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Abstract This research identified common goals, actions, and design strategies of university campus master
plans in the USA, by analyzing 50 randomly selected master plans. Four design strategies were distilled, based
on the top goals and actions: transition from (1) a deficient campus to a complete campus, (2) an isolated campus to
a contextual campus, (3) a fragmented campus to a cohesive campus, and (4) a brown campus to an ecological campus.
In addition, seven campus form dimensions were distilled: (1) land use organization (arrangement of space and
facilities), (2) compactness, (3) connectivity, (4) spatial configuration, (6) campus living, (7) greenness, and (8)
context. These seven dimensions can provide a theoretical framework for analyzing campus form and guide
future empirical research in this area.
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Introduction
Campus design can be applied to both microscale
(specific college and university projects) and
macroscale designs (organizing the campus, or
campus sector, as a functional and visual unit).
Campus designers used to follow a few macroscale ideas or formal typologies before World
War II, such as the quadrangle, Beaux Arts, or
pastoral/picturesque type, or hybrids of these.
With the unprecedented expansion of university
campuses in the USA in the post-WWII era, the
main focus of campus leaders was towards individual buildings rather than master plans. Today,
the result of that practice is the fuzziness of the big
picture of contemporary campus design. The lack
of a macroscale design idea and concentration on
individual buildings produced drive-through,
sprawling, fragmented, and isolated campuses
(Turner, 1984; Coulson et al., 2010). In recent years,
most universities have reembraced the idea of
campus master plans to address their institutional
goals, such as attracting more prospective students, increasing the quality of life of current

students and faculty, promoting a learning and
research environment, creating a sustainable environment, and benefiting the surrounding communities. This research tried to define such emerging
design strategies from current campus planning
and design practice. Some may argue that, with
the complexity and diversity of modern universities’ challenges, missions, and policies, it is less
relevant to think about a common ‘‘design strategy’’ for campus master plans. To some extent,
that may be true. However, for practitioners, the
main advantage of knowing about common
design strategies is to become more conscious
and cautious about adopting or rejecting one of
these design norms. Meanwhile, for campus
scholars, it can provide a theoretical framework
to assess the impacts of current practice.
This research was initiated by visiting various
great university campuses in the USA and reviewing relevant literature on the subject, which helped
the author focus his interest on this topic. Then,
the following research question was defined: What
are the principal features of contemporary university campus planning and design in the USA?
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Ultimately, the main contribution of this research
is to propose the physical dimensions of the
American campus as observed in the practice of
campus planning. The aim of this paper is to
provide a framework for analyzing campus form
and assessing its capacity for creating a sustainable and livable learning environment.

Campus Design and Its Significance
The roots of campus planning and design go back
to medieval Europe (Coulson et al., 2010; Turner,
1984; Dober, 1996), but it was mainly in America
where modern university campuses evolved. One
of the significant periods in the evolution of
campus form was when Thomas Jefferson, the
third president of the USA and founder of the
University of Virginia, embraced ideals of the
Enlightenment and wanted to express these same
sentiments of freedom and openness of mind
through the built form of a university campus. The
traditional quadrangles and built form of the
universities found in the UK and Europe were
modified by architects and planners in the USA to
be more inclusive and open to the public (Turner,
1984). American architects and planners would
adopt certain architectural styles and features
from European and Oxbridge models; however
the visual presence of the buildings—their connection with the landscape, a university’s mission,
and its connection with the broader community—
would be designed so as to communicate a
symbolic departure from English aristocratic traditions (Steinmetz, 2009, p. 39).
The evolution of campus form is a continuous
process, and in each era it faces its unique
challenges. Today, throughout North America,
college and university campuses have experienced
growth in numbers of students, staff, and faculty
over the last 40 years. Per capita automobile use
and ownership have increased significantly to the
point that almost every urban campus faces
serious impacts from car traffic and parking
shortages. Discrete boundaries between the university and the neighborhood can create an
isolated campus. Unaffordable housing can make
students commute long distances. A low-density
campus, low quality of housing, inappropriate
zoning, hostile town–gown relationships, a reputation as a ‘‘party university,’’ and social injustice
are also potential threats for university campuses
(Turner, 1984; Dober, 1996; Strange and Banning,
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2001; Chapman, 2006; Kenney et al., 2005; Mitchell
and Vest, 2007; Coulson et al., 2010, 2014).
Campus projects can address this wide range of
problems and concerns in different ways. Coulson
et al. (2014) discuss ‘‘trends’’ in contemporary campus design. These trends are adaptive reuse of
buildings and facilities, starchitecture, hub buildings, interdisciplinary science research buildings,
commercial urban development, large-scale campus expansions, and revitalizing master plans. This
research is focused on the last of these ‘‘trends.’’
Master plans express the idea or vision of an
institution, guide growth and change, and reinforce
the strategic plan (Dober, 1996). Therefore, the
scope of campus plans can be vast and diverse to
address different universities’ missions and objectives. According to Kenney et al. (2005), a comprehensive campus plan should follow nine principles:
• Giving precedence to the overall plan over
individual buildings and spaces
• Using 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
This study shows which of these principles are
more commonly used in master plans and how
practitioners address them. In addition, it is
important to understand how these physical
interventions on campus can address universities’
goals and missions. The influence of the physical
environment on the academic and nonacademic
goals of universities is an established research
topic among higher education and environmental
psychology scholars (Thelin and Yankovich, 1987;
Griffith, 1994; Stern, 1986; Boyer, 1987; Strange
and Banning, 2001; Schuetz, 2005; Cox and Orehovec, 2007; Temple, 2008; Jessup-Anger, 2012;
Long, 2014; Pope et al., 2014); For example, the
physical form of campuses is often among the
most important factors in creating a positive first
impression of an institution among prospective
students (Thelin and Yankovich, 1987; Griffith,
URBAN DESIGN International
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1994; Boyer, 1987). The basic layout of the campus,
the quality of open spaces, the accessibility of
parking lots, and the design of buildings, such as
residence halls, libraries, or student unions, can
shape initial attitudes in subtle ways.
The physical campus can be the source of
opportunities or can impact the probability of
certain behaviors; For example, the presence of a
convenient and attractive gathering space within
the core of a campus enhances the opportunity for
students to socialize on campus; or having sports
facilities far from campus can decrease the probability of their being used. Strange and Banning
(2001) argue that ‘‘although features of the (campus) physical environment lend themselves theoretically to all possibilities, the layout, location,
and arrangement of space and facilities render
some behaviors much more likely, and thus more
probable, than others’’ (p. 147).
The impact of university campus design can also
be understood by examining the campus from the
viewpoint of a pedestrian (Banning, 1993). A good
campus not only provides a safe, convenient, and
pleasurable walk for pedestrians, but also adds
‘‘sense of inclusion,’’ ‘‘sense of place,’’ and ‘‘learning’’
to the walking experience (Strange and Banning,
2001); For example, crossing an active quadrangle,
or a plaza can create an opportunity for students to
socialize and feel the sense of belonging and
inclusion (Banning and Bartels, 1993). Harmony in
the architectural design of buildings and the landscaping of a campus can enhance the ‘‘sense of
place.’’ In addition, a legible campus spatial structure can increase the probability of students becoming engaged in various intellectual activities across
the campus. Perhaps, locating the main library on
the main pedestrian pathway with a welcoming
entrance can encourage students to enter the library
and use its resources. Still, among the many methods employed to foster learning, use of the physical
environment is perhaps the most neglected aspect.
Overall, there is a gap in the literature about the
norms of the practice of campus design and their
objectives. To address this issue, this research was
conducted in two main phases: (1) content analysis
and categorization, and (2) conceptualization.

