”33 Although Mr. Gambrell 
had few requests for interior design, he did specify 
that he wanted this room to be “secure...and free 
from pilferage,” and only open for use on “import-
ant occasions.”34 To this day, the E. Smythe Gam-
brell Donor Room does not allow public access, 
honoring Mr. Gambrell’s wishes. Consequently, 
limiting access has helped to preserve the architec-
tural elements from the “Black House” for the past 
fifty years.

For the rest of Gambrell Hall’s interior, the 
design team went fully modern while avoiding 
ostentation, since Mr. Gambrell wanted to avoid 
“undue lavishness in the building.”35 Their design 
included all carpet and other floor coverings, wall 
coverings, and vertical blinds on glass windows. 
While the budget provided for these items, it 
failed to include the exorbitant cost of seating in 
offices and classrooms. Building development 
meeting notes indicate that the crew planned 

32 Letter from Walter Edgar to Dr. William H. Patterson, President. Feb. 6, 
1975, Operations: VP for Operations, Nov 1974- June 1975, Box 7 of 13, 
Office of the President: William H. Patterson, Records of the Office of the 
President, University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of 
South Carolina. Columbia, SC.

33 ibid.
34 Letter from George Curry to Harold Brunton, Feb. 11, 1975, Operations: 

VP for Operations, Nov 1974- June 1975, Box 7 of 13, Office of the 
President: William H. Patterson, Records of the Office of the President, 
University Archives, South Caroliniana Library, University of South 
Carolina. Columbia, SC.

35 Letter from George Curry to Harold Brunton, Feb. 11, 1975.

6. A Swiss exchange student lounges on the steps of Gambrell Hall.

to take some classroom furniture from other 
buildings on campus in order to fully furnish 
the enormous new center. However, the office 
spaces would not have this eclectic hodgepodge 
style; the team called for cohesive offices with a 
uniform color scheme and a single furniture type. 
Standardized offices would provide faculty with 
minimalistic rooms they could personalize accord-
ing to their tastes. 

In the midst of finalizing the building’s 
exterior and interior design, Hal Brunton chose 
to employ the innovative “fast track” method in 
order to meet the rapidly approaching December 
1976 deadline. The “fast track method” procedure 
meant that “rather than designing the complete 
building and then bidding the complete build-
ing with one contractor, [he would] be bidding 
elements of the building as fast as the designs are 
ready.”36 This method included multiple lump 
sum contracts, in order to minimize construction 
time and costs. While federal and private construc-

36 Letter from Harold Brunton to Mr. Phillip M. Grier, University Counsel, 
Jan. 27, 1975, Operations: VP for Operations, Nov 1974- June 1975, Box 7 
of 13, Office of the President: William H. Patterson, University Archives, 
South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina. Columbia, SC.
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tion projects employed this building technology 
prior to Gambrell Hall, this was the first time a 
State agency in South Carolina used the fast track 
procedure.37 At the December dedication, Presi-
dent Patterson acknowledged that the construc-
tion crew “virtually finished only twenty-six short 
months after we received the final word from Mr. 
Gambrell,” an impressive feat the fast-track meth-
od made possible.38 

DEDICATION AND RECEPTION

Construction for Gambrell Hall finished in Decem-
ber 1976- just in time for its scheduled dedication 
during Founder’s Week, a celebration marking 
USC’s 175th anniversary. At the dedication, 
President Patterson exclaimed, “Dreams do come 
true. Gambrell Hall is a reality.”39 Completing the 
project may have seemed an impossible dream, 
and with Founder’s Week (December 6th to 12th) 
approaching, everyone felt the extreme pressure to 
complete the project on time. The crew was laying 
grass and restaining doors until the very last min-
ute to make the deadline. In fact, the University 
dedicated Gambrell Hall December 8th, the very 
same day they finished constructing the building 
(Figure 5). During the dedication, Dr. Patterson 
warned guests, “Don’t touch the paint, it might be 
wet.”40                                                                 
 Through use of the fast-track method, 
Gambrell Hall overcame what Brunton called the 
“almost impossible challenges we set,” and readily 
welcomed its new occupants the following week.41 
Once the hectic dedication preparation period 
had passed, the History and Government depart-
ments moved into their designated spaces in the 

37 ibid.
38 George Curry and Lynne Mahaffey,“Welcoming Remarks by Dr. William 

H. Patterson, Gambrell Hall Dedication Program,” Displaying for the 
Ages the Greatly Respected Name of Gambrell on the Carolina Campus, 
16.

39 George Curry and Lynne Mahaffey,“Welcoming Remarks by Dr. William 
H. Patterson, Gambrell Hall Dedication Program,” Displaying for the 
Ages the Greatly Respected Name of Gambrell on the Carolina Campus, 
16.

40 Letter from Walter Edgar to Dr. John Kimney, Feb. 18, 1975, Operations: 
VP for Operations, Nov 1974- June 1975, Box 7 of 13, Office of the 
President: William H. Patterson, South Caroliniana Library, University 
of South Carolina.

41 Letter from Harold Brunton to Ed Bass, Dec. 9, 1976.

Social Science Center.42  Students appreciated the 
long-awaited classroom space the building provid-
ed, and the Garnet and Black yearbooks from the 
1980s feature images of students lounging around 
Gambrell Hall, showing that this was also a popu-
lar hang-out destination (Figure 6).43

CONCLUSION

In 2018, Gambrell Hall is a recognizable and 
aesthetically divisive building on the University 
of South Carolina’s East Campus. This striking 
example of Brutalist or Heroic architecture show-
cases the University of South Carolina’s response 
to a national epidemic of college campus expan-
sion. Vice President of Operations Hal Brunton 
and President William H. Patterson attacked 
the issue (and exciting opportunity) of massive 
student growth with the introduction of new, 
modern architecture that erased and replaced his-
toric neighborhoods that stood in the path of the 
University of South Carolina’s “twenty-year plan.” 
Ultimately, the twenty-year plan met Brunton’s 
and Patterson’s expectations; in a 1985 interview, 
Hal Brunton stated that twenty years after draw-
ing up the plans, USC looked exactly as the Office 
of Operations intended.                                                      
 Today, East Campus thrives, but the road 
to expansion was not so easy; the University faced 
backlash from community members, students, and 
faculty over the expansion and struggled to meet 
a seemingly-impossible deadline. Brunton built 
his educational paradise on East Campus using 
modern monumental architectural designs and 
progressive engineering strategies, but before this, 
he used the wrecking ball.

In spite of its complicated origins, Gambrell 
Hall was an overwhelmingly positive and success-

42 Letter from Ed Bass to Gambrell Hall Faculty Committee, Nov. 3, 1976, 
Operations: VP for Operations, 1975-1976, Box 1 of 11, Office of the 
President: William H. Patterson, University Archives, South Caroliniana 
Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC.

43 Garnet and Black 1986, Garnet and Black 1899-1944, Digital Collections, 
University Archives, University of South Carolina, 405.
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ful contribution to USC’s campus. The J.E. Sirrine 
Company’s final design for Gambrell Hall reflect-
ed Enoch Smythe Gambrell’s wishes, demonstrat-
ing the power a donor’s generous contribution 
could have on the University’s built environment. 
Through the construction of Gambrell Hall, Mr. 
Gambrell paid a fitting tribute to his sister Dr. 
Mary Latimer Gambrell’s educational legacy by 
providing space to encourage the continuing ac-
ademic advancement of students in the Gambrell 
family’s home state of South Carolina.
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College Street Houses
SITE SURVEY

9

INTRODUCTION

This survey will explore several College Street 
houses in one of the oldest neighborhoods with 
historical significance in Columbia SC. This collec-
tion of residential houses is part of the University 
Hill area, located east of the University of South 
Carolina campus. The College Street houses create 
a unique physical transition from an early twenti-
eth century residential district, to a cluster of mod-
ern campus buildings. University Hill has many 
residences and apartments that are home to USC 
students and faculty, because the area borders the 
University grounds. This historic neighborhood 
has evolved from 1885 to the urban network of 
campus and private housing it is today.               
 The original neighborhood area was set in 
a grid layout and today University Hill is com-
posed of both single and multi family houses, with 
a diverse range of architectural styles. The general 
boundaries of the University Hill area are Senate, 
Laurens, Blossom and Henderson streets in an 
approximate two mile square (Figure 1). In 1964 it 
was designated a local Architectural Conservation 
District and was listed on National Historic Regis-
ter in 2004. This allows a consistency of design and 
protection that add to the aesthetic quality of the 
neighborhood. This survey will describe common 
architectural styles and landscapes of this charm-
ing area and also the interplay of its setting in the 
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vicinity of the University of South Carolina.

HARDSCAPES AND SOFTSCAPES

Hardscapes are streets, sidewalks, parking lots 
and courtyards. Softscapes are the horticultur-
al elements that are fluid and form connective 
tissues between the buildings and the hardscapes 
(Figure 2). The University Hill area provides a 
balance of the two. An infrastructure was devel-
oped as streets began to be paved with asphalt for 
driving in 1908 after electricity was available for 
street lights. According to the National Register, 
broad city streets were set in a grid design pattern. 
University of South Carolina alumni added city 
sidewalks in the 1930’s for pedestrian travel. The 
Horseshoe garden wall was added in the 1970’s, 

1. Map of Univerity Hill
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detailed with brick columns and wrought iron 
fencing. Today, the east campus features a brick 
promenade on an axis from the Pickens Street 
bridge to Capstone (Figure 2a). This pathway acts 
as a thoroughfare for students and also connects 
the historic College Street houses to campus. The 
buildings and sidewalks determine the size and 
shape of the softscape areas. On campus there are 
raised brick beds that contain and display azaleas, 
crepe myrtle trees and various plants. Many path-
ways made of brick pavers and concrete aggregate 
provide pedestrian circulation on campus for 
students, staff and visitors (Figure 3).     
      The streets in the University Hill neighborhood 
are lined with beautiful established trees such as 
mature elm, magnolia and oak trees that appear 
to be as old as the original buildings. A historic 
brick paved street rises northward in elevation on 
Barnwell Street for about a block and also sand 
swept brick pavers are used for paths that add to 
the character of the neighborhood. Side street and 
garage parking is prevalent throughout this area. 
The Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Committee intro-
duced the Columbia Bike Share Program and bike 
rack stations are positioned throughout the area to 
encourage physical activity. Maxcy Gregg Park is 
located southeast of the University at Blossom and 
Pickens Street. It features garden and creekside 
walking paths that add value and contribute to the 
beauty of the neighborhood. 

STYLE AND FEATURES

In reference to the style of homes featureIn 
reference to the style of homes featured in the 
University Hill neighborhood, there is no singular 
adjective that could represent them as a whole. 
The neighborhood was established between 1885 
and 1950, which gave way to the several architec-
tural trends that are featured in University Hill’s 
footprint. The unique aspect of this neighborhood 
comes from the layout and placement of a multi-
plicity of the many different architectural styles 
that this area has to offer. On a stroll through this 
neighborhood you may stumble upon a small 

2. Aerial View of Hardscapes and Landscapes on University Hill

2a. East Campus Promenade

3. Brick Paved Walkways
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INTERIOR FEATURES

To a degree the interior is determined by the 
exterior, as the original interior floor plan was an-
chored by the front entrance that lead into an entry 
hall or foyer. The original design is flanked by a 
parlor and normally a dining room with bedrooms 
located upstairs. The interior floor plan is more 
simplistic in general than some of the styles of this 
period. However, renovations have affected the 
open layout that now consists of office spaces with 
dropped ceilings. The flow of the floor plan is con-
fusing and uneven because of the side entrance. 
A few historical features maintain the integrity of 
the interior. There is an original transom window 
above an office door similar to the front entrance 

4. 1718 College Street: Facade

5. 1718 College Street: South Elevation

bungalow style home situated right next to a 
grandiose Victorian. This adds visual interest to 
the neighborhood and signifies blending of the 
classes. This survey will feature homes in the Arts 
and Craft, Tudor Revival, and Colonial Revival 
architectural styles. Aside from these, Universi-
ty Hill also boasts extravagant Victorian, Queen 
Anne, and Georgian homes.

