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Case Description and Use

This cases searches for ways to implement change through improving communications between Purdue University administration, staff, faculty, students, and the public.  The conflict revolves around the decision to install 4-foot high fences around two large water sculptures that have been in place for over 30 years.  The Class of ‘39 water sculpture on Purdue Mall’s engineering campus (Attachment #1) and the Loeb Fountain (Attachment #2) at Founders Park by the Liberal Arts and Education Building are both slated to have fences installed made of stainless steel around them.  The fountains provide aesthetic focal points to the Purdue University campus welcoming students, faculty, and visitors to the campus.  For years the tradition of running through the fountains upon graduation has provided memorable moments to the graduates, retiring faculty and families.  During the hot summer months, the fountains have provided a meeting point for families to enjoy the cooling cascade of water as children and adults run through the cooling spray.  The University, under new leadership, indicated they “have been looking at the potential for problems for a long, long time and have actually worried about the potential for injury and a resulting law suit.” (2001, Pelner)  The students, staff, faculty, and public are in an uproar over the change.  The students have mounted a petition drive to stop the fence.  Many of the faculty have joined in on the dissenting side of the argument. The university admits to not receiving any positive feedback on the plan.  “Don’t fence the fountains” is the battle cry.

This case is designed to illustrate problems occurring from communications, challenging participants to think outside the box for new possibilities to handle conflict, and ways to improve communications.  The last challenge is to formula a decision that would offer a solution to the potential risk when individuals interact with the water sculptures.

Case Synopsis

Running through the fountains has been a tradition since they were installed over 35 years ago.  But this University tradition will soon come to an end when 4-foot fences are constructed around them, thus preventing people from running through the water.  The director of facilities planning and construction, Thomas Schmenk, said the fences’ purpose is to keep people from falling in and around the fountains.  “It’s to the point where too many people are not paying attention to what they’re doing,” he said.  Schmenk notes, “When the fountains were constructed they weren’t intended for people to run through them and if someone fell and hurt him or herself, the University would be liable.”  The students have started a petition opposing putting fences around the fountains.  Alicia Cray remembers when her dad took her to play in Purdue’s fountains when she was young.  Cray signed the petition opposing the University’s decision to erect fences around the fountains noting, “I think, basically, the fences are not going to keep anyone out.”  Graham Cooks, a professor in the chemistry department helped lead the petition drive and he said, “that closing off the fountains would symbolize a closed frame of mind from the University and could discourage prospective employees from choosing to work at Purdue.  It creates an atmosphere that is not open and perceptive.”  The students and a vast majority of the faculty are against putting the fences around the fountains.  The vice president of University Relations Joe Bennett sums up the University administration’s position, “The decision to build fences is based on safety and liability.  Those are things that are not going to change unless somebody has a solution that is a better solution.”

Don’t Fence Me In!

In 1989, Purdue University welcomed the addition of a new water structure donated by the Class of ’39.  This magnificent work of art was central to the campus mall and situated directly in front of the executive administrative building, Hovde Hall.  Van Phillips, one of several, recalls that he had the good fortune to stand on the just completed Engineering Mall as the Class of “39 Water Sculpture was dedicated.  Phillips continued and shared,  “The water and the light show started slowly and worked through a 20-minute cycle to a shower of applause and cheers.  Some of the crowd circled the piece on the curved sidewalks, some stood on the stand.  Some took seats on the sculptured benches to watch the water and light show.  And then, one or two, then several ran through the water.  A relationship was formed between the crowd and their new water sculpture.”  (2001, Phillips)

Bob Youngman, the sculptor, turned to Phillips and said “Van! Van!  Look!  Watch the people!  It’s fantastic.  Just what we dreamed of!  Isn’t it neat the people aren’t just looking at it – they want to play with it.” (2001, Phillips)

Today the administration announced it is keeping the fountains turned off – and fences are being added.  Why?  No one seems to know!

Few topics have so stirred the Purdue University campus as a decision to put fences around two fountains, including the Class of ’39 fountain. The response denouncing this decision and expressing great disappointment has been overwhelming.  Within hours of the announcement of installing the fences, the faculty and students organized a petition opposing putting fences around the fountains.   The vote after just two hours was 730 against and seven for the fences.  Graham Cooks, a professor in the chemistry department and a member of the University Architecture Landscape Planning Committee, led the signature drive.  He said he thinks the people in charge of University design have done a good job beautifying campus in the past 10 years, but putting up fences would take beauty away from the campus and would make the atmosphere less inviting.  Cooks said that closing of the fountains would symbolize a closed frame of mind from the University and could discourage prospective employees from choosing to work at Purdue. “It creates an atmosphere that is not open and perceptive,” he said. (2001, Renderman)  He said he plans to bring the signatures to the committee’s meeting and show the amount of opposition against the fence-building plans; however, he feels his efforts and others will not likely change the University’s decision.  Letter writing campaigns to the local papers and to the university were organized. Editorials in the Lafayette Journal and Courier and the university paper, The Exponent, were written in opposition to the decision.