Methodology
This research does not intend to propose new
recommendations to campus planners or designers; the goal is rather to analyze, categorize, and
conceptualize the existing body of knowledge in
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practice and provide a theoretical framework for
more research in this area. In addition, the scope of
this research is limited to the physical features of
campus form and does not address the complexity
of universities’ missions and decision-making
processes. By concentrating on campus form, this
research was conducted in two phases.

Phase 1: analysis and categorization
Phase 1 was based on content analysis of 50
randomly selected campus master plans in the
USA. In this phase, the most common problems,
goals, and actions in the reviewed master plans
were listed. Three Excel sheets were produced for
the problems, goals, and actions, with 50 rows of
data for the 50 universities. Although campus
planners do not use a common terminology for
‘‘problems,’’ ‘‘goals,’’ and ‘‘actions,’’ it was possible
to categorize the content of each master plan into
these three categories; For example, the text under
a challenges and issues section in a master plan was
summarized and listed in the Excel sheet under
problems. Each problem was added as a new
column with a mark in front of the name of that
university. Identifying a similar problem in a
different university was shown as a mark in front
of the name of that university rather than by
adding a new column. In cases where the concepts
were similar but not exactly the same, broad
keywords were used to summarize and combine
the meanings; For example, goals such as ‘‘creating
a pedestrian-friendly environment’’ and ‘‘promoting pedestrian accessibility and safety’’ were combined into a single term of ‘‘walkability.’’
Note that the selected mater plans do not
necessarily represent ‘‘best practices’’ in the field,
yet they can be considered as ‘‘norms.’’ The master
plans were selected through a web search using the
keywords ‘‘university campus masterplan.’’ The
documents of 75 campus master plans in the USA
were found on the Internet. Fifty of them were
selected based on two criteria: (1) master plan
produced in 2000 or later, and (2) challenges, goals,
and actions clearly stated. Of the selected universities, 72 per cent were public and 28 per cent were
land-grant universities. Their number of students
ranged from 3,655 to 43,426, with median of 16,750
(with only three having fewer than 10,000 students). The year of establishment of the universities
ranged from 1701 to 1969, with median of 1873.
The master plans for these universities were last
updated and adopted in 2010, on average.
URBAN DESIGN International

A. H. Hajrasouliha

Based on Carnegie Classification, 72 per cent of
the samples were universities with high (28 per
cent) or very high (44 per cent) research activity.
Overall, 96 per cent of cases were either master’s
or doctoral universities. This skew towards
research-intensive universities may be due to their
larger and more complex campuses, which require
regular updates of their master plans. In terms of
campus setting, the samples were substantially
more urban than suburban. Only 28 per cent of
campuses were suburban. Four percent of the
universities were totally integrated into their
urban fabric. Forty-eight percent were urban
campuses, and 20 per cent were urban campuses
with suburban feeling. Sixty-eight percent of the
samples were ‘‘large 4-year universities,’’ whereas
the remaining samples were ‘‘mid-sized 4-year
universities.’’ Nevertheless, there were no substantial differences in the distribution of cases under
the three categories of ‘‘highly residential,’’ ‘‘primarily residential,’’ and ‘‘primarily nonresidential’’
campuses. Overall, the samples mainly represented campuses of large 4-year research-intensive
universities in an urban setting. Therefore, any
conclusions from this study may be more relevant
to this type of university.
I also listed the private consultant firms that
were involved in the production of these master
plans. The goal was to determine whether the
master plans were developed by only a few top
consultants, or a variety of campus planning
consultants were hired. The results showed that
20 per cent of the master plans were produced
without involvement of consultant firms with the
entire process managed by the campus planning
office of the university. Thirty percent were produced by only two private consultant firms: Sasaki
Associates and Ayers Saint Gross. The remaining
50 per cent (25 cases) were produced by 21
different firms.

Phase 2: conceptualization
Phase 2 was conceptualization of broad concepts,
based on the findings of phase 1. Four common
design strategies in campus design were distilled,
based on the common goals and actions in the
reviewed master plans. In addition, eight dimensions of campus form were distilled.1 This abstraction process supposes a substantial organization of
the practical knowledge of campus design in the
USA. To be more specific, this phase presents the

ª 2017 Macmillan Publishers Ltd. 1357-5317

Figure 1: Methodology for defining common design concepts
and campus form dimensions.

main physical features of American campuses that
are in the center of campus designers’ interest, in
order to implement a set of design strategies.
Figure 1 illustrates the described methodology.