1718 COLLEGE ST:  CALLCOTT HOUSE

The north facing row of College Street houses have 
a fairly uniform set back that may indicate these 
houses were built in the same time period. Office 
staff and administrators claim that the University 
leases most of the houses today. They are in gen-
eral 100 years old. The Callcott house represents 
an Arts and Crafts style with an Italianate Renais-
sance  influence. The footprint is basically square 
with a south facing addition. It is two stories with 
a walk-out basement on the south elevation in the 
rear due to the grade of the lot. The materials used 
for the body of the house is brick and masonry. 
The brick design is running bond.                                                       
 The facade, the north elevation features a 
central projecting bay and also a cutaway porch 
on the northwest corner of the building (Figure 
4). The main roof is a hipped with a low pitch 
and three chimneys. There is an awning on the 
east elevation that covers a side entry that is 
supported by brackets and flashing on top. This 
now functions as the main entrance for visitors. 
The original front entrance is filled in with soil 
and now functions as a garden terrace. There is a 
cornice on top and brick pillars on each side of this 
feature. The original front glass mullion door has 
sidelights. There is a half round jack arch window 
above the cornice. Some of the sash windows are 
original as indicated by the wavy imperfections of 
the glass. The south elevation has a shed roof and 
there is evidence of heavy renovation with use of 
windows from different periods (Figure 5).
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(Figure 6). Also, some of the original radiators and 
windows remain in tact. However, there is little 
that is original of the architectural trim. The cur-
rent crown and casing is generic in style and also 
used in other university offices.

1714 COLLEGE ST:  TUDOR REVIVAL

This house is a three story Tudor Revival style. The 
first floor is composed of brick and masonry and 
the second and third floor is stucco. The footprint 
is larger than it seems from the road due to the 
depth from front to back with a declining grade. 
The main roof is a side-facing gable with two cross 
gables on each side that mirror each other. The 
south elevation has an addition with a shed roof.  
      The north elevation features a portico as a front 
entrance with a horizontal tie beam that is flanked 
by brick pillars and a pediment on top (Figure 7). 
The gables create bays that divide the facade and 
give the north front elevation symmetry. Some 
interesting features include a gabled dormer and 
also fascia board that outlines the gables. There is 
a side porch on the west elevation that appears to 
be added as an alteration. A string-course sepa-
rates the brick and stucco floors. The brick design 
is running bond with segmental arches on top of 
the first floor windows. True to the Tudor style, 
there is decorative molding that is applied as half 
timbering on stucco. The eaves are deep with ex-
posed rafter tails. There is evidence that the stucco 
is delaminating on the south rear elevation.

INTERIOR FEATURES

The interior layout of this property is typical to 
the Tudor Revival. A central entry hall leads to a 
decorative wooden staircase with a dark stained 
handrail and stair treads (Figure 9). The Tudor 
style normally features embellishments such as 
heavy crown molding and exposed ceiling beams 
that reflect an old world feel. The front entry hall 
features an eased arch opening with corbels and 
two cross eased arch openings on each side that 
mirror each other (Figure 8). Heavy interior crown 
molding and corbel embellishments give the first 
floor an elegance and also maintain the period 
aesthetic.

1730 COLLEGE ST:  C.S. LEWIS STU-
DENT CENTER

This building is at the east end of the row of 
houses, on the corner of College Street and Barn-
well Street. It is a white, wooden house with a 
Victorian style, which makes it stand out from 
the other houses on this block. The foundation 
is brick masonry. From an aerial view, the foot-
print of this house is (for the most part) square 
shaped (Figure 10). However, from the ground, 
the Victorian style makes the house vary in shape 
and it is asymmetrical. This building is named The 
C.S. Lewis Student Center and it also contains St. 
Theodore’s Anglican Chapel open to students on 
the University’s campus. It has a cross-hipped roof 
with a cross-gable on each side of the house. The 
house can be divided into three bays on the front. 
The center bay includes the door surrounded by 
side lights and a transom window across the top, 
along with two sash windows on the second story 
(Figure 10a). The bay on the west (if you are facing 
the house from College Street) protrudes slightly 
past the center bay holding two sash windows 
on the ground floor, along with two more on the 
second floor. The pediment that is on the front 
of the house is above this bay and it contains a 
sliding window with staggered shingles. The east 

6. 1718 College Street: Interior
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7. 1714 College Street Facade

8.1714 College Street:  Interior 

9. 1714 College Street: Interior

10. 1730 College Street: Footprint

10a. 1730 College Syreet: Facade

11. 1730 College Street

12,13. 1730 College Street East Elevation
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section of the house has an octagonal shape, really 
expressing its Victorian style and it also protrudes 
past the middle bay. So both of the side bays 
create a balance with the way they both project, 
but besides this balance, the facade is primarily 
asymmetrical. This bay contains sash windows as 
well. On the left side of the house there is another 
octagonal shaped protrusion from the house on 
the ground floor, which contains windows also 
(Figure 11).                                                                            
 There is a shed roofed porch on this house 
that starts about midway through the right front 
bay and wraps around to the center of the left side 
of the house. On the front of the porch, guarding 
the brick stairs, there are two large brick pillars 
that stand taller than the roof of the porch. Around 
the rest of the porch, there are tuscan columns 
with handrails and turned balusters connecting 
the columns. There is another set of stairs at the 
end of the porch on the left of the house, along 
with a ramp to make the house more accessible. At 
the back left corner, there are more stairs made of 
what seems to be metal, that were more than likely 
added onto this house. From the back view of the 
house, there are two porches. One is a covered 
porch coming off the second floor, also known as 
a sleeping porch. The other porch is a balcony, just 
handrails and turned balusters, and it is protrud-
ing from the side of the pediment on this side 
of the house (Figures 12 & 13). On the top of the 
house, there are two chimneys, both centered on 
each side which is shown in Figure 9 as well.

1710 COLLEGE STREET

This house is on the west end of the row of houses 
on College Street. It is a simple Colonial Revival 
style. It stands out from the buildings around it be-
cause it is a frame construction with wooden clap-
boards instead of made with bricks (similar mate-
rials used in the Student Center house). However, 
it does have a brick porch with a poured concrete 
floor. The hipped roof porch is held up by posts. 
The stairs leading to the front door are embedded 

in this porch (Figure 14). From an aerial view, this 
house is primarily a square shape, approximately 
the same size as the other houses in this row on 
College Street. Looking at the front of this house, 
it is symmetrical and it can be divided into three 
bays. It contains 8/8 sash windows; three across 
the second story, and one on each side of the door 
and porch on the ground floor. These windows 
contain inoperable shutters, but only the windows 
on the front of the house have these shutters. The 
door is a half glass-one panel door with the glass 
divided in 9 lights. From the front and side views 
of this house, there is a side gabled roof. From 
an aerial view of the back, there is a protruding 
portion on one side that has a hipped roof, so all 
together the roof would be a cross gabled roof. On 
the roof, there are two chimneys. One chimney is 
an end chimney, external on the side of the house. 
The other chimney is half internal/half external. 
The bottom half of the chimney is hidden inside 
the house, however it extends upward past the 
protruding ground floor, and is shown externally 
on the outside of the second floor that recedes 
back farther than the ground floor (Figure 15). On 
the back of the house, there are 8/8 sash windows 
as well as other sash windows. There is also a sun-
room on the east side of the back of the house, on 
the second story. The room contains three larger 
windows, side by side across this back portion of 
the sunroom, along with the same sized windows 
on the sides of the sunroom. On the ground floor, 
underneath this sunroom, there is a back door 
leading to a small porch and staircase made of 
bricks with a poured concrete floor, just like the 

14. 1710 College Street: Facade 
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front porch. These stairs go down the side of the 
foundation instead of going straight out from the 
door. However, they are cut off halfway down, 
and a wooden staircase is added to these brick/
concrete stairs; the wooden steps turn perpendic-
ular to the house. Along the first set of stairs, there 
are metal handrails and balusters. There is also a 
wooden handrail on the second part of the stairs.

1731 COLLEGE STREET

This building is located on the corner of the inter-
section of Barnwell Street and College street. The 
south elevation, the facade, faces College Street. 
Unlike the other homes included in this survey, 
this home is set back from the road to contain a 
vast front yard. Also, behind the east elevation are 
two gardens, one informal and one formal. This 
implies that the owner of this home appreciated 
greenery, space, and entertaining. Aside from the 
landscape, the footprint of this home is five bays 
wide, flanked by two wings that are each two bays 
wide and extend longer than the main house that 
both bost brick chimneys (figure 16). In regards to 
structure and materials, this home has a hip roof 
that is covered in a standing seam metal roof that 
appears to be a newer addition. The entirety of the 
home is composed of brick and mortar masonry 
with wooden details under the roofline and across 
the flanking wings (figure 17). Beneath the roof-
line are the cornice and the frieze that includes 
beautiful dental detailing, a signature element in 
the colonial revival style. Another key element is 
symmetry, the central bay of this house is the loca-

tion of the entrance and a single shuttered win-
dow then remaining four bays are replicas of one 
another. Also symmetrical, is the welcoming arms 
staircase at the entrance of the house. The railing is 
curvilinear which breaks up the mainly geometric 
forms that this structure is comprised of. The door 
is a double door which is topped with a fanlight 
window. It is covered by an arched door surround 
and flanked by two federal style pilasters, all of 
which enforce the symmetry of this home once 
again (figure 18).                                                        
 The two wings attached to the main fa-
cade appear to be symmetrical from the southern 
elevation when actually they are not. The southern 
elevation of these wings both include pediments, 
symmetrical window fenestration, and port win-
dows. The western elevation has a ribbon of sash 
windows and even includes a sunroom protruding 
from the lower level of the home (figure 19). On 
the other hand, the eastern elevation includes no 
windows, and is shorter than the other wing. The 
northern elevation of the home is also not symmet-
rical, it contains three different styles of windows: 
single sash, and a port style window. There are 
two different entries, one covered in a portico and 
one without. The northern elevation also contains 
a glassed in porch, thought to be an add on or a 
renovation (figure 20). The overall theme of home 
is symmetry, but with two diverse wings there is 
added interest in the design. 

INTERIOR FEATURES 

As the function of this home has evolved overtime, 
so have its interior features. At one time, this struc-
ture was residential and some of those aspects still 
remain including original wallpaper, french doors, 
elaborate crown molding that echos the frieze 
on the exterior of the home and an extravagant 
fireplace. When the home was donated to USC, it 
functioned as the Alumni House for some years 
and then was shifted into a classroom building. 
Evidence of this includes an added drop ceiling 
and plaques on the walls designating the specific 
classrooms. As USC eventually transformed this 

15. 1710 College Street: Footprint 
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home into a space for academic learning, the interior 
has now fallen into despair. Electric cords hang from 
the ceiling where light fixtures once were, debris 
adorns the floors, and wallpaper peels up from the 
walls indicating water damage. There is talk of resto-
ration, so hopefully this once grandiose home will 
be restored once again to its past precedence. 

1716 COLLEGE STREET

This building was built in the colonial revival style. 
The facade is completely symmetrical, and it is five 
bays wide. The home also includes symmetrical 
chimneys, sash windows with shutters, and a similar 
dentled frieze as 1730. Some things that differentiate 
this home however start at the roof. This is a side 
gabled roof that is shingled rather than being topped 
with standing seam metal (Figure 21). Atop the 
roof there are also two gabled dormers that project 
outward. While yes, both homes have dentals on 
their frieze, 1716 has a variation of sizes. Directly 
under the roofline are larger dentals, then below that 
are smaller dentils. This adds an extra element of 
dimension to the cornice and frieze. Another differ-
ence can be seen at the entryway which is covered 
by a semi-elliptical arch portico that is supported 
by doric style columns. The doorway itself is also 

16. 1731 College Street: Bird’s Eye view

17. 1731 College Street: Symmetrical design 

18. 1731 College Street: Facade

19. 1731 College Street: North Elevation

20. 1716 College Street: Gabled roof
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different, featuring a single paneled door flanked 
by sidelights and federal style pilasters (figure 22). 
Another differentiation can be seen in the land-
scape surrounding the home. In comparison to 
1730, this home is much closer to the street with 
a pathway leading directly to the sidewalk. This 
makes the front lawn much smaller and as a result 
the lot is much smaller. In the back, there are no 
formal gardens, or any gardens at all. (figure 23) 
This area would have been the place for the owner 
to pull their car around back. The comparison of 
1716 to 1730 displays how a style can transcend 
classes in different ways through a variety of of 
certain features.

INTERIOR FEATURES

Like other homes in this survey, the functionality 
of this home has gone from residential to office or 
educational space. But, the interior space of this 
building has done a great job of integrating the 
past and present. It opens up to a foyer, which in-
cludes the original staircase and no modifications 
in sight. The initial french doors are still operable 
and the hardwood floors are in great condition. As 
for the office spaces in the building, they have put 
up cubicles in the side rooms which could easily 
be removed if the space were to transition into 
something else.

21. 1716 College Street: Bird’s eye view

22. 1716 College Street: Handrail

23. 1716 College Street: Facade
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Capstone Hall
SITE SURVEY

10

INTRODUCTION

As the first building constructed on east campus, 
Capstone was established in 1967 as the University 
of South Carolina’s first residence for honors stu-
dents. The 18-story residential tower features suite 
style rooms for both underclassmen male and 
female Capstone scholars on floors two through 
sixteen while the first floor contains the lobby and 
check in desk for the residents. Floors seventeen 
and eighteen contain guest rooms and the innova-
tive revolving Top of Carolina, respectively. Aside 
from the central residential tower, Capstone also 
has two flanking structures deemed as the north 
and south wings standing at one story each. The 
north wing provides a conference center for visit-
ing clients, scholars, donors, etc., while the south 
wing is home to Gibbes Court Bistro dining hall 
(fig. 1). Of the three separate areas, visitors and 
faculty mostly use the north wing while the tower 
houses the residents and the south wing feeds 
them. Students use the entrance on the north side 
predominantly in order to access their residential 
area within the tower while they use the south 
entrance to eat at Gibbes Court Bistro. 

