





HE physical arrangement of buildings and their

related green spaces along with their cultural his-
tory, creates “the sense of place” in our human environs.
Nowhere is this more demonstrable than on college
and university campuses, which are generally framed
around a central iconic space, often the original site
development. This space at the University of Virginia is
the World Heritage site of the Academical Village, de-
signed and built by Thomas Jefferson and his team of
builders and craftsmen, often referred to as the model
for American university campuses. The spatial order
of the Academical Village is based on the interrelated
design of site; buildings and landscape, characterized
by a thoughtful, balanced, and continuous sequence of
structures and outdoor rooms. Moving from the Lawn,
beneath the Colonnades, and into the gardens beyond,
one experiences a rich spectrum from public to semi-
private spaces. The success of this assembly of build-
ing, landscape and movement is found elsewhere on
Grounds; however, there are also many places where
the scale and continuity of space is less thoughtfully con-
ceived. Responding to changing demands of growth
and transportation, UVa development since Jefferson’s
time has shifted to common urban and suburban pat-
terns/practices, unable to hold to the intimate relation-
ship of the original campus. As a result, it is difficult
today to experience the overall cohesiveness and clar-
ity-of-place so evident in the early campus.

In the belief that certain proven qualities of Jefferson’s
Academical Village can be transferable to other parts
of the Grounds, the following approach is prescribed in
the 2008 Grounds Plan:

*  The Academical Village was designed as a formal
complex inserted into a native and agrarian wood-
land environment featuring rolling terrain, upland
forests and flowing streams. The drama of this
powerful contrast between built geometry and the
softness of natural form heightened the awareness
of both. It is this point/counter-point drama that

produced the special kind of distinctiveness inher-
ent in the Jefferson plan.

*  Current planning and design practices can recap-
ture these juxtapositions at both the level of the
individual project and the level of systems, natu-
ral and man-made, without emulating the specific
physical forms of their historical counterparts.

In implementing these steps, the University’s avowed
commitment to sustainability and its related principles
will enable us to reestablish a coherent spatial order
on Grounds. The environmental aspects of sustainable
planning practices will be evident in the management
of open space, the continuation of stream rehabilitation,
the conservation of wooded lands, and the care of the
landscape. The economics of sustainability will be wit-
nessed in increasing use of cost/benefit analysis in mak-
ing both capital and operating decisions, the judicious
use of existing utility infrastructure, and the prevention
of further unnecessary expansion in land use practices.
Equity will be witnessed by site and facility accessibil-
ity, continuation of free public transit and the promotion
of community use of shared facilities. Through these
practices embedded in, and encouraged by, the 2008
Grounds Plan, the University of Virginia will be able to
sustain its originally intended mission of educating the
future empowered citizens of the Commonwealth and
the world.

David J. Neuman, FAIA
Architect for the University

Julia Monteith, AICP
Senior Land Use and Community Planner

Andrew Greene
GIS Planner
March 2008



“Then | say, the earth belongs to each of these generations during its course, fully and in its own right. The second
generation receives it clear of the debts and incumbrances of the first, the third of the second, and so on. For if the

first could charge it with a debt, then the earth would belong to the dead and not to the living generation. Then, no

generation can contract debts greater than may be paid during the course of its own existence.”
-Thomas Jefferson to James Madison, 1789
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Introduction

MAGINE that in the next 10 to 20 years, we can

begin to reshape Grounds to reflect the civic intent
and environs created by Thomas Jefferson’s Academical
Village. Through a sequence of physical improvements
providing anchor and connection points throughout the
Grounds, and prescribing growth within the developed
areas, this Plan is intended to recapture the spirit im-
bued in the Academical Village. Among the important
changes proposed by this Plan are:

* A clear development boundary (US29/250 By-
pass) designed to emphasize compact growth
through infill and redevelopment.

*  Preservation of the historic buildings and cultural
landscapes, as well as vestiges of the wooded
realm through conservation of Observatory Hill
and the North Grounds woods.

¢ Three revitalized academic neighborhoods created

by adjusting roads and current uses to make more
effective use of the University’s land resources.

¢ Two new major green spaces to provide community
focal points for North Grounds and West Grounds,
reflecting and balancing the Lawn in the Central
Grounds.

These and other shifts in the management and use of
land within the Grounds are designed to create a cohe-
sive and yet flexible land use plan. Building upon the
programmatic strengths of the University of Virginia, the
2008 Grounds Plan will guide land use planning and
physical growth for the next twenty years to capitalize
on the potential of existing and new facilities, and offer
superior environments for future academic, residential
and related endeavors. The core of Central Grounds
possesses a world-class inventory of historic buildings
and landscapes that create a unique identity and serve
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Sustainability

as a model of the liv-
ing-learning
ment central to the vi-

environ-

sion of the Academical
Village. The diversity of
academic pursuits, persis- ’04.
tence of personal freedom, /)O,

and importance of social

responsibility within the Univer-

sity community are among the defining qualities of this
institution as envisioned by its founder, Thomas Jeffer-
son, who placed a high value on interaction and the
exchange of ideas. While the growth of the University
has enabled a variety of opportunities for educational
enrichment, the manner of that growth has gradually
divided the University both physically and psychologi-
cally. Thomas Jefferson started with a multi-use concept
for the University, and the 2008 Grounds Plan returns
to this powerful planning paradigm as it works to over-
come the latter-day divisions.
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A STRATEGIC APPROACH