Phase 1: Content Analysis of Campus
Master Plans
No two campuses are alike, nor would we
want them to be. The genius loci of the U.S.
campus is embodied in the enormous variety
of geographic, cultural, and climatic circumstances in which campuses have evolved.
(Chapman, 2006, p. 30)
If each campus is unique, should we expect unique
physical recommendations and actions in their
campus plans as well? Or should we expect some
level of similarity between the problems, goals,
and actions? To answer this question, content
analysis of 50 university campus master plans was
conducted.
The result of this content analysis suggested
some extent of similarity between university campus master plans in terms of problems, goals, and
actions. This review shows that the common
stated problems for university campuses are (in
high to low order):
1. Deficits in square footage
2. Diminished quality of buildings and educational facilities, and infrastructure
3. Disconnected campus from its context and
students’ life (placelessness)
4. Drive-through campus (uninterrupted parking
areas and pedestrian-unfriendly environment)
5. Poor quality of landscape
6. Potential threat or recovering from a natural
disaster
7. Deficits in land (for potential growth)
The results showed that almost all campuses
had to solve ‘‘deficits in square footage,’’ but only
two had ‘‘deficits in land’’ as a main challenge.
Remarkably, although 72 per cent of these
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campuses are in urban setting, apparently they
still have enough space on campus for additional
infill projects. The other finding is that four of
these challenges (2–5) are about the quality of
infrastructure, buildings, landscaping, and campus open spaces. However, ‘‘quality’’ is a broad
term and needs to be clearly defined.
Looking at the common goals in the master
plans can better define which qualities are more
likely to be at the center of campus planners’/
designers’ interest. The most common goals in the
reviewed campus plans were:
1. Walkability: redefining the movement systems
throughout the campus to be functional, safe,
and legible
2. Sense of community: reinforcing a sense of
community within campus by encouraging
student engagement in campus activities and
inspiring learning and collaboration outside the
classroom
3. Livability and safety: expanding student housing
and providing quality physical facilities and a
healthy and secure environment
4. Environmental sustainability: planning and building in an environmentally sustainable manner
5. Landscaping: preserving and strengthening the
identity of the campus with its natural features
and maintaining a high-quality memorable
landscape
6. Town–gown relationship: integrating the campus
with the surrounding neighborhoods
7. Identity: strengthening the identity of the campus as a continuously evolving environment
while respecting campus history
8. Imageability: creating a memorable and beautiful campus
9. Partnering: partnering with private developers
and communities to support local and regional
prosperity and secure the university’s financial
future
10. Learning environment: cultivating a learning
environment that supports intellectual curiosity, academic achievement, interdisciplinary
research, and teaching and personal growth
Figure 2 shows the frequency of each goal in the
reviewed campus plans. At first, it is unexpected
to see walkability and sense of community at the
top and cultivating learning environment at the
bottom of this list. However, two reasons can be
offered for this ranking. First, these goals are not
completely independent; For example, to create a
better learning environment, the sense of
ª 2017 Macmillan Publishers Ltd. 1357-5317

Figure 2: Ten most common goals in the 50 reviewed master
plans (numbers are frequencies not percentages).

community on campus can be promoted. In other
words, some goals may be nested inside others.
Second, there are not many physical interventions
at campus level that can directly address learning
outcomes. Therefore, promoting walkability, for
example, may be more practical than improving
learning through campus planning.
Appendix B lists the 100 most common actions
in the reviewed campus plans. As explained in
‘‘Methodology’’ section, these actions were not
collected from a simple text search of the master
plans. All the master plans were read carefully,
and the actions compiled in one large table. By
reviewing repetitively, similar actions in different
campus master plans were merged into one action
in the final table. Finally, these actions were
categorized based on the common goals in campus
plans. Instead of categorizing based on the ten
most common goals, nine categories were used.
‘‘Learning environment’’ was not used as a category, because of its overlap with other goals. The
share of each goal among the most common actions
is not equal; For example, the number of actions
addressing environmental sustainability was only
7 out of 100; however, the frequency of these
actions in all cases was much higher: 13 per cent of
all actions in all 50 master plans (326 from 2508)
addressed environmental sustainability. In contrast, 20 out of 100 actions were about making a
livable and safe campus, while the frequency of
these actions was only 11 per cent in all master
plans. This shows that universities may have more
homogeneous strategies to address environmental
sustainability issues than how to make a livable
and safe environment (Figure 3).
More than half (58 per cent) of the most common
actions addressed one or more of these three goals:
walkability, livability, and imageability. Partnering
and town–gown relationship accounted for only
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Figure 3: The share of each goal among the most common actions. Left the share of each goal among the top 100 actions; Right the share
of each goal among the total number of actions repeated in all cases.

10 per cent of total actions. This does not necessarily mean that campus planners place lower
weight on these goals. It may simply be due to the
smaller number of known physical interventions to
meet these goals. Also, as discussed above, there is
not a discrete boundary between different goals;
For example, adding more on-campus housing is
clearly about increasing campus livability, but it
may also increase the sense of community and
walkability on campus. Therefore, to conceptualize
the design strategies in current campus design
practice, highly overlapping goals can be combined into a broader construct.

Phase 2: Conceptualization
Design strategies in master plans
Four design strategies can be distilled, based on
the top goals: (1) complete campus, (2) contextual
campus, (3) cohesive campus, and (4) ecological
campus. The focus of each concept is mainly on
one aspect of campus planning/design.
1. From deficient to complete campus
Improving the sense of community, livability,
safety, and walkability of the campus are all
functional goals of campus planning/design that
can be categorized under the theme of complete
campus. A complete campus is where students
want to spend their time. The campus is not just
their school; rather, for most of them, it is also their
home, their hangout place, and their playground.
In summary, a complete campus is a convenient
place to live, work, socialize, and learn. Figure 4
ª 2017 Macmillan Publishers Ltd. 1357-5317

Figure 4: Design concept of complete campus.

illustrates some of the most common actions in
campus master plans for creating a complete
campus.
The campus of the University of Michigan in
Ann Arbor is a good example for showing both a
complete and a deficient campus. North Campus
and Central Campus are the two main campuses
for the University of Michigan in Ann Arbor. The
Central Campus is embedded inside the city. It is a
dense, pedestrian-friendly campus, with many
housing options inside and nearby. It has mixed
land uses and very active public spaces. In
contrast, North Campus, which is the newer
campus, is an 800-acre campus with very low
density and very few active open spaces. Also,
there are many surface parking areas on campus,
which makes it an auto-oriented environment.
To solve North Campus’s problems, Kelbaugh
(2003) proposed a plan. He described the Central
URBAN DESIGN International
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Figure 5: Left University of Michigan, Ann Arbor. North Campus is north of the river, and Central Campus is south of the river; Right
Kelbaugh’s (2003) concept diagram.

