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one

Meeting Today’s Challenges

All across the country, American institutions are reevaluating their identi-
ties and how best to express them, their missions, and their fundamental
charge to deliver a high-quality education. Professional preparation has
never been more important to students, while a liberally educated citi-
zenry has never been more critical to society. Greater numbers of people
of increasingly diverse backgrounds are enrolling in colleges and universi-
ties. Competition for the best students and faculty is stiff, while financial
constraints continue unabated; in fact, costs continue to increase more
rapidly than the rate of inflation. Sometimes, institutions can barely
manage to keep up with critical campus maintenance, much less accom-
modate needed growth. While technology is transforming the teaching
and learning experience, the social experience is also changing. Institu-
tions everywhere are concerned about loss of community and loss of a
sense of place.

The American institution of higher education today is truly facing formi-

dable challenges.

This book will help institutional leaders and the planners and designers
who work with them to leverage one of the most powerful resources they
have to change formidable challenges into resounding opportunities:
the campus and its environs—what we refer to as place—and the act of
making physical decisions about these—placemaking. Some of the points
addressed in this book may seem obvious. Many have been discussed in
the press and at conferences. Nevertheless, most institutions could be
doing more effective placemaking than they are.

Education is an endeavor
that is most sensitive

to ambience; students
respond all their lives to
memories of the place
that nourished their

‘intellectual growth.'

- THOMAS A. GAINES
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Addressing institutional challenges

Most of the challenges facing today’s institutions are not about place. They
are about learning and reaching, about community and communication,
about leadership and vitality. But having visited over 250 institutions in
our careers as institutional campus planners and designers, the authors
have found that in most cases, the campus mirrors the issues that an insti-
tution faces.

Is the institution struggling to achieve better cross-disciplinary communica-
tion among its sciences faculties? How far apart, then, are their offices and
classrooms?

Does the spark of vitality seem missing from the college these days? What, -
then, does the campus offer to students so that they will linger when

classes are over?

Is recruiting hindered by a run-down neighborhood? How, then, can the
institution rethink its own campus edge in a way that contributes to the

neighborhood?

Do students complain of isolation and lack of community? How much, then,
do they have to drive from one place to the next—a solitary activity—as
opposed to walking—often with friends?

This is a book about transforming challenges into exciting opportunities.
The physical campus offers the potential for changes that can address and
improve most of the issues that many institutions struggle with. Often,
these improvements can be made without higher expenditure, and often,
too, these changes can accomplish multiple objectives at the same time.

Because it is easy to see and grasp, physical change is a powerful way to
stimulate change along other dimensions as well. A university’s new sci-
ences quadrangle with its arcaded walkway that unites the biology and
chemistry buildings may be an exciting space that speaks to the universi-
ty's vision of the importance of the sciences in its curriculum. It may also
spark more interdisciplinary communication between these two depart-
ments, leading to more creative research and new, leading-edge course
offerings. The dictum “form follows function” has been considered a
fundamental truth in the field of architecture since it was first stated by
the famous architect Louis Sullivan in 1896. But it is also true that func-
tion follows form. If we design our buildings and spaces in certain ways,
we can cause certain things—more effective learning, more vibrant com-
munity—to happen there. Physical changes can be a powerful tool in
facilitating social and organizational change in an institution’s culture.
We can also shape perceptions, opinions, and memory.




The campus planning process itself can often facilitate change. Constitu-
ents have an opportunity to express what they value about an institution
and its campus as well as what improvements theyd like to see. Through
promoting an understanding of social and educational consequences of
physical decisions, the planning dialog provides an opportunity to build
consensus for positive change.

Reflecting the geography of the heart

People want to be in places that feel good to them. They prefer nicely
appointed places with beautiful views rather than adequate but uninter-
esting places. Further, people want to feel good about the physical places
they are affiliated with: their home, their workplace, sometimes their city
and state. Why should it be any different on campus?

The goal is to use the campus’s entire physical environment—its neigh-
borhood, buildings and landscape, paths and roadways, parking lots,
fountains, and bell-towers—to promote institutional goals. Physical deci-
sions that are not made specifically to forward the institutional agenda
may inadvertently be working against it. Furthermore, every decision and
action taken regarding the campus may have multiple effects—some for
the good and others not—that reflect back on the institution itself.

The heart of the campus:
Rice University



Learning occurs everywhere

on campus
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By realizing the interconnection between their strategic goals and their
campus, institutional leaders have an opportunity to take control of insti-
tutional direction by making wise physical decisions about the campus.

Expressing vision

The campus should reflect the vision and the values of the institution.
Campuses need “meaningful places”—places that actually feel like the
idea of the institution to students, faculty, and visitors. A television pro-
gram about a remarkable student who, despite being homeless, became
her high-school class valedictorian describes her first visit to Harvard Yard
on a high-school field trip. Her reaction to Harvard Yard was strong and
immediate: she wanted to go there. The authors have seen prospective
students react this way on other campuses as well. Love at first sight is
not unusual on campuses where the place expresses the vision of the uni-
versity or college.

All too often, physical decisions are divorced from the institutional mis-
sion. The campus decision makers don't fully see how a physical decision
(to add more parking, perhaps, or to locate a building in a certain place)
can manifest—or contradict—an essential part of the institutional mis-
sion. Investing more money in more construction does not necessarily
make campuses better places.

The next section of this book, Foundations, describes in detail how the
campus can reinforce the three fundamental components of institutional
mission—teaching and learning, creating community on campus, and
acting as responsible citizens of society and the world.

Teaching and learning

As the educational emphasis shifts from teaching to learning, the size,
number, arrangement, and mix of classroom types needed on campus has
also been changing. An increased focus on interdisciplinary study and
research brings new importance to the physical arrangement of spaces for
these activities on campus. But this focus is still too narrow. On average,
students spend only fifteen hours per week in class. Even considering
academic subjects alone, the rest of students’ learning time is spent in an
astonishing array of locations on campus. Add in the nonacademic but
vital learning that most institutions consider part of their missions, and
truly every part of a campus must be considered a learning environment.
Anything less is a missed opportunity.



Creating community

On many of the campuses we visit, educators and students alike lament the
loss of community. We hear this so often that we have come to understand
loss of community as a manifestation of today’s fast-paced television- and
automobile-centric American culture, Nevertheless, institutions of higher
education demand of themselves leadership in counteracting this trend,
in creating an environment in which community can fourish. Some
institutions have made unfortunate physical decisions that may have
accelerated loss of community—such as building off-campus or remote
housing on campuses that already lack vitality. But most campuses offer
many opportunities to further a feeling of community.

Acting responsibly in society and the world

The campus contributes at many levels to an institution’s ability to teach
social responsibility. First, the campus itself is a microcosm of society. In a
tradition stretching back to the ancient Greek agora, the campus provides
public spaces for people to meet, to post notices, and to engage in the
activities of an aware citizenry. It also provides a small (or sometimes, not
so small) piece of the natural world—one that before the eyes of all the
institution can squander or can nurture and protect. An institution teaches
social responsibility by its actions on campus, and the results of these
actions are emblazoned in the campus landscape for all to see—sometimes
in green spaces that have been turned into parking lots, but sometimes in
proudly displayed environmental certifications on buildings.

Institutions also have neighborhoods. Many are fortunate to find them-
sclves adjacent to charming urban areas, but others are challenged by
neighborhoods in decline. When they barricade themselves off from these
neighborhoods—whether by fences, by parking lots, or by the turned
backs of buildings—they may be contributing to this decline. Conversely,

many institutions have found ways to work with their neighborhoods to
the benefit of all.



Unified initial plan at Texas A&M
University
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Integrating the institution

Overall planning is necessary for an institution. When an institution
allows individual departments to make their own decisions, not all deci-
sions benefit the institution as a whole. Individual decisions tend to solve
one need at a time, without sufficient consideration of the long term and
the big picture.

The same is true for the campus. Although American colleges and univer-
sities typically began with a strong, even visionary, plan for their campus
environments, many have evolved over the years not through a consciously
planned process but rather by making single decisions to solve one prob-
lem at a time. These campuses are composed of buildings and facilities -
created as individual entities rather than as part of a greater whole.




Campuses, like cities, should grow according to a particular hierarchy.
They should be considered first as manifestations of a single plan or idea,
then second, united by their landscape and open space structure, and finally,
framed by buildings. Recent years have seen a loss of understanding of
this hierarchy. Today, we more often see campuses comprised of seem-
ingly random collections of buildings served by parking tied together with
roads. When the institution comes to understand the need for a campus
plan, they and their planners have to work back through these layers to
excavate—or sometimes to create—a vision of the campus as a whole.

Whether a campus is already unified or is in need of integrating com-
ponents, it will benefit through the application of certain principles to
physical campus decisions. These include:

- Precedence of the overall plan over individual buildings and spaces

- Use of compactness (density) and mixing campus uses to create
vitality and interaction

- Creating a language of landscape elements that expresses the
campus’s individuality and relationship to its regional context

- Embracing environmental considerations

- Taming the automobile

- Utilizing campus architecture to further placemaking

- Integrating technology

- Creating a beneficial physical relationship with the neighborhood

- Bringing meaning and beauty to the special places on campus

These topics are discussed in detail in the Principles section of this book.

Managing change

Things change. The stories of many institutions are stories of change.

Today, growth in enrollment, growing competition, increased student
diversity, and mind-bogglingly-rapid advances in technology continue to
drive change. The choice is not whether to change, but whether to drive
change or be driven by it. Just as the campus is affected by changes to the
institution, so too can it be a powerful instrument to effect change. This
book concludes by providing a planning-based methodology for making
desired changes real.

Meeti g Toda Y3 "r_ ) &l -"I.' HTES
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Linking an Institutions Mission and Its Place

"The mission and values of higher education shared by most colleges and
universities bind them to society and to each other. An institution’s mis-
sion, expressed in its mission statement, is the foundation to which that
institution’s every decision and action should be held accountable. Upon
this bedrock of institutional values, the entire edifice of educational and
co-curricular programs, student life, faculty interaction, and community
relations is built. The campus plan, architecture, and landscape architec-
ture facilitate the realization of fundamental values in all these areas.

A closer look at mission

Washington University in St. Louis has an ambitious mission and inspir-
ing goals. In this, it is not unusual. “Central to our mission are our goals,
which are to foster excellence in our teaching, research, scholarship, and
service; to prepare students with the attitudes, skills, and habits of lifelong
learning and with leadership skills, enabling them to be useful members
of a global society; and to be an exemplary institution in our home com-
munity of St. Louis, as well as in the nation and in the world.™

Other mission statements, each with its unique quality, express much the
same central foci. Here are a few more examples from a diverse selection
of institutions:

- “Texas A&M University is a public institution dedicated to the devel-
opment and dissemination of knowledge in many and diversified
academic and professional fields. The University is committed to
assist students in their search for knowledge, to help them under-
stand themselves and their cultural and physical environments, and
to develop in them the wisdom and skills needed to assume respon-
sibility in a democratic society.”

The American campus
is a world in itself, a
temporary paradise, a

gracious stage of life.’

- LE CORBUSIER



- “The University of Miami’s mission is to educate and nurture stu-
dents, to create knowledge, and to provide service to our community
and beyond. Committed ro excellence and proud of the diversity
of our University family, we strive to develop future leaders of our
nation and the world.”™

+ “Duquesne [University, in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania] serves God by
serving students—through commitment to excellence in liberal and
professional education, through profound concern for moral and
spiritual values, through the maintenance of an ecumenical atmo-
sphere open to diversity, and through service to the Church, the
community, the nation and the world.”

. “Marlboro College’s mission is to help students think clearly, learn
independently, strive for academic excellence and take part in a com-
munity that values democratic participation.”

Most mission statements in their broadest terms identify education (and

often research), productive social and personal development of the stu-

dents, and service to community and society as institutional core values.

The link between mission and place

An institution’s physical campus environment plays a key role in express-
ing—and in helping to achieve—that institution’s mission and strategic
objectives.

Teaching and research

The campus supports an institution’s fundamental mission of education
and research in both obvious and subtle ways. Clearly, the campus pro-
vides the classroom and laboratory spaces needed for formal teaching and
learning. But on campus, the spaces that are used for learning activities
include less formal but equally critical areas. These less formal areas can
be a widened space at the bend of a corridor where a student can siton a
chair with a book while waiting to meet a friend, a busy coffee shop, the
front steps of the library on a sunny day, or a sheltered quad where an
inspired teacher brings a class to discuss Plato in the fresh air. They can
also include the open and undeveloped areas of the campus where native
ecosystems can be observed and natural environments enjoyed.

Students can learn wherever they have opportunities for interaction; and
the more chance for running into friends, teachers, fellow students, or
colleagues, the better.

Strengthening interdisciplinary programs and sharing academic experi-
ences across departments is often a high-priority strategy for advancing



knowledge as well as for providing a meaningful educational experience.
Today, faculty and students want a campus that fosters a sense of collegi-
ality and supports the open exchange of ideas, free inquiry, exposure to
many disciplines, and collaboration. The layout of the campus—includ-
ing the adjacency and proximity of programs—can foster the exposure
and interactions that lead to successful interdisciplinary collaboration, or
it can stymie them.

Productive social development

Institutions have long viewed developing and preparing the whole indi-
vidual for a productive life and meaningful contribution to society as
central to their missions. In his seminal book A University for the 21st

Century, James Duderstadt, President Emeritus and University Professor

The classroom moves outdoors

of Science and Engineering at the University of Michigan, expressed this +t Creighton University
role of the university well. “Beyond formal education in the traditional
academic disciplines and professional fields, the university has been
expected to play a far broader role in the maturation of students... The
campus experience we tend to associate with undergraduate education
does a remarkable job in preparing the student for later life, and clearly
it does so through a complex social experience extending far beyond the

classroom and the curriculum.”®

In an increasingly individualistic yet diverse society, this aspect of most
college and university missions is more critical than ever. We must
use every part of the public realm on campus—every place two paths
intersect, every stairway, every lobby, every lawn and garden—as an
opportunity for encouraging communication and engagement. Con-
versely, without comfortable, human-scaled common spaces for people
to get together, social interaction is stifled. A plan that provides “front-
door” access to automobiles can encourage students and faculty to leave
campus quickly when their formal work is done, limiting opportunities
for collegial exchange.

Service to society
“If the condition of man is to be progressively ameliorated, as we fondly
hope and believe, education is to be the chief instrument in effecting it,”
wrote Thomas Jefferson in 1818.7 From Jefferson’s time on, the Ameri-
can university has taken this responsibility to heart. Today, institutions
of higher education are concerned with improving society at every scale,
from local to planetary.

“I know no safe depositary of the ultimate powers of the society burt the
people themselves,” Jefferson wrote in September, 1820, “and if we think
them not enlightened enough to exercise their control with a wholesome
discretion, the remedy is not to take it from them, but to inform their

4
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discretion by education.”® Jefferson was referring both to “knowledge of
those facts which history exhibits”—dissemination of information—but
also to the development of habits of mind and virtue of character appro-
priate to those who must take responsibility for making decisions that
affect the governance of their nation.

Colleges and universities are a microcosm of society whose every member
has the opportunity to practice social values ranging from simple neigh-
borliness to good citizenship to governance. The public spaces—large
and small, indoors and out—of the university provide a forum in which
all of these activities can be engaged.

Most institutions today include education about promoting a sustainable
world and direct action to further environmental stewardship as part of
their essential values. Institutions’ actions on campus in managing the
built environment provide an opportunity to demonstrate their commit-
ment to this value,

Above all, to be true to their mission of serving society, colleges and uni-
versities must themselves be willing to act as role models to educate our
young citizens and future leaders on the meaning and importance of fos-
tering the economic and social well-being of the neighborhood, city, and
region in which they are located.

Place as an expression of the institution

Most institutions start as an idea, but as soon as a place is created to house
the institution, the idea becomes grounded in the place. The idea and
the place of the institution have a mutual and enduring impact on one
another. Harvard Yard, for example, means something to most people.
But even if a person is not familiar with the institution, its place says
something about it—whether that place is the greart playing field at the
heart of Wesleyan University in Connecticut or the seven-story atrium
of Hartford Community College’s downtown former-department-store

building.

One high-school junior, strolling the gracious campus of Rollins College
in Winter Park, Florida, decided that she wanted to attend the college
without talking to a single student. She felt the quality and character of
the institution in the place, and later conversations with students and
admissions representatives confirmed this impression for her.

When a brand-new campus is created, university leaders frequently feel
the need to express the essence of the institution in how it is built. The
campus is physically designed to meet the pedagogical model. Although
its inspiration came from a number of influences, the overall form of



Stanford University owes much to Leland Stanford’s vision of a great but
uniquely Californian institution whose role was to produce citizens who
would be both cultured and “useful.” The combined use of arcaded walk-
ways, interconnected, formal courtyards, and native building styles and
materials was revolutionary. In 1913, Stanford University’s first president,
David Starr Jordan, wrote of the twenty-two-year-old school: “The yel-
low sandstone arches and cloisters, the ‘red-tiled roofs against the azure
sky,” make a picture that can never be forgotten, itself an integral part of
a Stanford education.™

As institutions grow, expand, and change, the connection between the
physical layout and the pedagogical model typically becomes weakened.
Pedagogical models change, as does society as a whole. New needs develop.
New buildings are added to old, new functions appended to existing,
wherever there seems to be room. With the pressure to add new building
space and accommodate an increasing number of cars on campus, many
institutions appear to have lost altogether the connection between their
physical campus and their mission and vision.

We're not creating a lot of great new spaces on our campuses today. In fact,
we're lucky to preserve the old ones undamaged by automotive encroach-
ment and inappropriately scaled buildings. On many campuses today,
projects are carried out to meet discrete needs—more classroom space,
more parking, a new student center—until the overall sense of unity and
harmony on the campus as a whole is destroyed. Campus leaders, plan-
ners, architects, and landscape architects need to help institutions reveal
the connection between their visions and their campus as they help these
institutions grow.

Looking toward the future

Attracting the best

Every college and university wants to attract the most talented scholars,
researchers, and teachers, as well as a bright, diverse, and intellectually
vibrant student body. The mission of each institution reflects its vision
in a way that can inspire potential students, faculty, and staff. An attrac-
tive campus with facilities that support an active and vital campus life is
a well-documented critical factor in attracting both students and faculty.
Thomas Gaines reports, “Sixty percent of college-bound students rold the
Carnegie Foundation that visual environment was the most important
factor in choosing a college.”" Mission-driven planning and design pro-
vide institutions with a method for implementing campus facilities and
open spaces with a view toward supporting the mission of the institution
and providing this kind of attractive environment.

LSS



Rutgers University:
The campus environment
is often the most important

factor in college choice
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Laying the groundwork for tomorrow’s education

Does the physical campus play a pivotal role in helping to realize all kinds
of institutional missions? Clearly, it makes a difference for some more
than others. A storefront campus makes sense for Heald College, with its
no-nonsense approach. “Get in. Get out. Get ahead,” states its storefront
window in downtown San Francisco. “Heald College,” the institution
declares unequivocally in its mission statement, “provides focused pro-
grams in business, technology, and healthcare that prepare students for
success in the workplace in the shortest practical time.” The institution
has selected a location to reinforce its businesslike approach and perhaps
needs only sufficient and well-designed classroom and laboratory space.

Educational values of most students have changed over the last few
decades, placing a greater emphasis on vocational preparation and train-
ing."! Arthur Levine and Jeanette Cureton observe, “Even more dramatic
than this continuing trend toward vocationalism...is the plummeting
value placed on nonmaterial goals, such as learning to get along with
people and formulating the values and goals of oné’s life. Whereas these
personal and philosophical goals were the principal reasons for attending
college in the 1960s, today they are at the bottom of the list.”"

Many of the more visionary educators today lament these changes in
student values. They are calling for changes in undergraduate education
and new visions for learning to meet the needs of students and of society
in the rapidly changing culture and global environment of the early 21st
century. The historical mission of educating the whole individual has
never been more important. Levine and Cureton, for example, propose
an educational curriculum woven around five critically needed elements:




communication and thinking skills; human heritage; the natural and
human-made environments; the variety of individual roles that people
will play in their lives and how these interact to create a full and com-
plete life; and civic and personal values. Calling this “a curriculum for
living,” Levine and Cureton describe it as “grounded in the life needs of
students....designed specifically to prepare current undergraduates for the
life they will lead and the world in which they will live.”"?

To rise to the opportunities, face the challenges, and meet the diverse
needs of widening American college enrollment demographics, the Asso-
ciation of American Colleges and Universities (AACU) created the Grearter
Expectations Initiative. The AACU’s rational for Greater Expectations
declares that “capacities traditionally developed through a liberal arts
education, that include but go beyond a body of factual knowledge, will
be required of most Americans as they live and work in the twenty-first
century.”" While acknowledging that students will pursue specializations
in college, Greater Expectations calls for higher education across all fields
to “help college students become intentional learners who can adapt to
new environments, integrate knowledge from different sources, and con-
tinue learning throughout their lives.” Students must master intellectual
and practical skills; learn about the natural and social worlds and about
how to continue learning in these areas; and take responsibility for their
personal actions and for civic values."”

The requirements for a high-quality education, one that meets the needs
of a widely diverse and growing student body in the twenty-first cen-
tury, go well beyond vocational training. Students need to learn civic and
moral values as well as the qualities that will enable them to become life-
long enthusiasts of learning. The campus plays a key role in establishing,
reinforcing, and facilitating the realization of this mission.

Planning our campuses to meet these broad challenges and establish
effective learning communities is fundamental to the mission of higher
education. Since most educators agree that learning occurs best with a
combination of instruction (in a classroom or on the computer), peer
group interaction, and “real-world” hands-on experience, campus and
building spaces should be designed to support all three of these learning
modalities.

The following chapters in the Foundations section of this book describe
the significant role of the campus’s physical environment in supporting
a college or university to realize its goals in the areas of teaching and
research, productive social development of students, and service to the
world outside of the campus. Later chapters in the Principles section of
the book go into greater detail on the campus planning and design prin-
ciples that should be followed in support of the institutional mission.