Purdue officials announced their decision to construct fences around the Purdue water fountains due to safety concerns.  The Class of ‘39 water sculpture on Purdue Mall’s engineering campus (See attachment #1) was designed by Robert Youngman, a University of Illinois professor at a cost of $350,000.  The second fountain, the Loeb Fountain (see attachment #2) had been relocated in 1989 to Founders Park beside the Liberal Arts and Education Building.  The Loeb Fountain has been part of the campus since the mid 1960s.  Both have been turned off until fences made of stainless steel are placed around them.  The fountains provide aesthetic focal points to the Purdue University campus welcoming students, faculty, and visitors to the campus.  For years the tradition to running through the fountains upon graduation has provided memorable moments to the graduates and families.  During the hot summer months, the fountains have provided a meeting point for families to enjoy the cooling cascade of water with children and adults running through the cooling spray

Thomas Schmenk, director of construction, indicates the main reason for the fences is to solve the liability problem even though there has never been a lawsuit brought against the University for any incident when kids and adults play and enjoy the fountain’s inviting spray.  In response to the criticism of the decision, Kenneth Burns, Purdue executive vice president and treasurer shared that “the University has been looking at this problem for a long, long time and have actually worried abut the potential for injury, particularly among smaller adults and children over the years.”  University administrators have been looking into liability concerns involving the fountains since last fall when they received a complaint from the parent of a small girl who broke her arm when the force of the shooting water in the Class of ‘39 fountain knocked her against concrete.  Every minute, the jet in the center of the sculpture in front of Hovde Hall shoots 588 gallon of water up to 40 feet into the air. (2001, Cullen)  Burns continues.  “We have had many injuries reported since both fountains were first constructed.  We have decided it is in the best of interest of the University to limit the accessibility to the two water fountain due to potential injuries and the resulting liability.”

It has been an informal tradition for seniors to make a “fountain run” upon graduating from Purdue – a tradition that ends this year.  Purdue students also make the “fountain runs” during other events such as the Boiler Gold Rush.  Many retiring faculty also make the “fountain runs” just for good old times’ sake.  In the warmer months, parents bring their children to enjoy campus and let the children run through the refreshing spray.

Alicia Cray remembers when her dad took her to play in Purdue’s fountains when she was young.  Now that she’s older, she has brought her niece and nephew to play in them on the hot summer days.  Brian Dillon, a junior in the School of Technology, said, “Putting a fence around the two most beautiful parts of campus is one of the most asinine thing I’ve ever heard.  It’s like taking the Mona Lisa and putting a $6 plastic frame around it.  You just don’t do that.” 

The University administrators claim that the fences will blend in with the fountains and Dillon continues with his analogy and notes, “Does a convenience store with bars in the windows look appealing?  No!  So what perception is a fountain with the exact same thing going to give?”

Tom Simpson, a graduate of the Class of ’70, living in Parkersburg expressed his outrage in a letter to the editor with the Journal and Courier.  “I am outraged t Purdue’s decision to erect a fence around the fountain,” he began.  “The reason offered is weak, at best.  There are many places and activities where children are at far greater risk:  roller-skating, swimming, bicycling, and Purdue football games.  My question is:  What image does the university administration want the rest of the world to have of us: mobs setting fires and fences around fountains, or children and students laughing and running through sprays of water?”  Simpson concludes, “Finally, I would like to know how it’s possible that so many other locations throughout the world have managed to allow their fountains to go unfenced?  Perhaps Purdue should want them of the impending disaster.”

In another letter to the editor titled “Don’t give Purdue an ‘institutional’ feeling,” Clint Hanthorn writes, “I couldn’t believe it when I heard of Purdue’s plans to fence in the fountains on campus.  I have bee a resident of Lafayette throughout my life and not I’m a senior at Purdue.  The fountains are on the most distinguishing features of the university.  The sight of students playing and studying around the fountains gives the school an open and welcome atmosphere.  Fencing these fountains in would give it more of a cold and institutionalized feeling.  I understand the concern for keeping children safe at Purdue, but as I see it parents should be responsible for keeping a watchful eye on their children around traffic.  I can only see tow things happening if the plan to fence in the fountains is carried out.  First, people will get hurt trying to climb the fences to get to the fountains.  And God forbid, if there was a repeat of the rioting and vandalism after the women’s NCAA championship game, the fences around the fountains would be the first things to go.”