In accommodating the physical growth and redevel-
opment that are essential to fulfilling the University’s
academic mission, the Plan views the Grounds as an in-
tegrated, contiguous series of multi-functional facilities
and green spaces linked by a network of natural and
man-made systems. Viewing these systems in a holistic
relationship will yield more efficient use of available
resources, and create a richer, more dynamic environ-
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ment on Grounds. To
accomplish these goals
at the scale of the Uni-
versity requires a stra-
tegic approach, based
& on five primary prin-
Co(\(\ ciples reviewed in 2006
and adopted in 2008 by the

Board of Visitors. Linking these

principles is the overarching concept of sustainability,
which asserts that growth and change can be accom-
modated while resources are conserved for future gen-
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erations.

*  Environmental Quality: to protect and restore our
natural environment

*  Connedctivity: to increase the quality and continuity
of linkages throughout the Grounds

* Context: to promote beneficial physical relation-
ships with the surrounding community

¢  Multi-disciplinary Collaboration: to develop
mixed-use facilities in support of academic inter-
action and collaboration

*  Preservation: to maintain and enhance the Univer-
sity’s cultural, building, and landscape resources

Physical growth is an issue that cities, towns and institu-
tions continually address. Ineffective management can
result in the development of greenfield sites - open,
previously undeveloped lands - rather than the more



sustainable redevelopment of underutilized infill sites.
The greenfield pattern of development is of concern be-
cause it damages the ecosystems that we depend on for
our health and wellbeing, separates us from one another
by greater distances, threatens the identity of places
that are memorable and is far less economic in results
than infill development. While the University faces simi-
lar pressures related to growth, it is well-suited to coun-
ter these trends and simultaneously continue to evolve as
a premier institution of higher education.

A conventional campus plan would focus on defining spe-
cific building sites for future growth. Instead, the 2008
Grounds Plan recommends the establishment of Rede-
velopment Zones, a unique approach to campus plan-
ning making use of tools that are normally applied to
city and community planning. The Redevelopment Zones
(see page 6) target future development to areas where
mixed-used infill development and redevelopment of
existing facilities will create the greatest possible ben-
efits in accommodating the variety of spaces and uses
that comprise the University now and in the future. These

INTRODUCTION

targeted zones also allow for the conservation of im-
portant green spaces that contribute to the health and
identity of the University-at-large.

ORGANIZATION OF THE PLAN

The Plan provides background and a process for evalu-
ating the land use potential within all of the University
Grounds. First, The Setting (Section 1) surveys the his-
tory of planning at the UVa, providing the context for
current planning efforts and establishing precedent for
the mixed-use approach advocated by this Plan. Sec-
ond, the physical Framework and Systems (Section
2) that form the University (land use, natural systems,
transportation, and infrastructure) are analyzed to de-
rive opportunities and constraints, guiding the implemen-
tation of redevelopment zones. Third, a discussion of
the human systems, Program and Precincts, (Section 3)
shows how this innovative approach can meet the future
needs of the University for the next twenty years. Fi-
nally, Case Studies of projects already completed or
underway (Section 4) demonstrate how the objectives
set forth in this Plan can be achieved in practice.

THE Office of the Architect for the University (OAU) would like to acknowledge the
guidance provided by the Master Planning Council Presidential Committee (see

Resources and inside of back cover). Council members worked with OAU planning

staff throughout the development of the Plan, and provided key insight into the culture

and practices of the University in support of respectful stewardship of the institution.

OAU developed and managed the entire process of the 2008 Grounds Plan.

In addition, OAU acknowledges support from our valued collaborative consultants:

Natureserve of Alexandria, VA, who developed the first comprehensive Biodiver-

sity Analysis and Conservation Planning Model of the Grounds, 2006

Vanasse Hangen Brustlin of Richmond, VA, who developed a comprehensive

Transportation Demand Management Plan, Phase 1, 2007

Ira Fink Associates, University Planning Consultants of Berkeley, CA, who devel-

oped the faculty-based Space Needs Projection Planning Model, 2007

William Johnson FASLA, Landscape Architecture and Community Design of Bain-

bridge Island, WA, who assisted in developing conceptual campus planning concepts
and precinct-level plans, 2005-2007

ARUP of San Francisco and New York, who developed the Grounds Plan Sustain-

ability Assessment with the use of the ARUP SPeAR program, 2007
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INTRODUCTION

REDEVELOPMENT ZONES

The purpose of Redevelopment Zones:

The Redevelopment Zones, shown on page 6, form the framework for future development on Grounds. Within these
zones, the stated objectives of proposed projects can be evaluated against the long-term needs of the University,
the principles we encourage in our community, and the historical and cultural context that generates the University of
Virginia’s unique identity.

How Redevelopment Zones were established:

Guided by criteria identified by the Office of the Architect for the University during the 2004-2007 planning
process, the entirety of the University Grounds was analyzed to identify opportunities for development (areas where
support infrastructure is robust and human systems are active). The principle of environmental quality was applied to
identify constraints on development (natural /conservation areas that are most sensitive to negative impacts of develop-
ment). Redevelopment Zones were categorized according to the existing uses or those of the adjacent areas (academic
mixed use and residential mixed use).