(58]



ALEX SIMACLEAN / LANDSLI



siXx

Neighborhood and Urban Community

Unlike the cloistered European campuses from which they sprang,
American universities look outward as well as inward. They always have.
American campuses were built to reflect this value. Harvard Univer-
sity, founded in 1636, began as a single building on nine acres of land
and expanded to a number of separate buildings facing the roadways
and opening outward to the community of Cambridge, Massachusetts
in which it was rooted. In laying out the campus this way, Harvard’s
founders were making a statement concerning their connectedness to the
community. “Harvard knows nothing either of jealousy or the dignity of
high walls and guarded gateways,” wrote Henry James as late as 1886.
Not until the end of the nineteenth century was Harvard Yard turned
inward with construction of buildings along its perimeter and a fence to
enclose it.

Commitment to education, to development of students as whole people,
to community on campus is strong in American colleges and universities,
but outward moral obligations to the community and to society are just
as profound. American universities overwhelmingly continue to empha-
size in their statements of mission and values their ongoing commitment
to the outside world. Educating students to be responsible participants in
society is inextricably linked to an institution’s own activities in that soci-
ety. These activities are often most strongly expressed in the institution’s
relationship with its neighboring community.

The only way to
achieve true success
is to express your-
self completely in

service to society. '

- ARISTOTLE
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The town-gown relationship

Cities and towns may experience a kind of “love/hate” relationship with
their institutions. They are aware, at least in part, of the benefits the
institution brings them, but they are also frustrated by the day-to-day
problems that they sometimes blame, at least in part, on those same
institutions. Sometimes the relationship is uncomfortably adversarial.
Immediate, day-to-day goals may be opposed. But with a longer-term
perspective, institutions find that promoting the welfare of the neighbor-
hood and town is not only consistent with their missions—it is also in
their own best interest, and it is the right thing ro do.

As a first step, institutions and their neighbors need to understand each
other’s point of view. Every situation is different, but the outcomes that
most institutions and communities desire are similar—though they
sometimes seem distressingly hard to achieve.

Services, parking, and transit

Faculty, staff, and commuting students require good vehicular access
through the neighboring streets on their way to and from the school.
They don’t want to be held up by traffic, finding and using alternative
routes, sometimes through formerly quiet residential streets, if they don’t
have to. When parking is difficult or inconvenient on campus, they may

look for parking in the neighborhood as well.

Some institutions take for granted and expect that the network of neigh-
borhood streets and parking facilities will serve them, unaware that
automobile traffic and parking generated by the university can be a sig-
nificant issue for their neighbors. Institutions, especially large ones, can
be a major source of traffic in surrounding areas. University-related traffic
and parking congest the city streets. Even when the many benefits an
institution provides to its neighbors are well appreciated, the concomi-
tant traffic is resented. When institutional parking lots encroach where
houses once stood, resentment can deepen.

In these situations, institutions must take great care that they do not
worsen the neighborhood as they work to solve their own traffic and
parking problems.



Money

Tax-exempt status of institutions, provision of services

Many towns resent the tax-exempt status of their neighboring institu-
tions. This feeling is exacerbated when the town considers that it must
provide services, such as increased policing of student activities (on or off
campus), toward which the institution does not contribute. The property
taxes that are not collected each year are often the most visible issue that
neighboring cities and towns experience.

The property tax issue flared up for Harvard University in 2001 when it
purchased a thirty-acre, 765,000-square-foot office complex in Water-
town, Massachusetts from a private developer. With over a decade of
planning and more than $100 million in federal toxic-waste cleanup
and infrastructure improvements, the city of Watertown counted on the
money that this private development would bring onto the tax rolls to
account for about a third of its tax revenue. Harvard initially offered
about $3 million per year, generous by standards of most agreements for
payments in lieu of taxes, but far less than the amount that the town was
expecting. The resulting controversy, as reported in the Boston Business
Journal, “caused something of a backlash, focusing resentment against
wealthy institutions like Harvard and the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology.™ Harvard owns 18.6 million square feet of property in the
region, 11.8 million of it on 215 acres in Cambridge, where it pays about
$6 million per year in lieu of taxes—an amount that Cambridge officials

have called “laughable.™

Institutions defend strongly their tax-exempt status and therefore
must strive to reach out in other ways to their neighbors. The sizes of
Harvard’s and MIT’s endowments may worsen their neighbors’ resent-
ment, compared to the experience of most other institutions. However,
Harvard, MIT, and six other Boston-area institutions are counteracting
the issue in part in the effective way that many other institutions have
also done—by collecting and publishing information on their overall
economic impact on the area. A draft report described in the Boston
Globe on March 8, 2003, shows that eight local universities contribute
abour $7.4 billion annually to the local economy, with Harvard itself
contributing over $2 billion.?
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Harvard University and MIT

have significant presence in
the Boston area
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Fiscal benefits

The economies of towns, cities, and in some cases, entire regions are sup-
ported by the presence of colleges and universities. For every full-time
student, a complement of professors, administrative staff, and people who
run and maintain the facilities is required. Most of the spending of the
institution stays within the local economy. Salaries are distributed; rents
are paid to local landowners; goods are purchased in local retail districts.
Students themselves spend their money locally—on housing (sometimes),
food, movies and entertainment, and consumer goods. In addition, many
visitors to institutions spend money locally. Many colleges and universi-
ties engage in a certain amount of construction and other capital projects
each year, hiring contractors, many of whom are local.

Even where colleges and universities do not formally pursue such a policy,
they typically do contribute substantially to the local economy:

. The University System of Georgia calculates that in 2001 — 02 it
directly and indirectly infused $8 billion into local economies—about
$5 billion in direct spending by the institutions and their students,
and the remaining $3 billion in the re-spending of these dollars
within the communities.®

According to an independent study, “for every dollar Brown [Univer-
sity] collects from Rhode Island sources, it spends more than 9 dollars
in the Ocean State.”” Brown is also one of the state’s leading employ-
ers, with over 3,000 regular employees, over 80 percent of whom live
in the state.



- A similar report for Columbia University shows that “the combined
value of economic activity directly and indirectly generated in New York
City by the University, by various affiliated institutions, and by students
and visitors to Columbia was nearly $2 billion in 1994 — 95.%

- Silicon Valley in California is inextricably linked with Stanford Uni-
versity. According to Richard M. Rosan, president of the Urban Land
Institute, “In 1996, half of $100 billion in GDP of Silicon Valley
economy came from Stanford-related firms.”

Cities that have not experienced knowledge-industry growth are begin-

ning to understand that their colleges and universities represent an

opportunity. “When it comes to attracting the best and the brightest,”
states a USA Today Life section cover story, “colleges and universities
aren’t the only stakeholders. Civic, business and government leaders here
also want prospective students to fall in love with their college experi-
ence—so much so that they’ll stay in the area after they graduate...It’s
all part of a push, primarily in large metro areas, to become more com-
petitive in a rapidly changing economy fueled increasingly by the ideas,

knowledge and talent produced inside the ivory tower.”""

Safety and security

One major concern that the authors frequently hear on campuses of col-
leges and universities, especially those in larger cities, is a feeling that
the neighborhood is not safe. On many campuses, students worry about
when and how far they can go out into the city. In some cases, as with
Lehigh University and South Bethlehem, Pennsylvania, this is more of a
perception than a fact. In other cases, the neighborhood may be so unsafe
that violent crime, including toward students and faculty, occurs.

Where security issues exist, the university faces a dilemma of how best to
deal with them. If the crime is motivated by hostility toward the institu-
tion, what can they do to gain the understanding and cooperation of
community residents, thereby reducing the risk of hostile incidents? If
crime threatens the neighborhood as well as the institution, will it be pos-
sible to work in a broader community context to deal with it?

Where students live in the neighborhood in large numbers, institutions
must also sometimes address student misdeeds in the community, includ-
ing rowdiness and vandalism.
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Institutional encroachment

Land owned by institutions is constantly increasing, taking money off the
tax rolls,. Many academic institutions, especially in confined cities and
towns, are on a continual quest for space and land, a threatening reality
to many neighboring communities. If not done carefully, institutional
expansion can damage the fabric of the neighborhood. The likelihood that
an expanding institution may buy a property at a good price encourages
both real estate speculation and neglect of properties that may be pur-
chased by the institution. Also, if the institution uses the land it buys in
ways that are not constructive in the neighborhood, e.g., for parking lots,
property values may go down. The pattern of a deteriorating neighbor-
hood, institutional encroachment, and lower property values can turn into
a downward spiral that is unwittingly abetted by institutional actions.

Even without actual purchase of land, institutions may encroach on their
neighborhoods. Lehigh University, for example, discovered in planning
workshops with the community that too much rental student housing
relative to owner-occupied housing caused at least the perception that a
block or neighborhood is deteriorating.

Reasonably priced, attractive housing close to the institution
Nonresident students who don’t commute from home hope to find rea-
sonably priced housing close to the institution. So do many members of
faculty and staff, provided that the housing stock is good, the streets are
clean and safe, and the local K— 12 schools are good ones. When they have
a choice, no one prefers a long commute to a short one (much less a short
walk!). Unfortunately, in some places this can be a large proviso. West
Philadelphia in the early 1990s is an example. Like many urban neigh-
borhoods, it had fallen on hard times. Much of the housing stock in this
once-stately neighborhood had become rundown, and some of it aban-
doned. The local elementary schools were poor. A significant turnaround
on many fronts would be needed to make this neighborhood—and others
like it—an attractive place for faculty, staff, and students to live. The Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania was willing to make just such a commitment, and
the results have been extremely positive.



Government and neighborhood support

Cultivating good communication and a mutually beneficial relationship
with the neighboring communities and local government is one way to
ensure that the neighborhood and local government understand and sup-
port the university’s needs and new projects. They do so both because they
experience the university as an ally rather than an adversary, and because,
with open channels of communication, the university can develop better
solutions to its problems—ones that are acceptable, even beneficial, to
the community.

The University of Washington in Seattle proactively works with its neigh-
borhood organizations and with the city of Seattle. An organization
called the City/University Community Advisory Committee (CUCAC)
provides input to the university’s master plans, in accordance with a
formal agreement drawn up with the city in 1977 and revised in 1983.
In addition, the agreement facilitates participation by the university in
neighborhood planning in its area.

Attracting and retaining the best students, faculty, and staff

The neighboring community establishes the backdrop against which pro-
spective students and their parents, as well as current students, faculty,
and staff, experience and judge an institution. A good quality of life in
the neighborhood, town, and region is an important asset for the institu-
tion. Students, professors, and staff desire to be involved in institutions
and communities that provide and promote an urban environment. Cit-
ies, towns, and districts adjacent to an institution, if they are vibrant
and lively, can offer an enormous lure against which other, less fortunate
institutions compete only with difficulty.

Conversely, some colleges and universities find themselves in a neighbor-
hood so unappealing that they experience an impact on their ability to
recruit new students and faculty. “Almost every major city has a major
university that started out in a neighborhood and ended up not being in
the kind of neighborhood they thought they wanted to live in,”"" stated
Ron Mason, former director of the Center for the Urban Community in
New Orleans and now president of Jackson State University. Everyone
knows of cases where a neighborhood appears run-down enough that
some prospective students and their parents won't even get out of their
cars as they drive by.

0,
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Quality of life

One of the strongest demographic trends today is the growth of college
towns and districts across the country. One aspect of this growth is that
many members of the empty-nester (over 55) age group are returning to
towns and cities with collegiate environments. This regeneration comes
at a time when most small towns and cities are facing loss of population,
especially the young, and with it, local economy and most destructively,
local virality.

Perhaps the largest social benefit that a college or university can offer
its community is its youthful energy and idealism. Most institutions
provide cultural resources and activities that their communities can rake
advantage of. These may be the cultural mainstay of smaller communi-
ties. Institutions also often offer their communities an enhanced identity,
including being rated as “best places to live.”

Ranked first among Money magazine’s “Best Places to Retire” in 2002,
Providence, Rhode Island is home to a number of colleges and univer-
sities. In its description of Providence’s attractions for retirees, Money
magazine noted, “Both Brown University and RISD offer continuing
education classes. And Johnson & Wales University not only offers voca-
tional education classes to all ages but has also left its mark on the food
scene...Plus, Brown's medical school is affiliated with seven hospitals,
providing them with a steady stream of Ivy League-caliber doctors.”"
While Providence may have benefited indirectly from its collegiate envi-
ronment, some institutions are becoming more proactive in trying to
atrrace retirees. In 2000, the Orlando Sentinel reported that the Uni-
versity of Florida at Gainesville “has joined forces with developers on a
retirement community that revolves around university life.”’? The devel-
opment, which is aimed at retired alumni and faculty, offers university
classes, concerts, games, and other activities as well as more traditional
retirement amenities. Some 100 retirement communities are already
located near colleges and universities, and as more affluent, well-educated
people reach retirement age, the number is expected to grow.



Furthering the institutional mission

“If you really are going to support the mission of the university, you have
to have that type of vibrant city life that goes along with an institution
such as Penn in a city such as Philadelphia,”"* observed Jack Shannon,
when he was Managing Directory of Economic Development art the
University of Pennsylvania. Most institutions have some kind of neigh-
borhood outreach or community service in their mission statements. For
some, service is mentioned equally with teaching and research. Yet, how
to actively engage the students, much less the institution as a whole, in
service to its community is less than clear. Ira Harkavy, director of the
Center for Community Partnerships at the University of Pennsylvania,
notes, “Universities teach far, far more by what they do than by what
they say.” University action in support of its neighborhood does not go
unremarked by students. This is especially true when an institution can
integrate its efforts in the community with academic courses. Judich
Rodin, president of the University of Pennsylvania, evaluated Penn’s
extensive interaction with its community as follows:

Penn’s investments over the past several years have produced a safer,
more vibrant neighborhood and a flourishing academic environ-
ment on campus. Our rankings have soared. Research dollars are
flowing in at record levels. Our students are thriving in their sur-
roundings. Just as important, our engagement with the community
has renewed Penn’s spirit of activism and purpose among faculty,
students, and staff, while strengthening town-gown bonds."

By not losing sight of their most important goals—creating a vibrant
neighborhood, taking action in accordance with their basic mission, and
doing the right thing for their neighbors—Penn can serve as a model for
many institutions in creating a neighborhood relationship that works.

The University of Pennsylvania
has made a significant commit-
ment to the city of Philadelphia
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Meaningful Places

The significance of place

Working hard to raise funds for more research and classroom space, some
institutional leaders don’t want to spend money on anything they see as
a low priority. While institutional leaders and governing boards generally
want their campuses to be beautiful, some think thar spending money
on creating a more beautiful and memorable campus is not an important
priority, and they think that it would cost them more money. Both these
assumptions are frequently in error.

The physical campus sends a message about the institution. The meaning
of the physical campus and the message it sends to students, faculty, staff,
and visitors is fundamental to achieving every part of the institutional
mission. Further, money already committed to campus maintenance and
improvement may well be adequate to the task of furthering this mes-
sage—but it must be spent in the right way.

Even with the best intentions, governing boards still sometimes make
decisions (or allow decisions to be made) about the message they want
the campus to send, about the meaning of the institution’s places, while
unintentionally creating the opposite effect. These fundamental decisions
are too important to be left to routine operations. Institutional leaders
must take charge of the message they deliver through their campus.

Sometimes an institution needs an internal champion—or a good plan-
ning consultant—to help articulate the value of the special places on
campus. For example, a board member of a community college told one
of the authors that parking at the front door of the classroom building
was “exactly who we are—a box and a parking lot.” Students coming in
at the end of a busy day wanted to park right by the door of the building,
get in, go to class, and then go home. This might have been the end of the
story, but the college had a planning consultant who acted as its champion.

Places, like people, touch
our lives more than we
know...Whether grand
or humble, the best archi-
tecture defines a place
that holds deep emotion
for those whose lives

the place has touched.'

-1.5COTT ODOM



He listened to the faculty and president complain that they needed more
of a place. “We don’t feel like a campus.” Their image of the campus
affected their sense of self-worth, They needed a place where they could
interact with one another and with the students, and the parking lot
wasn't it. The campus needed a heart. When the consultant articulated
the need to replace close-in parking with a green quadrangle, students,
faculty, and board members alike were willing to trade a five-minute-far-
ther walk to get it. The value was clear.

The significance of the places on campus is different from one institution
to another, even from one place to another. But the meaning of the cam-
pus and all of its component places should always express the mission,
values, and vision of the institution itself.

Placemaking—why do it

A memorable campus with unique, inviting spaces strengthens the
institution by deepening the ways in which people experience it. The
meaningful places on campus enhance a students college experience
from everyday experiences to once-in-a-lifetime events.

Quality and strength of everyday experiences

Institutions of higher education care about the quality of the experience
of being on campus. Institutional leaders talk frequently and passionately
about creating and strengthening learning and community on campus—
endeavors, as we have seen, thar are intimately tied ro the quality of the
places the campus provides. Students may not worry as much about these
issues, but they do care about the quality of their lives. For them, as for
everyone, this quality is bound to the places where they live, work (study),
play, and travel through while moving from one activity to another.

Think for a moment about a scene that typifies your everyday undergradu-
ate experience. This could be an experience of coming or going somewhere.
One person’s memorable experience, for example, was of walking through

a wooded park on the way to class. Another person recalls walking across

the campus green when all the trees were flowering, with the petals cover-
ing the ground and falling through the air. Yet another person walked a

block down a college town’s commercial street that was just opening up

for the morning. These moments of transition and arrival are special. We

remember them forever.

Alternatively, your typical undergraduate experience may involve being
somewhere—in a seminar held around a polished wood table in a class-
room in a building from the early 1800s; studying on the lawn in the
springtime or in the library as a commuter student; meeting friends as




you cross the quad or at your favorite hangout; or endless hours of foot-
ball practice as the weather turns colder.

Whatever memories you have of those special years, you will notice that
they are always set in a place. And most likely, it is a place that you cher-
ish because of the experiences you had there.

Traditions and special experiences

Traditions also provide important memories of the college experience.
Traditions build loyalty, connect to the history of the institution, and
help students bond with their class and college. Most college traditions
are tied to a place: freshmen and graduating seniors pass through the
Van Wickle Gates at Brown University; seniors jump into the fountain
upon graduation at Ithaca College; birthday celebrants are thrown into
the fountain on the main quadrangle at Stetson University; freshmen
dormitory residents steal the thirteenth plank from the Rustic Bridge at
Allegheny College.

The memories of everyday experiences, traditions, and special events in
their lives—usually tied to special places on campus—that most stu-
dents retain long after they have graduated affect their relationship to the
school as alumni. We wonder, for example, whether meeting his future
wife by the fountain in the quadrangle at Southwestern University played
a small role in an alumnus’s eventually becoming the school’s chairman of
the board. At the very least, that fountain provides a backdrop to a story
he enjoys retelling.

The fountain at Ithaca College

supports tradition and placemaking



Old Main at Auburn University
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Memorable and sacved places

Everyday memories as well as special experiences are often tied to spe-
cial open spaces on campus, such as the Oval at Ohio State University.
They can also be tied to iconic and symbolic buildings that make the
campus unique. Many land-grant institutions, for example, have a build-
ing called “Old Main,” generally one of the first buildings on campus.
Old Main was typically built in the late 1800s, often on high ground
with a tower. Centrally located, Old Main houses the president’s office
and other administrative functions of the institution. For these campuses,
Old Main is the icon building.

Memorable places on campus can help create a sense of belonging, and
sharing these places helps to create a feeling of community. Memorable
places may be indoors or outdoors. The student center might be such
a place, or it could be a central quadrangle on campus. A sensitively
designed building lobby, with little nooks where people can hang our,
might be such a place, or it might be the student hangout in town. Typi-
cally, students remember the open spaces of the campus more vividly
than they remember the buildings.

Frequently, memorable places are at a crossroads, such as a mailroom,
stairway, or plaza, where many paths intersect. A crossroads is not a com-
fortable place to hang out and stay for an interchange. When people meet
a friend there, they probably don't find a place to sit down, or to hang out
and review notes if they're fifteen minutes early for class. Crossroads are
vibrant, active places that bring people together, but they are not places
to linger.

Memorable events happen in memorable places.

Competitive advantage—creating a good first impression

Whether created by walking through the college town, by sitting on the
campus library steps overlooking the quad for the first time, or by tour-
ing a campus on the web, the power of the first impression cannot be
overstated. Institutions are well aware of this power.

Admissions directors have stated that prospective students form an opin-
ion of a campus in the first ten minutes of their visit, and in the next
thirty minutes they make a decision whether o rule the college out or to
continue the application process.



More than luxurious residences and signature facilities, the vitality and
the beauty of the campus and the feeling of collegiality in personal inter-
actions are among the most important decision criteria for prospective

students. Clear signage and wayfinding, a well-maintained campus, and
attractive landscaping may be much more effective per dollar spent than
expensive new non-academic facilities, such as student centers and field-
houses, in attracting new students.

Symbols of institutional identity

Some institutions have places on campus that immediately identify them.
These places can be open spaces, such as Harvard Yard or the Oval at
Ohio State University. They could be buildings, such as Old Main or the
Moorish main building at the University of Tampa. Often, the identify-
ing item is another type of campus element, such as the fountain at Ithaca
College and the tower at the University of Texas. It can also be a gate or
even a system of signage.

These places and campus elements can be used in branding by tying the
idea and reputation of the institution to the image of the place, thereby
making the idea of the institution more concrete and meaningful.

The Oval at
the Chio State University
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Palm Drive at Stanford University

Making meaningful places

Different campuses present themselves differently, and different people

perceive even the same campus in different ways. For some, the focus is
on the setting, for example, the view of Cayuga Lake at Ithaca College;
at other campuses, such as Princeton University, the architecture is the
main focus. Some campuses organize themselves around a defining big
idea, such as the Oval at Ohio State University; others, around the land-
scape, as at Vassar College.

Whatever the organizing principle, creating good first impressions and
ongoing feelings of warmth and belonging on the campus and its insti-
tution involves every aspect of the campus from the first glimpse to the
smallest spaces.

The first action institutions must take is to make sure that they iden-
tify the sacred places (places that have special meaning) that already
exist on campus, and preserve them. These unique spaces are critical
to institutional identity. They can be outdoor landscape elements, such
as Stanford’s great entryway at Palm Drive, or they can be architectural
features, such as MIT’s two great domed spaces: Building 7 (facing Mas-
sachusetts Avenue) and Building 10 (facing the river).