Campus as ‘‘green within the grid.’’ Conversely, he
suggested that North Campus, which is surrounded by nature, needs to incorporate ‘‘town’’
within the ‘‘green.’’ He labeled his concept as ‘‘grid
within the green,’’ which leaves the perimeter
greenbelt intact and densifies the campus core
with mixed uses and a range of building types. His
concept diagram is presented in Figure 5. Kelbaugh (2003) argues that ‘‘turning the suburban
commuter campus inside out offers a promising
model not only for the North Campus but also for
the many satellite campuses across the country’’
(p. 21). His proposal may mitigate the shortcomings of the North Campus as a complete campus
but still cannot address some contextual and
environmental concerns that are related to these
leapfrog developments; For example, while it is
unlikely that a high percentage of students and
staff will choose to live on campus, ultimately
North Campus will remain a deficient campus,
isolated from the surrounding socioeconomic and
built environment fabric.
2. From isolated to contextual campus
Partnering with city and private developers and
improving the relationship of the university with
its surrounding neighborhood are the social and
economic aspects of campus planning that highlight the significance of campus context. A contextual campus is a campus that is integrated well
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Figure 6: Concept diagram of contextual campus.

into the surrounding socioeconomic and built
environment fabric. There are fewer stated actions
in the reviewed campus master plans about how
to create a contextual campus. However, Figure 6
illustrates the most common approaches in this
regard.
Achieving a contextual campus is highly dependent on the policy of the university administration
in regards to partnering with the community, city,
and private developers, and also on the socioeconomic characteristics of the surrounding community. However, the physical campus can also be
planned and designed so as to either promote or
weaken the potential interactions between a campus and its context.
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Figure 7: Left Yale University; Right New Mexico State University.

For example, the central campus of Yale University, like the central campus of the University of
Michigan, is embedded inside a small city. The
spatial structure of the campus is the natural
extension of New Haven’s spatial structure. Its
public spaces are highly accessible for the surrounding community, and the retail services of the
neighborhood are also very accessible for campus
residents. In contrast, New Mexico State University is surrounded by highways and therefore
deprived of meaningful interaction with the ‘‘outside world’’ (Figure 7). Note that all the physical
recommendations can only increase the probability of certain behaviors (for example, better town–
gown relationship), while obviously nonspatial
conditions and political decisions are the critical
factors determining how institutions actually
work; For instance, the town–gown relationship
in New Haven is not free of controversy. Despite
the students’ extensive community services and
the university’s efforts to reinvigorate the city,
Yale’s exemption from local property taxes
remains a controversial topic in the local economy
(Lafer, 2003). In addition, most of Yale’s buildings
do not provide public access. However, locked
gates and doors are an institutional decision which
is not directly related to campus form.
3. From fragmented to cohesive campus
The physical and more artistic goals of campus
planning/design are to improve the legibility,
imageability, and identity of a campus. This set
of goals can create the third design strategy,
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Figure 8: Concept diagram of cohesive campus.

termed cohesive campus. A cohesive campus is
similar to what Chapman (2006) described as ‘‘a
designed place, deliberately conceived by its
builders to impart a distinct aesthetic effect,’’ or
‘‘the campus as a work of art.’’ Traditionally, a big
portion of campus master plans has focused on
this aspect by establishing design guidelines and
design codes. Figure 8 illustrates the most common actions in this regard.
Because of the rich history of campus design
and planning in the USA, there are many good
examples of cohesive campuses from around the
country. The University of Washington in Seattle
is one of them. The main asset of this campus is its
well-designed spatial structure that has beautifully
organized the entire campus. Moreover, the welldesigned sequence of spaces leads to a pleasant
walk on campus. The other significant features of
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Figure 9: Concept diagram of ecological campus.

the campus are the legible and memorable courtyards and plazas, sophisticated view corridors, and
elegant buildings. Even though the entire campus is
not designed with the same standards, the dominant parts of the campus maintain these qualities.
The University of Utah has a similar story, with one
difference: the well-structured part of the campus is
much smaller than the rest of it. Although the
historical core of the campus is well organized, the
expansion of the campus has not followed a strong
and cohesive plan. The spaces between buildings
are not designed and connected efficiently and
esthetically, therefore this campus with more than
30,000 students lacks active open spaces.
4. From brown to ecological campus
The final design strategy is about making an
ecological campus through the principles of sustainability and landscape design. Some of the most
common actions are illustrated in Figure 9.
There are many similarities in universities’
sustainability strategies, at least in their official
master plans; For example, Princeton University
has three sustainability principles: (1) reduce
campus gas emissions, (2) improve natural
resource conservation, and (3) foster civic engagement (Beyer Blinder Belle Architects and Planners,
2008, p. 160). These strategies are repeated in
many master plans with a sustainability chapter.
What makes a campus an ecological campus is its
way of localizing global strategies, which not only
increase the feasibility of the proposed strategies,
but can also act as a placemaking strategy.
In the case of Princeton, the most significant
ecological feature is its beautiful landscape.
Although the campus looks and feels very green,
the university invests significantly in renewing the
campus landscape based on four principles: (1)
ª 2017 Macmillan Publishers Ltd. 1357-5317