How Redevelopment Zones were tested:

Once established, these Redevelopment Zones were evaluated as to whether they could accommodate planned
growth for the twenty-year horizon. Two past and two future planning horizons (1995, 2005 / 2015, 2025) were used
as benchmarks for this process, and the results showed that the Redevelopment Zones would accommodate the planned
20-year growth for the University while effectively bridging the physical gaps between areas of Grounds; thereby
curbing the outward expansion of University facilities.

How Redevelopment Zones are used:

When a new project is proposed, parameters of the facility’s proposed size, infrastructure requirements and
intended use will determine which redevelopment zone the project is located within. This encourages collocation of fa-
cilities according to academic research pursuit, residential needs, and related support infrastructure. Next, an analysis
of sites within that zone will determine the project location based on the criteria to:

* Incorporate the principles of sustainability,

*  Maximize site utilization,

*  Minimize cost and time for implementation,

*  Support the aesthetic character of the University, and

*  Reinforce functional relationships within and between the various systems and precincts that define the University.

Adhering to the goal of sustainability, the 2008 Grounds Plan will be used to evaluate proposals for infill redevelop-
ment; assuring managed growth that preserves opportunities for future generations, minimizes the negative externali-
ties associated with development, and maintains the mixture and variety of activities that give the University of Virginia
its unique identity.

Page 5



These designated Redevelopment Zones will be used to
accommodate University growth for the next twenty or
more years. There are two types of Redevelopment
Zones, academic/mixed use and residential/mixed
use. The academic/mixed use will accommodate Uni-
versity buildings that are associated with teaching, re-
search, libraries, student services and University commu-
nity uses. These buildings are planned to be an average
of four floors and multi-use with a blend of disciplines
and community uses such as cafes and auditoria. The
overall density of Grounds (measured through floor
area ratio - FAR - see page 46) is planned to increase,
while maintaining the vital balance of green space that
is essential to the character of UVa.

The residential /mixed use will accommodate University
housing ranging from residential halls to family hous-
ing and related facilities such as dining halls. These
zones are programmed for an overall 20% increase
with planned building heights of four to five floors. This
20% increase will be achieved through increased build-
ing height and more efficient use of the sites, such as
relocating parking to an adjacent facility.

What planners refer to today as “mixed use” remains
very close to the original Jeffersonian conception of the
Academical Village. The University was modeled after
a town or village - an all-inclusive settlement embodying
Jeffersonian’s agrarian ideals. This marriage of peda-
gogy and planning at the University remained his own
distinctive contribution, and continues to this day with the
varying uses of the University being woven together in
an interspersed pattern of land use.

The two types of Redevelopment Zones signify this
mixed use approach and the direction of continued fu-
ture (re)development on Grounds. The Redevelopment
Zones provide for the inclusion of green space with a
system of “places and links”, destination green spaces
and the connecting elements that will work together to
compose a comprehensive green space system linking
uses throughout the Grounds. The places are both civ-
ic and naturalistic, such as the Lawn and the Dell, and
include existing and proposed green spaces. Primary
links consist of the University’s road and pedestrian
networks, as well as the stream courses flowing through
the Grounds. These are supplemented by the academic
centers located in each of the three precincts.

Page 6
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The University has come to appreciate that its special character and sense of place derive not just from Jefferson’s buildings, but from the ensemble of
buildings and settings which forms the current Grounds. They document the evolution of the University, its sense of itself, and of the broader national
idea of what a university campus should be. The 2006 Historic Preservation Framework Plan is an effort to recognize the importance of these later
buildings and landscapes. It describes their histories, analyzes their importance to the development of the University, and evaluates their design and
current condition. Finally, the plan assigns a preservation priority to each building and to the components of the landscapes, indicating their relative
importance to the history and development of the University.
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HROUGHOWUT its history, the University has been

challenged to move forward as circumstances and
continuing goals demand, while maintaining the ideo-
logical foundation of Jefferson’s vision—the interde-
pendence of design and pedagogy—and the planning
paradigms that he developed to implement that vision.
The history of the planning of the University is in one
sense the history of an institution that was burdened
with a rich, inspired and self-contained scheme early
on, and has struggled to work out how to build on it
on ever since. For much of the University’s history, this
question has confronted planners, engineers, adminis-
trators and architects, each with their own training and
set of beliefs about how to best go about nurturing or
modernizing, growing or conserving, clearing or re-
building the Grounds. In addition, nearly every era of
the University’s planning history has been marked by
forceful national and local influences.

Particularly important has been the interdependent his-
tory of Albemarle County, founded in 1744, the city of
Charlottesville, founded by charter in 1762, and the
University, founded in 1819. Thomas Jefferson was not
only the founder of UVa, but also an important figure in
the history of the region. Monticello and the Academical
Village, two local sites which share a UNESCO World
Heritage site listing, are vestiges of Jefferson’s imprint
here and on the nation. The University and its surround-
ing community have influenced each other and grown
together in countless ways.