Preserving sacred places does not mean that nothing can change. As the
campus grows and changes, these sacred places can be enhanced, empha-
sizing their uniqueness.

In addition to preserving and enhancing the old, institutions should
look for opportunities to build additional, new special places by build-
ing remarkable buildings and creating enjoyable open spaces. A campus
or district can foster more than one space or building that carries spe-
cial significance. As the campus grows and the institution changes, its
leaders need constantly to be looking for new opportunities—new
spaces, buildings, or features—to create meaningful places and enhance .
institutional identity.

For a new campus or district, an institution might even think about
creating a new “Old Main.” In this case, the institution might want to
consider designing a signature building, as it would become a special
place on campus that carries symbolic meaning.

The campus entrance is a particularly significant space. Creating distinc-
tiveness and impact in the architectural and landscape composition of the
campus entrance may be the single most effective way to add a sense of
identity to the institution as a whole. lona College, for example, commis-
sioned a new entry gate that expressed the institution’s roots and religious
heritage, as well as its vision for the future.

Institutions should also think abourt creating significance and symbols of
insticutional identity at a smaller scale than that of buildings and open

spaces. Elements of identity can include the institution’s system of sig-

nage, certain walls, banners, and signature features such as a clock tower  Top: Main gate atlona College
or a kiosk. Bottom: Albritton Bell Tower
at Texas ABM University

The principles of placemaking

Place comprises a combination of physical elements. How much of a
role each element plays varies by the character of the institution and the
place—but all play some role.

The chapters that follow in this section of the book describe the major
elements that contribute to making great campuses that help a college or
university achieve its mission and strategic goals. Many of these princi-
ples contribute to more than one of the elements of institutional missions,
and many of them work harmoniously together in ways more powerful
than they could alone.



The 2002 plan for Vanderbilt
University unifies six districts

The role of a plan or overarching physical vision in unifying the campus
A campus plan does not simply show the layout of the campus like a
stylized aerial photograph. The plan embodies institutional values, giving
the institution’s vision tangible form. In specifying the numbers, loca-
tion, and arrangement of classrooms and of informal spaces that can be
used for conversation and study, it provides the setting in which students
and faculty can learn both formally and informally. The plan promotes
community on campus and sets a social agenda by the proximity and
placement of buildings and their inhabitants. It supports the institution’s
relationship with its neighbors, its physical and cultural surroundings,
and the community art large. The plan dictates the arrangement and pro-
portion of campus uses, reflecting the phasing and priorities of overall
insticutional strategy.

Density or compactness of uses and spaces for interaction

Density works together with enclosure, green space, mixed use, and a
pedestrian scale to create vital spaces on campus. In a densely built and
lively community, people are more likely to run into one another than in
a spread-out one. Creating the right kind of density is all about creating
human intersections—and intersections and the collegiality they gener-
ate are at the heart of community on campus.



Synergism provided by intermixing various campus uses

The more that people’s paths cross and intersect, the more a campus—or
a town—feels like 2 community and a place to be cherished. Collegiate
places where seeing colleagues—fellow students and professors alike—is
a common event promote the exchange of ideas vital to the educational
mission. This was accomplished at early colleges and universities in part
by mixing the many campus uses mgether in one compact area. As institu-
tions have grown, the uses have often been separared. But more and more
institutions are coming to understand the need to mix campus uses again.

Landscape

American institutions have always had a unique relationship to the land-
scape. People are attracted to unique places—places that resonate with
the personality of the region they inhabit, that are dynamic yet enduring.
More than just a collection of lawns and trees, a properly designed and
implemented campus landscape establishes the campus’s overall character
and beauty. It shapes and solidifies the campus plan and provides the
campus with a sense of unity. The landscape embodies the essence of the
place the institution strives to be.

Stewardship of the campus and its environment as a contributing
Jactor to, and as an outcome of, campus placemaking

Educating students to be thoughtful citizens of their community and
their world is a fundamental value that in one form or another relates to
the mission statements of most colleges and universities. Most institu-
tions therefore want to teach and to find a way to model environmentally
responsible behavior. Just as care for the environment is inextricably
related to an institution’s mission, many of the actions recommended
in this book to foster community and learning on campus also, at no
additional cost and often with cost savings, significantly promote envi-
ronmental stewardship. This means that, as the institution takes action
to improve community, collegiality, and learning on campus, it can also
reap the tangible and intangible benefits of environmental stewardship.

Mastering the need for automotive access on campus

Next to sports and recreation, the automobile is the single largest user of
land on campus. On some campuses, roadways and parking consume up
to 40 percent of the developed campus land. No matter how much park-
ing is available, most colleges and universities find themselves under a
barrage of pressure to build more. Through its destruction of the campus
environment as a pleasant place to spend time and interact with people,
and through the very door-to-door convenience that it promises, the

sl



automobile is a major factor in the erosion of community and collegiality
on campus. When the full costs and impacts of letting the automobile
dominate campus environments and patterns of interaction are identi-
fied, the communities on many campuses are motivated to take back
their campuses from the automobile in favor of environments and life
styles for human interaction.

Architecture

Buildings provide the space in which necessary institutional functions—
such as classroom learning, administrative work, residential life, and
indoor recreation—rtake place. They are also a major component of the
framework of the campus as a whole; they shape space; they contribute
to the overall life and vitality of the campus; and they are a key element
of institutional identity. Buildings reinforce the vision and identity of the
campus by establishing character and providing focal points.

The impact of computers and technology on campus, and the potential
of a campus inside the computer

Often seen as a significant detriment to community on campus, com-
puters, when integrated properly into the fabric of the campus, can also
enhance community. The impact of technology on campus community
is still unfolding. Will wireless networks, by allowing opportunities for
instant messaging, email, and other Internet uses without the need to
find a public terminal or even talk with a friend, subvert it? Or are we
looking at new opportunities, yet unforeseen, for social experiences of
the future?

The richness of the Internet allows online users to create, inhabit, and
explore virtual places as vividly realistic as any described in books. Can
these be used to enhance the experience of community among residential,
commuter, and especially distance learners? However, even beaurtifully
and realistically designed virtual spaces may not be enough. Many dis-
tance learners benefit from integrating some degree of physical presence
into their learning experience. Most institutions that offer remote learn-
ing also provide, in one way or another, the intimate contact of a real

physical place.




Being in a neighborhood, city, or town.

Whether an institution is located in a small town, a suburb, or an inner
city, a relationship that is mutually beneficial to both the institution and
its neighbors can be hard to achieve. An unattractive or hostile neighbor-
hood environment can have an impact on recruiting top students and
faculty. And when the college community experiences a lack of safety
in the neighborhood, the university faces the dilemma of how much ro
emphasize campus security and how much to join in the larger urban
community in order to gain the understanding and cooperation of com-
munity residents, thereby reducing the risk of hostile incidents.

Many institutional leaders have found that they need to take the lead
in building a healthy community. Those institutions that have achieved
enduring symbiotic relationships with their neighboring communities or
city districts are conscious of, and cultivate, the many benefits that both
the institution and the city or neighborhood can realize from this relation-
ship. As with institutional community, physical places play a pivoral role
in engendering a sense of community with the neighborhood and ciry.
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1he Plan Expresses the Big ldea

‘The campus plan expresses the mission of the institution by illustrating the
institution’s academic, social, and environmental values. A well-crafted
and well-implemented plan can inspire students to attend, professors to
come, and alumni to give generously for generations. As the manifesta-
tion of the institutional idea, the plan is the starting block from which
great campuses, large or small, begin their history and guide their future.

Why plan?

High expectations should be standard for a planning process and the
resulting plan. A comprehensive and sensitive plan (and planning pro-
cess) can guide growth of a lively campus so that its vitality and sense of
identity are retained as it grows, and it continues to support the academic
mission of the institution. Or it can resurrect a campus in trouble, trans-
forming a campus without a vision or a sense of place into a vibrant and
memorable place.

Despite this potential, institutions frequently lack good campus plans.
The reasons are legion, and mostly mistaken. Often, the reason given for
not creating or maintaining a good, current plan are actually the very
reasons such a plan may be needed.

An historic vision too sacred to change

The original historic vision and campus may be so sacred in the minds of
board members, alumni, and current students that institutional leader-
ship finds great difficulty in moving toward a new, updated, or expanded
vision. An insightful analysis and story about the original plan and how
the idea can guide the future of the institution once again can inspire
the board and the entire campus community when they see how the new
plan respects the old plan and grows out of it.

...the future becomes
the present, the present
becomes the past, and
the past turns into
everlasting regret if

you don't plan for it.!

- TENNESSEE WILLIAMS
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No growth

Institutions with flat or receding enrollments often think that they do
not have to plan. Historically, however, campus facility needs grow an
average of 1 percent to 1% percent per year regardless of enrollment
growth. Programs change; buildings go out of date and need replacement;
changing demographics of students, faculty, and staff require parking and
circulation increases. Changing neighborhoods off campus may require
a response from the institution. The reasons to plan even without enroll-
ment growth are numerous.

Planning when growth is declining may be an absolute necessity. Examin-
ing the reasons for the decline in enrollment may be the key to solving the
problem. The reasons for enrollment decline can be tougher competition,
outdated academic facilities, perception of unstable surrounding neigh-
borhood, or perception of poor campus conditions. An integrated campus
plan can perhaps contribute to reversing all these conditions.

Tight financial constraints

Institutions may not want to spend money on planning when fis-
cal constraints are tight. In addition, the lack of strategic planning
capacity internally can lead to a disconnection between institutional
financial planning and physical planning. However, financial concerns
may be precisely the reason to plan. An integrated plan can reduce opera-
tional cost through recommendations for efficient building systems or
through reducing grounds maintenance. Institutions fortunate to have
land or building resources beyond their need may be able to devise strate-
gies for sale, lease, or development that either generate revenue or put
unneeded resources and deferred maintenance of those resources in some-
one else’s hands.

Organizational structure and poor communication

Planning that does not recognize the many overlapping intricacies of a
well-functioning campus or that plans a single aspect of the campus with-
out realizing the effect on everything else is poor planning. The lack of a
coordinated and unified administrative system can cause poor planning
when administrative units do not communicate. Facilities administration
may be unaware of academic departments’ new building needs, or aca-
demic departments may be unaware of new planned construction that
they might be able to utilize. This situation can be exacerbated when the
planning staff is too low in the organizational structure to have effective
input in campus-wide planning decisions. Some institutions have found
they must remove recently completed parking or open space because a
new need has arisen, or because no one investigated the expansion needs
of an adjacent academic department. A comprehensive campus plan can
eliminate unnecessary moves and attain full value with every dollar spent.



Focus on architecture

Administrators, board members, and donors sometimes think that indi-
vidual or multiple building projects can be built successfully without an
overall guiding plan—or that a plan might in some way inhibit the creative
talents of the architects. Sometimes they think that architecture projects
can solve campus issues beyond their own scope. Rarely can an isolated
new building project achieve the full potential for the whole campus thar
it could if informed by a plan. Conceiving a single- or multiple-building
project without a comprehensive plan leaves too little guidance for the
architect and can damage the institution as well. A campus plan can aid
the architect, providing the context and framework in which to design
and allowing him or her to focus on how the building can contribute to
the overall campus. Great, enduring, contributing architecture needs the
focus that a visionary and comprehensive campus plan can give.

History of unrealized plans

Some institutions have a history of creating plans that, for the most part,
go unfulfilled, leaving the institution reluctant to invest in planning again.
This lack of follow-through may be due to a plan that is developed with
too little involvement by the campus community or to a vision that is
ungrounded in thorough analysis. Some plans are unrealized because they
call for removal of entire precincts of the campus, or they fail to address
the magnitude of difficulties such as topography, river corridors, and town-
gown relationships. Recently, for example, a firm doing campus master
planning for Harvard University suggested moving the Charles River to
best unite that institution’s landholdings. This solution was challenging
from an engineering and financial perspective, but more important, the
antagonism it would arouse in the community politically made it impos-
sible to consider.

Desire to maximize flexibility

Cash-strapped institutions that look increasingly to donors to fund cam-
pus facilities may focus mainly on securing the gift at any price rather
than on institutional imperatives. They fear that a plan could inhibit flex-
ibility. How to accept well-meant donor contributions yet preserve the
institution’s right to implement that project or utilize that contribution
to the institution’s full advantage is a serious issue on today’s campuses. In
response to this issue, an institution may be able to utilize the planning
process to illuminate the strategic principles behind the plan and secure
vested interest by board, alumni, and contributors, When contributors
know that there is a larger idea behind the project, a visionary plan can
excite and promote involvement. People are often more ready to give to
ideas such as enhancing learning and community on campus than to a
single building project.
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New leadership

The arena of campus leadership today is markedly different than that of
the previous generation. Leaders, presidents, and chancellors, once stal-
warts of the institutional memory, move from one institution to another
on average every five to seven years and are judged primarily on their
specific, tangible accomplishments within the short period of their ten-
ure. To deal with this new pattern of leadership, the planning process and
the resulting plan should be far-reaching in their horizon, envisioning a
campus future beyond five- and ten-year cycles of leadership change. This
long-term view must be described in short increments of achievable goals
that move the institution toward the longer vision with or without the
leader who has initiated them. In this way, both the institution and its
leaders can achieve the results they want.

Fear of expectations

A plan establishes a vision, directs growth and change, and marks the
course to achieve that vision. Having a plan establishes expectations to
raise the necessary financial resources and to achieve that plan—and
thereby provides a gauge of success. Setting marks of “quantifiable”
achievement for institutional leadership and boards can be daunting. On
the other hand, a plan that inspires involvement and a visible, engaging
process of implementation can enable leadership to be successful because
the entire communiry is vested in the ideas embodied in the plan; the
well-done plan represents their aspirations and has marked a clear course
to achieve fruition.

What the plan should do

Great campuses adapt well to change and growth. They preserve their most
cherished characteristics while undergoing growth, change, and renewal,
however subtle or bold. From their inception through their growth to
their great leaps of reinvention, these campuses have a plan to chart their
individual course.

The plan provides all the details needed to manifest the central idea of the
campus. Even ifan institution lacks a cohesive vision, idea, or strategic plan
for itself, a campus plan can at least guide the most fundamental aspects of
a campus’ needs, such as placing a building, parking, or recreation facility
based on a thorough and logical review of existing conditions.

A comprehensive campus plan should:

- Express the idea or vision of the institution
- Guide growth and change
+ Reinforce the strategic plan



Expresses idea or vision

Academic and civic vision, history, tradition, culture, and context are the
foundations of great campus plans. They give meaning and purpose to all
who pass through the institution. The plan should always be far reaching
in its horizon, knowing that each move furthers the idea of the institution
and will contribute to its long-term success.

Many of the great campuses of the world started as an idea. From the
medieval cloistered universities of Europe to the over 4,100 institutions
of this country, many institutions had at their beginning a vision for the
campus. These visions had social roots, such as the land grant schools
established after passage of the Morrill Act in 1862; had academic ideals,
such as the University of Virginia; or expressed a relationship with a dra-
matic physical place, such as Carnegie Mellon University. Whether the
instigation of the idea was social, academic, or physical, the plan was the
inscrument of the vision.

Social ideals
Access to education for all is an American ideal. The Morrill Act, which
established the land-grant mission and provided the foundation for a

number of state institutions nationwide, manifested this desire for open
higher education. “The land-grant university,” states lowa State Univer-
sity president Martin Jishcke, “is a uniquely American idea, defined by
a commitment to the land-grant values of access and opportunity, com-

bining practical and liberal education, conducting basic and applied
research, and reaching out to extend the university to serve the people of

the state.”® The establishment of community college systems in the mid-
1900s extended the concept of accessible education for all by offering
affordability and local proximiry.

Historic image of main quadrangle
at Utah State University

Early plans for land-grant institutions set out a plan that was generally
visible and accessible, reflecting their charter for educational accessibility.
The central building, Old Main, was typically set on a hilltop, the highest
point on the campus, so that it was a visible landmark. The grid of the
surrounding city was extended into the campus, to connect the campus
to the city.

Academic ideals

Perhaps because its founder, Thomas Jefferson, was also its designer, the
core campus of the University of Virginia is one of the finest examples of
how the physical form of the campus can be designed to reflect its aca-
demic vision. “We fondly hope,” Jefferson stated to the Virginia Board of
Visitors in 1821, “that the instruction which may flow from this institu-
tion...may ensure to our country the reputation, the safety and prosperity,
and all the other blessings which experience proves to result from the
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The “academical village” at the

University of Virginia

cultivation and improvement of the general mind.” Jefferson believed

that the college experience should extend beyond attendance in classes.
He envisioned an “academical village” inhabited by professors and their
families along with students, in which the shared life experience formed
the foundation of the learning community. The education thus obtained
would be one suitable for responsible citizens of a republic.

The original plan of the university, as laid out by Jefferson, reflects this
vision. Ten “pavilions” faced each other across a gracious lawn, each
housing a professor and his family upstairs, with classrooms on the
ground floor. Joined by colonnaded walkways and student rooms, the
pavilions are flanked by working gardens and, behind the gardens, by
two additional rows of student rooms connected by arcaded walkways.
Although each pavilion is unique, all are joined by a unifying colonnade
strongly suggesting classical Greek or Roman culture. At the head of the
central, shared lawn is not a church (as might have been the case in col-
leges and universities in Europe at the time) but the university’s library, a
strong statement about the importance of education and enlightenment.
The library’s domed and columned architecture, reminiscent of Rome’s
Pantheon, recalls the virtues of the republican form of government. Alto-
gether, in its plan and design, the original campus of the University of
Virginia speaks to the importance Jefferson placed on an educated citi-
zenry in a democratic republic.



Response to physical place

In many cases, the form of the campus responds strongly to its physical
setting. Cambridge University responds both to the river and to its inter-
woven relationship with the city of Cambridge. The river and university
are so intimately intertwined that it seems impossible that they could
exist apart. Much the same can be said physically about the university’s
relationship with the city.

Several campuses in the United States are as much a response to their
stunning physical settings as they are to their institutional ideals. Carn-
egie Mellon sits atop a natural plinth in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, on the
edge of the hill commanding its district setting. The formal early building
groupings of the campus seem to grow out of the tree-covered slopes of
the hill. They frame a central open space where today art, science, and
engineering come together. Form, function, and place are united in a
complete and enduring composition.

The University of Colorado responds directly to the background of the
Rockies with its bold building groupings and roof forms.

Ithaca College, which is located on a scenic hilltop just outside of Ithaca,
New York, developed a master plan that creates “three-sided quadran-
gles”—areas enclosed on three sides by buildings—to generate pedestrian
traffic and increase community, with the fourth side left open to the
splendid views overlooking Ithaca and Cayuga Lake in the valley below.
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Guides growth and change

The plan should guide institutional facilities growth, which averages 1 per-
cent to 1% percent per year regardless of growth in enrollment—but
every new building, every dormitory renovation, every parking lot can
also challenge the original vision. Perhaps an opportunity arises for a
dormitory on the edge of the campus when the plan called for creating
more residential space near the campus core. Should the institution take
advantage of this opportunity, or let it pass? If the institution decides in
favor of the new dormitory, what other modifications must be accom-
modated in the plan so that the overarching goals of the institution are
not weakened?

Over time, the vision itself of the institution may change. New visions
call for new plans. But the institution now has a campus—a campus that
has reflected the original vision and changed over time in planned and
perhaps unplanned ways; a campus that has the patina and character that
reflects—and also influences—the essence of the institution. It probably
has some “sacred” spaces, and it may also have some features that the
institution would like to change. A new plan for an existing campus
must strike a balance between the institution’s current assets and its new
aspirations. History, tradition, and culture must color some portion of
the new campus vision.



2001 Master Plan
Links to the strategic plan

A major motive for creating a new campus plan is the institutional strategic-
planning process. Institutions generally conduct strategic planning about
once every five years. They ask whether they are performing at their best
academically. Do they have the right technology and enough of it? Should
courses take new directions? Are new initiatives needed in recruiting or
student life? Often, the answers to these questions have implications for

the physical campus.

+ The strategic planning process instituted by president Kermit Hall at
Utah State University proposed bold academic initiatives in research,
arts, and residential life in the quest for an excellent cross-disciplinary
living-learning and environmental community. It also instituted new
initiatives—unprecedented at this public university—to raise needed
capital from private and government sources. The strategic plan was
then translated into a series of district plans for compact, sustainable
campus growth. These plans have succeeded in harnessing individual
donor, government, and private-sector capirtal for implementation,
partly because of the strong link between the strategic objectives and

the plan for facilities to support these objectives.

- After allowing its once-strong astronomy program to languish, Wes-
leyan University in Connecticut decided to reinvest in this core
discipline. New faculty members were brought in. Burt in the mean-
time, safety concerns had led the school to add lighting throughout
the campus—Ilighting that obscured the view of the nighttime sky at
the campus observatory. The new astronomy faculty led the way in
setting new standards for campus lighting, making it safer than the

existing lighting as well as glare-free and night-sky-friendly.

Growth of Vanderbilt University
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- 'The strategic planning efforts at Lehigh University led to an initia-
tive to improve interdisciplinary communications among academic
disciplines. This idea was the impetus for a master-plan recommen-
dation to move the Graduate School of Education, then in a remote
district of the campus, to a new site in the historic core campus near
a number of related academic disciplines. The proposed location was
also adjacent to the existing Southside neighborhood schools. This
placed the graduate school at the crossroads of both interdisciplinary
work within the institution and application of that knowledge in the

neighborhood.

An institution’s strategic plan and its physical plan go hand in hand. The
physical plan lays out the priorities and time phasing for changes to be
made to the campus. This plan should connect these changes with the
financial realities and the academic and social priorities of the institution.
Each project, no matter how large or small, should fulfill a strategic pur-
pose. Campus plan changes must respond to changing strategic emphasis
on academic priorities, on recruiting, on campus social life, and other
factors. Every facilities investment should be made to improve the qual-
ity of the whole campus environment—academic, civic, and physical.
The more the institution can tie its strategic and physical plans together
through a defined process, the more the campus will continue to support
and enhance the institution’s strategic directions.