invent within the traditional pattern of campusmaking, (2) translate the typography into campus
form, (3) reassert the presence of the woodland
threshold, and (4) anticipate the impact of increased
land management and environmental pressures
(Beyer Blinder Belle Architects & Planners, 2008,
p. 122). Through this investment, Princeton not
only maintains its unique asset (the landscape), but
can also address a range of sustainability goals such
as promoting walking and biking on campus,
improving water quality through green stormwater
management systems, creating a student-run
organic garden, and preserving the biodiversity of
natural and cultivated landscapes.
The ‘‘American Campus’’
Can we extract a single macroscale design concept
from the current practice of campus planning/
design? The first step to hypothesize such a
construct, termed an ‘‘American campus,’’ is to
identify the attributes of campus form that are
claimed to impact on the most common goals of
campus planning and design.
Such campus form dimensions were conceptualized from the most common actions in the reviewed
master plans. The validity of these concepts was
also confirmed by reference to campus design
literature. The campus form dimensions are:
(1) Land use organization: the degree to which
sports, research, residential, and different academic facilities are mixed. Common actions for
this attribute are:
• Integrating academic and research activities in
shared facilities
• Recognizing
distinct
communities
of
disciplines
• Intensifying the overlap and magnitude of
campus workplace, residential, and academic
activties
• Relocating low-intensity land uses such as
athletic fields, greenhouses, and barns from
the campus core
According to Kenney et al. (2005), the social,
academic, and fiscal benefits of mixing campus uses
include: (1) increased collegiality and community,
(2) enhanced learning, (3) safety, (4) competitive
admissions, and (5) flexibility for growth. Kenny
et al. (2005), however, mention three factors that
work against the idea of mixed-use campus: (1)
desire for organizational clarity, (2) academic
URBAN DESIGN International
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competition and the drive for program identity,
and (3) separate ownership of facilities.
(2) Compactness: the density of the campus and
the proximity of buildings. The idea of a compact
campus can be very controversial, especially for
those institutions that admire their pastoral
campus. However, compactness is frequently
encouraged by practitioners with actions such as:
• Locating as many university functions as possible on or close to the center of campus (without
compromising the highly valued open space)
• Limiting expansion and using infill development where possible
• Emphasizing close relationships and short
travel times between related programs to
encourage cross-disciplinary collaboration
Kenney et al. (2005) argue that ‘‘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 institutional identity’’ (p. 105).
(3) Connectivity: the degree of street network
connectivity within the campus and with the
surrounding area. Connectivity is frequently
encouraged by practitioners with actions such as:
• Developing new paths, walks, and passages to
provide clear pedestrian routes and shorten
distances between key activities and destinations
• Creating (linear) (green) corridors to connect
different parts of campus such as river fronts,
boulevards, or mixed streets or main pedestrian pathways
• Developing strong physical connections
between the neighborhoods and the campus
• Providing additional campus entries (with
identifiable gateways that reflect a similar
character and composition)
Street network connectivity can have an impact
on the walkability of the campus, the sense of
community within the campus, and the town–
gown relationship.
(4) Configuration: the strength of campus spatial
structure. There are various actions in this regard:
• Emphasizing construction of new buildings
along the main spatial structure of the campus
• Creating semienclosed space, with many
entrances
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• Creating a focal point at the end of the
pedestrian axis
• Placing towers and other prominent building
elements at the ends of key streets and prominent view corridors
• Providing changes in scale and design of
outdoor rooms to emphasize passage between
different spaces on campus
• Undertaking a series of open space projects to
help clarify pedestrian routes
• Creating a hierarchy of open spaces, from
formal to informal, from large to small
• Preserving and enhancing views to and from
character-defining features
A campus with weak spatial structure has buildings that were designed as essentially free-standing
objects. In contrast, a campus with strong spatial
structure has buildings that were visualized as being
situated in some larger and articulated setting. Not
all buildings need to have great architecture; but
they can all be part of a great campus. There is no
esthetic rule that fits all campuses. The campus plan
can be formal or informal. The campus may have
various architectural styles. However, the campus
should be designed and planned as a unified whole.
Organizing the spatial structure of the campus is a
common placemaking strategy.
(5) Campus living: the degree of on-campus living.
The most common actions in this regard are:
• Increasing residential housing on campus
• Instead of creating purely residential districts,
mixing them with multidisciplinary academic
facilities and having them in the core campus
• Broadening and diversifying housing options
on campus
The ‘‘living and learning’’ concept has always been
present in higher education institutions. Yet, the
essence of ‘‘living and learning’’ has evolved from just
homing bachelor teenagers far from home to more
specialized types of housing such as Mary Hufford
Hall at Texas Woman’s University, a traditional
dormitory reconstructed for family housing, serving
single mothers with children (Dober, 1996). Campus
living has been impacted not only by demographic
changes in higher education, but also new pedagogical strategies and new students’ expectations,
encouraging new types of on-campus housing.
Increasing on-campus housing can impact on learning, livability, sense of community, as well as campus
sustainability by reducing students’ commutes.
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(6) Greenness: the degree of naturalness/greenness. Some of the most common actions to bring
and preserve nature on campus include:
• Landscaping to create lively open spaces
• Preserving a park-like campus setting

• Providing generous landscape setbacks and
moats between buildings and city streets
• Breaking parking lots with (native) trees to
create more manageable parking spaces and
perform ecological functions

Figure 10: Campus form dimensions of university campus.
ª 2017 Macmillan Publishers Ltd. 1357-5317
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• Integrating native vegetation within future
campus landscape development
Coulson et al. (2010) explain that ‘‘recognized
both for its beauty and uplifting potency, nature
became one of the most compelling considerations
in the location and planning of American colleges
in the nineteenth-century… the natural environment was popularly held as beneficial to students’
wellbeing and moral character’’ (p. 13). Considering
a campus as a ‘‘green rural neighborhood’’ is still a
popular notion among many university leaders.
Although there is no doubt about the benefits of
naturalness and greenness on campus, this factor
competes with some other important goals such as
compactness and clustering. It is critical to find a
balance between these competing goals.
(7) Context: the degree of urbanization in the
surrounding area. Common actions in this regard
include:
• Forming an alliance with the city to create a
mixed-use campus town along a street corridor
• Responding to community partnership opportunities, including student convocation centers,
student dining, student unions, theaters, and
alumni centers
• Encouraging
private
development
and
investment
• Considering the campus as a destination for
the public
This dimension, unlike the other six, is not
subject to design by university planners. In other
words, this dimension is beyond the control of
campus designers. However, locating in an urban
setting versus a rural setting may provide certain
opportunities, such as city and community partnerships. Having a vital neighborhood close to the
campus can increase students’ satisfaction with
their college life (Haar, 2011). Also, urban campuses may have more chance to apply sustainability principles (Gilderbloom and Mullins,
2005). On the other hand, safety can be an issue
for urban campuses (Bradley, 2009; Etienne, 2012).
Figure 10 illustrates all seven of these campus
form dimensions with the related campus classifications. Based on these campus form dimensions,
the proposed theory is that a campus that is (1)
mixed, (2) dense, (3) well connected, (4) well
structured, (5) inhabited, (6) green, and (7) urbanized can represent a good portion of the qualities
of convenient, contextual, cohesive, and ecological
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campuses, and can support a sustainable, livable
learning environment.