Focusing on the Plan’s principles of preservation and
context, this section looks to the past to understand the
historical context in which we make today’s planning de-
cisions. The history of planning at the University reveals
a lively exchange of ideas that is only hinted at by the
architecture and planning of the Grounds today. How
the University has adapted to political change, strong

Page 9



SECTION 1

leadership, social change, and technological advances
are just a few of the broader currents that have marked
the history of planning at the University of Virginia.
With each era, the University’s stewards have taken up
new planning ideas and the established traditions to de-
termine the best way forward.

By the time the University opened its doors to students
in 1825, there were forty-five colleges and universities
operating in the United States. Like the designers of

Page 10

these colleges, Jefferson was confronted with two plan-
ning questions: First, the site and context—specifically,
the relationship of the University to the town—had to be
considered. Second, the disposition of the residential,
academic, and social functions had to be determined:
would these functions be housed in a single, multi-pur-
pose building, or distributed in separate structures?
If separate structures were chosen, a further question
arose: how would these structures relate to each other?

English colleges such as Oxford or Cambridge had
a physical plan comprised of quadrangles that had
evolved from informal collections of buildings into wholly
enclosed and separate spaces. This plan provided stu-
dents with a cloistered and secure area for their studies,
but relied heavily on the community for amenities. For
political as well as pedagogical reasons, early Ameri-
can colleges rejected or substantially modified this mod-
el. The College of William and Mary, attended by Jef-
ferson, typified the conventional early American college
plan: a single, all-purpose building of several stories
that housed multiple functions. Also unlike English col-
leges, many early American colleges were established
outside of urban areas, although some, notably Yale
and Harvard, were integrated into the town fabric.'

As Jefferson developed his ideas for the University of
Virginia, he looked to different models. A lawn-type
plan from South Carolina College (now USC-Columbia),
designed by Jefferson’s protégé Robert Mills in 1803,
and a horseshoe plan for Union College in New Jersey
(1813) by Joseph-Jacques Ramée may have been ref-
erents for Jefferson. Some urban institutions, the rural
agricultural villas of Palladio, and Marly Le Roi, Louis
XIV’s elaborate garden and palace, are other possible
sources.> While it is certain that Jefferson absorbed
many forms of architecture and planning for his own de-
sign experiments in the years before ground was broken
in 1817, his particular conceptual relationships ultimate-
ly guided the final design.

First, the University was modeled after a town or vil-
lage—an inward-turning, human-scaled, all-inclusive
settlement, embodying Jefferson’s agrarian ideals. This
goal of self-sufficiency accounts for the selection of a
site about one mile from the nearest town, Charlottes-
ville. The basic plan was that of a horseshoe or open-
ended quadrangle arrangement of one - and two-story



buildings facing each other across a campus green or
lawn and potentially extending out into the landscape
(see Maverick Plan on previous page). Each line of
buildings was comprised of five two-story Pavilions con-
nected by a series of single-story double-occupancy
student rooms. The Pavilions housed faculty on the up-
per floor and classrooms on the ground level, much as a
commercial proprietor would live above the shop. The
whole ensemble was connected by a continuous colon-
nade, like the covered streets from cities of the Deep
South, to offer shelter from the elements. A second line
of student rooms, known as the Ranges, was placed to
the east and west of the main buildings. These rooms
were interspersed with Hotels or eating establishments
and connected by continuous arcades. Gardens, prob-
ably ornamental for the Pavilions and working yards for
the Hotels, filled the space between the Pavilions and the
Ranges. The Pavilion residents and Hotel keepers were
provided with fields around the perimeter of the Uni-
versity’s property to farm. Water was supplied through
cisterns, which collected both rain water and water from
the land acquired on Observatory Hill for this purpose.

Secondly, the arrangement of the buildings was also
to encourage a close relationship between master and
pupil, with little division between social and academic
life. This was to be accomplished through the integration
of teaching and living in the Pavilions, by faculty and
students dining together in the Hotels, and by the close
proximity of student and faculty housing. In this way, a
domestic hierarchy—both social, in the student/teacher
relationship, and architectural, in the essentially residen-
tial scale of the buildings—was established.

Thirdly, the buildings were intended to serve a peda-
gogical role. Jefferson’s interpretations of the classical
orders organized the fagades of the Pavilions, and were
intended to form a part of the curriculum as tools for
architectural instruction.

Lastly, the institution was to have a secular, rather than a
religious foundation. A monumental library, rather than
a church, was placed at the head of the Lawn. Although
there was something of the cloister in the arrangement
of the open square framed by a colonnade, a location
for religious worship was excluded from the plan and
left to the personal preferences of the individual. This
was not a gesture of religious suppression—space in the

THE SETTING

Rotunda was allocated from the outset for Sunday wor-
ship services—but in its determinedly secular focus, the
plan for UVa was one of the most radical statements on
the rational basis of the American democracy and its
doctrine that had yet been made.

There were no stables, slave quarters or trades accom-
modated in Jefferson’s Academical Village, embodying
Jefferson’s agrarian ideals (although they were added
shortly after classes began). In all, it was an idealized
company town, planned for one industry—Ilearning—
around which all other functions were either subordinat-
ed or eliminated. Although Jefferson drew on certain
traditions in his design, the marriage of pedagogy and
planning at the University remained his own distinctive
contribution.