Plan elements

'The plan integrates and orchestrates the three fundamental physical form-
giving components of the campus: the landscape framework; the use
of roadways, parking, and paths for circulation; and the buildings and
architecture of the institution. The plan creates a balance among these
components, causing them to interact and collaborate gracefully with
one another in a manner that is supportive of the fundamental idea of the
institution. The amount of land area devoted to buildings should have
the right proportion to the amount of land area given to circulation and
parking and to the amount of open space.

The uses of the buildings and open spaces are also balanced. No one
element should be allowed to overwhelm a campus or campus district,
but the proportions of elements vary based on organization of functions,
position from the centers, and other characteristics of the overall plan. By
identifying the principles for location of uses on the campus, now and
into the future, the campus plan is a road map of the intent and purpose
of the physical campus.
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Landscape framework

The plan focuses first on the campus open spaces, not on its buildings.
In this, campus planning remarkably resembles urban planning. Towns
and cities have always grown around their public spaces—from the agora
of ancient Greece or the forum of Rome, to the town commons of New
England. The Laws of the Indies—the dictum of colonization principles
laid out by King Phillip II of Spain in 1573 to govern (among other
things) the development of settlements in the new world—specifies first
the town plaza, which “is to be the starting point for the town.” In order,
after the main plaza, the king specifies the principle streets, which begin
at the main plaza, then smaller plazas, and finally the town’s buildings,
main buildings first.*

The main quadrangle, green, square, street or avenue is the starting point
of the campus just as the town plaza is the starting point of the town. The
plan dictates the character of this and other important open spaces of the

Plan and model of landscape
vision for lona College

campus. These are the “outdoor rooms” where the community of the uni-
versity sees itself and interacts with itself both in formal gatherings, such
as the annual convocation and graduation ceremonies, and in informal
situations, such as the intervals between classes. The plan surrounds and
frames these spaces with buildings—not the other way around.

The plan also lays out other campus open spaces—its formal quadrangles
and informal residential courtyards as well as its athletic fields and nature
preserves.
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The plan can manifest vernacular landforms and architecture of the
region to create a style of expression and instill the campus with a memo-
rable sense of place. Does the institution want to express itself formally
or informally? With its virgin site on rolling California hills, Stanford
University could have done either. Frederick Law Olmsted’s vision for
the campus preferred a site in the foothills and, likely, a concomitant
informality in the overall plan “probably with winding roads, and build-
ings nestled asymmetrically in the irregular topography, precisely as in
Olmsted’s earlier designs.” But Leland Stanford’s desire for a monumen-
tal and formal plan prevailed, and the university was located on the flatter
portion of the site.

The plan can also encourage collaboration with the city or town that
the institution resides within. The cloistered institutions of Europe and
elsewhere controlled their involvement with their neighbors; some insti-
tutions in America emulate this precedent, but many others prefer to blur
the boundary between the campus and the community.

Circulation

Circulation comprises all of the aspects of a campus required to move
people, goods, and services from place to place, and to move and store
cars on campus. Students walk from residence halls to classes; faculty and
staff bicycle or drive to the campus and park near their offices; food and
supplies are delivered; garbage is removed. In the nineteenth century and
earlier, circulation was a relatively minor consideration whose primary
function was a pictorial approach to the campus; with the advent of the
automobile, circulation has become a dominant factor in campus organi-
zation. Today, circulation (including parking) is the second largest user of
land on campus, after sports and recreation.

‘The plan provides a logical infrastructure system. Efficient paths and cor-
ridors to deliver energy, services, goods, and technology can reduce both
initial cost and long-term operating cost for the institution. They are also
critical elements of a sustainability plan for the campus.

At the historic core of older campuses typically sits a central quadrangle
that was once, or has always been, a pedestrian space. Its simple diagonal
pathways are a focus of interaction and community on campus. Outside
of this quadrangle, the struggle to reach a reasonable balance with the
demands of circulation begins. The campus master plan addresses circula-
tion issues such as:

- The extent to which pedestrian and bicycle activity is encouraged
or automobile use is accommodated
How close vehicles are allowed to which buildings or functions
for convenience or for maintenance



. Whether access for servicing is centralized or decentralized
- What considerations are required for safety

The plan must deal with issues around the integration or separation of
vehicular, service, pedestrian, and sometimes bicycle traffic. In many
places, these can be combined, much like in a vibrant city street, often in
ways that preserve and enhance the vitality of the campus spaces.

Almost every plan wrestles with the problem of storing automobiles. Cre-
ating a rim of parking around the campus can have a disastrous impact
on the image of the campus, the surrounding neighborhood, and the
institution’s relations with its neighbors. Large parking lots in the center
of the campus spread out the functions, desired academic adjacencies,
and buildings, increasing the amount of driving that must be done and
creating places where no one wants to linger. Distant parking lots do
not adequately serve faculty and staff who drive; parking must be in
relatively close proximity to their destinations. Each precinct of a larger
campus must accommodate some parking, with the remaining parking
(as large a percentage as reasonably possible) in satellite areas served by a
shuttle system of some kind. Structured parking is generally preferable
to land-consuming lots, particularly in core areas of the campus, near
neighborhoods, and in areas with an ecological impact. Given the cost
of parking in general and garages in particular, and the value of land
resources, the plan must provide a well managed circulation and parking
system that collaborates with mixed land use to dampen parking demand,
increase safety, and contribute to a positive campus image.

The circulation plan at

Heartland Community College

extends the street grid of the
city and provides sheltered
parking in courtyards
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Housing at Colorado College

Buildings and architecture

From a planning perspective, the buildings of a campus are tools to define
campus outdoor spaces. They provide the walls to the outdoor spaces that
they border, and the character of these walls defines in large measure the
character of the spaces they define.

Buildings also provide internal spaces to serve program needs, provide
needed academic and social adjacencies, accommodating uses that must
be integrated into the campus as a whole and adequately served by cir-
culation.

Collectively, buildings also contribute to the character of the campus as a
whole. Restrictions promulgated in the plan specify height limits, massing
and allowable materials, as well as possibly specific architectural styles or
forms. The plan identifies how each new building is to relate to or depart
from the buildings around it. Even on campuses where many different
building styles and materials are allowed, a good plan should describe the
building’s contribution to the overall pattern of campus buildings—how
its campus presence and placement collaborates with other buildings and
enlivens the outdoor spaces it neighbors; and whether it also serves an
iconic or landmark function on campus.

In addition, through its integration of the architecture, the landscape,
and circulation, the plan can manifest the institution’s commitment to a
sustainable world. Commitment to stormwater quality, alternative trans-
portation, and reduction of energy usage can all be incorporated into the
campus plan.

Bringing it all together

A well-crafted campus plan expresses a long-term vision or idea of the
campus that is simple, powerful, and memorable. It organizes the cam-
pus around a clearly identifiable big idea. A successful plan promotes
the desired institutional identity, which should in turn differentiate the
institution and ground it to its place. The examples in this section show
how campus plans can meet the objectives of providing vision, guiding
growth, and supporting an institution’s mission and strategic plan.

University of South Florida

The University of South Florida in Tampa in 1995 developed a new master
plan® to create a strong physical insticutional identity while accommodat-
ing significant growth. The single form-giving big idea of the plan was the
creation of a “greenway” that traverses the campus diagonally, connecting



two large natural areas with the central lawn at the heart of the cam-
pus and providing a counterpoint to the more urban building densities
that campus growth would require. The plan combined strategic growth,
visionary, academic, place-making, and community-oriented goals:

. Accommodate a ten-year program of academic research, residential
and support facilities expansion of nearly 80 percent on the 815-acre
suburban Tampa campus.

- Create a sense of place by providing a more urban spatial order and
identity and a more pedestrian-oriented environment on what had
become a sprawling, automobile-dominated campus.

- Strengthen the functional and collegial connections among the cam-

pus’s various academic, research, residential, and recreational districts.

Restore the indigenous landscape of the university by creating a nat-
ural system of open spaces for amenity, recreation, and stormwater

management.

Enhance the university’s presence as an educational, cultural, and eco-
nomic resource in the Tampa Bay region.

To meet these goals, the plan established a hierarchy of connected pedes-
trian open spaces framed by the substantial building program to create a

series of unique places where none had existed before. Building infill was

used to shape the open spaces of the campus in a variety of settings such

as quadrangles, courtyards, and plazas. Arcades and breezeways were used

to connect buildings in a response to the long, hot summer seasons with

afternoon downpours characteristic of the regional climate. Most signifi-
cantly, the plan recommended the creation of a “greenway” that traverses

the campus in a diagonal to connect the central lawn at the heart of the

campus with a botanical garden on the southwest and a vast, regional

ecological preserve to the northeast. Combining an indigenous, semi-
tropical landscape with a series of informal ponds and basins also used

for stormwater management, this greenway provided a counterpoint to

the higher-density urban structure of the campus built environment that
would be needed to meet the growth program.

Using a phased implementation based on institutional strategic objec-
tives, the plan coupled implementation of architectural projects with the
creation of new public spaces to fill in gaps in the pedestrian fabric of
the campus with active uses and animated spaces. It also simplified the
vehicular circulation and replaced surface lots needed for new buildings
and open spaces with structured parking.

University of South Florida
From Top: Existing conditions (1994),

proposed plan (1995), design
guideling, and the new greenway
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Since adoption of the plan, the university has constructed nearly two
million square feet of new building facilities, strengthening program link-
ages among its academic and research precincts. New residential space
has enlivened the campus by bringing twenty-four-hour life into the
academic core. Creation of animated, open spaces in conjunction with
building development has had a profound effect on the quality and clar-
ity of place on the campus. In particular, the new Martin Luther King
Plaza, a gracious ensemble of shade trees, trellises, fountains, and seat-
ing areas on the university’s central lawn, has provided an iconic space
that has enhanced the identity of the institution. The greenway system
has been substantially implemented and brings a natural, indigenous
environment to the campus to act as a foil to the increased density of
development; in addition, it provides a system of ponds that provide
stormwater management capacity for the campus as it develops. A new
landscaped gateway has been created at the main vehicular entry into the
campus, and pedestrian concourses have been created by the conversion
of roads and parking areas in the academic core to tree- and building-
lined walkways connecting major districts of the campus.

University of California, Berkeley
In its first comprehensive master plan in one hundred years, the Univer-
sity of California, Berkeley” addresses the need for major physical change.
“The New Century Plan is a national model to renew a campus by linking
academic mission, investment, and design through vision.” The campus
plan responded directly to the university’s strategic academic plan, its
growing enrollment, and its need to functionally upgrade its facilities, while
leveraging each investment in the campus to enhance campus life and to
build on the campus’s extraordinary legacy of landscape and architecture.

Since space was at a premium on the Berkeley campus, institutional lead-
ers and planners focused on ensuring that each new capital investment
be designed to maximize its contribution to intellectual community by
creating dynamic, interactive places. The plan “reinforces the distinctions
between the Beaux Arts features of the classical core, with its axial vistas
toward the Golden Gate, and the ambling frame of riparian glades and
picturesque buildings that line its edges and weave through it.” These
distinctions became, in fact, the unique, organizing principle of the plan.
The ravine and stream that cut through the center of the campus had
been preserved, but over time the campus had turned its back to them.
Parts had been covered up, and they were perceived more as an obstacle
than a feature. The new plan for the campus restored the Central Glades
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as a natural amenity and primary organizing element, and oriented new &

campus development toward it. The plan proposed removal of a “ten-
story concrete monolith” building, which would be replaced by two
smaller pavilions that would frame a cascade of steps from a public plaza

to the Glades.

To enhance social and intellectual interaction and generate activity in
outdoor public spaces, the plan places active uses, such as library read-
ing rooms, classrooms, and food services, at the entry level of buildings.
It relocates nonessential uses off campus to increase the university’s on-
campus inventory of academic and research space, placing administrative
and public functions (including a new hotel and conference facility and
university museums) at the edge of the campus near downtown Berke-
ley where they can contribute to the quality of the neighborhood and
be served by public transic. New housing is planned in concert with
local community plans as infill high-density housing within a twenty-
minute walk, bike, or public-transit ride of the campus. The plan also

University of California at Berkeley

establishes a hierarchy of gateways and movement systems that preserve
Y g 4 ys P Top Left: Rendering of restored entry drive

Top Right: Central Glades
ity is addressed through policies and initiatives to conserve energy and  Bottom: New Century Plan

and enhance the pedestrian orientation of the core campus. Sustainabil-

enhance the natural environment, such as retention of stormwarer and
removal of impervious surfaces.

Project guidelines that support the university’s strategic goals and policies
provided more detailed criteria for location, space utilization, and design
of buildings and open spaces. Capital-approval processes were amended
to ensure that project scale, form, and character were taken into account
so that project decisions could be made in the overall context of the plan
and strategic goals rather than on an ad-hoc basis.



Hollins University

Top: Central campus
Bottom: 2004 campus plan
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Hollins University

The 2004 campus master plan at Hollins University* addresses land man-
agement, campus structure and organization, landscape, circulation and
parking, space use, deferred maintenance, flood protection, phasing, and
implementation funding. It organizes the structure of the campus around
the traditional, iconic, and much-loved central quadrangle around which
the earliest buildings stand, and which forms a substantial part of the
institution’s identity, restoring the historic buildings and revitalizing
them and the central quadrangle with student-oriented activities. The
goals of the plan were to:

- Invest in existing facilities. The plan gives priority to capital investments
that renovate existing facilities to meet program needs, attend to
deferred maintenance, and address accessibility. It also looks at oppor-
tunities to use improved facilities to generate additional revenue.

Enhance campus vitality. Addressing a generally acknowledged lack
of vitality on campus, the plan provides expanded, visible space for
student activities.

- Reinforce academic mission. The organization of academic uses is
strengthened, encouraging opportunities for interdisciplinary inter-
action.

- Build on the beauty of the campus. The campus contains an impressive
collection of historic buildings sited within a stunning natural land-
scape. The plan preserves these features, defining a strong landscape
framework and providing for adaptive reuse of historic buildings that
is sensitive to their historic character.

- Improve circulation functionality. The plan defines major entry points
to the campus core and provides clear access to public destinations
and sufficient convenient parking.

As a central organizing idea, the plan revitalizes the campuss main
quadrangle, making it a new focus for campus life. It provides for the
restoration and renovation of the surrounding buildings, completely
replanning the use of their ground floors with active, student-oriented
uses, including student services, clubs, and a café. The plan establishes
two “academic axes” extending from the main quad as the principal
locations for academic uses on the campus, relocating some academic
programs from other parts of the campus. It also defines three residential
districts—one utilizing the upper stories of buildings right on the main
quad and the other two at the ends of the academic axes. Each district
provides support amenities for residential students.




The plan provides a long-term vision and physical design for the cam-
pus intended to guide decision-making for ten years and beyond, and it
establishes a phased structure for investment in campus land and facilities
that reflects the university’s academic mission, history, and traditions. It
has been adopted by the university’s board and is in the process of imple-
mentation, with enthusiastic support by the university community.

Recommended initiatives

Creating a good campus plan requires both discipline and vision. Plans
are not born in isolation—and they cannot be put together piecemeal.
The following initiatives support effective campus planning.

Integrate the campus plan with the strategic plan. A great campus sup-
ports its institution’s strategic objectives when the institution’s campus
plan manifests and supports its strategic plan. When the campus plan is
grounded in the strategic imperatives of the university or college, its goals
are clear and achievable, and everyone involved in the planning process
understands their importance.

Capitalize on unique campus attributes. An institution should capitalize
on opportunities to create uniqueness in its campus plan. These opportu-
nities may come in the form of the character and personality of the region
or the site or the traditions and culture of the institution itself. Sacred or
special places should be celebrated in the plan.

Plan comprebensively. Institutions should plan primarily for the whole
campus and for the long term. The clarity of that entire vision will illu-
minate achievable short-term objectives.

Organize clearly. A campus should be legible to all who come. A good
plan unites the campus behind a single vision. It is simple, comprehen-

sible, and unified.

Challenge traditional ideas respectfully. New plans for existing campuses
must honor traditions—but also reinterpret them as needed to meet
today’s needs and tomorrow’s challenges.

Build consensus. Institutional leadership can use the master planning pro-
cess to create unity among the campus constituencies. A unified vision
is a product of open process and the informed constituency behind it.
Because the process builds consensus, unified visions move forward.

Never stop planning. A dynamic institution must stay in front of its
growth needs with continual review to ensure that development takes
place within the context of the larger plan framework.
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Creating Interaction through Density

Density of interaction

Density. No other planning idea provokes such controversy. The idea of a
dense or compact campus (the terms are used interchangeably to describe
a close adjacency of buildings and functions) can seem unpleasant to
some institutions, conjuring visions of the tenements that in the late
1800s threatened public health, safety, and welfare. On the other hand,
in America and elsewhere, the tightly built small town centers and city
districts that are often cherished have relatively high densities, as mea-
sured by building site coverage. Indeed, many of the core areas and older
centers of great American university and college campuses have densities
that equal or exceed the densities of many of the negative stereotypes
thart the word density evokes. This physical compactness allows students
and faculty to walk more easily from one place to another, encouraging
interaction and community, and reinforcing a sense of place and institu-
tional identity.

Within certain limits, a town or a college can be a vibrant community
whether it is compact or spread out. The perceptions of compactness
and vibrancy are functions of many things, including the visual con-
text and the landscape, architecture, and topography. The way the space
is designed, as well as the physical and cultural context in which it is
located, are much more important in determining its vitality than its
measure of density alone.

The most useful way to consider the compactness necessary for com-
munity and vitality is to look at the human qualities of the place—the
intensity of its use and the opportunities for intersections that this inten-
sity creates. When a place promotes interaction through compactness
appropriate to its size, location, and culture, then the benefits of density
may be realized even in a small, rural setting.

Density has a far-
reaching effect on

the site plan and the
quality of life within it.'

- KEVIN LYNCH



Large expanses of surface parking
force apart campus uses
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Density issues in campus development

Institutions need to find a way to balance the human desire for endur-
ing, symbolic places with the dynamic growth and change emblematic of
great campuses—without creating a sprawling, centerless campus. One

of several issues related to density may upset this balance.

Suburbanization

To accommodate growth, many campuses over the last forty years have
followed the general American model of suburbanization. In particular,
many of the American land-grant institutions, with their generous land
resources, have fallen into this pattern. As these campuses grew over the
last several decades, the creation of vital, lively places was not a prime con-
sideration. Colleges and universities were facing other issues. Even today,
many institutions do not understand the link between their sprawling
campuses and the lack of community they experience.

Many American institutions still resist building densely. The choice to
spread out is often based on the feeling that spreading out preserves open
space between buildings and is more beautiful than building compactly.
The choice to spread out has also been made in conjunction with several
other campus trends:

Proliferation of the automobile on campus

‘The automobile has made sprawl both feasible and, to some degree, inevi-
table. As many as 75 percent of on-campus residential students have cars

on some campuses. Students can drive a considerable distance from their
dormitories at one end of the campus to their classes at the other, But cars

also require roadways and parking lots at all major destinations, pushing

new buildings farther apart.




Development of large building types

Buildings such as recreation centers, athletic centers, large laboratory
buildings, and student centers have a different scale from older campus
buildings. More massive, they also tend to have less facade articulation.
Each of these building types occupies much more land than the older
buildings. Creating vibrant spaces around these building types can be a
challenge. Some institutions solve this problem by avoiding it—Dby locat-
ing the newer, larger buildings far from the campus center. This dispersal
of campus functions requires ever more use of the automobile.

Memorializing the center

Interestingly, the original centers of some campuses have become static
spaces, no longer changing or evolving. Respect for the historic center
is merited. Not touching it is better than some of the changes on cam-
puses where later infill buildings have destroyed the original character of
the center. But if the center is not allowed to change at all, then as the
institution’s needs grow and change, the center becomes secondary to the
emerging growth areas of the campus. Campuses may develop centers
of activity apart from or in addition to their historic centers. Vanderbilt
University, for example, didn’t want to build or add to its historic cen-
ter, while its Medical Center (and associated research) grew increasingly
demanding in its need for space, becoming the dominant area-of the
campus. Over time, the geographic “center” of the campus moved to the
parking area between the Medical Center and the traditional campus
center. Vanderbilt is now making the emerging medical area into one of
several new, vital district centers, as well as addressing the revitalization
of the historic core.

The shopping mall syndrome

Just as development can be too spread out, it can also be too unevenly
distributed, so that it is too compact in some areas and too sparse in
others. When functions are densely grouped together and surrounded by
seas of parking, a sense of human scale is lost, and the land area as a whole
is not well utilized. Interior retail shopping malls, for example, are much
denser than retail on even the most vibrant Main Street. But to achieve
the density of shopping that mall-developers desire, most of the land is
used as a paved and inhospitable parking area. The mall sits like a fortress
in the middle of this asphalt. Many large campus venues such as campus
centers and recreation complexes share this problem.
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Some colleges and universities have created a barrier of lifeless surface
parking between the campus and its adjacent neighborhood. Where a
sea of parking surrounding a mall might be acceptable, a sea of parking
surrounding a campus makes—perhaps unintentionally—a hostile state-
ment to its neighbors. Indeed, the parking may create a neighborhood
environment that is not desirable from the point of view of the institution
itself. No building or campus exists in isolation. The desirable density in
the campus center must transition smoothly to neighboring uses.

Capacity limits

Every place has limits on how dense it can become. Too much density,
like too much sprawl, can cause problems. “There is no ideal density. For
any given activity, there is a range of densities outside of which condi-
tions are likely to be substandard and within which there are a number of
thresholds marking a shift from one character with its particular advan-
tages to another with other advantages.”

Usually, the solution to a capacity problem is unique to a particular situ-
ation. Vanderbilt’s Medical Center is a case in point. Growing rapidly,
the area was reaching a limit in the amount of parking that could be
handled within a reasonable walking distance of the hospital. Uses such
as office space did not need to be in the core hospital area and were using
a large share of the available parking. The core hospital uses alone were
growing and required location in close proximity to one another. They
would soon also require all the available parking capacity. An obvious,
but expensive, solution might have been to add structured parking capac-
ity to the infrastructure of the area and to then deal with traffic capacity
limits. Instead, Vanderbilt saw an opportunity in the situation. A plan
was developed to move clinical and other offices out of the core to much
less expensive space where they would in turn stimulate activity in areas
that the university and the city wanted to revitalize.