A letter from Matt Anderson, senior in Consumer and Family Sciences living in Atlanta, makes a comparison to other fountains that have managed to survive without fences.  Anderson notes, “ the whole thing is becoming a joke.”  Anderson continues in his letter to the editor, “Here in Atlanta, at Centennial Olympic Part, there is a very interactive fountain n the shape of the Olympic Rings.  This fountain is very popular with families/people throughout Atlanta.  In the park and around the fountain are police officers to check on things and by the fountain itself are signs warning people that the bricks are slippery and parents should supervise their children.”  Anderson adds, “I can understand some aspects of liability, but I think that leaving things the way they were is the best idea.  I do know that putting “caps” on them or fencing them in is just flat out dumb.  If the pressure is too high, turn it down.  Just keep the fountains on.” (2001, June 27, The Exponent Letters to the Editor)

In another letter, Purdue Alumnus Jack Frepan, living in Indianapolis, Indiana, writes to register his disappointment with the Purdue administration.  He says, “I was dismayed to read that the defacing of the fountains was still an issue on the Purdue Campus.  It was my hope that somebody in the administration would realize that there are more pressing issues to be addressed, but since they haven’t, I would like to submit my recommendation.”  Frepan continues, “There is a large fountain in downtown Indianapolis, and Indianapolis contains a million plus inhabitants that cold potentially visit the fountain on any given day, not counting the multitude of visitors to the city.  The fountain has many pools, vertical and horizontal water jets, people sitting around, and wading in the fountain all without a fence or a lifeguard.  If a city of a million people can put a fountain in the middle of the city without fences, guards or modifications, maybe, just maybe, Purdue could also.” 

Purdue President Martin Jischke said the safety issue is real, but so are the emotions and rich traditions that surround the 38-foot tall, 228-ton concrete landmark.  “I’ve gotten more e-mail on that than anything,” Jischke said.  “I have learned that it’s both beautiful and its symbolism is very important…I hope a reasonable solution can be achieved.” (2001, Cullen)

Frederick S. Goethel feels the University has its safety concern mixed up.  Goethel is with the Wildcat Creek Safety Associates and a certified safety specialist by the World Safety Organizations with more than 20 years in the field of safety.  He notes,  "I was appalled at the reasoning (given by the university).  The first rule of safety is to eliminate the risk, and if that cannot be done, then you try to minimize (it).  The cardinal rule is never to make the situation worse, which is exactly what Purdue is doing.  A slippery fence will be much more likely to cause serious injury than the current arrangements.”  “Additionally,” he continues, “the fence will not protect the University from liability under the ‘attractive nuisance’ rules of common law.”

Erik Sternberger, a senior in the School of Technology, feels fences still pose danger to children.  He said, “Assuming Purdue is still liable for any students falling off of a 4-foot fence (as I imagine they would be), how are they going to stop people from entering the fountains?  Riot police and a helicopter?  Juan Grado, a junior in the Schools of Engineering, takes bit of a cynical approach and notes the parents may misuse fountain fences.  He says, “Thank you for putting fences around the fountains.  Until now, when I dropped my three-year-old and his dog off to play in the fountain, I either had to stay and watch them or worry that they would run away.  Now I can leave them there all afternoon and know they won’t get out of the fenced-in fountains.  This will allow me to work in the summer or do my daily errands.  Thank you, physical facilities.  This might appear humorous, but someone in this community might actually try it.  That would be a tragedy.” (2001, April 19 Exponent letter to the Editor)

Kelly Willeford of Lafayette demonstrated her displeasure with a letter titled “Why not just san ‘no Santa Claus’?  She writes, “Purdue spokeswoman Jeanne Norberg ay as well have told my 7 – and 5 – year-olds, ‘There’s not Santa Clause.’  The looks on their faces when we told them about the fencing at the fountains was hear-breaking.”  She continues, “I think parents should be allowed to take their children to the ‘university officials’ and let them tell our children the terrible news.  The looks on their faces would be all they would need to see to reconsider.  My husband and I have been taking our children to the fountains at Purdue for five years.   It is a much-anticipated event for our family.  Shame on Purdue for putting unfounded fears before the job of our local youth.”