Although the University defined itself apart from Char-
lottesville, the local community would become an in-
creasingly significant context for the University’s growth.
Established in 1762 as the Albemarle County seat, Char-
lottesville provided a counterpart for Jefferson’s Aca-
demical Village. Like the University, Charlottesville had
a secular center, the courthouse, where religious services
were held, but had no purpose-built church building until
1824. Lack of access to a major waterway accounts for
Charlottesville’s slow growth prior to the arrival of the
railroad in the mid-nineteenth century. Both the Universi-
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SECTION 1

ty and the town relied on the major east-west route from
Richmond, called 3-Notched or 3-Chop’t Road, as the
main source of people and manufactured goods. After
the establishment of the University, Charlottesville, which
had been designed as a gridded town, began to grow
emphatically westward along this road, toward the Uni-
versity. Several tradesmen who worked on the building
of the University, such as James Dinsmore, Captain John
M. Perry, and George Wilson Spooner, Jr., (later Proctor
of the University) became involved in land speculation
and development in Charlottesville. Charlottesville and
the University would continue to grow together.

As the University struggled to establish itself academi-
cally, it would be over twenty years before the Univer-
sity added to Jefferson’s plan, and another twenty-five
years before the University constructed a new, stand-
alone academic building. These first changes introduced

Page 12

to Jefferson’s plan stemmed from forces within and out-
side the University.

The first substantive addition to the University Grounds
was not new construction, but the acquisition in 1820 of
the Monroe Hill property. The extant buildings included
a few domestic-scaled structures that were to be used
for housing students. One housed the Proctor; twelve
additional student residences were built in 1848. The
Monroe Hill dormitories were ultimately set aside for
“staties”—Virginia students on scholarship. In segregat-
ing the students by economic class, the University under-
mined the social parity envisioned for Lawn rooms and
introduced a distinction between the periphery and the
center that has continued to challenge the University’s
planners.

By the 1850s, the student body had more than doubled
in size, from 175 students to 403, necessitating both new



student housing and new classroom space. A second ad-
dition to the Grounds was completed to ease the pres-
sure on academic space: the Annex, a large multi-pur-
pose expansion of the Rotunda, designed by Jefferson’s
protégé Robert Mills and completed in 1853. Like the
Monroe Hill property, the Annex was not technically a
new building, and, like the Monroe Hill residences, it
represented a departure from Jefferson’s original inten-
tions. The Annex contained a large auditorium and class-
rooms, and in essence ignored the Jeffersonian model
of small classrooms and close master-pupil relationships.
In addition, the Annex’s site on the north side of the Ro-
tunda did not participate in the life of the Lawn, but
created a formal northern entrance to the Academical
Village along 3-Notched Road where none had existed
before.

The primary responsibility for the physical fabric of the
University resided with the Proctor until 1855, when civil
engineer William Pratt was hired to assist with the man-
agement of Grounds. In 1858, the Board of Visitors
established the position of Superintendent of Buildings
and Grounds, in which Pratt served from 1858-65. The
creation of the Superintendent position was a shift in the
management of the University, acknowledging that the
care and planning of the Grounds was now a full-time
occupation, rather than one that could be shared with
other duties.

THE SETTING
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SECTION 1

Page 14

The changes introduced by Pratt again
responded to challenges from within the
University and influences from outside it.
Part of Pratt’s mandate was to make the
University more healthful by improving
its infrastructure. Typhoid epidemics
had battered the University population
in 1820s and 1850s; the first burials in
the University Cemetery were due to
the epidemics. Clearing the landscape
of additions, buildings and obstructions
that had accrued behind the Pavilions
and around the gardens was a neces-
sary first step.® A healthful water sup-
ply and effective drainage became of
paramount importance. In addition,
Varsity Hall, a state-of-the-art infirma-
ry, was designed to treat students when
they fell ill, while Levering Hall, a gym-
nasium, was intended to promote the
general welfare of the student body.

Another of Pratt’s mandates was to re-
pair the dilapidated state of the land-
scape. In doing so, his romantic building
and landscape designs reflected the
interest in the picturesque that capti-
vated the country’s imagination at this
time. A drawing by Pratt survives to
illustrate how the University may have
been transformed in the then-current
architectural fashion, which found par-
allels at the campuses of many colleges
and universities, such as the University
of Michigan, New York University, and
Davidson College, designed by Alexan-
der Jackson Davis, the most important
campus designer of his generation. In
Pratt’s plan, a road circumnavigates
the Academical Village, even passing
through the portico between the Ro-
tunda and the Annex. From this road,
a series of curvilinear paths radiate
outward through open space that re-
sembles a large park.

The Grounds of the University were
envisioned as a contemplative, pedes-



trian landscape, in which the Jeffersonian buildings were
nested like jewels or architectural follies. Although it is
not clear how much of Pratt’s plan was executed, there
is evidence of Pratt’s paths and garden walks from this
period.” Buildings constructed during Pratt’s tenure,
such as the Gothic Revival Gatekeeper’s Lodge (1856)
also reflected these design ideals. Pratt’s design en-
circled Jefferson’s with a romantic park which provided
positions for some new buildings—Varsity Hall and the
Gatekeepers Cottage notable among them—ybut it did
not anticipate significant future growth of the institution’s
student body and related facilities.