In addition to traffic and parking, capacity limits can also arise along a
number of other dimensions. Some overbuilt areas can use up too much
open space, leaving too little or poor quality spaces that are too shaded
by adjacent buildings. The utility infrastructure may also reach a limit,
requiring expensive upgrading.

Reaching a capacity limit may be a sign to direct additional needed devel-
opment in new directions.

An elusive concept

Few planning concepts are as difficult to define meaningfully and make
use of as density. How can we achieve the kind of density that leads to
interaction, vitality, and community?



Campus Comparisons

Building Total Total Area | Total Build- | Total # of Floor Area | %Build-ir;
Footprint (sf) | Area (sf) (acres) ing Area Buildings Ratio (far) | Coverage
Ithaca 695325 | 5052960 | 1160 | 2,000,000 48 0.40 14%
Lehigh—Parker 646,880 | 3,898,620 89.5 2,624,080 | 53 0.58 17%
|
Lehigh-Mountaintop 289974 | 3,012,669 69.2 1,014,909 9 034 10%
Brown 736,880 | 3,332,340 76.5 2,579,080 83 0.77 22%
Carnegie-Mellon 866,560 | 3,441,240 79.0 3,032,960 44 0.88 25%
Dartmouth 393810 | 2,183,200 501 | 1378335 33 0.63 18%
Harvard Business School 704,176 | 2,571,474 59,0 2,464,616 | 33 0.96 27%
|
Harvard Yard 251,375 1,046.062 24.0 879,813 I 31 084 24%
Rice 856,245 | 3,778,830 86.8 | 2996858 | 40 0.79 23%
Traditional density metrics
In the planning field, the concept of density was initially applied t©o [grown e
urban areas, not to campuses. Metrics were created in the late 1800s to & J._'h RN
)
provide standards for new development or renovated areas that would 1. I,I_ +!
I
avoid the unsavory slum conditions, with their concomitant disease, filth, ! !' ;"
and crime, which had sprung up in industrialized cities. These metrics -
-, e
include the ratio of built space to land area known as Floor Area Ratio | '~ JE~ T =g = |
e . : 2T s -
(FAR), building coverage, and people per unit of land area (typically, per 'm R
square mile).? Although the conditions that gave rise to the need for these i g p— T T !
measurements mostly no longer exist, the concepts have become embod- ] I:
! ]
ied in zoning and building codes in communities across America. et e
The use of density metrics on campus is a relatively new phenomenon. |[CARNEGIEMELLON
i I
Within the last ten years or so, some institutions have begun to look at Y 3._‘ :
FAR and other metrics mostly as a way of comparing their own campuses il
i ST
to others. P S
= ﬁ
: |= . o wd® o
I = ’
Metrics are not enough ' -# ’ '.(I
Planners today generally recognize that while these metrics can be used | IF lq i
to make comparisons and to record facts about places, by themselves | LR _&._l!.!h_._! o

they do little to predict whether one community will be more livable or
vibrant than another. A high-rise laboratory building in a sea of parking
may have the same density measurements as Harvard Yard, but there is
no doubt which is the more collegial space.

Building coverage, floor area
and plan are typical den-
sity comparison metrics
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Sweet Briar College:

Aerial view of existing campus an

4 In fact, using density metrics in institutional planning may have unan-

model of proposed redefined core  ticipated and undesirable consequences. A cap on the building coverage
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ratio at Sacred Heart University in Connecticut, for example, forced the
institution to build residential towers to accommodate its growth needs.
These towers limited activity at ground level and therefore reduced the
interaction and community that the university was seeking to create
through its residential-life program.

Concepts of density should not be applied uniformly across a campus.
Density measurements are only meaningful as the selection of the area
over which they are measured. When looking at density with an eye
toward creating an active campus center, institutions should include only
the core areas, excluding any surface parking, playing fields, and undevel-
oped land that might be at the edges or outside of the core area. Stanford
University, for example, defines an “Academic Growth Boundary” within
which it allows new infill construction under certain guidelines, while
leaving other land undeveloped.” Sweet Briar College, likewise, has a
densely developed fifty-acre core campus surrounded by three thousand
acres of undeveloped land. Although the density of the entire campus
would be so low as to resemble farmland, the core campus is walkable,
vital, and surprisingly dense.

Density redefined

The measures that are generally used to quantify density, while providing
ranges that may serve as guidelines, do not allow us to predict which
campuses will be lively and vital places, reaping the benefits that a com-
pact community provides. The essential aspects of density that constitute
a barometer for success are proximity, centers of activity, and character
of space.’



Proximity

Putting buildings and uses in close proximity is a key factor for a thriving
community. This proximity improves the chances that people will cross
paths with other people, thus increasing the likelihood for spontaneous
interaction and exchange of ideas, which are fundamental to collegiality
and to interdisciplinary communication. To the extent that learning is a
social activity occurring as much outside the classroom as within it, an
environment that maximizes collegial encounters and exchange of ideas
also maximizes learning on campus.

Different environments affect people’s perception of proximity. How
active or visually interesting a journey is can greatly affect our comfort
with distance. The planner Christopher Alexander describes the choice
of route for walking from one place to another as a subtle interaction of
the shortest distance, intermediate attractions, and the destination itself.®
Walking nine hundred feet (three typical city blocks) from a remote park-
ing lot to a classroom can be tedious and feel unsafe, while the same
distance past connected buildings, multiple entries, and visually diverse
ground-level uses can seem pleasurable—and brief.

Centers

A district, even a densely developed one, should have a special place that
is clearly identifiable as its center. The center may be an area that is even
more densely developed than the surrounding district; it may provide
important functions that draw people to it; or it may be a space of iconic
significance readily identifiable as the district’s heart. Under the right con-
ditions, people begin to conduct more and more of their activities in the
center, adding vitality. On campuses just as in urban centers, people are
drawn to these vital areas to see and be seen, or just to enjoy the sense of
activity.

The center may not be physically denser than its surrounding areas by  sweet P— Collsge:Buildings A1
traditional metrics, but it is the place with the maximum density of inter- uses in close proximity create a
action of the university or district community with itself. As distance from ~ center with special character

the center increases, the density of these interactions decreases—whether

the university is gradually giving way to an equally dense surrounding city

or to unpopulated rolling countryside.

Character of space

Character of space describes the way in which the various attributes of a
place harmonize with one another and with the physical qualities and the
culture of the environment. The attributes of a place thar affect the feel-
ing of density include its degree of enclosure or openness, the distances
between buildings, the quality and opaqueness of building facades, the
size of the open space compared to the heights of buildings around it,




the amount of land covered by buildings or left open, and the amount of
sunlight and vegetation in the space. The character of a place responds to

the sensitivities of the people in the community. This response includes

preserving important views and movement corridors and providing location-
appropriate height limits or ratios of building height to width of open

space. Every place is unique, and thus, every place has—or should have—
a unique character, a quality that lets its inhabitants feel at home.

Designing the right density

Is there an objectively optimum density to ensure that an area will be
beautiful, vibrant, or livable? On the surface, it would seem not. An
acceptable density must be designed to take into account a number of
considerations: context and of culture; the arrangement and structure of
the campus’s spaces; and walking distance.

Context and culture

Whar feels like just the right density in one place may feel too spread out
or too dense in another. Buildings on campuses in rural or remote sub-
urban areas may feel comfortably close to one another at distances that
in urban settings would feel distressingly undeveloped. The University of
Colorado at Boulder, for example, has created a master plan that allows a
maximum density in its most dense area that is about half the density of
Brown University in Providence. In Iona College in New Rochelle, New
York, adding infill buildings was not the issue it might have been in a
more rural location. New Rochelle itself is quite dense and proximate to
New York City, so the infill development didn’t violate the people’s sense
of openness and space, and the added density seemed reasonable.

For colleges and universities located far from an urban center without the
benefit of an adjacent college-town neighborhood, urban density may be
inappropriate. But, in the context of the setting, planners and admin-
istrators must still take care to create on campus a level of density that
maximizes meetings of students, faculty, and staff. Sweet Briar College
and Hollins University are both located in rural settings but have created
vitality in a compact core campus.

Where no neighboring town provides community, vitality, and activities
for the students, the institution itself must create an environment that
fosters them. The University of South Florida at Tampa, located in a
suburban setting, has deliberately allowed a higher density on its campus
to create the needed feeling of a city center on campus.



Arrangement and structure

Density works together with enclosure, green space, mixed use, and a
pedestrian scale to create vital spaces on campus. The structure and pat-
tern with which these elements are assembled over the core campus area
and extend toward the neighboring functions is important. A large recre-
ation center surrounded by a vast parking lot does not create the kind of
density of use and interaction that is conducive to a rich community life.
Neither does a high-rise dormitory surrounded by open parkland. All of
these elements are necessary, but they work best when the parking is in
human-scaled courtyards or on the street, when the green space is shel-
tered and surrounded by interesting functions, when the buildings relate
to people’s movement at ground-level, and when the funcrions blend one
into the next over a short walking distance.

Walking distance

None of the metrics of physical campus density predicts the density of
interaction that is conducive to collegiality, community, and learning on

a particular campus, but there is an optimum size for a densely developed

community. Planners increasingly rely on the idea of the ten-minute

walking circle for academic uses, reflecting the time limit for changing

classes. When they are not faced with a short time limit, and when the

walk is pleasant, people will walk up to fifteen to twenty minutes. Urban

studies have shown that beyond this point, people will tend to drive

rather than walk, with concomitant need for more parking, deterioration

of the environment, and reduction of the number of chance interactions

while en route. On campus, some faculty members may demand two

dedicated parking spaces—one near their office or lab and another by the

classroom building where they teach. Students will feel the need for park-
ing near the classrooms as well as at the residence hall. Increasing parking

may start a vicious cycle that spreads even more of the campus beyond a

reasonable walking distance.

As institutions increase the number of their students, faculty, and other
people on campus, they need more space. The amount of space needed
per hundred or thousand new students varies from one campus to another,
but eventually, some growing campuses become so developed that it is
no longer possible to go from one location to another in a ten-minute’s
walk berween classes. This ten-minute class-change time equates to about
2,400 feet from desk to desk (nof doorway to doorway). This, in turn,
depending upon the characteristics of the campus, limits the core campus
area to a maximum size of about fifty-five to seventy acres. Each core
campus area, again depending on the building density of the institution,
will serve a limited number of students, faculty, and staff. The planner

University of Scranton

Top: Master plan model

Middle: Street blocks framework
Bottom: Building framework
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The larger circle indicates the
approximate ten-minute class-
change distance overlayed on
the four districts at Vanderbilt
University
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Christopher Alexander” suggests that the optimum city or town com-
munity size is about 7,000 people. Many universities are larger than this.
Beyond this approximate limit, institutions should consider the creation
of additional core centers rather than increasing the amount of sprawl.

One major university that has about 15,000 students and a total com-
munity size of about 35,000 long ago grew from its original historic core
campus area to two core areas. But it has now outgrown even two centers.
The master-planning process allowed the university to balance its desire
to be one community against the constraints that size imposed, and to
strengthen each of its component communities to achieve 2 more human
scale. The university has decided to move some of the functions in its
overcrowded centers to new campus centers now being created. Fach
center will be more physically self-sustaining, providing all its communi-
ty’s necessary functions within a ten-minute walk.

Benefits of density

Although the density measurements may vary widely depending on
culture, context, and the area under consideration, compact campus
development is clearly important.

More conducive to learning

The student at Boston University burst into his Latin classroom two min-
utes late—as usual. The other students could set their clocks by his arrival

amid a flurry of books, papers, and apologies. Red-faced and out of breath,

| Creating Interaction throu gh Density



he had run several blocks from his music class, but he could never run
fast enough to make it in just the ten-minute period between classes. He
would have the same problem again when Latin ended because his next
class was back in the music building. Although located in an urban, lively
environment that is the envy of many schools, Boston University’s cam-
pus, spread out a mile or more along Boston’s Commonwealth Avenue,
is itself not very compact. Resignedly, students and professors adjusted
themselves to the student’s habitual lateness.

This student was lucky. He had the self-confidence to show up late and
a professor and classmates who tolerated his disruptive arrival with good-
natured resignation. A recent study at the University of Maryland®showed
that close to 30 percent of all students who had scheduled back-to-back
classes could not get from their first class to the second within the allot-
ted ten-minute class-change time. More than three fourths (77 percent)
of the students in the survey reported a number of significant adverse
impacts of this insufficiently compact campus on their ability to learn:

- Classroom disruptions as some students are forced to leave class
carly or arrive late

- Insufficient time for some students (39 percent) to finish exams
in class
Inability or unwillingness of a significant percentage (11 percent)
of students to attend class at all
Limiration of student contact with faculty (and each other) before
or after class
Disproportionate impact on freshmen, probably affecting the
university’s retention rate

"The problem, once identified, was troublingly hard to fix. The obvious
solution—modifying the class-change time from ten to fifteen minutes—
was (according to university sources) too costly, requiring reprogramming
of the university’s course registration system. Other changes in schedule
or building location were either difficult or controversial. In the end, all
the university could do was to issue a warning to students who attempted
to schedule back-to-back classes with too-long walk times and to plan
to study the effect of this change again. With a more dense campus, the
issue might never have arisen in the first place.

Given the changing nature of academic teaching and learning styles and
the softening of disciplinary boundaries, flexibility in the academic core
is becoming a requirement on more and more campuses. Greater density,
by improving the closeness of buildings and departments, helps to pro-
vide that needed flexibility.



Community

A compact environment increases the number of unique moments when
one person crosses paths with another and has a possibility of interaction.
They may smile and say hello; they may stop for a char; or they may just
be aware of each other’s presence. These intersections allow people the
opportunity to communicate, to exchange goods, services, and ideas, or
just to see and be seen. This simple contact generates vitality in the space
and encourages people to spend time, making more intersections possi-
ble, leading to more contact, generating more vitality and more desire to
be there, and so on. In a densely built and lively community, people are
more likely to run into one another than in a spread-out one. Creating
the right kind of density is all about creating human intersections—and
intersections and the collegiality they generate are at the heart of com-
munity on campus.

A sense of place and a place for everyone

Suburban-style campuses are the ones where the authors hear the most
complaints about isolation and lack of community, about a need for more
interdisciplinary communication and more interaction among students
and faculty. There is no sense of the whole. A common complaint from
students on large, sprawling campuses is, “I feel like a tiny ant here. I can’t
connect to this place.”

Small sprawling campuses in rural settings can be unattractive to pro-
spective students precisely because of this feeling of isolation. “There was
nothing there,” said one prospective student who visited Hampshire Col-
lege in rural Massachusetts. “It was too spread out for how small it was.”

Our colleges and universities have dense roots—many of our oldest
campuses started in one building (e.g., Brown, Princeton, and Harvard
Universities) or in one small cluster of buildings. Densely built campuses
still tend to be oriented around one or more recognizable centers full of
people and activities. There is definitely somerhing there.

Freedom from the automobile

Given an equal (and not too great) distance, people are more willing to
walk when the way to their destination is full of interesting sights and
other people they might meet. They are also more willing to walk if the
pedestrian way is clearly laid out. Walking promotes health as well as
neighborly interaction. In less dense settings, with nothing of interest
between the trip’s origin and destination, people are more likely to drive.
One person recalls with pleasure his walks to the store to get milk when
he lived in a teeming urban neighborhood. Now a suburbanite, he drives
to the nearest store—and is surprised ro discover that the distance is the
same as it was in his old neighborhood.



Safety

The more spread out a campus is, the less safe people feel. Roadways, paths,
and parking lots that are not bordered by buildings are harder for people
to keep an eye on. Conversely, areas surrounded by occupied buildings
and areas where people are out and about feel much safer. People also feel
safer when they can see the path leading to where they are going, when it
is not isolated, and when other people are visible along the way.

Efficiency

The close proximity of buildings in a dense environment increases operat-
ing efficiency. Buildings placed close together can create microclimates
that positively affect energy usage. They can afford protection from the
hot summer sun by creating adjacent shade, thus cooling both interior
and exterior environments. In the winter, the same buildings can store
and capture warmth or shield from winter wind.

The initial infrastructure cost of bringing utilities (including heating, water,
electricity, telephone, and computer cabling) to support a new building
can be well over $1000 per linear foot. This initial cost is minimized by
proximity, as is the long-term efficiency of operating and maintaining
these urility systems.

Dispersal forces people to drive, either through distance or through
preference, thereby increasing construction and maintenance costs of
additional roadways, parking, and other transportation infrastructure.
Grouping buildings together can minimize streer and walkway length to
serve those buildings. On a more dense campus area, a smaller percent-
age of the land is required for roadways and parking. The average initial
construction cost of a two-lane street, including street surface, pedestrian
walkways, curb, and lighting can be $550 to $625 per linear foor, and this
additional roadway must be maintained. In addition, buildings placed
too far apart require additional parking, which can run from $2,000 to
over $14,000 per space. Additional maintenance costs incurred when
buildings are built far apart includes installation and maintenance of
lawn and other landscaped areas, and perhaps the need to provide addi-
tional security.

Better land utilization, preserving options for the future

Infill buildings can often serve multiple functions. They provide more than
just dormitory beds or space for classes. Properly situated and designed,
they can also help frame and structure the spaces of the campus.

On campuses with sufficient land, densely building the core area can
preserve the natural environment much more effectively than spreading
out the buildings over all the available land.

Initial sketch for the University

of Scranton residential quad-
rangle envisioned a tight and
efficient grouping of buildings



Infill along primary pedestrian

paths at the University of Scranton
provides an opportunity to create

a rich residential environment
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Although some facilities administrators feel that they are preserving options
for the future by spreading out campus development, the opposite is true.
More options are available—at less cost—for unbuilt land than for land
already occupied by scattered buildings, parking, and roadways.

Actions for optimizing density on campus

We need to stop shying away from density on our campuses. It offers
far too many advantages for enhancing learning, community, and col-
legiality. The right degree of compactness for a particular campus or part
of a campus depends on many factors, including environmental context,
topography, climate, and culture. For its unique situation, each institu-
tion should strive to develop an appropriate degree and quality of density
to foster contact, community, and interaction on campus. To meet this
challenge, institutions must use a process involving guidelines, careful
design, and campus community input.

Establish campus guidelines and principles for appropriate density.
Visualizing in three dimensions, using tools such as models and ren-
derings, is crucial; plans alone are not enough. Traditional measures,
such as Floor Area Ratios, by themselves are not enough. In response
to a commitment to a walking range, together with the “feel” of a
place appropriate to the location, region, and character of the cam-
pus, institutions can begin to establish their own metrics for FAR,
building coverage, height, massing, and other qualities that can guide
future development.

Ensure vitality in the heart of the campus. Institutions should find
ways to capitalize and expand upon the often-stunning assets of the
iconic campus core. Buildings and open spaces in the core should be
restored and well maintained. New buildings may be added—respect-
fully. Uses should be selected for these areas that bring people to them
during a large portion of the day.

- Look for opportunities to infill within the existing built campus frame-
work to enhance proximity, intensity of use, sense of place, and vitality.
Infill development should capitalize on existing major pedestrian cor-
ridors and open space.



- Repair existing undefined districts. Poor planning of the past can be
repaired. Institutions should identify the strong features of existing
favored districts and emulate them in the weaker districts, avoiding
copying style but instead replicating density, open space definition,
and mixture of uses.

Create new campus districts when needed. Campuses occupying an area

that is more than a ten- or fifteen-minute walk across may require
division into two or more individual campus districts. Each district

should have a compact plan with a clear identity and an iconic space.

Its center should enhance vitality and provide intensity of use all
day long.

- Envision large campus programs such as recreation, performance, and
student centers as groups of buildings rather than as single, massive
buildings. By planning these large uses as if they were small districts
of independent but linked buildings, institutions can weave them
into the existing fabric of the campus around usable courtyards and
other spaces.

Respect community density values. Every campus is unique. Those
developing and approving long-range campus plans must sense and
respect their own comfort levels about density, but they should also
be open to change. They should study local densities carefully and
should understand the densities of some of the college and university
districts and college towns that they cherish.

- Balance density issues carefully. The planning process must reach an
equilibrium between the community’s desire for proximate parking,
for preserving green space, beloved vistas, and a sense of openness,
and for respecting site conditions on the one hand; and on the other,
its need for better academic adjacencies, greater community and vital-
ity, and cost-effective use of resources.

Many American college and university campuses have become distinctly
un-collegiate places. To become more collegiate and vital places, most of
these campuses must develop centers that are more compact and dense
with human interactions. The campus can serve as a model of the col-
legiate excellence, cultural richness, physical benefits, and fiscal common
sense that density can provide.

Top:The main quadrangle at

lowa State University offers
tremendous potential to add
vitality through infill

Middle and bottom:

The campus center at the
University of Scranton is designed
as a grouping of smaller buildings
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A Mixture of Campus Uses

One main goal for creating or updating a campus master plan is to address
a perceived lack of collegiality and community on the campus. Campuses
lacking a sense of community are often zoned with discreet areas for aca-
demic, residential, recreational, and other uses—a separation that can
have serious adverse effects on campus collegiality and community.

What is mixed use?

A vital and diverse campus. This fundamental aspiration of today’s insti-
tutional leaders was also the aspiration of the early campus founders
who espoused the ideal of the living and learning campus. The found-
ers envisioned a collegiate place where seeing colleagues—fellow student
and professor alike—was a common event. Because of this, the university
promoted the exchange of ideas vital to the educational mission. It made
possible the meeting of individuals from diverse backgrounds, and cre-
ated some of the students’ most enduring personal relationships. This was
accomplished ar early colleges and universities in part by mixing many
campus uses together in one compact district or even in a single building,
Sadly, many of today’s campuses have—perhaps inadvertently—moved far
from the living and learning ideal of our earliest campus environments.

A college or university requires multiple activities to accomplish its mis-
sion. These activities collectively comprise the uses of the campus’s various
buildings and facilities. On campuses, the major categories of uses are
academic; research; residential; offices and support services (such as the
physical plant, storage, and printing facilities); sports and recreation; stu-
dent services (including coffee shops, dining, bookstores, movies, and
extracurricular organizations); and parking. Physically mingling these
uses within a single building or in a group of buildings arranged in such a
way that they utilize common spaces collectively over an extended period
of time is known as mixed use.