Conclusions
The first observation based on this research is the
high degree of similarity between the problems,
goals, and actions in the reviewed master plans,
which was surprising. One explanation could be
the fact that a large number of the campus
master plans were produced by a few wellestablished consultant firms specializing in campus planning and design. These similarities point
to certain threats and opportunities for campus
planning and design practice. First, it may
suggest that most campus planners have reached
a shared, though unstated, normative theory in
their practice. Four design strategies were distilled from the most common actions: transition
from (1) a deficient to a convenient campus, (2)
an isolated to a contextual campus, (3) a segregated to a cohesive campus, and (4) a brown to
an ecological campus. However, due to the scope
of these similarities, the greatest challenge facing
campus planners is the predictability of the
master plans. Campuses may lose their distinct
character and identity if they only adopt generic
recommendations. The most successful campuses
will be those that retain the element of uniqueness and sense of place in their master plans,
while simultaneously following the common
norms of practice.
Another key lesson from this content analysis
of master plans is the high chance of infill
development over campus expansion, at least in
the near future. While almost all campus plans
pointed out deficit in square footage as their top
challenge, only 4 per cent of campus plans mentioned deficit in land for potential growth in their
document. In addition, it was unexpected that
promoting walkability would be a shared goal in
all the reviewed master plans, while promoting a
learning environment was mentioned in less than
half of the plans. This finding indicates that
campus planners may not fully treat the physical
campus as an asset to enhance learning, or that
there are fewer known physical interventions at
campus level that can address this goal.
Based on this review of campus master plans, a
well-designed ‘‘American campus’’ is defined as a
mixed, dense, well-connected, well-structured,
inhabited, green, and urbanized campus. These
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qualities can form a checklist for practitioners to
assess their own design strategies. However, at
first glance, some of these qualities may seem
contradictory; For example, campuses that are
compact and located in a highly urbanized area
are generally less green than low-density, and
segregated rural campuses. Accordingly, one may
argue that promoting all seven qualities may not
be feasible for all campus types. While to some
extent this may be true, the reality is that accessibility is more important than ownership. Therefore, universities’ investment should not be limited
to their campuses; For example, universities that
are located in an urban setting should be sensitive
not just about the greenness of their campus, but
also accessibility to local parks and green spaces.
Likewise, universities with rural and suburban
campuses should plan for and support more
activities in their adjacent urban areas.
To avoid a subjective definition of what constitutes an ‘‘American campus,’’ the most common actions in the selected master plans were
referred to. Therefore, one of the greatest contributions of this research is to provide a theoretical
framework to study campus form through the
lens of practitioners. As Brenda Scheer (2010)
described, ‘‘It is easy to see that a campus is a
very different construct than a piece of a city. It
mimics only the look, not any of the other urban
qualities or conditions’’ (p. 124). A campus is not
a city, a neighborhood, or a block. Describing and
analyzing the morphology of a campus should be
different from other aspects of the built environment. To evaluate campus form, seven dimensions are suggested: land use organization,
compactness, connectivity, configuration, campus living, campus greenness, and context. These
dimensions are measurable, either quantitatively
or qualitatively. Therefore, this research provides
a theoretical framework that can be related to
different research topics in regards to university
campuses. The best parallel example would be
‘‘D variables’’ in transportation literature. Transportation practitioners and researchers use a set
of variables—known as D variables—to describe
built environment characteristics related to travel
behavior: density, diversity, design, distance, and
destinations. These variables have been used in
hundreds of research articles in transportation
planning. The campus form dimensions proposed herein have the same potential. This could
pave the path to more evidence-based work in
the field of campus planning and design; For
instance, Hajrasouliha and Ewing (2016) and
ª 2017 Macmillan Publishers Ltd. 1357-5317

Hajrasouliha (2017) have operationalized campus
form dimensions as described in this paper to
show the relationship of campus design with
student retention and degree attainment. Further
research is required to provide evidence of the
effectiveness of campus design strategies in
addressing universities’ concerns including students’ satisfaction, learning outcomes, campus
safety, and sustainability, to name but a few.

Notes
1 The validity of the eight campus form dimensions was
confirmed by independent literature review.
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Appendix A: List of Reviewed Master Plans and Their Web Links

Auburn University:
http://www.auburn.edu/administration/facilities/organization/university-architect/cpsm/campus-planning/past-plans/
images/2007_AU_CCMP_Update.pdf
Boise State University:
https://operations.boisestate.edu/campus-masterplan/files/2013/09/BoiseStateUniversity-MasterPlan-2015_FINAL_web-res1.
pdf
Brown University:
https://www.brown.edu/Facilities/Building_Brown/resources/InstitutionalMasterPlan_2011.pdf
Bucknell University:
https://www.bucknell.edu/Documents/Communication/CampusMasterPlan2008.pdf
Carnegie Mellon University:
http://www.cmu.edu/cdfd/documents/2012-imp.pdf
Clemson University:
http://www.clemson.edu/facilities/planning/masterPlan
Coastal Carolina University:
https://www.coastal.edu/masterplan/
Cornell University:
https://masterplan.cornell.edu/
Drexel University:
https://www.drexel.edu/*/media/Files/strategicplan/pdf/master_plan.pdf
Duke University:
https://fmd.duke.edu/campus/master_plan/index.php
Indiana University:
http://masterplan.indiana.edu/iub/IUB_Master_Plan.pdf
Kansas State University:
https://www.k-state.edu/facilities/planning/master_plans/ExecutiveSummary_final3.pdf
Lehigh University:
http://www.lehigh.edu/masterplan/pdf/2012-CMP_PublicFold-Out-Document-User%20Friendly-LowRez.pdf
Longwood University:
http://www.longwood.edu/media/campus-planning-and-construction/public-site/PlaceMatters20160624.pdf
Princeton University:
https://www.princeton.edu/vpsec/cpuc/CP.pdf
Purdue University at Calumet:
https://www.purdue.edu/physicalfacilities/asset-management/documents/PUC_Master_Plan_Final_Report.pdf
Purdue University at West Lafayette:
https://www.purdue.edu/physicalfacilities/asset-management/documents/MP09_Master_Plan.pdf
Radford University:
https://www.radford.edu/content/dam/departments/administrative/Facilities-Planning/campus-master-plan.pdf
South Dakota State University:
http://www.cityofbrookings.org/DocumentCenter/View/2652
Southern Oregon University:
https://inside.sou.edu/assets/fmp/docs/Campus-master-plan-2000-2010.pdf
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Appendix A: Continued
Stanford University:
https://lbre.stanford.edu/architect/sites/all/lbre-shared/files/docs_public/UA_CPD_Stanford_Mag_Back_to_the_Future_
2008SeptOct_V1.pdf
University of Alaska at Anchorage:
http://www.uaa.alaska.edu/masterplan
University of California at Berkeley:
http://www.ucop.edu/design-services/_files/phdf/bk.pdf
University of Colorado at Boulder:
http://www.colorado.edu/masterplan/plan/
University of Delaware:
http://www1.udel.edu/capacity/
University of Illinois at Chicago:
http://masterplan.uic.edu/
University of Iowa:
http://masterplan.facilities.uiowa.edu/
University of Maine:
https://umaine.edu/campusplanning/wp-content/uploads/sites/195/2010/04/UMaine_exe_summary_150dpi.pdf
University of Massachusetts at Amherst:
https://www.umass.edu/cp/master-plan
University of Memphis:
http://www.memphis.edu/masterplan/pdf/2015-1001_um_masterplan_final_report.pdf
University of Michigan:
http://www.umaec.umich.edu/campus.plans/U-M%20North%20Campus%20Master%20Plan%20Update%20-%203.5.09.pdf
University of New Hampshire:
https://www.unh.edu/sites/www.unh.edu/files/departments/facilities/CMP/unhcampusmasterplan2004.pdf
University of North Carolina at Charlotte:
http://masterplan.uncc.edu/sites/masterplan.uncc.edu/files/media/UNCC-2010MasterPlan-FullReport_Revised-2011_
04April27.pdf
University of North Florida:
https://www.unf.edu/uploadedFiles/anf/masterplan/2010_-_2020_Master_Plan/SMALL%20REDUCED110110_UNF_Final%
20Report_v10.pdf
University of Richmond:
https://masterplan.richmond.edu/Richmond_Master-Plan-Final.pdf
University of South Alabama:
http://www.southalabama.edu/trustees/dec09boardbinder5.pdf
University of South Carolina:
http://www.facilities.sc.edu/downloads/master-plan.pdf
University of Tennessee:
http://masterplan.utk.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/33/2016/07/2016_MP_Book.pdf
University of Texas at Arlington:
http://www.uta.edu/masterplan/ut_arlington_master_plan.pdf
University of Texas at Austin:
http://campusplanning.utexas.edu/masterplan/documents/%20MasterPlan20140523.pdf
University of Utah:
http://facilities.utah.edu/static-content/facilitiesmanagement/files/pdf/2008-uofu-cmp-b-executive-summary.pdf
University of Vermont:
http://www.uvm.edu/*plan/?Page=campusmasterplandraft.html&SM=campusmasterplanmenu.html
University of Washington at Seattle:
http://www.washington.edu/community/read-the-seattle-campus-master-plan/
University of Wisconsin at La Crosse:
http://www.uwlax.edu/uploadedFiles/Offices-Services/Planning_Construction/UWL%20Campus%20Master%20Plan.pdf
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee:
https://www4.uwm.edu/master_plan/planning_materials/upload/UWMReport_ScreenRes.PDF
Valparaiso University:
http://www.valpo.edu/masterplan/
Villanova University:
http://www1.villanova.edu/content/villanova/president/university-initiatives/masterplan/_jcr_content/widgetiparsys/
download/file.res/FinalRecommendations08-1021%5b1%5d.pdf
Wake Forest University:
http://masterplan.wfu.edu/files/2012/04/campus.master.plan_.2009.pdf
Western Illinois University:
http://www.wiu.edu/vpas/fm/_documents/master_plan/final/2013-0429_WIU_Master_Plan_Report.pdf
Yale:
http://facilities.yale.edu/sites/default/files/files/Design%20Standards/YALEFRMW.pdf
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Appendix B: The Most Common
Campus Master Plan Actions