At the University as elsewhere, the appeal of the pas-
toral vied with the reality of an increasingly industrial
landscape. The 1850 arrival of the railroad in Char-
lottesville both constrained the physical boundaries of
the University and increased the ability of goods and
people to move through the region, providing significant
opportunities for growth. The east-west Virginia Central
Railroad and the north-south Orange and Alexandria
lines met at Charlottesville and bounded the University
on the north and east, creating a formidable barrier
to the University’s physical growth. The economic ef-
fect was broader. Investment in the railroad drove up
land prices throughout Albemarle County, consolidating
wealth in the hands of a few powerful families. The
ease of moving goods to and from the city facilitated
the development of a manufacturing sector of the econ-
omy, most notable in the construction of fabric mills ad-
jacent to town. By 1860, the town of Charlottesville had
tripled in size from the early days of the University.

This period of expansion abruptly ended, however, with
the outbreak of the Civil War in 1861. By the end of
the decade, the University faced curtailed enrollment,
unstable finances, and decayed buildings and grounds.
Growth and planning came to a virtual standstill during
the Civil War, when many of the University’s buildings
and open spaces were appropriated for the war ef-
fort, particularly as a Confederate hospital. William
Pratt’s position as the Superintendent of Buildings and
Grounds was among those eliminated at the onset of
the Civil War, and care and planning for the University’s
Grounds reverted to the Proctor.

After the war, the Rector, Chairman of the Faculty, and
the Proctor shared responsibility for the direction of
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planning and building. An energetic advocate for the
University, Major Green Peyton, Proctor from 1867-82
and again from 1886-97, saw the University through
both the post-Civil War recovery and the post-Rotunda
fire rebuilding process. Peyton spearheaded needed
improvements in infrastructure, including a new reser-
voir at Observatory Hill in 1867, which was followed in
1884 by the Ragged Mountain Reservoir, a larger wa-
ter project built in partnership with the town of Charlot-
tesville. A general sewage system for the University was
in place by 1886, and two years later the University
made the transition from gas lighting to electric lighting
and power.

Page 15



SECTION 1

New buildings during Peyton’s tenure embodied the in-
fluence of national trends in their function and pushed
University development towards the periphery. The
museum of natural history, now known as Brooks Hall
(1876), was the first new free-standing academic build-
ing since Jefferson’s time. Along with the McCormick
Observatory (1882), Brooks Hall demonstrated a new
emphasis on the sciences, funded by northern patrons
who sought to strengthen the educational foundations
of the recovering South. The building’s eclectic Victo-
rian exterior, contrasting markedly with the rest of the
University, was characteristic of the sort of design sup-
ported at colleges and universities elsewhere. Accord-
ing to architectural historian Paul Turner, the university
patron of this era was often a wealthy industrialist with
a self-made fortune who favored single buildings with
a distinct and original architectural profile to distinguish
their contributions from the rest of the ensemble.

Two other new buildings were affected by trends from
outside the University. Efforts to construct a chapel had
begun in the 1830s, despite Jefferson’s clear prefer-
ence for a secular institution. Although a Parsonage
was built southwest of the Lawn in 1855, it was not un-
til 1890 that objections were overcome and sufficient
private funds were raised to construct the stone Gothic
Revival University Chapel that now stands just east of
the Rotunda. Fayerweather Gymnasium (1893), sited
across University Avenue from the Chapel and the Ro-
tunda, responded to the growing interest in athletics and
intercollegiate competition. Unlike the chapel, however,
the gymnasium’s design was intended to align it with Jef-
fersonian architectural tradition.

Sited on axis with the Rotunda Annex and the East
Range, but facing resolutely outward toward Charlottes-
ville, Brooks Hall declared a new relationship between
insiders and outsiders, the University and the town. The
construction of Fayerweather Gymnasium on the Carr’s
Hill property, the site of student boarding houses since
before the University purchased the property in 1867,
initiated the development of the land north of Univer-
sity Avenue as a mixed-use residential and recreation
precinct. Both buildings pushed non-academic functions
to the periphery of the Grounds. As the University took
these steps towards Charlottesville, the town was grow-
ing to meet the University.
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In the post-Civil War era, the town boundaries of Char-
lottesville expanded twice—in 1873, and again in
1888. By the late nineteenth century, the Charlottesville
Land Company had purchased a large tract of land
east of what is now Rugby Road and laid out the cur-
rent street pattern, preparing the former farmland for
development. With the advent of streetcars in 1895,
travel between the town, train station and the University
improved, and, with the shared Ragged Mountain res-
ervoir project in 1884, the town and the University were
further linked through their common infrastructure.

In response to the opportunity created by the catastroph-
ic Rotunda fire of 1895, the Board of Visitors moved
towards developing the Grounds through comprehensive
planning. They signaled their resolution by hiring McKim
Mead and White in 1896 to design its post-fire building
campaign. The firm’s work at the Boston Public Library
and Columbia University had demonstrated its facility

with Renaissance-era classical design set within a Beaux
Arts planning paradigm.