The district...must
serve more than

one primary func-
tion; preferably more
than two.These must
insure the presence
of people who go
outdoors on different
schedules and are in
the place for different
purposes, but who
are able to use many

facilities in common.’

- JANE JACOBS



Use patterns

To achieve the community interaction that institutions want, the vari-
ous uses have to be close enough together so that people can move easily
from one to another. Jane Jacobs’s observation about cities is also true
of campuses: They fail when they do not respond appropriately to the
hour-by-hour patterns of individual activities. When the uses are sepa-
rated, some parts of the campus are intensely active at some times of the

day—and decidedly inactive the rest.

The academic district

If academic use is exclusive to a district, then institutions will tend to
have a pattern of use that is active only during the hours when classes are
scheduled. At traditional residential institutions, the academic district is
particularly busy during the heavily scheduled times from 10 A.M. to 2

PM. By late afternoon, the district can be dead because students have

The mall at Texas State University

T e r—— moved on to other activities such as clubs, sports, homework and lab
Bitto Class changa time work, and dinner. Some of the more lively campus academic districts
are the ones that have expanded to encompass residential or community-
oriented uses, or where the academic district is also used for evening
classes or community education during non-peak hours. Housing that is
adjacent to the campus core, or that over time has become surrounded
by academic buildings, is usually among the most desirable housing on
campus, and on nights and weekends it brings to the academic district

activity that is valued by the entire campus community.

Changes in academic pedagogy, including more group work and student-
directed learning, and changes in student study patterns demand a new
look at learning environments. The access that students need to comput-
ers, to group study areas, and to informal study spaces can be provided
most effectively by an environment that combines these uses in buildings
and spaces with easy access to food service. The study patterns of today’s
students almost demand a mixed-use environment. This mixture of uses
can also benefit the institution, enlivening the academic district during

off-peak hours.

Increased emphasis on involving undergraduates in research and on
mixed graduate/undergraduate programs also suggests new building use
patterns, as classrooms and research labs may have to be located closer
together. In addition, institutions may want to consider other changes
that create opportunities for these two populations to interact. For exam-
ple, in its new master plan, Hollins University relocated the graduate
studies program from a facility outside the academic core into a reno-
vated and expanded space in the core of the campus to make it more
visible and accessible to undergraduate students.

b
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Research laboratories

Because the often-intense nature of the work requires ideally almost
twenty-four-hour access to these facilities, mixing research and teaching
laborarories in with classrooms activates the academic part of the campus
during hours outside normal class time. Also, professors typically prefer
to have their research laborarories next to their offices, in the academic
center of the campus. Today, however, these laboratories are often moved
to the campus perimeter because of the need to build more classrooms
within the ten-minute class time change of the academic core. Research
investment by government and large private corporations, with concom-
itant security requirements, also tends to isolate the research function.
Removing research from the core areas of the campus, however, has had
the unfortunate result of removing graduate students and some of the
star teachers themselves from the campus core, to the detriment of the
entire community.

The scale of the required architecture also separates research from other
campus functions, even when it is located near them. Research laboratory
buildings are typically much larger than traditional academic campus
buildings. Many times, students and professors are not the only work-
ers in these facilities. A private work force demanding its own parking
and facilities creates an environment much like a suburban office park—
automobile-dominated, single-use districts. Examples of this phenom-
enon are Princeton Forrestal Center, the Research Triangle of North
Carolina, and the University of Utah Research Campus.

[ronically, this sort of isolation inhibits the very nature of research. Many
of the greatest breakthroughs in science occur in the interstices between
disciplines. Bringing researchers from different departments together is

increasingly important. One way to do this, even if the research campus
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Research laboratories are tightly
linked with offices and adminis-
tration on the new Mayo Clinic
campus in P_hoenix, Arizona

Mixed-use village center at
Princeton Forrestal research campus
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The new research campus at
Utah State University envisions a
mixed-use environment to com-
plement the research facilities

is separated from the rest of the university, is to mix the departments

(respecting the requirements for specific types of labs and facilities). If
for proprietary reasons this is not possible, another method is to provide
common campus functions that can be shared by all research depart-
ments. A number of research facilities can be organized around a common
courtyard, sharing a cafeteria or café, administration facilities, and so on,
as planned in the new campus for the Mayo Clinic in Phoenix, Arizona
and the Innovation Campus at Utah State University in Logan, Utah. As
populations in these research areas rise, the need for support facilities,
such as copy centers and cafés, increases so that the researchers don’t have
to leave the campus to find a meal or run an errand. Further adding to
the vitality of the area would be a conference center, inn, or hotel (with
associated restaurants) to support visiting researchers and visitors from
private corporations.



But why remove these facilities from the main campus at all? In many
cases, research facilities might be built at the edges of the original cam-
pus, where access by outside workers is convenient, the required parking
can be provided, and administrative support can be shared. In addition,
faculty, graduare students, and others using the research laboratories can
have access to the many facilities available on campus. Graduate housing
is generally not in the core campus, but in peripheral areas. Graduate
research laboratories at the edge of the campus can be located conve-
niently close to this housing, which might in turn blend into a residential

neighborhood beyond.

Residence halls

After World War I, new residential districts, separate from the academic
functions, were created on most campuses. This change paralleled the
creation of residential suburbs and “bedroom communities” in Ameri-
can cities. Urban planners have re-learned since then that residential life
closely intercwined with other activities (offices, retail, and entertain-
ment) ensures not only the vitality but also the economic success of cities
and towns. The same is true on campus.

Many institutions not only separate the residential use from other uses,
but they also separate student class years from one another. First-year
students in particular are often segregated into separate residence halls to
ensure that they meet one another, establishing class unity and class rec-
ognition. Administrators in university development departments often
cite these factors as key in fostering a long-term relationship beyond
graduation and in alumni giving to the institution. While acknowledging
the reasons for class segregation, how can institutions encourage interac-
tion and learning from older peers, graduate students, and professors? In
addition to mixing residential and academic uses, institutions can also
mix student class years and professors in the same residence hall. This is
the hallmark of the residential-college system, where professors and stu-
dents of all ages live, eat, and study together, forming lasting friendships
with one another and intense bonds with the institution.

The residential-college approach is gaining adherents among many leading
institutions. Vanderbilt University, which historically created residence
halls segregated by year and housing type, is in 2003 in the process of
restructuring its residential-life program into a number of small residen-
tial colleges. The university is retooling existing facilities to accommodate
professors and their families as well as undergraduate first-year and upper-
division students. At Loyola Marymount University in Los Angeles, even
the president lives in an apartment in one of the student residence halls.
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Living/learning communities are also gaining institutional interest. By
locating classrooms and other study areas within a residence hall, an
institution can provide facilities for educational programs of particular
relevance to the students who live there. It can also use these facilities to
draw others in. The University of North Texas, for example, plans to use
classrooms in one of its residence halls for class meetings of distance- and
hybrid-education students who do not live on campus.

Many suburban residential communities are essentially segregated by
wealth. The same segregation also occurs in campus residential life when
more money is charged for more desirable housing. Utah State University
is mixing highly desirable singles as well as doubles and triples on one
floor, so that the different costs of these room types does not segregate
the students from one another, either by wealth or by their year at the
university.

Offices and support services

Professors generally like to have their offices near a majority of their
classrooms. But cross-disciplinary contact requires that the offices and
classrooms of one department not be isolated. To improve interdepart-
mental communication, the offices of several departments should be
mixed together or adjacent. Common functions, such as a coffee lounge,
administrative assistant and graduate offices, library, and copying area,
should be provided in areas shared among departments to efficiently use
services and space and—more importantly—to facilitate the exchange of
ideas among individuals and departments.

In many institutions, administrative offices are the first use removed from
the center of the campus when space is short. This approach is reasonable
but may not always be the best. Often, when this is done, administrators
feel isolated from the students they serve. The camaraderie of being part
of one place is lost, and the student perception of a faceless bureaucracy
is increased. In addition, when the institutional offices are isolated from
the core campus, the administrative part of the campus (whole groups
of buildings in large universities) tends to go dead after 5 PM. and on
weekends, when the administrative staff is not there. This issue is shared
by downtowns that are dominated by office use. The solution is the same
as well. Mixing offices in with other uses benefits all.




Sports and recreation use

Sports and recreation are typically isolated from the main part of the
campus, in part because of the large amount of land needed. Historically,
however, many schools have had sports and recreation integrated into
the hearts of their campuses. The central green of Wesleyan University
in Connecticut, for example, is a playing field. Lehigh University once
had—and Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute still does have—the football
field in the heart of the campus. Utah State University's stunning main
quadrangle also serves as a primary intramural field, creating a place of
great vitality after the academic day winds down—from about 3 PM.
until nightfall.

Sacred Heart University, historically a commuter school with limited
land resources, is adding intramural activities to the main quadrangle
of the campus, surrounded by academic, library, and chapel, to encour-
age students to stay on campus after class. This change will benefit the
center district of the campus as well as the intramural program itself with
increased attendance and participation.

The main quadrangle at Utah
State University provides fields
for intramural sports programs

Sacred Heart University:
Proposed new guadrangle
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Merrimack College has mixed
the uses of a campus center
and a student recreation
center in a single building

Merrimack College has mixed the uses of a campus center and a student
recreation center in a single building. The building was designed to allow
these activities to be seen either while walking the central street of the
building interior or when participating in either activity. Students can
sip coffee at a café and watch their peers playing basketball or exercising.
Even more dramatically, large areas of glass on the building perimeter
allow these activities to be seen from outside the building, acting as a
great beacon for the center of campus.

Student services

The student or campus center is a modern manifestation. It provides a
number of functions needed for student life and shares a number of attri-
butes with commercial shopping malls. The functions within the student
center are conveniently close to one another and protected against the
weather. The center also provides an important venue in which students
can see and be seen. It also shares some of the mall’s weaknesses. By
isolating its functions from others on the campus, a student center can,
ironically, contribute to lack of community on the campus as a whole.
The inwardly oriented student center at George Mason University was
so successful that community and activity suffered on the rest of the
campus. Like a shopping mall, it provides many functions that students
want—Ilibrary, café, bookstore, mailroom, bank machine, and so on—all
within one building. And like a mall, the functions face inward. Large,
inactive walls and undefined grass strips face the neighboring parts of
the campus; the intensity and activity within the building does not spill
outward to invigorate the rest of the campus.

Other alternatives exist. Today’s mixed-use market centers, like public
squares and business streets, provide people with the shopping benefits of
proximity and variety. Market centers also provide a wealth of activities
that people seek in addition to shopping, such as restaurants and cafés,
post offices, printing services, and banking. This model has been applied
successfully on several campuses. Sweet Briar College combined several
separated campus functions such as student organizations, dining, café,
financial offices, and bookstore, and arranged these uses in “storefronts”
surrounding an exterior square. Above most of these uses are residence
halls, which ensure activity in and around the square eighteen hours a
day. In addition to creating a lively campus center, this idea highlighted
sustainable building practices and reduced cost by combining new con-
struction with reuse of underutilized existing space.

Institutions embedded in lively campus neighborhoods can take advan-
tage of their proximity to the neighborhood, and in fact can strengthen
this connection, by moving many of the campus student-service uses to
the public street. For example, Brown University’s bookstore is located



Lehigh University created a
student service district when
re-thinking its student center

on Thayer Street, a lively adjacent commercial street. In fact, some dor-
mitories are built with shops facing Thayer Street on the first floor. The
bookstore for Wesleyan University is on Main Street in Middletown,
Connecticut. Lehigh University has moved its bookstore, as well as
several other services and shops from the center of campus, to the cam-
pus perimeter with the adjacent South Bethlehem retail district. Above
and adjacent to these uses, they have added residential uses in order to
strengthen this new neighborhood edge—to the benefit both of campus
life and the adjacent retail district.

Parking use
Everyone wants to park at the front door of his or her destination. Creat-

ing large parking lots in the center of the campus, however, can overwhelm
other uses, creating a barren and hostile-feeling space. To retain a mix-
ture of uses in the campus center, structured parking can be provided.
Although it is generally seen as a desirable solution, structured parking is
four times more expensive than surface parking. Further, structured park-
ing alone does not fully address the need for mixed uses in the campus
core because parking garages typically lack active uses at the ground floor.
Both the cost of the garage structure and the lack of activity at its edge

can be addressed at the same time. Ohio State University and other institu-

) The Ohio State University parking
tions have activated the ground floor of parking structures by adding uses  sructures with café and book-

such as cafés, book stores, print shops, and so on. These uses generate revenue  store at street level
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to augment the fees from parking. By placing the parking structure in
a location convenient to facilities that attract the general public, such
as sports, arts, entertainment, or conference facilities, an institution can
both generate additional revenue from the parking structure and enhance
the activity in nearby spaces. Building residences around the perimeter
of the garage, as Lehigh University has done, generates revenue, activates
the garage perimeter with twenty-four-hour residential use, and provides
residences that are highly desirable to students, who will often pay more
to have their cars close to where they live.

Factors working against mixed use

In most eighteenth- and nineteenth-century colleges, all the uses occurred
in close proximity, if not in the same building. Few American campuses
today still use this model. Instead, paralleling the general urban-development
trends since World War I1, we have drifted to a model where the functions
are spread out. Research stands in isolated enclaves. Academic buildings
are located in one area and residence halls in another. Where private
developers have built campus housing, these residential buildings may in
fact be located off campus, often not even within walking distance.

Several factors have undermined the ideal of the living and learning cam-
pus and have led to our present condition:

- Desire for organizational clarity .
- Academic competition and the drive for program identity
+ Separate ownership of facilities

Desire for organizational clarity

Many people on campuses where functions are dispersed and separated
from one another find this model of development clear, organized, and
artractive. From the perspective of a facilities manager, the costs and
revenues of each use can be clearly understood and managed. Ironically,
dispersing these uses usually creates physical inefficiencies with concomi-
tant increased cost of construction, operation and maintenance.

Academic competition and the drive for program identity

The desire for a separate program identity can sometimes drive one depart-
ment or school to establish its location apart from the mixed districts of
the central campus. These separate enclaves of individual programs stifle
interaction among academic peers. They tend to be marked by under-
utilized teaching space while other campus programs scramble for such
space; and they promote the use of cars to travel back and forth from the
core campus.



Academic competition, too, has contributed to the isolation of campus
uses from one another. A competitive spirit can encourage innovation
and new ideas. But when competition arises not only among peer insti-
tutions but among academic units of the same institution, it can go too
far. Seeking to differentiate themselves from their peers at other schools
and to attract the best students, academic departments feel they must
offer the best facilities. To afford those facilities, departments compete
for donor gifts. Gifts given to one school become the property of that
school rather than of the institution as a whole; and the school uses the
money to further its own priorities rather than institutional priorities,
perhaps building new academic facilities without the vital mix of campus
uses and departments common to the original campus districts or build-
ings. The need for proximate housing on campus, for recreation, for food,
for places to “hang out” is seen as someone else’s problem—a problem
that often seems to lack money to create a solution. What is best for
the institution becomes second to the goals of the individual school or
administrative unit.

The Darden School for Business at the University of Virginia received a
large gift, which it used to move its academic functions from the main
area of the campus to a remote area accessible mainly by automobile or
shuttle bus. No housing was created in this new district, which is, not
surprisingly, quiet outside of classroom hours. If it wants to enliven this
district, the university will need to add residential housing and other uses,
in effect creating another campus center for the business school.

Separate ownership of facilities

On many campuses, an individual department may “own” a building or
facility, taking it out of the pool for university-wide use. When classrooms,
labs, and common spaces become the property of a particular department
rather than a common asset shared by the entire institution, the excel-
lent facilities within one school may have extremely low utilization while
other academic units of the same institution deal with overcrowding or
physically inadequate space. This inefficiency not only leads to building
and maintaining excessive academic space, but also creates barriers to
interdepartmental study and cross-fertilization. At Ithaca College, the
constituencies that felt most deprived by the School of Music’s singular
ownership of its building were the students and younger professors of the
school itself. They would have enjoyed opportunities to run into more
of their peers from other schools more of the time. In this case, mixing
academic uses among a variety of departments in the one building would
have been an improvement for all departments.
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Benefits of mixed use

The social, academic, and fiscal benefits of mixing campus uses include:

Increased collegiality and community
- Enhanced learning
- Safery
. Competitive admissions

Flexibility for growth

Each of these is discussed below.

Increased collegiality and community

Perhaps the most positive aspect of mixed use is an increase in the poten-
tial for greater interaction on campus and the feeling of community
that this interaction engenders. Bringing diverse uses in close proximity
increases the number of people present in an area as well as the amount
of time they are likely to be there. This, in turn, improves the probability
that their paths will cross. The more that people’s paths cross and inter-
sect, the more a campus—or a town—feels like a community and a place

to be cherished.

Enhanced learning _

Numerous sources® cite studies showing that academic performance is
improved when students live near their classes. Some institutions have
had success in putting classrooms into the student residence halls, creating
living-learning communities. Residential college systems mixing under-
graduates, graduate students, and professors of an institution stimulate
students and professors alike and provide the opportunity for continuous
learning and discussion of ideas outside the classroom.

Safety
Single-use districts, whether academic, residential, or recreational, are
unoccupied for large portions of the day or night. Vacant and deserted,
they contribute to the perception, if not the reality, of a lack of campus
safety.

Mixing uses improves both the reality and perception of campus safety by
activating campus districts around the schedules and patterns of campus
activities throughout the entire day. It capitalizes on these normal patterns
of activity to put people in contact with one another because they have
reason to be there—whether working, teaching, studying, or relaxing.



Competitive admissions

A less obvious benefit to the ongoing activity of a mixed-use environment
is its attractiveness to prospective students and parents. The campus that
looks lively, collegial, and safe makes a powerful first impression on a
campus tour.

Flexibility for growth

Some institutions resist mixing uses on their campuses because they fear
that doing so would rob them of needed flexibility for the future. This
apprehension typically arises when discussing putting residential uses
among the academic ones. These institutions are concerned that mixing
these uses would leave less room for the academic facilities they will need
in the future. Though the core of academic facilities should be within
walking distance of one another during the ten-minute class change time,
ample room is often available to insert appropriately sized enclaves of
residential use among academic and administrative uses. Many times this
proximity has the added advantage of overcoming students’ perceived
need to have their automobiles on campus.

Housing near the academic and administrative areas of the older core
campus, unlike housing developed on the campus periphery, often has
the added benefit of also being near the most beautiful and sacred areas
on campus. This location is frequently the most treasured by the students
who have a chance to live there. An extreme example of this—though far
from the only one—is the University of Virginia, where students vie for
a chance to live in Jefferson’s “academical village” even though they suffer
a long outdoor trek to the bathrooms.

Where larger campuses encompass multiple districts beyond the core aca-
demic area, like Ohio State University and Vanderbilt University, these
campuses should have a balance of uses and identifiable centers in each
district. Research districts for example, should have a complement of
housing, open space, food service, convenience, and other uses, thus cho-
reographing the various usage patterns into an attractive liveliness in the
district for the entire day.



Initiatives to promote the mixed-use campus

Even institutions with highly dispersed, use-separated campuses can take
steps, both immediately and over time, to attain the vibrant feel of a
mixed-use campus. Every campus planning or building-programming
project provides an opportunity. Individual institutions may find many
other opportunities as well when considering space allocation, depart-
mental priorities, capital allocations, or other topics.

When the situation arises, institutions should seek opportunities to mix
uses within individual buildings whenever possible. This can include:

+ Intermingling similar functions, such as offices or classrooms, of
different departments and schools of the institution

- Incorporating residential use above social uses such as student organi-
zations and cafés

- Placing synergistic uses, such as recreation and a campus center, or a
library and a campus center, near one another

In addition to uses within single buildings, institutions should search
for opportunities for fine-grain mixing of uses among buildings within
the campus district. Academic, residential, administration, support, cafés,
open space, and parking uses should be mixed in the appropriate propor-
tion to one another. The goal is to orchestrate the patterns of usage so
that it will enliven the district, create opportunities for the intersection
of people and their ideas, and create a self-sufficient and efficient use of
land and building resources.

Instead of dispersing functions, larger universities should create multiple
campus districts with the attributes described above when the campus
population is too large for a single district. Campus districts, like neigh-
borhoods in cities and towns, should be no larger than two thousand
feet across, the distance one can walk in approximately ten to fifteen
minutes. Open space or streets should form strong connections berween
these districts. Each district should have an identifiable anchor or center
of common activity and support, which would ideally draw not only
district residents and users but also users from other districts.

Colleges and universities that are located within a city or town should
create edges or other campus areas where campus constituents and out-
side community residents can mix. Either on the campus edge or within
a district, institutions should consider incorporating residential, com-
mercial, market, food and entertainment uses that draw a diversity of
constituents and enliven the area for the greater part of the day.
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Penn State University com-
mercial district is adjacent to

main entrance to campus







eleven

Landscape

If the plan orders the ideas and aspirations of the institution, the land- The occasional con-
scape expresses its soul and personality. One of the fundamental ways an  templation of natural
institution can distinguish itself is through the development of a coherent ~ scenes of an impressive
and consistent landscape. People are attracted to unique places—places ~character...is favorable
that resonate with the personality of the region they inhabit, that are  tothe health and vigor
dynamic and enduring. An inspired and well-implemented landscape of men and especially
establishes the campus’s overall character and beauty, shapes the campus  to the health and
plan, and provides the campus with a sense of unity. It expresses how the ~ vigor of their intellect
institution belongs to a location, and at its best can also be a provocative ~ beyond any other

and artful expression of its culture. conditions which can

be offered them....!
‘The transformative potential of a powerful landscape idea is rarely identi-

fied and utilized. Many of our campus landscapes today lack boldness, - FREDERICK LAW OLMSTED
unity, and clarity. Solutions more often than not occur as a series of
independent, unrelated measures taken on a project-by-project basis,
damaging or destroying the unity of the campus. Numbers of well-meant
unrelated donor gifts add pressure on some institutions to undertake
various unrelated projects on their campuses. When Sasaki Associates
first started working with Ohio State University, for example, the facili-
ties staff had undertaken a large number of small, unrelated projects in
different parts of the campus. While each project was pleasant, the overall
effect was to diminish the unity of the campus. As one landscape archi-
tect put it, the campus as a whole “was dying of a thousand little paper
cuts.” When thinking abour the landscape of the campus, it is critical to
think holistically.