SETTING

Seen as a beacon for University of South 

Kandi Huggins
Cari Negus

Carolina students, Capstone Hall stands at the end 
of the east campus axis. In general, Capstone sits 
in the center of a residential hub with Barnwell 
Street as the western boundary, Pendleton Street as 
the northern boundary, Gregg Street as the east-
ern boundary, and Gibbes Court as the southern 
boundary. A parking lot on the north side sepa-
rates Capstone from Columbia Hall while eastern 
and southern parking lots separate it from the resi-
dential housing on Gregg Street and Gibbes Court. 

1. Aerial View of Capstone Hall
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These houses are home to either upperclassmen, 
faculty at the university, or to the Columbia 
populace. Being the tallest building on campus, 
Capstone is one of the most identifiable buildings 
of the university making it a campus landmark.                                                      
 Deliberately placed in front of the west 
elevation, or facade, a running bond brick planter 
encases a set of three palm trees that breaks the 
axial view from the Promenade into the residen-
tial lobby of Capstone. These palm trees act as the 
endpoint to the axis and help direct the pedestrian 
traffic flow to the entrances on either the north or 
south wings (fig. 2). The grass area in front of the 
west elevation further expresses the intent of how 
pedestrians are to enter and exit the building by 
acting as a barrier between the residential tower 
and Barnwell Street. Behind the softscape of the 
west elevation, a curtain wall made of glass and 
metal creates the base level (fig. 3). Since there is 
no entrance into Capstone from the residential 
tower, the glass curtain wall further accentuates 
the absence.                                                                              
 Capstone differs from the surrounding 
buildings in the residential hub by its height, 
through its metal framework, stone covering, and 
glass hopper windows (fig. 2). The gold painted 
metal covering the cornice and entablature act 
as the decorating feature of the complex. The 
softscape of the complex accompanies with the 
hardscape to provide welcoming features for the 
residents and guests. Capstone differs from its 
surrounding buildings through its elements that 
resemble the New Formalist style. The inclusion of 
adapted classical elements such as the symmetry 
of the building, the entablatures on either wings, 
and the overall monumentality of Capstone con-
firms its identification with New Formalism. On 
its facade the north and south wings are connected 
to the tower through a vestibule on either end 
which comprises Capstone Hall’s symmetrical, 
rectangular complex. 

2.	West	elevation	showing	palm	trees,	seventeenth	floor,	and	eighteenth	floor,	
Capstone Hall

3. Curtain wall, West elevation
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4. North side softscape, Capstone Hall

5. Gibbes Court Bistro, Capstone Hall 

6. White running bond brick wall, North Wing

EXTERIOR

Facade

Leading up to the entrances are basket weave 
brick bond walkways directing students to the 
vestibules. Most of the pedestrian traffic of Cap-
stone flows through the north wing where there is 
a residential parking lot, bike racks and a cross-
walk perpendicular to Barnwell that leads straight 
to the entrances on the west and north elevations 
(fig. 4). The south wing’s south entrance displays 
the minimal pedestrian traffic flow into Gibbes 
Court Bistro where students can grab a quick bite 
to eat before and after their classes (fig. 5). The 
south wing entrance mimics the north wing’s 
entrances on its west and north elevations in terms 
of the placement of bike racks and crosswalks. 
Towards the east elevation of the residential tower, 
a white running bond brick wall acts like a parti-
tion between the north wing and the residential 
tower’s east elevation as well as a screen guarding 
the contents behind (fig. 6). 

Directly above the base level is a gold col-
ored metal entablature that creates the boundary 
between the base level and the sequential stories. 
The exterior of the second to sixteenth stories 
depict exactly what is on the interior, dorms for 
the residents of Capstone. These fifteen stories 
are identical with five stone pilasters between 
six vertical strips of windows. Muntins breaking 
apart each window give off a double window 
appearance (fig. 7). Typically dormitory win-
dows are sealed, but the hopper windows on the 
west elevation allow for a small opening into the 
interior which allow the residents access to fresh 
air and natural light (fig. 8). Large metal spandrels 
help decipher where each story ends and allows 
the residents to have more privacy in their dorm. 
The spandrels’ muted brown color further visibly 
accentuates where the dorms are and where the 
stories end. The projecting framework between 
the vertical window strips and the pilasters depict 
what goes on in the interior, the separation of 
dorms. Recessed corners of the west elevation 
creates a protruding appearance to the residential 



Expansion into East Campus  73

7. Vertical strips of windows and muntins, West Elevation

8. Hopper Windows

9. North Wing blocking the base level of the tower’s North elevation

tower. This attaches the north and south eleva-
tions of the tower to the north and south wings 
respectively rather than the wings latching onto 
the west elevation. Capping off the second to 
sixteenth stories is another glass curtain wall made 
of glass and metal that mimics the base level that 
act as brackets to the residential stories (fig. 2). A 
cornice embellished with gold coloring finishes off 
the rectangular structure of the residential tower. 
A revolving, circular structure housing the final 
story and restaurant, Top of Carolina, completes 
the tower with a similar glass curtain wall as the 
previous floor (fig. 2). 

North Elevation, East Elavation 
and South Elevation 

Upon first glance the north and south elevations 
appear nearly identical to the west elevation; how-
ever, instead of a glass curtain wall base level, the 
north wing covers the base of the tower’s north 
elevation while the south wing covers the base of 
the tower’s south elevation. Since the north wing 
blocks any view of the interior space of the first 
story, the north elevation of the residential tow-
er has the appearance of starting on the second 
story (fig. 9). The north side of the east elevation 
hides a loading dock, dumpsters and delivery 
trucks (fig. 10). Identical to the west elevation, the 
north, east, and south elevations’ second through 
sixteenth stories feature five pilasters between six 
vertical strips of hopper windows with spandrels 
indicating the beginning and end of each story. 
What makes the south elevation different than 
the other elevations are the unique bracket- like 
structures, brise soleils, that surround the top and 
bottom parts of the windows to provide shade for 
residents from the sunlight (fig. 11). Brise soleils 
shade the residential tower south elevation’s hop-
per windows since the south elevation deals with 
intense sunlight. Unlike the west elevation, the 
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10. East elevation, right side showing loading dock and delivery area

11. Brise soleils, South Elevation

12. Gold wording above north wing’s west elevation entrance

13. Two entrances with three window structures, North elevation of the North 
Wing

14. Two entrances with three window structures, South elevation of the South 
Wing

15. Maintenance doors, East elevation of the South Wing
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only glass curtain wall is on the seventeenth floor 
which ends the residential tower on the north, 
east, and south elevations. Students, faculty, and 
the Columbia populace can still see the revolving 
restaurant on the eighteenth floor, Top of Carolina, 
which culminates the residential tower’s rectangu-
lar structure. Above the Top of Carolina is a mesh 
circular form that covers the mechanical opera-
tions.

North Wing

Similar materials as the residential tower construct 
the north wing. These materials are metal, glass, 
stone, gold paint, and fluting on the entablature. 
The double doorway entrance on the west eleva-
tion features the following gold painted words on 
the glass in order to tell visitors what Capstone is 
home to (fig. 12): 

Capstone House
University of South Carolina 
Campus Room
Gibbes Court Bistro
Top of Carolina
The west elevation displays several pillars 

near the west elevation’s entrance. These pillars 
also outline the north elevation’s awning covering 
an entrance which extends to the north parking 
lot. This provides another way for the students 
living in the dorm to enter coming from the north 
parking lot between Columbia Hall and Capstone 
Hall. Moving towards the east elevation of Cap-
stone, the north elevation of the north wing has 
three large rectangular window blocks between 
two identical entrances that lead into the Con-
ference Room (fig. 13). Within each rectangular 
window block are four fixed plate glass windows 
separated by mullions. Five wide stairs lead up to 
the identical entrances while garnet colored aw-
nings provide some shade. On the east side of the 
north elevation is the white running bond brick 
screen with a white awning that supplies coverage 
(fig. 10). 

South Wing

The south wing corresponds to the north wing and 
residential tower in terms of materials; howev-
er, its purpose differs. Built to be identical to the 
north wing, the south wing features an awning 
covering an entrance on the south elevation; how-
ever, it is shorter and does not extend to Gibbes 
Court. The south wing is wider towards Gibbes 
Court than the north wing due to the dining hall, 
Gibbes Court Bistro, on the interior. The south 
wing’s west elevation includes a double doorway 
entrance that opens into another vestibule into the 
interior where it connects to the residential tower 
(fig. 14). Though the south elevation matches the 
north wing’s north elevation, a concrete sidewalk 
acts as a boundary between Gibbes Court and the 
two entrances. The east elevation features a blank 
and flat elevation that contains Capstone Hall’s 
maintenance. On the east elevation’s two doors, 
there are two signs that read “High Voltage” and 
“Fire Pump Room.” Both signs indicate these 
doorways are solely meant for maintenance per-
sonnel and not the residents (fig. 15). 

INTERIOR

Tower

The two main points of entrance are the doors 
connecting the tower to the wings. Coming in 
from the vestibules attached to the north and 
south wing, residents enter the residential tower 
and walk towards the lobby (fig. 16). As part of the 
residential tower, couches, chairs and coffee tables 
furnish the lobby for friends and family of the res-
idents. A glass wall and two glass doors within the 
center of the residential tower lobby encase the el-
evator area behind the front desk, which is where 
residents check in with various resident advisors 
before heading to their dormitories. Residents 
must check in with their Carolina Card before en-
tering into one of the resident only elevators (fig. 
17) while visitors for the seventeenth floor and Top 
of Carolina must check in with the employees at 
the front desk before entering the Top of Carolina 
only elevator (fig. 18). The entrance to the elevator 
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area is on the south end of the front desk while 
the exit is on the north end. There are sets of stairs 
on either side of the glass encased elevator area 
for residents to use with the swipe of a Carolina 
Card to gain access. The southside stairs are for 
entering while those on the northside are in case of 
an emergency. Tile completely covers the tower’s 
base level and windows with metal framing on 
its western wall while glass doors and windows 
behind the front desk enclosing the elevator space 
comprises the remaining interior of the tower. 
Carpet lays on top of the tile underneath the lobby 
chairs and furniture labeling where guests of the 
residents can wait (fig. 19). The large, dark wood 
front desk displays the only visible piece of wood-
work within Capstone’s residential tower (fig. 20).

North and South Wings

The While residents mostly enter the wings 
through the vestibule’s double doors, the north 
wing also features two additional double door en-
trances on its north elevation while the south wing 
features the entrances on its south elevation. Res-
idents and visitors mostly use these double doors 
as exits rather than a way of entry. Individuals 
can access the Conference Center through either 
an entrance within the interior of the residential 
tower or through the three exterior entrances that 
lead directly into the Conference Center. The class-
room within the north wing entrance is only from 
the interior (fig. 21). Students can immediately 
access Gibbes Court Bistro after entering in from 
the south wing, or if residents are coming directly 
from their dormitories, there is an entrance that 
opens up into the lobby of the residential tower 
(fig. 5). 

The north wing uses carpet flooring within 
both the Conference Center and the classroom. 
Moving to the interior of the Conference Center, 
one is greeted by a wooden door with polished, 

16. Double doors to a vestibule, Inside of Residential Tower

17. Resident Only Elevator

18.	Top	of	Carolina	and	seventeenth	floor	Elevator

19. Carpet underneath lobby chairs, Residential Tower lobby  
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20. Front desk showing the woodwork, Residential Tower lobby

21. Space between entryway and residential lobby for the Conference Center and 
classroom

22. Wood door to Conference Room

23. Conference Room Interior showing carpet and room embellishments

24. Classroom in North Wing

25. Interior of Gibbes Court Bistro
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wing all comprise of the same materials.
fine-finished accessories (fig. 22). Within the 
Conference Center, there are linen covered tables, 
chandeliers, plants, cushioned chairs, and a brick 
wall decorating the room (fig. 23). Windows and 
doors with metal framing comprises the Confer-
ence Center’s north wall. The classroom, other-
wise known as the Keynote Room, includes carpet 
flooring with desks and chairs. Further, the class-
room contains equipment for presenting informa-
tion to a small group whether it is in a meeting or 
class  (fig. 24). 