frequency in the reviewed master plans: * = 1–9
cases, ** = 10–19 cases, *** = 20–29 cases,
**** = 30–39 cases, ***** = 40–50 cases

Actions for transforming university campuses,
sorted by their related goal, design strategy, and

1
2

*****
*****

3

*****

4
5

****
***

6
7
8
9

***
**
*
*

10

*

11

*

12
13
14

***
***
***

15
16

**
*

17
18
19

*
*
*

20

*

21

*

22
23
24
25
26
27

*****
*****
****
****
***
***

28

**

29

**

30
31
32
33

*
*
*
*

Complete campus
Livability
Increase residential housing on campus
Locate as many university functions as possible on or close to central campus (without compromising the highly valued
sense of openness in some cases)
Increase recreational and cultural amenities such as fitness–exercise facilities, performing arts center, and visual arts
facilities
Increase and improve gathering spaces (with quality furniture)
Enhance the quality of the campus environment by including quality public art that reflects the spirit and creativity of the
university
Encourage mixed-use development and buildings with active ground-level uses
Broaden and diversify housing options on campus
Dining services distributed throughout the campus; Introduce smaller food venues within the academic core
Install lighting in parking lots and garages, for comfort and security, but with minimal glare to the immediate
surroundings
Reasonable accommodations for students with physical disabilities; Installing Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)compliant ramps; Making curb cuts in sidewalks and entrances; Widening doors; Installing offset hinges to widen
doorways; Installing accessible door hardware
Designated zones on campus, selected on the basis of location, proximity of resources and amenities, and safety, to host a
range of academic and social activities during extended hours to encourage activities 24/7
Sense of community
Create an academic neighborhood hub by providing a central space for student-focused and student-led activities
Integrate academic and research activities in shared facilities
Instead of creating pure residential districts, mix them with multidisciplinary academic facilities and have them on the core
campus
Recognize and support distinct communities of disciplines within the context of the larger university
Emphasize close relationships and short travel times between related programs to encourage cross-disciplinary
collaboration
Creating a more transparent addition along the pedestrian path so that building users and passersby can ‘‘see and be seen’’
Create a system of internal circulation corridors with learning/social spaces
Consolidate undergraduate academic divisions, as well as the facilities of individual professional schools as much as
possible, to increase efficiency and maximize convenience for both faculty and students
Intensify the overlap and magnitude of campus, workplace, residential, and amenity activities to foster creative innovation
with a mix of people engaged in living, working, learning, and relaxing
Protect and enhance outdoor teaching and research facilities
Walkability
Limiting expansion and using infill development where possible
Changing some surface parking areas (mainly at the core of campus) into parking structures or other utilities
Promote use of alternative modes of transportation including shuttle and bicycles to reduce vehicular traffic
Creating car-free zone to reduce vehicular through-traffic on campus
Locate new parking to intercept traffic at the campus edge to reduce internal traffic and the need for shuttles
Incorporate comprehensive bike network; Provide dedicated bike lanes, in both directions, on campus streets that are
contiguous and easily understood by cyclists
Plan and advocate for potential future regional passenger rail service and locate a future station to support campus
circulation patterns
Selectively redistribute parking capacity to be closer to high-demand areas in and around the campus core and projected
development areas
Concentrate development around transit nodes
Improve parking area efficiency, maintenance, and appearance through consolidation and screening
Price parking to ensure financial sustainability and encourage alternative mode use
Reposition select campus bus stops to better align with primary pedestrian circulation routes and major roadway
intersections
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Appendix B: Continued
34