An editorial written by the editors of the Journal and Courier, titled, ‘Purdue’s fence plan douses a budding tradition,’ asks, “What has happened in the past 12 years that has taken Purdue University’s striking fountains from welcoming, architectural playground to dangerous campus centerpieces not to be touched?”  The editorial notes the fountains have been the stuff of campus recruiting brochures.  The towering four-part sculpture of the Purdue Mall Fountain given by the Class of ’39 is a backdrop that launched thousands of graduating Kodak moments.  In short, the fountains are a landmark, near and dear.  Will fenced fountains detract from the transformation of a renovated campus where these were the prime gathering spots and shared memories? 

Joe Bennett, vice president of University Relations, said the fountains would be turned on for special occasions, including brief periods of time during commencement ceremonies.  He noted, “It’s timed to coincide with the ceremonies so they’ll be on when the procession is going through the mall and into the Elliott Hall of Music.”  (2001, Esposito)  He said the fountains will be turned on 90 minutes prior to the ceremonies and will stay on until an hour after the ceremonies and Purdue staff will monitor the fountains to ensure that student do not run through them.  Julie Norris, a senior in School of Liberal Arts who is graduating, said having a monitor watch over the fountains may encourage students to run through them.  “I think just to prove that it can be done and that there’s no harm,” she said.

When addressing the University Senate on the issue, Burns began by saying, “I want to express my regret that this issue has exploded into such a controversy, and I bear that responsibility.  I’ve been here long enough and should have known how disappointed and upset many would be with the idea of limiting access to the fountains.”  He continued, “They are the centerpieces of our beautifully landscaped malls, the symbolic ‘invitation’ that tell all who visit, work, and study here that they are welcome.  They were conceived with that in mind, and they have certainly achieved that purpose.  Unfortunately, we announced a solution to a problem that few understood existed, and by not making the right kind of effort to explain the problem, controversy has erupted.”

Burns adds, “With that said, I’ll try to explain our concerns.  People have been injured playing in the fountains every year since they first opened.  Every year the Purdue ambulance responds to injuries at the fountain, and fortunately most of those injuries required only first aid.  Some of the injured, however, needed further treatment at emergency centers for stitches or needed close observation of suspected head injuries.  The largest number of ambulance runs to the fountains occurred during the summer of 1997, when five responses were recorded.”

Burns continues, “We believe many injuries go unreported, as the friends or families of the injured seek medical treatment on their own.  Sometimes incidents of injury come to the attention of those of us who have responsibility for campus through casual conversations with others.  As you might expect, the current public debate has brought other unreported injuries to our attention as well.  Injuries are also reported formally after the fact.  That was the case with the injury last summer to a seven-year-old who suffered a broken arm. And this was the incident that finally got our attention.”

“Why do these injuries occur?  First of all, the fountains are used for recreation by people of all ages but are not designed to any existing standard of safety.  The use is particularly intense on hot summer days and evenings.  If we called them what they have become – water playgrounds – I suspect the mandatory design standards would have been numerous.  They are made of concrete, brick, metal and marble, hardly the materials that would be used to minimize injury while at play.  There are no non-slip surfaces or protected edges, or any other devices to protect people from injury.”

Burns notes, “There are no rules governing use and play, nor any reasonable way to enforce such rules if they existed.  There is no supervision over what takes place, resulting at times in horseplay by half-grown adolescents and full grown students that puts anyone playing within the fountain perimeters at risk.  And those at greatest risk are small children, who may be standing in the wrong place at the wrong time.  The reckless behavior of some that play in the fountains would never be permitted in any public pool or water-theme park, yet it goes on unabated in our fountains.  Neither should we permit naturally boisterous adolescents and teenagers to be at play without supervision in the same part of the pool, so to speak, with very small children.”

