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In 2001 the University Administration engaged the services of a local planning and architecture firm to provide campus master planning leadership and recommendations.  While this firm, H2L2 out of Philadelphia, concerntrated on an inventory of current campus structures and an assessment of building anticipated to be built within the next ten years, other design firms were asked to examine the landscape development issues relative to the grounds the University and the state highway that bisects the campus into its southern and northern halves. The State Department of Transportation provided preliminary studies and recommendations on proposed state improvements to the roadways around Rowan and Glassboro, the “town” portion of the town-gown relationship, weighed in with some urban redevelopment ideas of its own.  The H2L2 study, presented in draft form in early 2003 described the visual transition of the campus through multiple phased construction ending in the year 2010.  By that time some of the first proposed buildings had already been designated a “site” within the context of the overall plan and were either in construction or design.  

In 2003 the University Administration convened a gathering of interested faculty, staff, students, and administrators to form a master plan implementation team. That team created a committee structure geared to manage study and implementation in a variety of areas.  Of immediate concern was the selected site for a major student housing project, then well into design.  As important as the environmental issues that were raised at that time, the committees’ deliberations questioned the methodology of site selection, newer issues of planning introduced into the process, and the overall participation of disparate members of the University Commity in shaping (or rehaping) the campus master plan as presented.

The campus master planning committees agreed to establish a set of guiding principles that would state the express concerns of each committee according to its charge.  These “Guiding Principles” were prepared and presented to the President and others for University endorsement.  It is light of these adopted principles that this RFQ has been prepared.  

The University, with its Guiding Principles in place, a planning structure ready to focus its efforts on developing revisions to what now appears to be a “dated” development plan, and a campus citizenry very aware that the next ten years of program development will have a profound impact upon its campus, community, and region, is prepared to move to the next level.  It envisions an opportunity to further expand the dialogue of growth and development, introduce new issues of recent vintage, and involve strategic academic, infrastructure, communications, transportation, and city revitalization into its planning perspectives.  

While review and reference to the existing plan will be certain value, the committee membership and University Administration desire a development plan that most accurately “fits” a University in major transformation. The issues are multiple and complex:

· new west campus for research and athletics; 

· Rowan Boulevard, an integrated development effort joining the University and Glassboro in urban renewal; 

· environmental initiatives at local, region, and state level; 

· commitment to build anew in Camden; acquisition of new properties adjacent to as well as remote to the campus; 

· appeal of mass transit and alternative transportation methodologies;

· potential rise in student population from 9,000 to 14,000 in the next five years.

Other issues that have come to the fore in recent months include: 

· Students live both on and off campus.  Faculty and staff live in all parts of the city.  These circumstances lead to a situation in which our faculty, students and staff lack a sense of community.  We need more good, usable open spaces for informal interaction.

· The Campus Master Plan should identify and define a system of lively,  interactive public spaces for the campus which can provide an environment for community exchange.  The possible new quadrangles could provide a beginning for such a system of open spaces.  Whatever the proposed solution, the redesign of existing open spaces and the design of dynamic new open spaces to create a greater sense of academic community on the campus is a fundamental challenge of this master planning effort and must be solved in an environmentally friendly and forgiving way.

· Newer areas of campus need to be integrated with the core campus more effectively than they are  currently.  Existing buildings in the core must be used optimally and must continue to be renovated and extended to meet changing needs.  

· The campus master plan might identify opportunities for growth in the core campus where departmental expansion can occur without massive relocations.  Possible alternative uses for existing structures might be examined to preserve the academic nature of the core campus.

· The construction of alternative possibilities such as single-purpose classroom buildings which can serve multiple disciplines can be assessed

· The campus currently has a complex web of circulation systems generated by pedestrian traffic, bicycles, automobiles, and service vehicles which has developed in a somewhat ad hoc manner through the years.  

· A thorough assessment of these systems needs to be conducted in order to better organize campus circulation, reduce conflicts, and foster the introduction of more pedestrian and bicycle paths.  This would both increase the clarity and efficiency of campus movement and reduce safety risks.  

· Parking must also be dealt with in a cost-effective and visually pleasing manner which preserves the proposed pedestrian character of the campus.

· The University has recently acquired or consolidated several tracts of land in recent years, the dominant one being the West Campus acreage currently in acquisition. Development and connection of these properties to the main campus remains a challenge.

· All planning for expansion and development of these areas must be addressed in an environmentally sensitive manner in which preservation of natural resources and assets must be a key consideration. Assessment should also be made as to whether the University should consider any new properties adjacent to the campus in order to optimize its necessary growth.

· The campus does not exist as an island in the city, but that it depends heavily on residential, commercial and institutional environments around it.  The campus must have strong functional connections to its surroundings while maintaining some special identity.  Area residents, their association needs, light rail systems and bike trail systems might be strong generators of campus planning directions.

· Projections regarding servicing and utilities requirements of the campus must be a significant consideration in generating the campus master plan.  Current investments in  utilities infrastructure must be taken into account in projecting the manner in which these facilities should be configured in the future to best meet the long-term needs of the campus.

· Our contiguous campus area should appear as a unified entity with well defined gateways, entrances, and exits.  The campus is currently very difficult for both visitor and regular users to find their way within.  

· Building names, signs, maps and other orientation devices should be improved to reduce frustration with wayfinding on campus.  Information nodes may need to be identified at strategic locations on campus reducing the intrusiveness of signs, posters, announcements and information services on the campus as a whole.

· Part of the master planning process should include the development, definition and delineation of these design guidelines including notation of building scale, general material character, color, etc., as well as description of landscape character and design of small-scale interventions such as benches, light standards, trash receptacles, service areas, bike racks, kiosks, etc.  

· The design guidelines should describe the goal of a rich campus aesthetic which provides for both unity and accommodation.  These guidelines need to

develop a strategy to accommodate the changes in the institution's 

mission and the tremendous growth in structures supporting its student, faculty and staff populations.
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