*

35
36
37

*
*
*

38

*

39
40

*
*

41

***

42

***

43
44
45

*
*
*

46

****

47
48

**
**

49
50

*
*

51

***

52
53

***
***

54

***

55
56

**
**

57

**

58

**

59

*

60
61
62

*
*
*

63

*

64

*

65
66

*
*

Introduce a car-share program to the university. This could provide options for resident students without cars to make trips
to the grocery store or frequent off-campus retail destinations
Support efforts to make streets narrower to slow traffic and minimize crosswalk distance
Consolidate and reorganize service access routes to reduce potential pedestrian–vehicle conflicts
Make the most efficient use of parking supply by locating facilities in places that support complementary uses during
evenings and weekends. Also develop a hierarchy of parking as it applies to hourly commuters, daily commuters, and
residential customers
Locate support structures, such as physical plant and grounds maintenance, at the perimeter of the campus, where they can
meet functional and circulation needs more easily
Align and simplify many existing pedestrian movements to ease navigation and improve safety
Increase campus safety through separation of vehicles from many heavily used pedestrian areas
Contextual campus
Partnering
Respond to community partnership opportunities, including student convocation center, student dining, student union,
theater, large banquet space, and alumni center
Form an alliance with the city to create a mixed-use campus town along a street corridor which will provide both additional
residential beds and needed retail services such as restaurants, coffee shops, and potentially the university book
Provide educational access opportunities throughout the region by establishing multiple locations
Provide community input where appropriate into the university campus master plan process
Encourage private development and investment
Town–gown relationship
Welcoming edges where campus meets community; Provide additional campus entries (with identifiable gateways that
reflect a similar character and composition)
Develop strong physical connections between the main street of neighborhood and the main campus
Reinforce arts, entertainment, and retail activities for the city as well as the university by designing new facilities with active
uses (at ground level)
Consider campus as a destination for the public
Grow the campus without adversely affecting surrounding neighborhoods; Pursue optimal development and use of
existing facilities and strategic expansion off-campus
Cohesive campus
Legibility and imageability
(Linear) (green) corridor to connect different parts of campus such as river fronts, boulevards, or mixed streets or main
pedestrian pathways
Emphasis on constructing new buildings along the main spatial structure of campus
Create semienclosed space, with many entrances; The ratio of building height to open space shall be 1:1.5 or 1:2 to create
comfortable enclosed spaces rather than wide open sprawl
Develop a signage plan. Accommodate the differing viewpoints of drivers, cyclists, and pedestrians to whom signs are
addressed. This will influence placement and scale of signs
Create a wayfinding system that integrates with the surrounding landscape, architecture, and urban environment
Create a focal point at the end of the pedestrian axis; Place towers and other prominent building elements at the ends of key
streets and prominent view corridors
Provide changes in scale and design of outdoor rooms to emphasize passage between different spaces on campus; For
example, create a campus of shaded gardens, plazas, activity hubs, punctuated with water features, which are
interconnected by tree-lined corridors
Landscaped open spaces and the natural setting organize the campus; The character of the campus as a whole and the
places within it should be distinguished first and foremost by the landscape, both natural and designed
Develop a lighting system that illuminates destinations and reduces glare between destinations with low-level, white,
metal-halide lighting
Use of topographic relief to break up views and create a series of smaller terraces within the bigger space
Building iconic buildings as the new image of campus
Orient building entrances, whether in new construction or renovation projects, toward those streets or walkways that
support the primary pedestrian system within the area and throughout the campus
Develop new paths, walks, and passages through buildings to provide clear pedestrian routes and shorten distances
between key activities and destinations
Undertake a series of open space projects to help clarify pedestrian routes; a hierarchy of open spaces: from formal to
informal, from large to small
Design new buildings to shape open spaces rather than merely sit as an object in them
Framing streets in the densest parts of campus with building walls that are punctuated with distinctive gateways and
passages to interior spaces and courtyards
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Appendix B: Continued
67

*

68

*

69

*

70
71
72

*
*
*

73
74
75
76
77

****
***
***
**
**

78
79

*
*

80

*

81
82

***
**

83
84
85
86

**
*
*
*

87
88

*
*

89
90
91

*
*
*

92
93

*
*

94
95
96
97
98

****
***
**
**
*

99
100

*
*

Prominently light building entrances or ground floors, important architectural features, and supporting landscape
elements to reinforce the pedestrian system throughout campus
Find the best locations for low-intensity land uses such as athletic fields, greenhouses, and barns displaced from the core,
given the need for proximity
A new building’s mass will be complementary to adjacent long-term structures through its use of scale, materials, color, or
detail
Design and select paving to provide visual consistency, to create site-specific character, and for sustainability
Trees and plantings can provide structure to a space, creating the ‘‘walls’’ and ‘‘ceiling’’ of an outdoor room
Select site furnishings that give definition to campus outdoor spaces, provide places for social gathering, maintain
cleanliness, and lend to the unified character
Identity
Preserving historic identity and renovation of historic buildings
Preserve and enhance views to and from character-defining features
Extend the formal pattern of quads and courts as the character of campus
Select materials that are consistent with campus standards
Propose design guidelines (based on typological studies of existing buildings and campus features such as benches, trash
and recycling receptacles, tables, bicycle racks, fences, lighting, pavements, signage, and emergency telephones)
Avoid rectangular corporate-looking buildings on campus
Consider opportunities to demolish old and small buildings and construct more efficient buildings, in harmony with the
campus character
Develop at a higher density outside the core to preserve the historical character of core campus
Ecological campus
Environmental sustainability
Develop a green infrastructure from an ecological and esthetic perspective, as well as engineering
Site buildings and plant materials for microclimate characteristics such as cooling summer breezes, protection against
winter winds, sunlight, and shade
Promote on-site renewable energy from sources such as biomass and solar power to meet energy demand
Orient (and pitch) roofs for solar thermal and photovoltaic applications (immediate or future)
Support long-term utilities planning and life cycle costing
Implement technology in transportation, including: clean fuels and vehicles, traffic operation systems that manage traffic
flow and reduce delay and congestion on nearby roadways, and advanced and accessible traveler information
Easing campus maintenance through better unified and longer lasting amenities
Plan campus growth on the most suitable sites possible, avoiding unnecessary environmental impacts to existing campus
open space and natural resources
Provide site lighting that is sensitive to light pollution of the night sky and minimizes impacts on nocturnal environments
Reduce potable water consumption associated with landscape irrigation
Create a campus-wide network of small-scale stormwater measures, such as constructing check-dams in forested swales,
establishing rain gardens and bioretention, and installing permeable pavements
Use passive strategies such as insulation and shading to minimize energy demand
Optimize buildings’ energy performance by using efficient mechanical and electrical systems
Landscaping
Addition of high-quality landscaping and site furnishings to create comfortable and lively open spaces
Preserve park-like setting of campus
Generously landscape setbacks and moats between buildings and city streets
Break parking lots with (native) trees to create more manageable parking spaces and perform ecological functions
Be open to its natural features—a river or a hill—and remove obstacles to seamless integration; Integrate the planned and
natural environments more fully with one another
Integrate native vegetation within future campus landscape development
Setbacks and buffers from water bodies, streams, and wetlands to protect wildlife corridors, sensitive riparian zones, and
water quality. Setbacks and buffers generally range from 25 feet to 100 feet
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