The south wing uses both tile flooring and 
carpet flooring to indicate what each area means. 
The tile flooring designates where residents obtain 
food from the food bars while the carpet flooring 
communicates where they sit to eat their meal (fig. 
25). Similar to the north wing, windows and glass 
doors with metal framing comprises the south 
wing’s south wall. The food serving area consists 
of metal bars and lights to keep food warm while 
wooden tables and cushioned wooden chairs fur-
nish the dining area.

ALTERATIONS

On the north side of the east elevation, there is a 
loading dock structure that does not match the 
materials of the rest of Capstone (fig. 10). Rath-
er than using stone and gold painted metal, the 
structure is made of concrete blocks, white paint-
ed metal, and brick (fig. 26). It seems as though 
it became a necessary need once the Conference 
Center and Top of Carolina became more frequent-
ly used. In order to accommodate the catering 
trucks, rental service trucks, and other vehicles 
necessary for meetings and events, the structure’s 
use is to block pedestrians’ view and provide more 
privacy for the drivers of the vehicles and the staff 
unloading the contents within the vehicles. The 
white running brick bond wall seemingly attaches 
itself to the north wing’s north elevation, but it 
easily stands out from the rest of the building due 
to its difference in materials (fig. 6). This structure 
appears to be the only alteration made to Capstone 
since the residential tower, north wing, and south 

26. Alterations of the East elevation
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Welsh Humanities
SITE SURVEY

11

INTRODUCTION AND EXTERIOR

The John R. Welsh Humanities Office Building 
is part of a two building complex, including the 
Humanities Classroom building, that was con-
structed in 1968 (Figure 1). This building was 
named after English professor and Vice President 
of Instruction, John R. Welsh. It is located on the 
East Campus of the University of South Carolina, 
between Pickens street to the west and the prome-
nade to the north. With the Humanities Classroom 
building to the east, Gambrell to its West, and the 
Colloquium Café to the north, it sits inconspicu-
ously between, made prominent only by its height. 
Overall the building is a block-shaped, rectangular 
mass that has a closed-in arcaded ground floor, 
and nine main floors that contain offices (Figure 
2).  Both the Humanities Office and Humanities 
Classroom building are made of the same exposed 
aggregate tilt-up panels, take on a massive rectan-
gular shape, and have similar fenestration patterns 
and arcaded bottom stories. One significant dif-
ference is that the Welsh Office Building possesses 
distinctive exposed aggregate projections along 
all of its windows, also called blinders (Figure 3). 
This building is similar to some of its neighbors, 
such as William’s Brice Nursing Building (which 
was built to mimic the complex in the 1970s), 
Gambrell, and Close-Hipp in terms of the Brutalist 
style of architecture that it embodies.

Allison Dunavant
Michael W. Hutcheson

1. Welsh Building and Humanities Classroom Building

2. Exposed Aggregate Facade
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that the bottom floor is primarily for the circula-
tion and movement of people into the building 
and its nine main floors containing offices. This is 
made clear by the arcade (both glassed and open) 
as well as the axial nature of the two entry points, 
one at the north elevation and the other at the 
south elevation. These entry points suggest there 
is a central elevator or stairwells that are equi-
distant from both entryways. However, because 
the north elevation is labeled with the building’s 
name and is on a cross axis with the Colloquium 
Cafe, it is the main entrance. Moving upward, the 
symmetrical nature of the building and the regular 
fenestration pattern indicate that the office floor 
plan would be the same at each level with utilities 
in the center of the building. The tenth, and final 
story, appears to be a utility attic because of the 
repetition of vented openings as well as the height 
of these openings, which would not be conducive 
of an office interior.

ALTERATIONS

One of the most noticeable changes that have been 
made to the building, since its original construc-
tion, has been the removal of the reflection pool 
that fronted the façade of the building. The com-
plex (The Humanities Office Building and Human-
ities Classroom Building) faced the reflection pool 
that featured a moveable bird sculpture in the cen-
ter. At some point the University stopped main-
taining the pool and covered over it, although it is 
uncertain as to why. In 2006 it was replaced by the 
Colloquium Café, which now sits directly in front 
of the main elevation of the Welsh Humanities 
building (Figure 5).  The Welsh Humanities build-
ing also did not bear a title/label as it does now 
until sometime into the late 1970s or 80s (Figure 6).                                                                    
 Another major alteration to this building 
occurred along the bottom arcade area. The build-
ing originally had open arcades on its western and 
eastern elevations which is confirmed by exam-
ination of the window materials as well as interior 
tiling and floor. These arcades have been glassed 
in since the 1968 construction to allow room for 

The Welsh Humanities Building is a clear 
example of Brutalist architecture, which was a 
popular style for University architecture during 
the time this building was constructed. Brutalist 
structures have a principle of massiveness; with-
out always being large in scale they are almost 
always large in presence. They also tend to have 
exposed concrete construction or be surfaced 
with materials that appear raw and have repeat-
ed elements and modular components. Brutalist 
buildings are also intended to be clear in their 
function. They often express through their external 
features the function of the building as well as the 
way people are intended to move throughout it. In 
general, Brutalist buildings are honest and unas-
suming, rugged in appearance, lacking traditional 
or delicate ornamentation and flourish. Brutalist 
buildings also appear heavy in their appearance, 
as does the Welsh Humanities Building. The col-
umns of the arcade act as visual legs, although the 
weight of the concrete exterior is supported by an 
internal steel structure. 

The Welsh Humanities Building, being 
rectangular in shape, has a north, south, west, 
and east elevations with the north and south 
elevations being greater in width and containing 
central entryways on the bottom story. Other than 
these minor differences, the elevations possess no 
major differences in appearance. The bottom story 
(Ground Level) is predominantly a glassed-in 
arcade, with some portions of open arcade area on 
the west elevation. Belt courses separate the nine 
main stories and there is a regular fenestration pat-
tern of narrow metal casement windows. Exposed 
aggregate tilt-up panels flank the windows, which 
project from the building and create a brise-soleil. 
The exposed aggregate material of the building is 
continuous, and apparent along every elevation 
with visible vertical contraction joints (Figure 4). 
The tenth story of the building has smaller vented 
openings in place of windows accompanied by 
smaller tilt-up panels, describing this story as the 
utility attic. The roof of the building is flat and 
bordered by a short parapet.

The exterior elevations of the building show 
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3. Brise-Soleil

4.	 Glassed	Arcade	on	west	and	north	elevations	and	entry	to	coffee	shop

5. Belt Course, Metal Casement Windows, and Blinders

6. Flat roof and parapet

7. Vented Openings

8.	 North	side	of	ground	floor	elevator	lobby
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8. Resident Room

9. Building G North Stair

10. Building C Floor 3 Corridor

additional offices, as well as for the Einstein Bros 
Bagels restaurant. The ground floor would have 
looked similar to that of the present Humanities 
Classroom Building with its open arcade (Figure 
7). The arcade on the North elevation or façade, 
was always glass covered to some degree, how-
ever it has been pushed outward over time which 
is, again, evident by the flooring and tiling on the 
interior of the building (Figure 8). Some minor al-
terations to the building include window replace-
ment. The layout of offices on many floors have 
also undergone slight changes to suit the needs of 
the growing departments that occupy them. These 
layout changes are possible because most of the 
interior walls are not load bearing. 

INTERIOR

The Welsh Building is a mixed-use building con-
sisting mostly of office and meeting space. Each 
floor of the building has the same basic layout, 
creating the rectangular shape and symmetry of 
the building, with the exception of the ground 
floor. The office and meeting spaces surround two 
centrally located elevators, and two switchback 
staircases, with a central lobby space on each floor 
(Figure 8). The lobby and perpendicular South 
and North hallways form a “H” configuration on 
each floor; this layout configuration is consistent 
throughout the building for the main nine floors. 
The first through ninth floors contain offices for 
various departments of the universities staff 
including the English, Philosophy, and Foreign 
Languages departments. The basement contains 
additional storage space, various operating equip-
ment, and a tunnel to the Humanities Classroom 
Building.

The ground floor, which has a unique layout, 
houses a coffee shop, elevator lobby, restroom 
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facilities, and office space. The elevator lobby is ac-
cessed via out swinging double glass doors on the 
North and South elevations. The floor in the lobby 
is a continuation of the brick herringbone from the 
arcade (Figure 9) that is covered in lacquer (Figure 
10).  This is a detail that may suggest that part of 
the now glassed in lobby may have once been part 
of the open outdoor arcade. The wall opposite of 
the elevators is covered in an earthen tone mosaic 
tile from the floor to the ceiling (Figure 11). The 
lighting in the lobby is recessed to match the light-
ing in the arcade and entryways (Figure 12), which 
further suggest that this area was glassed in at a 
later date. The bathrooms are located on the north 
side of the lobby opposite of one another on either 
side of the entry doors and down a short hallway 
(Figure 13).

Incoming pedestrian traffic can enter the 
building by either door and gain access to the ele-
vators to access the working floors of the building. 
Pedestrians can also one of two switchback stair-
cases; the first is located behind the elevator shafts 
and can be accessed via a standard fireproof door 
on the outside of the north elevation to the right 
of the door. The second staircase is located behind 
the mosaic wall opposite of the elevators and can 
be assessed from an internal stand fireproof door 
located on the left side of a small corridor to the 
right of the south doors.

There is a coffee shop, Einstein Bros., located 
on the east elevation of the ground floor. The shop 
can be accessed via a double glass out swinging 
door located on the east elevation of the building 
or a single out swinging glass door located to the 
left of the north entryway. The coffee shop con-
tains a small kitchen area and storage areas that 
are not accessible by the public. It has an open 
lobby area for waiting and ordering, and a drink 
area that separates two eating areas with multiple 
table and chairs.  

The west side of the building contains office 
space. It has three offices and two lobbies that 
can be accessed from the main lobby, down a 
small hallway to the right of the north entryway 

8. Resident Room

9. Building G North Stair

10. Building C Floor 3 Corridor
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locations has the first floor. All of the floors have 
the same “H” layout with offices lining the north 
and south hallways, as opposed to the first floor 
that has the large mailroom and mailbox lined 
hallways.

and through a double pane glass door. They can 
also be accessed from an outer double-pane glass 
out-swinging door. The building has a small hall-
way inside that runs north to south on the inside 
of the east side of the building. It can be entered 
by either door on the east side of the areas with 
the offices being on the west side and lobbies on 
the north and south ends of the hallway. Since the 
structures entire weight is supported by the exteri-
or walls, the sheetrock walls have been installed so 
that they can be taken down easily and moved to 
rearrange the offices.

The first-floor, as opposed to the ground floor, 
hallways are laminate that resemble white tiled 
with sheetrock walls (Figure 14). The ceiling is a 
drop ceiling with covered in of standard sheet-
rock and  featuring recessed lighting (Figure 15).  
Framed within the corridor are the elevator lobby 
and the stairwells to the ground and second floors. 
There is an elevator lobby that runs north to south 
that leads hallways that run east to west forming 
the “H” shape. There are restrooms located on the 
north hallway directly behind the west stairwell 
on the inside of the building. There are five office 
located on the along the outside of the hallway 
and two offices at the ends of the hallway. There 
is a conference room located on the east end of the 
hallways and a large office located on the west end 
of the hallways, at the tip of the “H”. 

On the south hallway, of the first floor, there 
is an access door to the east stairwell on the inside 
of the building and several small storage rooms 
on the opposite end of the hallway. In the middle 
of the hallway there is a copy and mailroom with 
a wooden Dutch door visible from the elevators. 
There is a large wooden mailbox system with 
multiple individual mailboxes and three drop 
boxes (Figure 16).  On the west end of the hallway 
is the director the English department’s office with 
an office for the assistant in front of it facing the 
hallway.

The second through the ninth floor all have 
the same layout as each other. All have a basic 
elevator corridor with stairwells leading up and 
down. They all have the restrooms in the same 

8. Resident Room

9. Building G North Stair

10. Building C Floor 3 Corridor
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The Close-Hipp Colossus
SITE SURVEY

12

INTRODUCTION

In the 1960s and 70s the University of South 
Carolina was in a state of tremendous growth. 
From 1961 to 1965 enrollment increased by over 
15%. In response the University underwent a wide 
range of new constructions and renovations. One 
of these major constructions was the Capstone 
residence hall at the end of a long promenade 
connecting East Campus to Gibbes Greene and the 
Horseshoe. A few years after this, two academic 
buildings were built closer to the Greene. These 
were the Humanities building and the Humanities 
Classroom building. In 1973 the first part of what 
is now the Close-Hipp building was constructed. 
This building housed the business school and was 
located halfway between the two aforementioned 
buildings.                                                                  
 This eight story concrete colossus casts 
its gaze to the south, facing in on the promenade. 
Concrete, smooth, white walls contrast with the 
textured tan surface of the Humanities. It also is a 
sharp contrast to the Ballet Style/New Formalist 
Style of Capstone. While the resident hall utilizes 
a bold contrast of white and gold and includes an 
elaborate rotating restaurant on top, Close-Hipp 
sits stalworth (Figure 1). Its composed style focus-
es on being an efficient and functional building, as 
if to symbolize the rigor and might of the business 
program within.  