The three buildings with which the firm closed the south
end of the Lawn—the Academic Building (Cabell Hall),
the Mechanical Laboratory (Cocke Hall) and the Physi-
cal Laboratory (Rouss Hall)—provided much-needed
modern laboratory and classroom space for the Univer-
sity. An admirer of Jefferson’s original design for the
Lawn, Stanford White set the buildings into the sloping
landscape to diminish their scale and to make them sub-
ordinate to Jefferson’s buildings. Intended to update
and extend Jefferson’s legacy—whose importance was
beginning to be more broadly recognized at this time—
the new construction offered Jeffersonian architecture
reconceived and reframed within a rational Beaux Arts
plan. At the same time, the closing of the Lawn was
seen by many as a decisive step away from Jefferson’s
original intention to leave views to the distant mountains
open. The location of the three buildings that closed the
Lawn—one of two options for their placement provided
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by McKim Mead and White—was chosen specifically by
the Board of Visitors.”0 !

McKim Mead and White’s plan for the area south of the
Lawn originally called for eleven new buildings, but only
five, including Garrett Hall and a power plant behind
Cabell Hall, were constructed. A funding shortfall left
incomplete most of the graceful courtyard landscaping
intended to connect the buildings and reflect comple-
mentary designs for the plaza north of the Rotunda.

Other changes, of equal planning significance, resulted
from the fire. In the period of recovery after the fire, the
need for even more authoritative and consistent lead-
ership was evident. The University had been governed
for close to 90 years by a Board of Visitors, appointed
by the Governor, and by the University’s faculty, led by
an annually rotating Chairman. In 1904, the University
appointed its first President, Edwin A. Alderman, a pro-
gressive professional educator. The selection of the first
president from outside the University community was a
bold gesture directed at raising the institution’s national
profile. Working at Tulane and in North Carolina’s uni-
versity system, Alderman had built his career on a strong
belief in public education and a dedication to elevating
the struggling southern higher education system. Along
with emphasizing the social sciences, education training,
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and graduate programs at the University, Alderman en-
couraged the growth and planning of the University as
an important facet of progress and modernization.

In 1906, Alderman engaged landscape architect War-
ren H. Manning to begin a study of the University
Grounds. Manning, immersed in the City Beautiful tra-
dition, was particularly well-versed in horticulture and
plantings. According to landscape historians, Manning’s
conception of the City Beautiful focused more on region-
al and neighborhood centers than on monumental civic
buildings, and his work at the University demonstrates
his facility with Beaux Arts quadrangles, earlier used by
McKim Mead and White, on a smaller, more domestic
scale.

Only portions of the Manning master plan were ultimate-
ly built. Manning himself executed four unique garden
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designs for the East Pavilions in 1913. Architect Eugene
Bradbury designed several fraternity houses follow-
ing Manning’s plan for the Carr’s Hill precinct. Williom
Lambeth, Professor of Medicine, Chairman of the De-
partment of Physical Education, and Superintendent of
Buildings and Grounds, also worked with Manning. Lam-
beth was responsible for much of the early development
of the varsity sports programs and the athletic precinct,
which included Lambeth Field and Colonnade, and the
never-completed Field House. With Manning, he wrote
Thomas Jefferson, Landscape Architect, the first compre-
hensive assessment of the landscape of the University,
acknowledging it as a distinct design feature.

Due in great part to the efforts of Lambeth and Man-
ning, the landscape of the University became an impor-
tant design consideration. In their plans, the University’s
landscape was evolving into a more urban design. Just



as the South could no longer see itself as a region or a
culture unto itself and survive, the conception of the Uni-
versity as an Academical Village, separate from town
concerns and wholly dependent on a self-sufficient land-
scape was no longer viable. Thus, Manning’s rational
Beaux Arts planning modules were not organized by ei-
ther ornamental promenades or productive agricultural
lawns, but as small units within a whole that was linked
to a broader urban fabric. With the increasing density
of the University and the encroaching development of
town, open space and landscape features were impor-
tant design elements, forming the experience within and
between precincts; balancing architectural assemblages
inside and outside the University boundaries.

Manning’s plan initiated a further change when, after
World War |, a new gymnasium was built along Emmet
Street, on the western boundary of the Grounds. This
was the inaugural move in the development of a western
quadrangle originally shown in Manning’s plan. Memo-
rial Gymnasium was the first major project of the Archi-
tectural Commission, the principal design and planning
body at the University from the early 1920s into the
1930s. The quadrangle was to include dormitories and
a series of landscape elements including paths, terraces
and a large reflecting pool to connect the complex to
the Central Grounds.'?

Although the precinct was never completed, the in-
creased activity at the western edge of the Grounds
provoked a reconsideration of the area immediately
west of the Academical Village, leading to its signifi-
cant reconstruction. The heightening of expectations as
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a result of the University’s new national recognition led
to an expansion of its facilities. A group of early- to
mid-19th century buildings was replaced. Among those
was the Jefferson-designed Anatomical Theater, which
was demolished following the construction of Alderman
Library. The main north-south road to the west, known at
that time as Observatory and now as McCormick Road,
had become the most active area of the University and
many of the new buildings were sited close to it. The
placement of Monroe Hall, Clark Hall and Thornton Hall
along McCormick Road, but aligned with the grid of the
Academical Village, demonstrated that the circulation
system was now a planning device to complement the
Jeffersonian axes. By the interwar years, a series of
road improvements followed, or perhaps encouraged,
the University’s development south and west of the cen-
tral core.
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Just outside the formal boundaries of the University,
development continued to blur the line between Town
and Gown. Residential growth increased in the neigh-
borhoods adjacent to the University to accommodate
the rapidly growing medical, nursing, and college en-
roliment, as well as faculty increases. Despite what lo-
cal historians have characterized as significant out-mi-
gration of the population in the 1920s, due in part to
Jim Crow segregation laws and the continued decline
of agriculture, the town of Charlottesville expanded its
boundaries again in 1938.