“Our concern is for the safety of children.  Small children are drawn to these inviting structures and their parents are lulled into believing their children will be safe.  We essentially tell them so.  We boast publicly of the interactive design of the fountains and we advertise their use to students as one of the ten most fun things to do at Purdue.  We’re telling people they are safe, when under a wide range of circumstances they are not.  Our intent is to limit access to these fountains by small children.  We are not overreacting to an isolated event, but finally responding to a pattern of accidents that we should have addressed long ago.” (2001, University Senate Minutes)

When asked, “Have you received any positive feedback about the fences?” Burns responded, “No, I have not received any positive feedback on the plan.  But I still believe that the reaction has been one of people not considering what the alternative action is for the University.” (2001, Exponent)

“College loyalty,” Phillips notes, “and donor support are built on good memories.  It is built on relationships and shared experiences.  The things and tokens are simply physical touching to our emotional recall.  The Class of ’39 is such a touchstone.  I know what the University and Bob Youngman intended for the Class of ’39 Water Sculpture and we were successful.  Somehow I can’t see anyone saying ‘Van!  Van!  Look! Watch the people!  It’s fantastic! Just what we dreamed of!  Isn’t it neat the people are just looking at the water sculpture – from behind a new fence.” (2001, Phillips)

TEACHING NOTES

Case Overview

Running through the fountains has been a tradition since they were installed over 35 years ago.  But this University tradition will soon come to an end when 4-foot fences are constructed around them, thus preventing people form running through the water.  The director of facilities planning and construction, Thomas Schmenk, said the fences’ purpose is to keep people from falling in and around the fountains.  “It’s to the point where too many people are not paying attention to what they’re doing,” he said.  Schmenk notes, “When the fountains were constructed they weren’t intended for people to run through them and if someone fell and hurt him or herself, the University would be liable.”  The students have started a petition opposing putting fences around the fountains.  Alicia Cray remembers when her dad took her to play in Purdue’s fountains when she was young.  Cray signed the petition opposing the University’s decision to erect fences around the fountains noting, “I think, basically, the fences are not going to keep anyone out.”  Graham Cooks, a professor in the chemistry department, helped to lead the petition drive and he said, “that closing off the fountains would symbolize a closed frame of mind from the University and could discourage prospective employees from choosing to work at Purdue.  It creates an atmosphere that is not open and perceptive.”  The students and a vast majority of the faculty are against putting the fences around the fountains.  The vice president of University Relations, Joe Bennett, sums up the University administration’s position, “The decision to build fences is based on safety and liability.  Those are things that are not going to change unless somebody has a solution that is a better solution.”

Case Objective:  The case consist of an overview of the dilemma the university has found itself in due to poor communications and problem solving.  The case is presented with the initial decision being announced to encase the fountains with fences and then the outcry from the faculty, students, and public.  The level of emotion is shown in the varied comments presented from multiple sources of testimony against the University’s decision.  The decision appears to be inconsistent with its mission of engaging the communities.  The University finds itself in a very awkward position trying to defend its position.  The administrators shuffle the problem off to a committee in an attempt to defuse the issue. This decision buys time for the administration to regroup and figure out what went wrong and provides an opportunity to evaluate ways to improve the communication and decision making process. 
Intended Courses and Levels:  This case is intended for undergraduate and graduate students in communications, human relations, and community relations.  The case can be used to discuss: (1) given this is a public institution, how might the administration decide which problems require greater input from the ‘public;’  (2) how might the communication model be different between the private sector and public sector for this sort of problem? (3) how might the University solicit input into a decision that requires an engineering solution, yet draws on the public emotions; and  (4) what action could the administration take to ensure this sort of communication doesn’t occur again? 

Discussion Questions and Answers

Question:  Why did the initial announcement of the fences go awry?

Answer:     There was no explanation forthcoming from the University at the time of the announcement.  No information as to any injuries past of present was present was noted at the onset of the plans to install the fences.  It appeared the University had just decided to put up fences to keep (harass) the student, faculty, and public.  

Question:  Given that Purdue is a public institution, should the administration invite input from the public on decisions of this nature?  Why or Why not.

Answer:  The response really depends on the severity of the issue and the essence of time in responding to the issue.  If it is of a nature that impacts the emotions of the public and the university but is not of an urgency nature, it may have been wise to approach the issue through a committee to look at the problem and make recommendations based on their research and input received by multiple sources.  In this case, the water can be turned off, as it was, and simply communicate the reason.  However, if the issue is being forced with a time element added, i.e. “My daughter has been injured and if you don’t fix the problem within two weeks, I will sue.” Then the university must handle the problem with a different approach.  The decision for this really is based of contingencies.

Question:  Is the model for communication for the public university different than the model for business?

Answer:  The expectation or perception is certainly different for the school of higher education and that of business.  Also the element for control of the communication is normally different; but the model for communication is still the same.

Question:  How might the University defuse this issue?

Answer:  Interim action is needed.  A way to buy some time for the University to regroup; however, one would have thought the administration would have been able to anticipate the resistance to the change.  This will always be the case and it appears those in the decision making role were focusing on the task and not considering the “people” aspect of the equation for successful implementation.  There are several options.  (See next question).