Daly Elias
Olaf Tollefsen

The building itself is divided into three mass-
es; the two main buildings (Close and Hipp), and 
a hyphen between them. The two main buildings 
are nearly identical in their construction with only 
a few minor differences between them. The build-
ings are constructed of smooth, poured concrete. 
The south elevation serves as the main entrance to 
the building as a whole and as the front facade of 
the Close segment of the building (Figure 6). The 

]. Eastward Context
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south elevation is nine bays wide and eight stories 
tall.

EXTERIOR

As one walks east along the pedestrian promenade 
toward the Close-Hipp building, the strong east-
west axis shifts abruptly to make way for the cars. 
Trees and plants block the connection between 
the pedestrian area and the road, creating a dis-
tinct separation between the the land around the 
building and the pedestrian walkway. (Figure 2). 
The abrupt shift in the axis extends the promenade 
toward Close-Hipp. Cement planter boxes filled 
with shrubs and magnolia trees separate the soft-
scape and the hardscape. Staircases hide on either 
side of the largest planter box as well as in front of 
the arcade of the first floor (Figure 3). The staircas-
es lead down, underground,  into the largest room 
in the building: the Belk Auditorium. Directly 
above the auditorium sits a plaza that combines 
the pedestrian promenade with the entrance to the 
Close-Hipp Building. The promenade melds with 
the lower level of the plaza, maintaining the ma-
terial of the promenade but hosting several large 
concrete structures that define the plaza around 
Close-Hipp. The upper plaza contains a pattern 
of red and tan textured concrete squares (Figure 
4). This is an entirely different material than the 
running bond brick pattern used throughout the 
promenade which creates a distinct separation be-
tween the two.                                                            
 The first floor is recessed to create a walk-
way with repeating piers around the entirety of 
the building. It is covered in a plain glass curtain 
wall with the main entrance being two automatic 
sliding doors (Figure 5). Other public entrances are 
somewhat hidden between the concrete piers but 
are on every elevation except for the north side.                                                                                    
The stories above the first floor are also com-
prised of continuous ribbon windows sandwiched 
between large concrete slabs (Figure 7). Each 
concrete slab is the length of the distance between 
piers which creates one full bay. They are set 
against the next with an expansion joint, leaving 

visible lines as a design. The windows themselves 
are blind at the bottom fifth. Between each floor, 
the piers from the first floor arcade extend to the 
roof of the building. There is space between these 
piers and the ribbon windows. This allows lines 
of shadow to move across the building over the 
course of the day, creating visual interest in what 
would otherwise be a fairly bleak facade. Each of 
these piers has chamfered edges, creating a more 
visually interesting appearance and a safer envi-
ronment at the same time. It also softens the ap-
pearance of pier as a whole. Each pier is connected 
with expansion joints to the rest of the building. 
The top of the building is flat and surrounded by 
a waist high parapet (Figure 8).                     
        On the eastern and western elevations, 
the building is split into three pieces (Figure 10). 
The first is the mass is of the Close portion of the 
building, the second being the hyphen between 
buildings and the third being the Hipp building 
(Figure 11). The east and west elevations of the 
Close building are divided into four bays while 
the Hipp building is slightly larger with five bays 
on the east and west elevations. The structure of 
each side is the same as the southern elevation, 
consisting of blind ribbon windows set behind 
concrete piers. The south elevation is identical to 
the north without the entrance way (Figure 12).                                          
 The hyphen connects the two main masses 
and contains the “servant” area with elevators, 
stairs and HVAC systems. This layout allows 
the machines in the hyphen to serve the humans 
separately from areas where humans work, study, 
and create. The hyphen is made of concrete slabs 
with no windows or texture. It rises a story above 
both the Close and Hipp buildings. On either side 
of the hyphen is a smaller glass/window hyphen 
connecting the central structure to the masses on 
either side.                                                                       
 Each corner of the building contains is a 
recession. This is done to lessen the hard lines and 
box-like structure that is the Close-Hipp building. 
It also creates an interesting shadow at different 
times of the day and softens the overall appear-
ance of the building. The effect is similar to that of 
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2. Plaza

3. Cement Planter and Auditorium Access

4. Plaza Floor

5. Entry Doors

6. North Elevation

7. Repeating Bay/Piers

8. Parapet Wall
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the chamfered edges and the separation of piers 
from windows.

  

INTERIOR 

Upon walking through the main entrance on 
the south elevation of the Close-Hipp building, 
traffic is diverted to either side of the large, central 
staircase leading to the basement of the building 
(Figure 13). From here one has access to the large 
auditorium and multiple classrooms. The staircase 
has east-west entrances which come together in 
the middle landing. After the landing, the staircase 
diverts to a north-west adjustment. The staircase 
also possesses piers with chamfered edges to 
maintain consistency from the outside in. This 
is the only visible staircase in the lobby. The full 
staircase, which leads to all eight floors, is located 
in the hyphen of the building. The staircase is aes-
thetically pleasing rather than strictly functional, 
and breaks up the symmetry of the building. Be-
cause the basement and first floors are those most 
often used, this is an ideal situation that allows 
students ingress and egress to be easy and logical. 

Toward the east side of the building upon 
entering through the main entrance is the “Tea 
Leaves” cafe with a large sitting area for students 
with numerous tables and chairs (Figure 14). To 
the left of the entrance exists what used to be the 
University Advising Center, which has recently 
been moved in order to make renovations to that 
office area. Continuing through to the other side 
of the staircase one finds where the elevators are 
located. It is clear from the outside of the building 
that the hyphen contains the functional area of the 
building which separates the “Close” half and the 
“Hipp”half. 

 The elevator system in the hyphen of the 
building shares its space with other functional 
areas that remain constant throughout all floors 
of the building (Figure 15). In this same space is 
located the utility core of the building. It includes 
the staircase, bathrooms (on either side of the hy-

phen), and a janitor’s closet/electrical room. 
Other aspects of the building that remain 

constant are the general location of classrooms and 
offices. The outer ring of the building are all offices 
and classrooms. This allows the students, profes-
sors, and employees of the university to have a 
view of the outdoors and the rest of campus. The 
hallways are well lit but do not possess enough 
windows to offer only natural light, like the class-
rooms and offices do. On the majority of the floors, 
there are also large, lecture-hall style classrooms 
that do not contain windows (Figure 16). 

 There are also concrete walls, fluorescent 
lighting, and linoleum floors on each floor. In cer-
tain hang-out spaces, such as the Tea Leaves Cafe, 
carpet or rugs have been put down to make the 
space more friendly and comfortable.

9. West Elevation

10. East Elevation
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11. Hyphen

12. South Elevation

13. Main Staircase

14. Tea Leaves

15. Elevators

16. Level 4 Floor Plan    
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ALTERATIONS

The Close-Hipp building is currently undergo-
ing extensive renovations. In parts of the build-
ing entire floors are completely closed off to the 
public on either the Close or the Hipp side of the 
building. The student services that are currently 
located in the Close-Hipp building are the Univer-
sity Advising Center, Global Carolina (including 
Study Abroad), and Counseling Services. The few 
classrooms that are actively being used for classes 
are mostly located in the basement. The renova-
tions are taking place in order for another col-
lege to move in. The business school, which was 
previously housed in the Close-Hipp building, has 
upgraded to a very new and modern building: the 
Darla Moore School of Business. Close-Hipp will 
most likely become the location for the school of 
Hospitality, Retail, and Sport Management. This 
program is being removed from the Carolina Coli-
seum to create a new and improved student union 
(projected completion 2028). 

The most popular renovation that has been 
completed in Close-Hipp is the Tea Leaves cafe. 
This addition has created a useful and fun area for 
students to enjoy a cup of coffee while they study 
or talk with friends. This update is one of many 
new student hang-out spaces being added to the 
University. Similar renovations include the new 
full-scale Starbucks in Thomas-Cooper Library 
and the Starbucks currently under construction on 
the first floor of the Humanities Building. Adding 
these hang-out spaces for students allows the cam-
pus to expand its reach and allow students new 
places to congregate outside of main campus; the 
Russell House and Thomas-Cooper Library.
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Pickens Street Bridge and 
Promenade

SITE SURVEY

13

INTRODUCTION

Built in the mid-1970s, the Pickens Street Bridge 
and the Promenade were new and exciting addi-
tions to the University of South Carolina’s campus. 
With newfound motives to build an ultra-modern 
and contemporary east campus, the Pickens Street 
Bridge welcomes students and professors into the 
new part of campus. The bridge and Promenade 
also establish an iconic axis, around which the rest 
of East Campus was built. This axis begins at the 
bridge’s first approach span beginning in Gibbes 
Green, continues through the bridge itself and 
down the second approach span,  transitioning 
from the concrete deck of the 50 foot long bridge 
into the walkway, or Promenade. This brick and 
concrete Promenade continues eastward to Cap-
stone. By creating this main axis, the Pickens Street 
Bridge and its accompanying Promenade helped 
shape the east campus part of the University of 
South Carolina we know today.

OVERVIEW OF THE BRIDGE AND 
PROMENADE

Directly east of the locally famous Gibbes Green, 
Pickens Street Bridge welcomes the viewer with an 
opening flanked by beautiful foliage and charac-
teristic black rails. This opening, which we will 

Markell Allen
Cassie Hilton

call an approach span, is set directly in the middle 
of the eastern side of Gibbes Green, lying as a mid-
point between, now, Leconte College and Sloan 
College.  The approach span establishes an axial 
passage that runs all the way down the bridge, 
and through the Promenade, ending at Capstone. 

Continuing down the axis, Pickens Street 
Bridge is set about 20 feet above Pickens Street and 
extends about 50 feet in length. The bridge’s light 
colored concrete and stone matches that of the 
approach span. The deck of the bridge overlooks 
Pickens Street itself, giving way to the sites and 
scenes of the road and area immediately before 
East Campus.

Continuing down the axis to the easternmost 
part of the bridge, is another approach span. This 
sloping approach span lies in between the west-
ern mass of The National Advocacy Center and 
the Welsh Humanities Classroom Building. The 
approach span serves as a departure from the 
bridge and an introduction to the Promenade, as 
the deck material changes from light colored stone 
to traditional red brick.

The Promenade serves as the main axis of East 
Campus. Laid with red bricks and concrete slabs, 
the space extends about 1,000 feet east, down the 
axis all the way to the Capstone building. Lining 
the Promenade to the north side, from closest to 
furthest east, are The National Advocacy Center, 
The Close-Hipp Building, and The Alumni Center. 
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1. Beginning of axis running though East Campus

2.	 Opposing	staircases	and	their	black,	flat	top,	iron/steel	railing

3. Bridge’s concrete deck

4. Stylistic rectangular protrusions along the parapet

1

3

5
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Directly south of and adjacent to the Promenade 
are, from closest to furthest east, The Welsh Hu-
manities Classroom Building, Colloquium Cafe, 
Gambrell Hall, and The College Street Houses, 
with The Welsh Humanities Office Building set 
back behind Colloquium Cafe. The Promenade 
itself is a long expanse of brick separated by 
cement slabs, bordered by small planters and 
various benches and tables. About midway down 
the Promenade is a large planter that divides the 
Promenade almost in half. On the other side of the 
planter, being the easternmost part of the Prom-
enade, lies a parking lot that  allows vehicular 
traffic to enter and exit East Campus. As previous-
ly stated, completing the axis of the Promenade, is 
the featured Capstone Building with its 18 floors 
and revolving restaurant on top.

PICKENS ST. BRIDGE

The Pickens St. Bridge approach span leading 
eastward from Gibbes Green is the beginning of 
the axis running through East Campus (Figure 1). 
Both the bridge and the approach spans are about 
50 feet in width and run almost 300 feet in length 
down the axis. The first 100 feet of the Pickens 
St. Bridge contains the west approach span of 
the bridge. The span is made entirely of ten-foot 
square concrete slabs laid in a four by ten grid. 
Symmetrically placed black, flat top, iron and/
or steel fences flank the span. 16 balusters run 
between the top and bottom rails of the fences. 
Small, concrete runners below the fences follow 
the rails lengthwise along the span. Behind the 
fences, lamp posts line the sides of the span. The 
lamp posts are Victorian revival in style, as they 
mimic the gas lamp style used at the time. The 
globes on the lamp posts look as though they were 
meant to hold a candle or some type of gas light. 
Finishing the span are staircases on the north and 
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south sides of the bridge that bring pedestrians 
down to the grade of Gibbes Green. The stairs also 
have rails along the side, matching the stylistic 
choices of the fences along the span (Figure 1 & 2).