The landscape master plan

for Sweet Briar College
utilizes a prominent campus
dell as an ampitheater
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Role of the landscape

A well-ordered landscape structures and reinforces the big idea in the
campus plan; defines the campus’s outdoor spaces; provides, through
pedestrian and vehicular circulation, effective means for movement of
people, automobiles, and goods; expresses the institution’s roots in its site
and region; and expresses the institution’s unique culture and identity.

Structuring and reinforcing the big idea in the plan

The landscape structures and reinforces the overall campus plan, mak-
ing it tangible. Important places should be recognizable as unique and
singularly important. On some campuses, such as Sweet Briar College,
the landscape reinforces the plan, whose main idea is established by the
organization of the campus uses and the architecture of the buildings. On
others, the landscape is the defining element that structures the campus
plan and gives the campus its unique identity. The 1910 Cram, Goodhue,
and Ferguson General Plan for Rice University is a good example of this.
As the architectural historian Stephen Fox explains, “Trees and hedgerows
were specified in the General Plan as the components defining lines of
view and movement volumetrically. More so than buildings, hedgerows
and trees planted in allées reshape the vast, immeasurable, and monoto-
nous space of the flat coastal plain, imposing rhythm, measure, direction,
sequentiality, and hierarchy—what might in literary terms be called a

»7

narrative structure.



Defining space

The campus landscape defines the campus’s spaces, providing the great
outdoor “rooms” and places in which the campus community interacts.
The importance of the campus open spaces for meeting, for education,
for contemplation, and for communal activities cannot be overstated.
These open spaces range from well-defined streets and room-like quad-
rangles and courtyards, to orderly, well-tended athletic fields, and to the
natural forest preserves and agricultural fields of land-grant institutions.
The primary landscape elements used to define many of these spaces are
walls, hedges, lighting, topography, and trees.

The principal outdoor spaces at Connecticut College are a series of
athletic fields with clearly defined borders of rows of trees framed by a
consistent edge of buildings beyond. In contrast, the entire campus of
Vassar College is an arboretum that provides an informal landscape set-
ting for its buildings. Each of these landscapes is an appropriate response
to the environment and culture of its institution. The composition, pro-
portion, and material palettes of these spaces are crucial to campus beauty,
efficiency, and vitality.

The great spaces of Rice

University are defined by both
the landscape and the buildings
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Left:The character of walks at
Middlebury College was drasti-
cally altered with the demise of
their stately elms

Right: Live oaks border the
drive at Rice University
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Providing circulation

Providing connections among the campus’s outdoor spaces, its buildings,
campus entries, and the areas beyond the campus perimeter requires a
well-conceived system of circulation. Students and professors must move
from building to building between classes; ‘campus commuters arrive,
depart, and search for proximate parking; goods must be brought to cam-
pus and refuse brought out. The orderly function of this system is critical
to the institution.

The system of circulation provides the main connections between campus
districts and features. Well designed, it is paramount to achieving and
supporting campus community with patterns of movement that bring
people into contact and connect campus activities, An example is the
plan for the River of Trees at the Ohio State University. This plan creates
a new and dramatic open space linking Mirror Lake Hollow to the Olen-
tangy River in one direction and the river to the Oval at the core of the
campus in the other. The design of the corridor integrates adjacent new
buildings and site development into an overall concept that emphasizes
continuity of pedestrian movement, diversity of landscape plantings, and
framing of views to important campus destinations and landmarks.

Streets, walks, stairways, and arcades provide the campus with connective
elements. Streets, whether part of a network of the surrounding urban
community or internal to the university, should be defined by landscape
elements thart establish a hierarchy and clarity to the vehicular and pedes-
trian circulation of the campus. This definition can be accomplished



through the consistent treatment of tree plantings that provide structure,
walks that create a positive pedestrian experience, both vehicular- and e T~
pedestrian-scale lighting, and wayfinding signage. Within the campus,
pedestrian walks and bikeways should connect destinations in a hier-
archical way, focusing major pedestrian activity on primary desire lines,
increasing opportunity for interaction while enhancing security through
the volume of pedestrian activity. Stairs, where the topography requires
them along major pedestrian ways, can provide an opportunity for creat-
ing places for people to pause with friends.

Connecting campus and region: understanding the context

When the campus expresses the nature of its site, its region, and the
local culture, it also articulates the institution’s commitment to regional
distinctiveness. It does this through harmony with the regional landscape
and the unique characteristics of the site itself, and through expression of
the culture and history of the area. In an increasingly homogenous world,
the uniqueness of place can be a powerful attraction to students and
faculty. An understanding of the site and context can be the most potent
driving force of form on campus.

The region

The campus landscape should reflect the essence and specific characteristics
of the regional landscape. Wisely used, regional characteristics can instill a
campus with a specific sense of place and sustainable, cost-effective opera-
tional efficiency. Regional characteristics include:

. Ecology. The local ecology comprises the interrelated natural systems
of area.

Unique geology and topography. Geology and topography might mani-
fest in the flatness or hilliness of a campus, or its openness to views; or
they might be indicated in an historical use of local building stone.

Hydrology. Rivers and lakes and their respective waterfronts can add
tremendous value and identity to a campus. Understanding more
subtle hydrologic patterns such as groundwater conditions can dic-
tate placement and function of building and campus exterior space
such as athleric fields.

1A
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Vegetation. Using local plant materials enhances the sense of campus = ;
Top: Initial sketch for the “River of

deditd . . ey .
identity through belonging to a specific place or region. Plant materi- 1 .. the Ohio State University
als of the region can line campus streets and form hedgerows to define  gottom:The gorge at Cornell

parking lots; the strong grids of trees can recall orchard country; and  University is a defining feature of
bold informal groves of trees can bind a campus to adjacent forests.  the campus
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Climate. Adapration to regional climate patterns is critical ro creating
cfficient, comfortable, and enduring campus settings. Coordinated
tree planting can substantially reduce summer and winter cost of
building operation. Exterior spaces can be screened and shaded to
promote comfort, use, and interaction.

At St. Edward’s University in Austin, Texas, for example, one of the nota-
ble natural qualities is the climarte, which is generally hot and dry. This
has become a driving force in the form of the campus. Because of the
oppressive heat, the university is planting hundreds of evergreen live oak
trees, greatly increasing the number of this species on campus. This sin-
gular species, the largest shade tree native to the region, has become the
dominant species on campus. The live oaks require little water, and they

address the need for shade.

Built on a red rock plateau overlooking the Wyoming wilderness, Western
Wyoming College participates in the beauty of its rugged nacural sur-
roundings. The buildings utilize the colors of their site, and the landscape
reflects the beauty of the area. Because of its exposed, windy location, the
campus landscape has been organized around small, sheltered courtyards
where students can gather. Lawns are limited to these courtyard areas,
while the natural rugged beauty of the site is retained in other parts of
the campus.

The site of the campus

By working with the unique qualities of its site, the landscape design of a
campus can express its institution’s distinct identity. Vassar College is well
aware of the role its campus plays in attracting and retaining students. “If
you ask a Vassar student why shelhe picked Vassar,” states the college’s
Web site, “the answer almost always includes the campus.” The site of
Vassar is a rolling landscape bisected by streams. The institution has capi-
talized on this site by developing an informal landscape composition in
which trees are used to frame and enhance views of the buildings and the

rolling hills beyond.

Preserving the integrity of the site does not mean that nothing can be
touched or changed. However, where possible, campus projects should
retain and enhance the natural features of the campus site and ecosystem.

Campus landscape should respond o the size of the site as well as its other
unique characteristics. The unifying design of precious courtyard space
on campuses with only a few acres is as important as the appropriate
stewardship of campuses with thousands of acres of natural environment.
Whether a campus is large or small, every square foot counts.
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The courtyards at Stanford
Expressing the culture of the institution and region University express unique

iy . v . . regional characteristics
In addition to the physical qualities of a campus’s region and site, the
phy. q P g

landscape should express the social qualities of the institution’s environ-
ment. The human influences on the landscape include:

Local history and culture. From the symmetrical, formal layouts of
some older, eastern campuses to the tight courtyards of the old south
to the spaciousness of the west, many campuses have features that
reflect the history, development, and culture of their regions.

Regulations and covenants. Zoning encourages some types of develop-
ment and discourages others. Regulations concerning building density,
parking requirements, preservation of open space and trees, and other
requirements all influence the overall composition and quality of the
campus landscape.

Context of the existing built environment. The landscape of institutions
in urban areas is typically different from that in suburban or rural
environments. The fabric of Boston University, for example, blends
into the city blocks of the Commonwealth Avenue area of Boston so
much thart a visitor is sometimes hard pressed to distinguish a univer-
sity facility from a private building. Off-street parking lots are mostly
few and small, located unobtrusively behind buildings. Compare this
to more rural Vassar College, whose landscape responds to its infor-
mal, forested setting.

- Anticipated or observed behavior and use patterns on campus. The needs
and use patterns of the student population may influence the form of
the campus landscape. Lack of residence halls and associated quadran-
gles and courtyards together with a greater need to park near academic
buildings, for example, lend a different quality and functional impera-
tive to commuter campuses than to residential campuses.
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The campus of Stanford University strongly expresses its cultural history
and values. The Richardsonian Romanesque style of its buildings and
courtyards (developed by H. H. Richardson, one of the most famous
architects of the late nineteenth century) reflects the European Roman-
esque style that evolved from the growth of abbeys and monasteries as
cultural centers. The cultured European values of Stanford’s founders,
Leland and Jane Stanford, are also reflected in the formal Palm Drive
main entrance to the campus. But the landscape architecture of the cam-
pus evokes as well the Romanesque Spanish mission style and the Laws
of the Indies, which laid out in 1573 the principles for Spanish colonials
to guide the construction of new settlements in the Americas.* These laws
dictated that settlements be laid out around a colonnaded plaza faced
by important buildings, with streets extended from the plaza to allow
growth of the town with additional plazas over time. In fact, the growth
of Stanford, with its new, additional quadrangles, is in complete harmony
with this original vision and has come to epitomize the beauty of a Spanish-
inspired American West campus.

Role of landscape in supporting institutional mission and
objectives

Whether by specific design intent or not, the landscape of the campus
makes a statement about the institution. The composition and definition
of campus buildings, streets, entries, quadrangles, and courts should be
arranged in an order that supports the institution’s philosophies.

Sweet Briar College in Virginia was established at the turn of the past
century in the rural foothills of Virginia’s Shenandoah Mountains. The
original purpose of the college was to establish a close-knit educational
community for women. Collegiate architect Ralph Adams Cram trans-
lated this original premise into a stunning assemblage of buildings and
spaces connected by porches and arcades, all of which surround intimately
scaled courtyard classrooms that extend the classroom into the Virginia
countryside beyond. By organizing the buildings into tight mixed-use
groups—utilizing only fifty acres of the college’s three-thousand-acre land-
holdings—the landscape composition responded strongly to the unique
topography, views, and climare of the site. It also nurtured the commu-
nity so desired by Sweet Briar’s founders. The building-to-building and
building-to-courtyard relationships promote the educational and com-
munal imperatives of the institution as well as a connection to the land
and regional climate. One hundred years later, that plan and philosophy
were interpreted into a master plan for the college’s next one hundred
years. The new plan strengthened the physical and communal ateributes
of the original compact plan in existing campus districts and instituted



them in new districts. These attributes are still stunningly relevant to the
community and environment mission of the campus today.

The Cranbrook Schools in Bloomfield Hills, Michigan provide another
excellent example of the evolution of the landscape to reflect both regional
and cultural values. The schools were originally housed in a large country
estate with extensive grounds surrounding the initial buildings. As the
schools grew, new buildings were built around new courtyards, turning
inward. Over time, the establishment of a number of exterior courtyards
has integrated the original estate and the courtyard and building addi-
tions, to the enrichment of the campus as a whole. “What distinguishes
Cranbrook from other educational complexes,” the school proclaims on
its Web site, “is not the types of institutions established—for there are
great centers of learning the world over—but what was conceived and
built on these grounds. At Cranbrook, institutions were conscientiously
developed and designed to encourage individual growth and excellence by
providing a built environment [integration of buildings with landscape]
that promoted artistic, cultural, intellectual, and spiritual ideals. Here,
students had only to look about them for proof that personal dreams and
goals—no matter how grand—can be accomplished.”

Benefits of great campus landscapes

A well-designed campus landscape provides both human and environ-
mental benefits. Institutions with beautiful campuses know this and
emphasize their landscape on their Web sites and on campus visits. The
University of Missouri, Columbia, for example, describes its campus as
“...a garden; a place of beauty; a distinct community that creates an out-
standing and lasting impression of the University.”

Human benefits

At least as much as the fine buildings of which many institutions are
justifiably proud, the campus landscape creates an overall impression of
beauty on the campus. “One of the University’s most valuable resources
is the beauty of the campus landscape,” wrote Harold T. Shapiro, presi-
dent of Princeton University. “The landscape is similar to a work of art
in the powerful responses to beauty it is capable of eliciting from us, and
the pleasure it gives us.”” The sensory richness of color, texture, and scale
in the landscape contribute to its beauty, and is also a deeply satisfying
experience in itself.

People have an innate affinity for the natural environment. This affinity is
reflected in the impact that natural environments have on people’s ability

to learn.

Great landscapes enrich

the human experience




Innovative lighting with hoods
that direct the light downward
can use half the power of
traditional fixtures

Opposite: Constraints on water
use and plant materials shaped
the sustainable open-space
strategy at Utah State University’s
Innovation Campus
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The campus landscape can provide a laboratory for classes in biology, ecol-
ogy, and related work. But the learning connection goes even deeper. At
times, the lawns, arcades, and courtyards of the campus become a natural
setting in which both formal classes and informal studying can rake place.
Even when it is only observed through the windows of a classroom, the
natural landscape contributes to the learning environment.®

Environmental benefits

Awareness about the environment is increasingly one of the criteria
by which students judge whether they want.to come to an institution.
Many prospective students consult sustainability awards and lists such
as the Top Ten Green Projects of the American Institute of Architects
(AIA). The University Leaders for a Sustainable Future maintains a list
of signatories of the Talloires Declaration—a ten-point commitment to
sustainability that has now been signed by over three hundred college
and university presidents and chancellors in more than forty countries
(over one hundred in Canada and the United States). The environmen-
tal benefits of the campus landscape can be greatly improved by good
planning and implementation. They include controlling erosion, thereby
improving water quality in watersheds and aquifers; providing habitat for
native animal and plant species; reducing energy costs through tempera-
ture amelioration; and reducing air pollution.

On the basis of beauty and tranquility alone, trees are valuable assets on
campus. In addition, trees can provide great economic benefit through
temperature amelioration. Deciduous trees in colder climartes let sun in
during the winter but shade buildings in the summer. Shade trees can cut
air-conditioning bills in half when planted on the sunny side of the build-
ing. When used as windbreaks, trees and hedgerows can also cut heating
bills in winter. Trees also provide stormwater control and wildlife shelter.
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A quadrangle will replace a large
parking lot at the research district Stew ardship of landscape
of Michigan State University

The landscape is a living organism. A well conceived plan factors the
growth and evolution of the landscape into their plans.

Duke University addressed this issue head-on. Ninety-five percent of the

university’s 1997 — 98 annual tree-maintenance budget was used to remove

dead or dying trees and provide safety pruning. Little funding was available

for preventive maintenance of larger, older trees. Therefore, Duke Univer-
sity’s facilities department factored the campus’s long-standing trees into

its deferred-maintenance audit. Four hundred fifty trees were selected for
this audit because of their size, age, and location near buildings and high-
activity areas. The average worth of the trees in the sample, based on size,
species, condition, and location, was established to be $15,600. Thus, the

four hundred fifty trees—only 13 percent of Duke’s major tree popula-
tion—were worth about seven million dollars. The university’s facilities

department was able to use this valuation to justify a more proactive tree

maintenance program.

Many institutions with a substantial amount of acreage and open space
around the campus and buildings have developed the practice of maintain-
ing much of it as turf. As an alternative in rural areas, institutions might
look into reducing the acreage of high-maintenance lawns and mani-
cured lands in favor of low-maintenance landscapes such as meadow and
restored wildlife habitat. In accordance with its master plan, Northfield-
Mt. Hermon School is keeping maintained land in the central campus
spaces while converting the rest of the land at the campus perimeter to
meadow that flows into the surrounding forests and agricultural lands.
This strategy is visually appropriate for a school in a rural setting, as well
as cost-effective.

Michigan State University has developed a landscape master plan that
connects the diverse districts of the campus to the wooded historic core



Landscape master plan for
Vanderbilt University

through a series of expanded and boldly reforested campus avenues. This

restored the native forest of the region to areas that had been removed
during earlier campus expansion.

Initiatives to attain a distinctive, unified collegiate landscape
A beautiful, unified landscape doesn’t just happen. It is achieved

through vision and purpose. To create or enhance the campus landscape,
institutions and their designers and planners should take initiatives:

Develop a landscape master plan. The landscape master plan should
reinforce the ideas in the overall campus master plan. It establishes the
hierarchy and vocabulary of the landscape elements on campus. Whether
a project is undertaken based upon a study of an entire campus or district
or upon a singular site plan, the understanding of the landscape vision for
the entire campus provided by the landscape master plan can ensure that
the project contributes to the overall unity of the campus.

Conduct a thorough analysis. A thorough understanding of the campus
setting for all projects is critical. It is also the best way to ensure that
landscape development activities are efficiently integrated with exist-
ing resources, taking advantage of an understanding of the campus as a
whole. The analysis typically should include topography, vegetation, soils,
geology, storm drainage, climate, and man-made features.

Make site selection decisions for buildings in the context of the campus plan
and landscape framework. A poorly sited building can harm campus unity.
Once the building is complete, the institution must live with the results
for decades. Each building project should reflect the principles of the
plan, positively contribute to the definition of all exterior space adjacent
to it, and support the overall landscape framework.
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Terraced lawn and amphitheater
on Indianapolis Waterfront
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Define civic space. The formation of exterior civic campus spaces, such
as the Oval at the Ohio State University, the Lawn at the University of
Illinois, and the main axis and parallel east-west axes at Rice University,

is one of the hallmarks of great collegiate campuses. Well-defined streets,
quadrangles, courtyards, and plazas offer places for the daily informal
meetings and group activities that form the backbone of campus com-
munity.

Make bold, clear, unifying landscape initiatives. Attaining a unified campus
takes great restraint and conviction. Trees should be planted in strong
formal or informal groups. The grading of the earth can make a strong
statement. It can be used to create spaces with an eye to strong architec-
tonic forms such as useable terraces or simple, elegant, undulating forms
either in sympathy with or in contrast to existing terrain. Grading can
also unify building groupings and spaces. The selection of pavements and
groundcovers should promote simplicity and unity. All decisions must
allow easy, thorough, and long-term maintenance.

Respond appropriately to scale. Residential-scale plantings around large
institutional-scale buildings have issues of appropriateness to scale, cost-
liness of maintenance, and safety, and should be avoided. A small bed
of daffodils that is so charming at the base of an Edwardian fraternity
house on campus would be inappropriate at the foot of the thirteen-story
science laboratory building—bur an acre of daffodils in front could be
stunning.

Establish a consistent palette and guide to materials. Guidelines for campus
identity, expressed through signage, pavements, edges, lighting, furniture,
stairways and railings, and planting, are essential to ensure unity. Clear
guidelines foster and promote high-quality implementation in the field
through repetition of craft and detail.
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Make strong first impressions. The first impression is a great determinant in | 014 Headquarters

decision-making for potential students and faculty. The structure of the
campus, the views of the surrounding area, the approach to the heart of a
vibrant campus through a gateway or a tree-lined walk or street can make
the first impression memorable, enduring, and decisive.

Enclose parking and service courss. Parking and service courts are neces-
sary elements of the campus landscape. Even where it has minimized
parking through demand management, shuttles, parking garages, and
other methods, the institution will need some surface parking lots on the
campus. These should be surrounded and screened with walls or hedges.
Where the lots remain large, they should be divided into smaller enclosed
“rooms.” It helps to think of parking lots as “parking gardens.”

Act sustainably in defining the institution’s landscape agenda. Wise steward-
ship of campus natural and landscape assets can save money, enhance
school reputation, and assist recruitment.

Coordinate to enhance unity. Planning, engineering, landscape architecture,
architecrure, parking, and athletics administrations must work as a team
to support the institution’s vision and plan for a cohesive landscape.
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Creating a Vital Neighborhood

Whether an institution is located in a small town, a suburb, or an inner
city, a relationship that is mutually beneficial to both the institution and
its neighbors can be elusively hard to achieve. The consequences to the
institution can be devastating. One college located in a major city, secking
zoning approval for new buildings, was forced to deal with a neighbor-
hood coalition still burning from the impact of previous expansion. To
gain the approvals it needed, the college had to agree to an enrollment
cap, violation of which required the institution to cease all new building
anywhere on campus.

Typically, the town or neighboring community resents the tax-exempt
status of the institution, whose non-taxed land is increasing every year.
Most academic institutions, especially in confined cities and towns, are
on a constant quest for space and land, a threatening reality to most
neighbors. Pressures are constant: Student housing saturates the abutting
neighborhood districts; parking and traffic congest the city streets; the
public must pay to police nighttime student activities. Any community
will describe endlessly the negatives while the positives receive little, if
al'ly, pl’ESS.

Often there are negatives from the college’s point of view as well. An
unattractive or hostile neighborhood environment can have an impact
on recruiting top students and faculty. And when the college community
experiences a lack of safety in the neighborhood, students worry about
going out into the city. The university faces the dilemma of how much
to emphasize security with fences, gates, and guards, and how much to
identify with and join in the larger urban community in order to gain the
understanding and cooperation of community residents, thereby reduc-
ing the risk of hostile incidents.

Unless you're in

what's perceived to

be a vibrant and vital
community, you're at

a distinct competitive
disadvantage to others.'

= JACK SHANNON
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Many institutional leaders have found that they need to take the
lead in building a healthy community. Those institutions that have
achieved enduring symbiotic relationships with their neighboring
communities or city districts are conscious of, and cultivate, the benefits
that both the institution and the city or neighborhood can realize from
this relationship.