Question:  How might the University solicit input into a decision that requires and engineering solution, yet draws on the public emotions?

Answer:  Once again, use the opportunity to engage the public, faculty, students, and staff in identifying the problem and make recommendation through a committee or problem solving team.  Provide recognition for the teams work and implement the necessary changes.
Question:  What interim action could be taken until a decision is made of the fences or an alternative design?

Answer: The alternatives are numerous: (1) Use the fountains during the next several weeks and the summer intermitting and during special events but will this really stop the public outcry?  (2) Ask for volunteers to watch the activities of those interacting with the fountain spray and to advise parents and participants of inappropriate usage as outlined by the University.  Inappropriate behavior in the fountains will be grounds for other action.  The real problem with this is the ability to be fair and reasonable in the eyes of the participant and the volunteer monitoring the fountain.  (3) Place signage to remind participants of risk and to let them know they are proceeding at their own risk.  Does this really reduce of exempt the University from responsibility for any injuries?  (4) Have those interacting with the fountains sign a waiver of liability before interacting with the water.  Does this eliminate the responsibility of the University in the event someone is injured?  (5) Have volunteer off-duty EMT staff paid through public donations to monitor and be on location during the times of operation.  After all, the most accidents in any one-year were five. (6) Do nothing; after all it has been going on for over 11 years with the Class of ‘39 fountain and for over 40 years with the Loeb Fountain and there has never been a lawsuit.  And as noted in #5, the most injuries reported in any one year has been 5 and that is over a period of six months each year.  Is it really worth all the time and money?

Question:  What could be the ramifications of the decision and the handling of the communication?
Answer:     The University administration was bombarded with numerous calls from faculty, students, and the public.  This alone requires a great deal of time to handle the calls.  Publicity turned very negative on the University’s lack of concern for its public by eliminating the “water hazard.”  The University believes it is doing just the opposite.  This could impact recruiting of new students and faculty.  Donors to the university also began to call wanting to know why this was an issue noting if they didn’t find a solution, they would not continue to give to the University’s development fund.  They want to keep the fountains and the associated traditions alive.

Question:  Should the University delay putting up the fences?  If yes, how do you propose they weather the next round of criticism?  If no, what should their next step be?  Why?
Answer:  YES!  There may be better solutions, however, set a data for a decision to be made and note all recommendations will be considered and evaluated bases on satisfying the safety concern, implementation, time and cost.

Question:  What approach could the administration have taken to evaluate alternatives and increase understanding of the situation?

Answer:  The administration could have the Architecture and Landscape Design Committee form an advisory group to study and assess alternatives to the plan of using stainless steel fences and railings prior to announcing their decision.  Burns admits he should have known better.  The committee would be asked to recognize there are safety issues that must be balances with aesthetics and interaction.  The advisory group should be made up of students, faculty, staff, and some members of the public.  

Question:  What action should the administration take to prevent this sort of communication snafu from occurring again?

Answer:  The university administration needs to use this case as a tool to total evaluate what failed in the communication process.  It may be as simple as the process just wasn’t followed and training or retraining of personnel may be appropriate.  If the established process was followed, then the process needs to be revised to prevent this sort of miscommunication from occurring again.

Analysis

Research Methodology:  Information for the case was obtained from interviews, newsprint articles, local media, University Senate minutes, and television reports.  No disguises were used – the situation, people and organizations are real.

Epilogue

Last summer a girl broke her arm playing in the fountain and other injuries have been reported however, the most was five injuries in 1997.  To solve the safety issue, the administration originally planned to install fences around the Class of ‘39 sculpture located in the Engineering Mall and the Loeb Fountain – located in Founders Park.  The drawings were done and the announcement made by the administration as to the ‘corrective action’ that would be taken. But because of numerous complaints from students, alumni, local citizens, and faculty against the idea, the University decided to turn off the fountains and give the problem to an advisory committee that could determine the best solution(s).

The University administration accepted a recommendation to install a protective cylinder around the water jets located in the center of the Class of 1939 Water Sculpture.  (Esposito, 1)  This will be a 10 and a half-foot stainless steel cylinder that will act as a muffler allowing the water to go through the devise and then cascade down allowing children and adults to interact with the water sculpture.  The cylinder will be covered in a mirrored finish that will reflect the surrounding mall.  This cylinder will prevent children from being in the direct line with the water jets.  A decision for a solution for the Loeb Fountain has not been made from the committee.
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