The next portion of the bridge is the bridge 
itself. Running 100 feet in length eastward, the 
bridge is made of concrete and steel. The concrete 
completely covers the deck of the bridge (Figure 
3). This concrete covering makes for a consistent 
beige palette all throughout the bridge, only with 
slight inconsistencies coming from the different 
weathering of the concrete. The deck of the bridge 
is about 50 feet in width and is composed of large 
ten-foot square concrete slabs. Flanking the deck 
on both sides are parapets. These parapets, how-
ever, function differently from a standard pedes-
trian bridge’s parapets. Creating a safety barrier 
along the sides of the bridge, the parapets are two 
to two and a half feet in width. Concrete planters 
protrude upward from the surface of these para-
pets. The inclusion of softscape within the bridge 
integrates what would be a barren hardscape into 
the more natural landscape of Gibbs Green and 
East Campus. Lamp posts similar to those of the 
approach span, placed in the parapets’s planters, 
line the bridge. The lamp posts are green, possibly 
due to weathering, and are Victorian Revival in 
style. Below the planters and lamp posts, lie the 
infrastructure of the parapets, and then the bridge 
itself. Large steel girders hold up the walls of the 
bridge, but are hidden by the concrete surround-
ing them and the parpets above them. Stylistic 
rectangular protrusions are placed on the outside 
of the parpets to give the bridge more dimension 
(Figure 4). 

The bridge is a plate girder bridge with two 
anchors connected to land at either end of the 
bridge, allowing the bridge be supported with-
out any piles. These anchors are identified by the 
concrete planters placed at both the eastern and 
western ends of the bridge. The edges of these 
concrete planters, as well as those of the parapets, 
are chamfered, smoothing out the bridge’s visual 
appearance.  Jutting out and over the street is the 
girder of the bridge. Seen most prominently from 

Pickens Street below, the girders connect the two 
anchors of the bridge and hide the infrastructure 
of the bridge. On the Northern side of the bridge, 
the girder contains “The University of South 
Carolina” logo in gold, slightly rusted, lettering. 
The southern side, in contrast, is simply concrete 
with no lettering. Underneath the bridge lies the 
most revealing details to the structure and sup-
port of the bridge. Coming downward from the 
anchors are the sloping abutments of the bridge, 
helping the bridge stay cantilevered about 15 feet 
above the ground. As seen in Figure 5, the deck of 
the bridge is supported by plate girders that run 
lengthwise down the bridge. Width-wise, there are 
bracings evenly distributed through the plate gird-
ers, helping to reinforce the girders themselves. 
Taking a look at the outermost concrete girder, 
one can see where the steel has been covered with 

5. All plate girders

6. Outer plate girder with concrete covering
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concrete to make it more visual pleasing and con-
sistent with the rest of the concrete of the bridge as 
well as to protect it from weathering (Figure 6).

The third and final portion of the bridge is yet 
another approach span of the bridge (Figure 7). 
The span is identical to the western side in both 
width, length, and material, but ends with a storm 
gutter that runs the width of the span (Figure 8).

PROMENADE

The Promenade runs about 1,000 feet eastward 
and acts as the main axis of East Campus (Figure 
9). Below the feet of people passing by, lies tradi-
tional red brick expanses divided by concrete slabs 
that run the width of the Promenade. The brick is 
laid in a running bond pattern that is consistent all 
the way down to Capstone, with small deviations 
being in the parking lot and recreational areas. The 
bricks are laid in approximately 75 feet by 20 feet 
sections, with concrete slabs dividing each section. 
The purpose to these slabs is ease the maintenance 
of potentially damaged brick work. Because of 
the alternating brick and concrete design, main-
tenance crews only have to modify one section of 
brick rather than replacing the whole 500+ feet 
of expanse in the promenade, if the brick work is 
ever damaged. On both sides of the promenade 
are soldier course row bricks aiding in the pre-
vention of water issues. This running bond brick 
pattern, the concrete slab dividers, and the soldier 
course row brick pattern can be seen in Figure 10. 
The softscape lining the sides of the Promenade in-
cludes oak trees, foot high palisades, and small un-
derplantings below the trees. Within these planted 
beds, are the same lamp posts as described on 
the Pickens St. Bridge, continuing the style of the 
bridge throughout Promenade (Figure 11).

Specifically, there are three points of interest 

7. Eastern Approach Span

8. Storm Gutter

9. Beginning of the Promenade

10. Running Bond Brick Pattern, Concrete Slab Divider and Course Row Brick 
Pattern
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11. Victorian Revival Lamp Posts

12. Hardscape of Alternating Brick Pattern and Concrete Slabs Under/Around 
Colloquium Café

13. Main Axial Passage’s Hardscape of Alternating Brick Pattern and Concrete 
Slabs

14. Transition From Horizontal to Vertical Lying Brick

15. Color Discrepancy Between New and Old Brick

16. Further Color Discrepancy Between Bricks
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the axis, with a narrow two-way entrance and 
exit (Figure 20).  The entrance is a by-product of 
having Barnwell run perpendicular to the axis of 
East Campus, allowing for the only automotive 
entrance into this part of campus. Surrounding 
the lot are sidewalks with similar construction to 
the main Promenade. Running bond patterns and 
concrete slabs continue up to the houses in East 
Campus, which at that point, the sidewalk transi-
tions to typical concrete squares, thus ending the 
Promenade.

on the promenade. Firstly, when traveling east-
ward through the promenade, is the space under 
and around Colloquium Café (Figure 12). A small 
plaza lies between the main axis of the Promenade 
and The Welsh Humanities Office Building. The 
style of the surface of the plaza is an extension of 
that of the Promenade, excluding some overlaid 
and altered features to the brickwork. The concrete 
slabs of the Promenade continue into the plaza 
(Figure 13). However, the bricks in the plaza lay in 
an adjacent direction to those on the Promenade 
and its axial passage, as seen in Figure 14. The 
area must have been renovated multiple times, 
with little attention to detail when concerned with 
stylistic flow (Figure 15). It can also be noted, that 
several of the bricks are different colors, likely due 
to the bricks being placed at different times and 
being sourced from different places, as seen in 
Figure 16.

A second point of interest is about midway 
down the Promenade. Right before the halfway 
point of the Promenade, lies a large brick garden 
surrounded by a two foot tall retaining wall. Just 
west and adjacent to the brick garden is a square 
foyer area, where the bond and color of the brick 
are strikingly different from that of the rest of the 
Promenade (Figure 17). This area seems to host 
underground structures, as the center of the space 
holds a separate concrete slab with what seems 
to be a sewage passage and smaller opening. This 
sewage passage makes this space seem different, 
yet utilitarian as there are no benches set in place. 
This space is also the first point at which there is a 
break in the east to west circulation pattern in East 
Campus. This foyer runs is adjacent to a parking 
lot running north away from East Campus as well 
as a smaller park just south of the foyer, creating a 
cross axis. (Figure 18).

The third and final point of interest is the 
parking lot just past the brick planter, midway 
through the Promenade (Figure 19). A roundabout 
with a singular palm tree in the center gives way 
to traffic coming into the center of East Campus. 
This area functions as a drop-off for commuting 
students. The lot itself runs lengthwise east down 
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17. Brick-framed garden, further brick discrepancy, sewage passage

18. Parking lot and small park

19. Parking lot framed by a divergence in the promenade

20. Parking lot entrance/exit, lining sidewalks                                   
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Gambrell Hall
SITE SURVEY

14

INTRODUCTION AND EXTERIOR

Gambrell Hall is a classroom and office building 
located on the University of South Carolina’s East 
Campus, a part of campus that developed in the 
late mid-twentieth-century. It houses the African 
American Studies, Anthropology, History, Inter-
national Studies, Political Science and Southern 
Studies departments, as well as the College of Arts 
and Sciences computing lab. The University of 
South Carolina constructed Gambrell Hall in 1976. 
The building is of the Brutalist style of architec-
ture, so named for the style’s use of Beton Brut, or 
raw concrete, although Indiana limestone com-
prises the Gambrell Hall exterior. The building’s 
steel frame aligns with other brutalist architecture, 
however. The building has a large, monumental, 
and stark appearance. 

SETTING

Gambrell Hall sits on the southern side of Univer-
sity of South Carolina’s pedestrian mall as a land-
mark of the east campus region. Its facade faces 
north toward the National Advocacy Center while 
the east elevation looks onto a row of single family 
colonial revival homes. Between the strip of homes 
and Gambrell’s east elevation is a small green 
space with few trees. Gambrell’s west elevation 

Charlotte Adams
Margaret Pokalsky

looks onto a group of classroom buildings con-
nected by brick pathways paved in a basket-weave 
bond. The buildings to the west are Colloquium 
Cafe and the Welsh Humanities classroom and 
office buildings. Colloquium Cafe’s exterior style 
and color compliment Gambrell Hall’s style and 
color but Colloquium Cafe is rooted in classical 
architecture. Gambrell’s massive size dwarfs Col-
loquium Cafe. The Welsh Humanities buildings 
sit adjacent to and taller than Gambrell yet feel 
less massive due to their smaller floor plans. The 
humanities buildings are wrapped in raw concrete 
with a pebbled texture. 

Gambrell Hall consists of three distinct mass-
es, connected via hyphens. This description refers 
to them as the North Mass, Tower, and South 
Mass, consisting of two, four and four stories 
respectively. There is a basement story as well, but 
this is only visible from the exterior of the South 
Mass. The building is a steel frame wrapped in 
Indiana limestone panels. The exterior materials 
are consistent throughout all three masses. The 
entire building sits upon an elevated pedestal or 
podium. The natural color, use of raw materials, 
and sheer size qualify the building as an example 
of Brutalist architecture.
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PLAZA 

A north-south axial red brick pathway connects 
the west-east axial pedestrian path to the entry of 
Gambrell Hall. The brick is laid in a basket-weave 
bond with cement joints. A five step, pink granite 
staircase leads to Gambrell’s elevated plaza. The 
staircase follows the perimeter of the plaza and is 
broken by cement planters encasing the plaza with 
a short wall (Figure 1).  The red brick is continued 
onto the plaza floor in a basket-weave bond. The 
second story of the North Mass overhangs the 

first story creating a breezeway. Indiana limestone 
piers support the overhanging second-story. The 
walls of the breezeway are a repeating pattern of 
limestone panels in a similar shade to Gambrell’s 
exterior. The breezeway ceiling is made of white 
stone panels, each panel width is equivalent to 
three stone panels on the facade. One recessed 
LED light lays within every three panels in the 
ceiling. (Figure 3). 

NORTH MASS

North Elevation

The North Mass’s north elevation creates Gam-
brell’s facade, consisting of a two story sym-
metrical and minimalist design. The first story 
is recessed below the second story creating an 
overhanging roof for a breezeway. The front doors 
are beneath the overhang set into the first story 
exterior wall, consisting of  three sets of plate 
glass double doors separated by a single panel 
of fixed-plate glass. The east set of doors is actu-
ally two single doors separated by a glass panel 
opening into different regions of the building. 
The easternmost of these open to a short hallway 
and staircase to the second story. The other opens 
into the vestibule of the building along with the 
westward two sets of doors. All three sets of doors 
are framed in an oxidized gold plated metal with 
matching hardware (Figure 2). The main entry 
way is located at the facade’s center, emphasizing 
the symmetrical design as well as importance to 
the north elevation of North Mass. 

The second story design uses straight lines 
and 90 degree angles, topped with a flat roof, 
wrapped in the cohesive Indiana limestone panels. 
Set into the panels is the facade’s defining feature, 
a ribbon window spanning Gambrell’s facade. 
The ribbon breaks into five bays in-line with the 
first story pillars. Each bay holds seven fixed plate 
glass rectangular panels separated by limestone 

1. North Mass, North Elevation

2. North Mass, Front Entrance

3. North Mass / Plaza, East Elevation
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posts. The widths of each pane vary but are mir-
rored down the elevation’s central axis.  Windows 
are recessed into the stone creating lintels framing 
the ribbon. Above the ribbon window Gambrell 
Hall is carved into the stone panels, one letter per 
panel. 

East and West Elevations

The west elevation is a continued design of the 
north elevation and looks onto the Welsh Human-
ities Buildings and Colloquium Cafe. Stone plant-
ers divide sets of pink granite stairs connecting 
the ground to Gambrell’s elevated plaza but also 
provide a clear separation from neighboring class-
room buildings. The west elevation windows and 
stone panels organization continues the facade de-
sign. Three pillars holding the second story divide 
the elevation into three bays. Each bay continues 
to the second story dividing the ribbon window 
into three groupings of seven plate glass panels. 

Overlooking a grassy area, the east elevation is 
a continuation of the facade and mirrors the west 
elevation. A defining feature of this elevation is 
a ramp leading from the ground to the elevated 
plaza, rather than a staircase. The ramp is two 
risers which run antiparallel to each other, floored 
with grey concrete and enclosed with stone walls 
consistent with planters lining the plaza. The 
difference in material of the floor leads to the 
assumption this feature is a later addition to the 
building.