As with the institutional community, physical places play a pivotal role
in engendering a sense of community with the neighborhood and ciry.
Planning and implementing change to the physical environment can be
a powerful vehicle for turning a negative community relationship into
a positive one, and for addressing the concerns of both the institution
and the town. The institutions that are the most successful in creating a
positive relationship with their communities work with their neighbors
in many ways—from instituting policies of buying products and services
locally to acting as developers in their areas. Focusing on the use of physi-
cal place, this chaprer lays out six general principles followed by the most
successful institutions:

- Living in the neighborhood

- Setting boundaries on growth

+ Creating a vital edge

- Handling traffic and parking

- Respecting the physical character of the neighborhood

+ Leveraging community partnerships through reciprocal planning

Living in the neighborhood

Most colleges and universities prefer that their faculty and staff live in
nearby neighborhoods. Faculty who live nearby are more likely than
those with longer commutes to spend time on campus when not teach-
ing. Further, employees are more likely to use a means other than the
automobile to commute to the campus, reducing traffic congestion. Staff
and faculty living nearby strengthen positive ties with the community;
and the availability of nearby appealing, affordable housing helps attract
desirable new faculty and staff.

All else being equal, most faculty and staff share this preference for short
commutes and nearby housing. Unfortunately, all else is not always equal.
People do not want to relocate to neighborhoods that are rundown and
that feel unsafe. If they have young children, they want the neighbor-
hood schools to be good ones.

Some colleges and universities offer financial incentives to faculty and
staff who buy homes in nearby areas. Yale University started such a pro-
gram in 1994, “As of February 21, 2003,” its Web site stated on the
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following day, “534 Yale faculty and staff have participated in the Home-

Buyer Program representing a financial commitment by the University of

over $12 million toward home purchases of more than $63 million.”
Ohio State University, through a nonprofit group it created with the city
of Columbus, Ohio, is acquiring and rehabilitating more than 1,300 sub-
standard homes in an adjoining run-down neighborhood. In addition,
the university encourages faculty members to move into the neighbor-
hood by giving them $3,000 loans at no interest that will be forgiven over
a five-year period. Improvements in home ownership in the neighbor-
hood are being made along with a major redevelopment of a commercial
street bordering campus. This redevelopment replaces some thirty-two
businesses, many of them bars, with a mixed-use development compris-
ing “five buildings with 250,000 square feet of retail space, 70,000 square
feet of offices, 200 apartments and parking for 1,200 cars.” The univer-
sity will lease the office space and about 70 percent of the housing. In
addition to a Barnes & Noble bookstore, the retail space will include a
mix of local, regional, and national chain stores.

Since starting its program in 1998, the University of Pennsylvania has
helped provide housing in West Philadelphia in a number of ways.
Between 1998 and 2001, at least 276 Penn faculty and staff purchased
homes in the area, assisted by Penn’s Guaranteed Mortgage Program.
Under this program, the university guarantees mortgages on single and

Left: Penn State neighborhood district
Above: Design for new faculty housing
in Cambridge, Massachusetts near
Harvard University



two-family homes in a wide area of West Philadelphia for up to 105
percent of the purchase price (to cover closing costs) or up to 15 percent
of the purchase price to help pay for home improvements. For homes
within a more restricted designated area, lump-sum assistance is provided.
Employees who already live in the area are also eligible for financial help
in making exterior home improvements. In addition, the university is
proactive in providing rental housing. It has raised more than $50 mil-
lion in capital to create a fund to protect an inventory of over 200 units
of moderate-cost rental housing for students and community members,
and worked with a private developer to create another 282 units of hous-
ing. In some cases where a seriously distressed property was blighting an
otherwise stable block in its area, the university has purchased, renovated,
and resold the rundown unit.?

But all of these housing incentives might not have been enough to
encourage employees and faculty to put down roots in West Philadelphia.
“Because quality public education is a key factor in where families choose
to live, Penn’s partnerships with the West Philadelphia community have
long focused on improving the neighborhood’s public schools. Over the
past decade, more than 1,700 Penn faculty, students and staff have joined
together with local educators and community members in more than 130
programs at 33 different West Philadelphia public schools.” Many other

colleges and universities are also actively involved in community schools.

Colleges and universities located in expensive neighborhoods also hope
that faculty and staff will be able to live nearby. Providing economic assis-
tance under these circumstances is also challenging. Some institutions
subsidize housing for some of their faculty to make it possible for them
to live nearby.

Affordable, attractive neighborhood housing is often an issue both for the
community and the institution. Whether the problem is the deteriora-
tion of the neighborhood or its gentrification, colleges and universities
may be the entities best able to find win-win solutions that both support

the neighborhood and create opportunities of nearby housing for faculty
and staff.



Setting boundaries

When a college or university engages in a program or pattern of buying
land in its neighborhood, it may unwittingly become a contributor to
the neighborhood’s decline. Some people may purchase property as a
speculative investment rather than as a place to live. These people and
others, even if they do live in their property near the institution, do not
feel encouraged to invest in that property, knowing that the university is
a likely buyer who won't care much about the condition of the property
when they buy it.

This activity destabilizes the neighborhood.

Most neighbors can live with a certain degree of institutional expansion,
but they want an explicit understanding about how much the university
is going to grow, whart kind of growth it will be, and where it will take
place. To be good neighbors, to contribute to the quality of the neigh-
borhood rather than to its decline, institutions must, in partnership with
community groups or town governments, set limits to their community
encroachment, and then plan to live within those limits.

A sometimes-unexpected side benefit to the institution is that limiting
expansion may cause it to be more creative in infill development on cam-
pus, increasing the density of interaction and feeling of community on’
campus.

From time to time, an institution may want to engage in some kind of
development outside its growth boundaries in the neighboring commu-
nity. Such projects should be undertaken with care. In close partnership
with the community, the institution may be able to meet its space needs
in ways thar also provide substantial benefit to the neighborhood.

Creating a vital edge

Until recently, a clearly defined edge, ideally with a fence, was seen as a
desirable way of distinguishing a college or university from its neighbor-
hood. Today, edges must be more porous, as institutions seek ways to be
part of, rather than separate from, their neighborhoods. Treatment of
the edge between the institution and the town is one of the most decisive
actions an institution can take in building vitality in its neighborhood.
Many colleges and universities, considering only the organization of
functions witchin their campuses, ignore this opportunity.

They do so at their peril.
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Meeting parking needs with large lots and structures at the campus edge
may work well in preserving an historic campus core, but may blight the
surrounding neighborhood, starting a chain reaction of deterioration.
Conversely, livening the edges of streets shared with the town by judicious
placement of residential use and student activities may create enough live-
liness that markets open for private shops, cafés, and development as well.

Depending on the nature of the institution and of the town, many types
of lively and enlivening seams between the two exist. Institutions can
contribute to the vitality of their towns and neighborhoods through com-
mercial, residential, research, and cultural interfaces.

Commercial campus district

A college or university may anchor a commercial district in a larger town
or city. The institution plays a central role in this district, such as Syracuse
University does in the M Street area of Syracuse. M Street is not the main
commercial area of the city, but rather a neighborhood center that grew
up next to the university. College Hill in Providence, which serves Brown
University and the Rhode Island School of Design, and College Town at
Cornell are other examples. Small colleges and universities in small towns
may bring zest and vitality to an adjacent small downtown area. Oberlin
College (3,000 students) plays such a role in Oberlin, Ohio (population
8,000); to a lesser extent, so does Stetson University (2,000 students) in
Deland, Florida (population 21,000). Were it not for the presence of the
college or university, most likely those small rural communities would not
exist as such vital town centers.

Residential interface
Schuylkill Gateway revitalizes Bates College in Lewiston, Maine houses four hundred of its 1,700
former rail yards and connects  grudents in college-owned houses in the surrounding neighborhood.
the University of Pennsylvania

Absorbing local housing stock to remedy short-term residential needs
or control ownership of bordering properties, though done with good
intentions, can be harmful to the neighborhood. Owners stop reinvesting

with the center of the city

in their homes, opting to capitalize on student rents or waiting for the
institution to buy them out. Most facilities administrators also dislike
dealing with home ownership. A single-family home adapted to house
a dozen students can be difficult to maintain, and operation is expen-
sive and energy inefficient because the structure is not connected to the
college’s utility system. Bringing these structures up to applicable code
and ADA requirements is difficult and expensive as well. Nevertheless,
residential living in neighborhood houses is cited by Bates' students as
one of the most popular housing alternatives. Bates is planning to address
these issues in part through the creation of new mixed-use residential
buildings along Campus Avenue.
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Iona College in New Rochelle, New York, owned housing that was dif-
ficult to maintain on the edge of the campus. The facilities staff wanted
to tear down these buildings in favor of additional parking. Upon careful
planning consideration, however, the college decided instead to replace
the old buildings with new housing on the perimeter designed as a series
of suites and apartments—more traditional university housing buildings
that were more feasible to maintain and more sensitive to the adjacent
residential neighborhood.

Research

Research conducted by American universities plays a major role in the
advancement of regional, national, and world economies. On a world-
wide scale, university research has contributed to the development of
innovartions ranging from penicillin to radar and to cultural shifts as pro-
found as the Internet and telecommunications. Public-private research
partnerships must rise to many challenges, but the opportunities that they
provide to make a significant impact on society make them central to
many universities’ missions.

Because of their deep commitment to research, many universities are now
involved in owning or developing research parks.” A survey conducted by
the Association of University Research Parks in 2003 reveals the depth
of university involvement. Most research parks have been established on
completely or partially university-owned land (65 percent), and in most
cases the university completely or partially owns the buildings as well (56

percent). The university provides financing in 26 percent of the cases.

Development of a new research campus provides an opportunity to make
a difference both to the university and to the adjacent town. Historically,
research campuses such as Princeton Forrestal were conceived of as office
parks. Buildings were dispersed, often developed on greenfields (formerly
undeveloped farmland). Cornell University’s research park is located
near the airport, not near the university. The university was reluctant to
establish the new development on or near the core campus, as it wanted
to reserve limited core-campus land for potential future university core
purposes. It was also concerned about bringing private enterprises into
the core campus. Because of its distance from the campus, however, the
research function doesn’t work as well as it might. Professors and students
perceive the drive to and from the research area as an impediment to
their activities. Like the suburban office parks on which they are modeled,
these research parks perpetuate our society’s dependence on the automo-
bile, with its attendant traffic and pollution problems. By pulling people
and functions off-campus, they also harm rather than promote commu-
nity on campus.
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MIT's Tech Square in Cambridge,
Massachusetts provides a dense

urban research environment

MIT’s urban Tech Square is in many ways a better model. It creates a viral,

vibrant community directly adjacent to the institution. From an urban
viewpoint, Tech Square might have been even livelier if more housing had
been included.

In or near former industrial neighborhoods, some colleges and universities

find that old industrial buildings offer a perfect space for research. They

buy these industrial properties and retrofit them, in the process transform-
ing the neighborhood from one of warehouses and underutilized factories

to an active academic area. MIT is a classic example, with its expansion

along Vassar Street and Main Street in Cambridge.

The challenges in creating an environment that nurtures productive
research are noteworthy. Traditionally, academic departments have
wanted to be separate, often “owning” their own facilities. Many cam-
pus environments still reflect this approach. Bur increasingly, success in
cutting-edge research requires extensive communication and coopera-
tion across disciplines. In addition, research often involves interaction
with private concerns, The academic and business worlds do not always
mix smoothly. For example, industrial concerns about security must be
balanced against academic freedom and desire for communication. The
most successful research institutions are those that give serious con-
sideration to how they organize their buildings and their campuses, as
well as the human organizations that occupy them, to meet these often-
conflicting agendas.

Cultural activities

Campus theaters and other arts functions of universities or colleges
are often located on the edge of the campus, primarily because of the
university’s awareness that a large percentage of the attendees of those




Mew public space at
MIT's Tech Square

events are from outside the college community, and that townspeople

are more likely to attend cultural events than they are to attend classes.
Especially in small towns, this function integrates the institution and
the town. Cornell University’s Schwartz Center for the Performing Arts,
for example, which houses the university’s primary performance spaces
as well as its Department of Theatre, Film, and Dance, sits on the bor-
der berween the Cornell campus and neighboring Collegetown. The
primary performance space of the North Carolina School of the Arts
is the Stevens Center, a restored neoclassical 1929 silent-movie theater
in downtown Winston-Salem, North Carolina. The Stevens Center also
houses 2 number of community-based performance organizations such as
the Winston-Salem Symphony and the Piedmont Opera Theatre.

As many paths can lead to a vital community and neighborhood as there
are institutions and neighboring communities to create them. Each one
is unique—but there are common elements. In most of these paths, the
physical space of the campus, especially the edges where it joins the
neighborhood, plays an important role.

Handling traffic and parking

"The worst of town-gown relationships many times center on automobile
issues. In every city and town where we develop a college or university
master plan, traffic and parking are almost always on the agenda. In many
places, the institution is the single largest generator of traffic in nearby
neighborhoods. Lessening the impact of traffic and parking on the town
requires a cooperative strategy. The best solutions can strengthen the
university’s relationship with its town; the worst can destroy the neigh-

borhood.
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Impact on surrounding communities

Some universities have bought up land in surfounding neighbor-
hoods—often areas where students and faculty as well as neighbors once
lived—and have torn down housing to create surface parking for the
campus. These barren parking lots can destroy neighborhood character,
isolate the institutions from their host communities, and perhaps even
cause neighborhood decline.

Universities that build parking lots along their border with the com- -
munity are—wittingly or not—sending a message of hostility to their
neighbors. To avoid this, the University of Washington, which works
closely with its neighbors in its planning and development efforts, speci-
fied in its master plan for the West Campus area that abuts a mixed-use,
residential-scale neighborhood, “Development in that area should avoid
an inward focus and care should be taken that development not turn its
back on the community....””

In the end, the impact of the automobile in the neighborhood hurts the
institution. Being surrounded by traffic and parking lots, perhaps in a
declining neighborhood, does little to enhance the institution’s image
among its visitors, prospective students, and their parents.

Fixing the problem at its source

The best method for reducing automotive impact on the neighborhood
is to reduce demand for driving. Many colleges and universities are moti-
vated to reduce demand because of problems on campus, particularly in
the core area. In this case, the neighborhood will also benefit.

The University of California at Davis and the city of Davis, California
have worked together to provide an extensive network of bicycle paths
and lanes that interconnect the city and the campus. The city now requlres
bikeways in all new housing developments.




Respecting the physical character of the neighborhood

In its developments in or near its neighborhoods, an institution should
respect those neighborhoods™ physical character. The 2001 Seattle Cam-
pus Master Plan for the University of Washington specifies as a land-use
policy that “University land uses located outside the boundaries and on
the campus periphery should be compatible in size and nature with the
surrounding uses.™

Like many colleges and universities, Georgia College & State University
recognizes the importance, both to the college itself and to its commu- |
nity, of its beautiful campus. More conscious than most, Georgia College
& State University includes its campus as a premier element of its mission

statement.

Georgia College & State University is Georgia’s designated
Public Liberal Arts University, located in historic Milledgeville,
Georgia, less than a dozen miles from the geographic center of
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and is a center of history and culture featuring beautiful antebel- the Rhode Island School of Design

the State. Milledgeville was the antebellum capital of Georgia student and faculty residences for

lum homes and historic buildings. The University enhances the
town’s beauty with its architectural blending of majestic build-
ings of red brick and white Corinthian columns. Georgia’s Old
Governor’s Mansion, one of the finest examples of Greek revival
architecture in the United States, is the founding building of the
University and remains central to the University’s Mission.”

Lack of respect for a neighborhood’s character can cause lasting problems.
Neighbors sometimes have long memories. Harvard University is still feel-
ing the repercussions of its 1960s-era decision to build high-rise modern
student-housing towers in Cambridge’s blue-collar residential Riverside
neighborhood. The Peabody Terrace complex, largely admired among
architects, is generally loathed by the neighborhood community. “It’s a
great little neighborhood, except that Harvard built these three ugly con-
crete towers,” one neighbor is quoted as saying.'” And, almost forty years
later, a Boston Globe editorial vividly recalls the emotions that Peabody
Terrace provoked. It describes the complex as “a hulking three-tower high-
rise [that] swallowed up city streets, obstructed views and access to the
river, and dwarfed the surrounding two and three-story clapboard houses.
The towers cast an ominous, permanent shadow over the predominantly
African-American neighborhood.” “They just come in and wipe you out,
and they expect you to go away because they have money and power,”
one protester is quoted as having said—back in 1970. All this emotional
grief was marshaled 31 years later in an editorial that opposed Harvard’s
building of two museums on a nearby site today."!



Lehigh University's South

Bethlehem urban context

Lehigh University's
main gquadrangle

Leveraging community partnerships through reciprocal
planning

Universities and their neighborhoods often share the same needs. Actions
that benefit one can also benefit the other.

Lehigh University

Lehigh University and its residential neighbors

Lehigh University is located on the southern edge of the South Bethlehem

business district, a section of Bethlehem, Pennsylvania that has developed

an image as a lower-class area. Traditionally, the university has grown

away from, rather than toward, the city. It acquired six city blocks of land

just north of the campus, demolished the buildings on these blocks, and

created parking lots in part to provide a buffer between the campus and

the city. Despite the beauty of its campuses, the richness of nearby hous-
ing stock, and the safety of the neighborhood, none of these measures

was sufficient to overcome visitors’ image of the university as being in a

dangerous, unattractive area. And despite the diversity and liveliness of
the community and the presence of many students in off-campus hous-
ing in the neighborhood, not one store was oriented toward students. In

1998, the university decided to look again at its long-range campus and

facilities plans with an interest in revitalizing the neighborhood as an

asset for students and an enhancement to its strategic marketing,

Lehigh's new plan emphasized improving the historic in-city campus and
the university’s border with the city. As part of the planning process, the
university learned that the density of student rental housing on some



from the neighborhood perspective, was to create additional student beds
on campus. The new master plan addressed this need by proposing to
build new student housing in a style compatible with the neighborhood
on university-owned land adjacent to the town that it had previously
converted to parking lots,

In addition, the university planned the addition of new academic build-
ings on the city street edge that would face outward as well as in, thereby
providing a more open and welcoming face to the city. Construction has
now begun on some of these projects.

Improvement of living conditions in two other neighborhood areas
adjacent to the business area and to the university remained a concern
to residents. In particular, they perceived a need for a strategy to “de-
densify” certain streets and areas, encouraging the conversion of multifam-
ily investment properties rented mostly to students back to single-family
owner-occupied housing. In addition, neighborhood parks and play
spaces, as well as local convenience stores, were needed. A new study by a
nonprofit neighborhood development organization and funded partially
by Lehigh, was undertaken to address these issues. A ten-year implemen-
tation period is envisioned and by 2001 was already partially funded.

Lehigh University and the South Bethlehem business district
The city of Bethlehem, Pennsylvania wanted to improve its South Bethle-
hem business district. To the south end of the district, Lehigh University

Southside commercial
streets was a neighborhood concern, and that an important initial action, district with proposed Lehigh

University research facilities
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provided some activity, but with the failure of Bethlehem Steel, many
buildings on the north side had become vacant. Lehigh could have pur-
chased these buildings outright for needed research facility expansion, but
the university was sensitive to the city’s concerns about becoming again a
“company town” again, this time for the university. Rather than purchase
and improve land on its own, Lehigh decided therefore to help fund a
planning study that would be conducted by the city of Bethlehem. This
study recommended the creation from the old Bethlehem Steel facilities
a research and entertainment district and defined specific actions the city
should take to integrate its revitalization efforts with those of the univer-
sity. In addition, it specified policies and priorities for implementation.

In support of this plan, the university has currently leased space in the
new research district, becoming its first, and prime, tenant. The city and
the university together applied to the state of Pennsylvania for funding
for street improvements. This funding—ten million dollars over a three-
year phased approach—was approved in 2001.

Trinity College

Trinity College in Hartford, Connecticut is a distinguished school, but its
poor-quality neighborhood put it at a significant disadvantage in student
and faculty recruitment. Taking a leadership role in making changes, in
1996 the college announced a comprehensive revitalization initiative for
the neighborhoods surrounding its campus, an initiative in which other
organizations have joined. Broadly conceived, the initiative includes
the development of a “Learning Corridor” linking Trinity with other
institutions nearby and providing educational and recreational oppor-
tunities for the community, including a Boys/Girls Club, a Montessori
Day Care Center, a middle school, and a charter school for the perform-
ing arts. In addition, “the initiative will generate over $130 million in
new construction. Designed to increase owner occupancy throughout
the neighborhoods, the initiative will weave housing rehabilitation,
neighborhood retail businesses, streetscape improvements, job training,
recreation, and family services into the fabric of the reinvigorated resi-
dential community, thus building widespread and deeply vested interest
in maintaining the quality and vibrancy of the community.”"* Improve-
ment to the physical quality of the neighborhood is only one part of the
initiative—but a critical one.




“Trinity has assumed leadership of this effort because we have a profound
sense of obligation to Hartford and we intend to honor it. And this obli-
gation is not at odds with our fundamental educational mission. In fact,
the two are closely aligned and complementary. It is vital to the College’s
future that our neighborhood turn itself around. We have led in this
initiative because it is the right thing to do. It would be morally bankrupt
for Trinity to teach the liberal arts on our campus and ignore what is hap-
pening across the street,”'? stated Trinity’s then-president, Evan Dobelle.

Themes and lessons learned

In many cities and towns, overall improvements in the neighborhoods
near institutions of higher education should be good for the institutions,
the cities, and the neighborhoods themselves. But often, these improve-
ments are not possible without leadership and direct action by the
institutions. Colleges and universities are emerging as significant players
in urban revitalization. An institution working to improve its neighbor-
hood can demonstrate its commitment through a variety of actions:

- Emphasizing in its own planning efforts the needed delicare relation-
ships with the city and the surrounding neighborhoods

- Providing open communications to engender trust on both sides,
ensuring that the city and neighborhood constituencies are involved
in the planning process

- Understanding the needs and the viewpoint of the city and neighbor-
hoods, which manifest the diverse cultures of their constituencies

+ Responding appropriately to specific situations by playing the role
that works best, at times by direct leadership, at others by background
support, and when possible, by equal partnerships

- Above all, working with the city and neighborhood to create a bold
and clear vision of the vibrant college town that the neighborhood is
or could become
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