South Elevation

The North Mass connects to the Tower on this face. 
Larger corner piers end the North Mass on its east 
and west elevations. Between the two masses is a 
hyphen which extends shallower than each of the 
masses. The hyphen is sheathed in Indiana lime-
stone panels which blends the masses into each 

other, allowing the viewer to read the building as 
one yet notice differences in purpose of each struc-
ture. At the interface of these two masses lies a 
set of plate glass double doors to open into North 
Mass. These doors are consistent in material seen 
on the facade and are recessed into the wall of the 
lowest floor becoming hidden by the grandeur of 
stone surrounding them.

TOWER

Gambrell Hall’s Tower is the building’s tallest 
structure and works to serve as a compartmen-
talized service feature housing the elevators and 
staircases, as well as open gathering spaces. The 
east and west elevations of the mass are exposed 
exterior planes while the north and south eleva-
tions are mostly unseen, as they form the intersec-
tion with the north and south hyphen connecting 
the Tower to the North and South Masses, respec-
tively. The east elevation and west elevation are 
identical when viewed from the exterior, indi-
cating the functions on the interior are identical 
and symmetric. These elevations are sheathed in 
the same Indiana limestone panels as the North 
Mass. The panels are laid in a pattern that recalls 
a masonry bond pattern of three rows of headers 
and one row of soldiers, repeating. The Tower’s 
shape is a tall letter “T” with the upper horizontal 
portion overhanging the North and South Masses 
(Figure 4). 

 The flat roof of North Mass serves as an 

4. North Mass - Tower Interface, West Elevation
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5. Rooftop Terrace, Tower Wall

6. South Mass, West Elevation

7. South Mass, Staircase East Elevation

exterior space to gather which may be reached 
from the third story interior of the tower. The 
rooftop patio is corralled by a parapet sheathed 
in Indiana limestone panels. The floor is a repeat-
ing pattern of gray stone pavers in ordered lines. 
Some grey pavers are swapped for a red version 
in a grid design adding dimension to the gray 
surface. At the center of the red grid is a USC logo 
“C” made in black pavers, visible from an aerial 
perspective. The north facade of the third-story of 
the tower creates a southern wall that overlooks 
the patio. A center portion of the wall is recessed 
to house a window feature and doors. It is covered 
in stone panels but the monotonous neutral stone 
is broken by a large curtain wall feature of plate 
glass made of 28 individual panels arranged in 
a 7x4 pattern and framed in an oxidized metal. 
Double doors flank the window feature, which 
are framed in similar a metal (Figure 5). The doors 
lead into the Tower’s lounge area on the third 
story functioning similarly to the rooftop deck’s 
intended use; both spaces allow social interactions 
and a lounge area for students and faculty.

SOUTH MASS

East Elevation

The South Mass provides Gambrell with its char-
acteristic weight and density, although it is largely 
invisible from the building’s north facade. The 
tower flows into the South Mass via a hyphen sim-
ilarly to how the North Mass converges into the 
Tower. As the largest mass of the building, rather 
than sitting on the pedestal, it is rooted into a 
south sloping hill exposing the basement from the 
east, west, and south elevations. The South Mass’s 
east elevation is sheathed in Indiana limestone 
panels and split into four bays rising four stories 
high. Each bay of the elevation features the same 
ribbon window design used in the North Mass, 
identically repeated in each story. The continuous 
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window pattern set in a monumental mass can 
overwhelm a viewer and seem monolithic and 
cold. However, the stark east elevation contrasts 
with surrounding grassy areas and blossoming 
trees, softening the spartan aesthetic in order to 
appear welcoming to students and faculty (Figure 
6).

South Elevation

The basement begins to emerge windowless from 
the grassy slope and continues growing from 
the hill as one travels southbound. The southern 
elevation is a continuation of the design used on 
the west elevation but serves a different purpose, 
mainly for the entry and use of maintenance work-
ers and delivery.  It is split into five bays and five 
stories of Gambrell’s standard ribbon windows. 
Deviation from the pattern is observable in the 
basement where the easternmost three bays are 
given ribbon windows while the west two bays 
remain windowless. This elevation hovers above a 
narrow asphalt driveway and external utilities sys-
tem. A driveway leads to the second bay from the 
west the elevation, where two sets of maintenance 
doors rest, and continues past the length of the 
building eastward. The doors are a pale pink metal 
and appear utilitarian, which is confirmed by a 
sign denoting the entry is for maintenance work-
ers between the two sets. A small patch of grass 
lies before the driveway yet is not welcoming to 
passerby. The south elevation is given an obvious 
attitude as the back of the building.

West Elevation

The South Mass’s western elevation is four stories 
tall and split into four bays mirroring the eastern 
elevation. However, the western elevation deviates 
in design due to the addition of a large staircase 
standing multiple feet away from the edge of the 
building. The staircase rises from the south eleva-
tion parking lot up to the main story, reading as a 
continuation of the building because its covered in 
similar natural stone. The staircase consists of ten 

risers made of pink granite, broken by a landing 
paved in red brick in a basket weave bond with 
cement joints, followed by another ten risers. A 
grassy alley rests between the staircase and east 
elevation which widens along the elevation of the 
South Mass moving northward. An external util-
ities system rests at the base of the staircase wall 
in the alley’s northwestern corner. The basement 
is exposed and a ribbon window punctuated with 
limestone posts looks onto the stone wall and 
grassy alley. Between the edge of the building and 
the grassy line is a strip of gravel (Figure 7). 

The staircase serves as an exterior edge of the 
building despite the basement windows look-
ing directly into the staircase wall. The staircase 
connects to the stone planters of the main story, 
which punctuate the plaza staircase, and sets a 
clear distinction from its neighboring Humanities 
buildings. 

After circulating the exterior of the South 
Mass and the entire building it is clear Gambrell 
Hall spans beyond its exterior walls to include 
staircases, ramps, and the plaza,  extending to the 
outer edge of the stone planters.

INTERIOR

The interior of Gambrell Hall corresponds to the 
three masses apparent from its exterior. The North 
Mass is the main entrance to the building, and it is 
a two story mass with an auditorium and lecture 
halls on its first floor, and a mezzanine gallery at 
the second floor. The roof of this mass features a 
large patio that one must access through the third 
floor of the Tower mass. The Tower Mass is imme-
diately south of the North Mass, and is window-
less as its exterior suggests. A hyphen connects 
the North Mass and Tower. The Tower aligns with 
Louis Khan’s notion of server vs. served spaces, 
and it houses elevators, the main stairwells, and 
open seating areas. The Tower is a five story mass, 
with one of these stories being the basement. 
The Tower basement is underground. The Tower 
abuts the South Mass, but its footprint overlaps 
with that of the South Mass. A hyphen connects 
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8. Vestibule

9. Auditorium

10. North Mass Main Corridor

11. North Mass Mezzanine

12. First Story Floor Plan
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the Tower to the South Mass, and the separation 
between these masses is less clear than that of the 
intersection of North Mass, hyphen, and Tower. 
The South Mass contains most of the building’s 
classroom and office space, and the plans of its up-
per four floors are nearly identical. The basement 
continues into the South Mass, and has a slightly 
different plan. This is not a true basement- it is not 
underground due to the change in the topograph-
ical gradient of the land on which Gambrell Hall 
stands.

NORTH MASS

The North Mass consists of three stories, with the 
bottom story being the basement. Both the first 
and second above-ground stories consist of central 
passages that run north to south, flanked by an 
auditorium on the east side of the passage and 
lecture halls on the west. The first above-ground 
story’s central passage is the main corridor of 
the North Mass, while the second-story central 
passage is actually a mezzanine level, with balco-
nies surrounding an open space overlooking the 
first-story main corridor. The North Mass meets 
the Tower on both the first and second stories via a 
hyphen at the south wall of the central passage at 
two sets of metal double-doors. These are usually 
open to allow easy circulation between masses. 
Rather than a third above-ground story, the North 
Mass features a rooftop patio spanning the en-
tire footprint of the Mass. It is accessible via the 
third-story of the Tower. 

First Story- Detail

Approaching Gambrell Hall from its main en-
trance at the North Facade, one enters through 
either of two pairs of plate glass, metal framed 
doors or through one of the two singular doors 
of the same kind. Circulation follows through 
these doors into a vestibule with low, drop-tile 
ceilings, white sheetrock walls, and glazed brick 
floors laid in a running bond. Dark garnet-col-

ored rugs cover much of the glazed brick in the 
vestibule (Figure 8). A closed door on the west 
wall of the vestibule leads into a classroom that 
is also accessible through the North Mass’s main 
corridor. The same configuration of paired and 
singular doors divided by fixed plate glass mirrors 
the entry doors, separating the vestibule from the 
rest of the building’s first story to the south. One 
passes through these doors into the main corridor 
of the North Mass which continues on to connect 
the North Mass with the Tower. Before the main 
corridor leads to the Tower, there is short, narrow 
hallway to the left (east) that contains three usual-
ly-closed doors: those on the south and east walls 
of the hallway lead to a women’s restroom and a 
men’s restroom, respectively, and the door on the 
north wall leads to a staircase to the second story 
of the North Mass. This hallway is comprised of 
the same materials as used in the vestibule.

The principle flow of circulation passes this 
hallway and continues down the main corridor, 
which continues the glazed brick running bond 
flooring into the Tower. The corridor begins as a 
one-story passage topped by the same drop-ceil-
ing tiles. The right (west) wall of this corridor 
is of white sheetrock while the left (east) wall is 
black sheetrock, and large square panels of light-
stained flexwood cover this wall. Both walls in 
the corridor usually host a number of posters and 
flyers. After a few paces, the main corridor opens 
vertically to a two-story opening. The floor of the 
mezzanine level above surrounds this two-story 
opening and overlooks the first story. 

The west wall of the first-story main corri-
dor sports four doors that lead into two large, 
stadium-seating-styled lecture halls with car-
peted floors, drop ceilings and sheetrock walls. 
These lecture halls are identical. The east wall of 
the main corridor features two sets of matching 
wood paneled double doors that complement 
the surrounding flexwood panels covering the 
walls. These doors lead into a large auditorium 
that rises all three stories of the North Mass. It 
extends downwards into the basement floor of the 
building, and extends upward to the second-story 
ceiling. This auditorium features sheetrock walls 
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and carpeted floors, and three sections of stadium 
seating, divided by two aisleways. The notable 
features of this auditorium are its curved waves 
of wooden-paneled ceilings which continue along 
the back wall, so designed for acoustic purposes 
(Figure 9). Three wide, fixed windows punctuate 
the second story of the curved wooden back wall; 
this reveals the projector room for the auditorium. 
The lighting throughout the entire building is con-
sistent; recessed circular lights illuminate the halls 
of the building, and rectangular fluorescent lights 
illuminate the classrooms. Only the auditorium 
differs; it features hanging lanterns. The auditori-
um has clearly recently received renovations. 

Returning to the main corridor, square flex-
wood paneling surrounding the auditorium doors 
on the left (east) wall continue vertically to the 
ceiling of the second story. Meanwhile, the south, 
west, and north walls are only partial walls com-
prising the surrounding balcony of the overlook-
ing mezzanine. The flexwood panels continue 
all the way around the mezzanine partial wall, 
covering the second half-story above the sheetrock 
south, north and east walls of the corridor. Thus, 
the east wall comprises three rows of eight square 
flexwood panels (as well as the auditorium doors), 
extending to the second story ceiling. Then, the 
south and north wall each feature one story of 
sheetrock topped by one row of two flexwood 
panels and the west wall features one story of 
sheetrock and one row of eight flexwood panels. 
These square flexwood panels appear in other 
parts of the building, and two bands of the same 
stain hardwood top them in all iterations where 
they surround a mezzanine partial wall (Figure 
10).

Moving south down the corridor past the east 
auditorium and two west lecture halls, the main 
corridor of the North Mass terminates at its con-
junction via a hyphen leading to the Tower mass. 
The south wall of the North Mass features two sets 
of double doors that punctuate the sheetrock first 
story and lie beneath the flexwood panel mezza-
nine wall. The intersection of the two masses is 
clearly visible with these pairs of doors separating 
the two. These doors usually are open, allowing 

13. Second Story Floor Plan

14. Tower, First Story 

15. Tower Floor Detail



106  Bully for You

easy circulation between the masses. 

Second Story- Detail

The second story of the North Mass is a mezzanine 
level overlooking the main corridor below (Figure 
11). Two lecture halls top the lecture halls on the 
first story on the east side of the North Mass. The 
two story auditorium continues to the second, 
mezzanine story, and the projector room is locat-
ed above it, corresponding to the three windows 
visible in the auditorium. The mezzanine level of 
the North Mass has a coffered ceiling that is visible 
from the first story. Industrial carpeting covers 
the floors, and low wooden benches surround the 
balcony overlooking the main corridor of the first 
floor of the North Mass.

The North Mass flows into the north hyphen, 
which abuts the Tower, and the two masses meet 
at two sets of metal double doors on either side 
(east and west) of the mezzanine landing. There 
is a dead space between the two doorways at the 
south end of the North Mass mezzanine partial 
wall. The metal double-doors usually are open, 
allowing easy circulation between the masses. 
The seam between two different industrial carpets 
delineate this transition.

Third Story- Detail

The North Mass does not have a true third story, 
but rather a rooftop patio. A detailed description 
of this patio is above in the exterior description.

TOWER

The Tower comprises the center of Gambrell Hall, 
and contains gathering spaces, elevators on the 
east wall that provide access to all five stories of 
this mass, and restrooms on the west wall. The 
first and third stories of the Tower have identi-
cal floor plans and function as gathering spaces 
(Figure 12). The first floor is a major thoroughfare 
of Gambrell and is the lobby of the building. The 
third floor is a space for relaxing, complete with 

couches and chairs. Meanwhile, the second and 
fourth stories of the Tower have identical floor 
plans (Figure 13). These are both mezzanine floors; 
they recall the mezzanine floor of the North Mass. 
They feature wooden benches and partial walls 
overlooking the first and third stories below, 
respectively. Thus, the Tower features alternating 
floor plans of gathering space and mezzanine 
levels on every other story.

First Story- Detail

The north entrance to the Tower mimics the 
entrance to the main corridor from the vestibule 
(North Mass) in that it has a dropped- tile ceiling 
that gives way to a vertical opening to a mezza-
nine upper-floor (Figure 14). The segment that 
contains the dropped-tile ceiling reflects the exte-
rior of the building; this is the hyphen that joins 
the two masses. The Tower is similar in feeling 
and materials to the North Mass main corridor. 
It is an open space with a two-story ceiling of 
dropped-tile. The Tower floor is the same glazed 
brick material as in the vestibule and corridor of 
the North Mass, but the brick pattern is spiral-like 
rather than a running bond (Figure 15). The walls 
are sheetrock with a thin wooden baseboard, and 
mimicking the North Mass, the same large, square 
flexwood paneling covers the Tower’s mezzanine 
floor partial walls. This paneling, however, only 
covers the east and west walls, as well as the 
partial wall above the entrance to the Tower on the 
north wall. The north, east, and west walls fea-
ture four square flexwood panels each. The north 
portion of the mezzanine floor rests on two square 
piers. 

The entrance to the Tower faces the south 
wall, which features two stories of uninterrupted 
sheetrock, punctuated by a large, colorful abstract 
painting of Columbia. A large set of wooden, six 
panel double doors of a darker stain than the 
flexwood paneling and baseboards anchors the 
center of this wall, and opens into the E. Smythe 
Gambrell Donor Room. This room does not allow 
public access. The interior features architectural 



Expansion into East Campus  107

elements, including a mahogany fireplace taken 
from a turn-of-the-century house at 1619 Pend-
leton Street. This house was demolished. Ornate 
bronze hardware decorates the Donor Room doors 
and composes the long, vertical door handles. 
Two light-stained wooden pews flank the dou-
ble-doors, and metal double doors stand on either 
side of the pews. These metal doors open into the 
hyphen connecting the Tower and South Mass. 
This south wall is the focal point of the Tower.

The east wall of the Tower houses the 
building’s three elevators. The area containing 
the elevators recedes from the main open area 
of the Tower, and the ceiling of this area is a 
dropped-ceiling as in the hyphen. The west wall 
features two nooks on the right (south) side of 
the wall that lead to two more restrooms. The 
restrooms have light mosaic tile floors and white 
sheetrock walls. To the left of the restrooms sits an 
identical pew. Turning to face the north entrance 
from the North Mass to the Tower, in the left 
(west) corner, there is a built-in counter/ desk clad 
in the flexwood square panels that clad the mez-
zanine partial walls, creating a cohesive aesthetic 
between the desk and its surroundings. The desk 
sits behind the west square pier supporting the 
mezzanine, and it faces inward- to the east- facing 
the passage into the Tower rather than towards the 
south wall. To the right (east) of the entrance to the 
Tower (two sets of double doors connecting to the 
North Mass) sits another pew. 

All four corners of the Tower contain stair-
wells to the building’s other floors, as well as exits 
from the building to the exterior plaza. These 
stairwells and exits are not in the Tower howev-
er; they are located in the two hyphens that abut 
the Tower, linking it to the North Mass and to the 
South Mass. The stairways and exits accessible 
from the northwest and northeast corners of the 
Tower are located in the north hyphen- the space 
connecting the North Mass and the Tower that one 
must pass through leaving the main corridor. The 
stairways and exits accessible from the southwest 
and southeast corners of the Tower are located in 
the south hyphen, beyond the two sets of metal 

double doors that flank the pews on the south 
wall. These doors usually are open, allowing easy 
circulation into the hyphen, and from there, into 
the South Mass. The west-facing exits are both 
automatic sliding doors. 

The hyphen that connects the Tower to the 
South Mass begins flush with the entrance to the 
Donor Room and is accessed through the metal 
double doors on either side of the entrance. It dif-
fers from the hyphen connecting the North Mass 
to the Tower in that is has  windows. The hyphen 
continues, protruding into the South Mass and 
extending to align with the rear wall of the Do-
nor Room and to just beyond the southwest and 
southeast stairwells. Two hallways lead into the 
South Mass between the southwest stairwell and 
the Donor Room’s west wall and the southeast 
stairwell and the Donor Room’s west wall. Thus, 
the seam between the hyphen and the South Mass 
is the rear wall of the Donor Room as it aligns with 
the doorways at the end of these short hallways 
and the rear walls of each of the south stairwells. 
The classrooms just beyond the stairwells flank 
this protrusion and wrap around the exterior of 
the hyphen.

Second Story

The mezzanine level of the Tower echoes the mez-
zanine landing of the North Mass, and is similar 
in plan to the first story of the Tower. Low wooden 
benches surround the balcony overlooking the 
ground floor of the Tower. The three elevators 
line the east wall, and the south wall beside them 
contains a large display case of books and the staff 
directory for the History Department which occu-
pies the second-story South Mass. The west wall of 
the Tower features the two restrooms on this floor. 
They are identical in materials to and directly atop 
the first floor restrooms. However, the women’s 
restroom is much larger, and includes a breast-
feeding station. There is a custodial closet between 
the two restrooms.
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Third and Fourth Stories- Detail

The third and fourth stories of the Tower repeat 
the floor plans of the first and second stories of 
the Tower. The third story is a full story covered 
with industrial carpeting that serves as a lounge 
space. The fourth floor above it is another mez-
zanine space; thus the third floor Tower common 
area has a two-story dropped-tile ceiling. On the 
west wall of the third-story Tower, directly facing 
the elevators, is a two-story partial curtain wall 
covered in glass featuring two sets of doors that 
open to a large rooftop patio. This patio occupies 
the entire roof of the North Mass. The fourth-story 
Tower is identical to the second story Tower, with 
flexwood-paneled balconies overlooking the floor 
below, east wall elevators, and low wooden bench-
es surrounding the balcony walls.

SOUTH MASS

The South Mass is a five story mass, including 
the basement, which is not underground in this 
portion of the building. This Mass is what most 
students and faculty would consider the rear of 
the building, and it houses the majority of class-
room and office space, as well as conference rooms 
and department offices. The floor plans of each 
floor are very similar, with classrooms forming an 
inner block, offices lining the exterior wall of the 
mass, and the doorways of both classrooms and 
offices opening into a hallway that runs through 
the building, forming a rectangular “O” shape. 
On the second, third, and fourth stories, a hallway 
running on a north-south axis that continues into 
the South Mass from the south hyphen doorway, 
bisects the classroom block (Figure 16). In contrast 
to this, the first floor has no bisecting hallway and 
the hyphen doorways open to a wall- the exterior 
wall of a classroom in the block.

First Story- Detail

While the protrusion of the south hyphen into the 

South Mass (from the Tower) confuses the border 
between these spaces, the juxtaposition of the 
interior materials between these spaces makes the 
separation between the hyphen and South Mass 
evident. The South Mass begins at the south limit 
of the hyphen: the rear wall of the Donor room, 
the end of the short hallways that extend south 
from the pairs of double doors, and the south 
walls of the stairwells. The glazed brick floors of 
the main Tower space continue in the running 
bond into the short hallways in the hyphen. They 
then give way to industrial carpeting in the South 
Mass. The masses meet at another pair of metal 
doors, with identical doorways in each hallway on 
either side of the Donor room. These doors usually 
are open, allowing easy circulation between the 
masses. 

Classrooms and offices comprise the South 
Mass of Gambrell Hall. The first story features a 
circular plan, with a hallway running in a rectan-
gular “O” through the mass, with classrooms and 
offices flanking either side of the hall (Figure 12). 
The Southern Studies Department is located in the 
northwest portion of the South Mass.

Second Story- Detail

The Tower and South Mass adjoin in the second 
story of the south hyphen. The hyphen begins at 
two sets of metal double doors on either side (east 
and west) of the mezzanine Tower landing. These 
doors usually are open, allowing easy circula-
tion between the masses. A doorway on the east 
wall before the South Mass entrance leads into a 
classroom sits atop the first-floor donor room. The 
south hyphen stairs are across the hall, to the right 
of the hallway. Thus, on the second floor, the South 
Mass begins just beyond the staircase and the rear 
wall of the classroom. This corresponds directly to 
the floor below. The History Department office is 
immediately to the right of the east entrance to the 
South Mass (the double doors nearest the eleva-
tors). The rectangular “O” hallway of the first sto-
ry continues on the second story, but it is bisected 
by one additional hallway with a north/south axis 
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that continues from the mass entrance, whereas 
the first floor mass entrance hallways leads to a 
wall surrounding classroom space (Figure 13).

Third and Fourth Stories- Detail

These transitions between Tower, south hyphen, 
and South Mass on the second, third, and fourth 
stories are identical, and the third and fourth sto-
ries of the South Mass have identical plans to the 
second story South Mass. The South Mass stories 
also consist of similar materials. The third floor 
houses the Political Science Department and the 
fourth floor houses the Anthropology Department; 
these department offices occupy the spaces that 
correspond to the location of the History Depart-
ment office on each of their respective floors. The 
Tower staircases have roof access, but these doors 
are generally locked.

]6. Basement Floor Plan

BASEMENT

While the basic footprints of the three masses in 
the basement echo those of their corresponding 
upper floors, the basement is sufficiently distinct 
to treat separately in this description. The base-
ment varies from the other stories in terms of plan 
and materials (Figure 16). The basement spans the 
space beneath the east portion of the North Mass, 
as well as the entire footprint of both the Tower 
and the South Mass. The east portion of the North 
Mass that comprises the basement is the sunken 
portion of the auditorium. The Tower basement 
is an open space like that of the first and third 
stories, and contains the elevators and stairways. 
A large computer lab occupies the east portion of 
the South Mass, and classroom, office, and mainte-
nance space occupy the majority of the basement. 
The basement floors are white laminate tile, the 
walls are off-white sheetrock, and the ceilings are 
white drop-tiles, creating a stark effect. The Tower 
walls and a portion of the South Mass hallways 
feature a garnet and black Gamecock-themed mu-
ral that interrupts this starkness. The south wall of 
the South Mass features a service door that opens 
to a loading area.
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Conclusion

15
Cari Negus

The inital intention of East Campus, in the 
minds of President Willliam H. Patterson and 
Hal Brunton, was to extend University of South 
Carolina’s campus to provide desperately needed 
classrooms and housing spaces for its exponential-
ly growing population. It became the university’s 
first attempt at “Urban Renewal” and is argued as 
a success or a failure by students and local resi-
dents. But today at USC, the buildings standing 
in East Campus have unique stories in how they 
came to be proving their importance to campus. 
Some of the these histories are pleasant, such as 
the dedication of Gambrell Hall to Dr. Mary La-
timer Gambrell, the donar’s sister, or the opening 
of Top of Carolina as the first rotating restaurant 
on an university campus. But these buildings 
history’s also involve the destruction of the Uni-
versity Hill neighborhoods along with the aban-
donment of buildings which were once technolog-
ically advanced. The university as a “bullying” is a 
reacurring theme witnessed in its actions to attain 
money and property from the City of Coumbia 
and local city residents. Most students and faculty 
have walked down the the promenade unknowing 
of the events and schemes which took place in 
order to turn Brunton’s “Twenty Year Plan” into 
a reality. Despite East Campus’ tragic creation, a 
beautiful result enjoyed by USC students today 
is standing in front of 100 year old College Street 
homes, looking down the Promenade, and witness 
the past and the present successfully intermingling 
at the same time. 
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