The expansion of the student population, the increasing
complexity of decision-making, and the growing impor-
tance of science presented the main challenges for plan-
ning under the presidencies of Colgate Darden, through
the 1950s, and Edgar Shannon in the 1960s and 1970s.
The development of the University under Darden took
two tracks: refocusing activity inward toward the Lawn
so that the Central Grounds would be re-activated, and
expanding the engineering and physics departments to
capture the interest of potential students and the influx
of Federal funding sparked by the Cold War. The re-
focus on Central Grounds entailed a number of different
steps:

Several restoration projects returned attention to the
Lawn. A Tree Committee was responsible for planting
dozens of new trees on Grounds. The West Pavilion
Gardens were renovated by the Garden Club of Vir-
ginia under the supervision of Colonial Williamsburg’s
landscape architect, Alden Hopkins; the Warren Man-
ning gardens were replaced with Colonial Revival de-
signs intended to be more in keeping with what might
have been present during Jefferson’s time. The East
Pavilion Gardens were similarly renovated in 1964. A
project for the restoration of the Rotunda to the “Jeffer-
son arrangement” was begun, and, from 1949 onward,
an important function of the Lawn was restored when
a representative faculty member from each of the six
schools resided in the Pavilions.' '

As part of an effort to organize the movement of pe-
destrians and vehicles, and to keep student activity ori-
ented towards Central Grounds, a new multi-story hos-
pital building, begun under Darden but not underway
until 1958, was sited with the entrance facing Jefferson
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Park Avenue, rather than inward toward the Academical
Village. With the new building, the Hospital, always
a public/private enterprise, resolutely turned its face
to the community, effectively re-routing the public traf-
fic that had come through the University Grounds along
Hospital Drive, a vestige of Manning’s plan.

The new wave of students was accommodated by de-
velopment of the southwest precinct through three ma-
jor building efforts—the McCormick Road dormitories,
Newcomb Hall, and New Cabell Hall—new residential,
social and academic buildings, respectively. Started
in 1950, the McCormick Road dormitories were built
to accommodate the growing post-war student popu-
lation, many of whom had been housed in temporary
trailers on Copeley Hill. The project required grading
the topography of the former golf course to provide a
level site for the complex of eight symmetrical L-shaped
buildings framing interior courtyards, pedestrian paths,
and terracing. The increasingly important parking and
vehicular access was pushed to the south, east, and west
periphery.

Newcomb Hall, originally envisioned under Darden’s pre-
decessor, John Newcomb, but finished during Darden’s
administration, was intended as a student center to ac-
commodate the post-war influx of students, providing
an alternative social framework to the fraternities and
secret societies that had been in place at the University
from the mid-nineteenth century, and had come to domi-
nate student social and residential life.

New Cabell Hall was built to provide more classroom
space within close proximity of other academic functions,
facilitating student activity and circulation between
classes. This addition was seen by some as foreclos-
ing the possibility of the restoration of Jefferson’s open
view from the Lawn. lts design, like that of Newcomb
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Hall, sited a substantial portion of the building below
the Lawn ground plane, moderating its scale so as not to
overshadow the ensemble of the Lawn.

The University’s roads continued to emerge as critical
planning features. McCormick Road had become a ma-
jor circulation route as development proceeded at its
western end. In the 1930s, Emmet Street was extended
south and a bridge was constructed to allow McCormick
Road to pass over it. This facilitated further develop-
ment of West Grounds, particularly in the science pre-
cinct, but the extension of Emmet Street divided Central
and West Grounds, creating an impact that has been
mitigated but never completely resolved. Beginning in
the late 1940s, McCormick Road was straightened to
bring its western extension into alignment with the Jef-
fersonian grid."®

The 1950s also saw the expansion of the mechanical,

chemical, and civil engineering departments, in part as
a result of unprecedented funding and growth during
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the Cold War. Physics, having outgrown its quarters on
the Lawn due to both enrollment pressures and tech-
nological change, was also to receive a new building.
At this time, modern architecture was seen by many as
the proper expression for science departments. The
University struggled with questions of style during the
planning of the new Physics building in the early 1950s,
ultimately settling on a classically-inspired design. By
the 1960s however, Gilmer Hall, the new Life Sciences
building, would be designed in a Modern style. At the
end of the 1950s, a new master plan for the 25-acre
area south of McCormick Road indicated the University’s
intent to continue the development of this area well into
the 1960s in a comprehensive way.'”” Urban planning
theories that emphasized vehicular circulation and resul-
tant demands for parking began to have more influence
on campus development, and these ideas found their
way into University planning.

Outside the University, the impact of Brown vs. Board of
Education was felt immediately. Forced to accept public



school desegregation, Charlottesville became embroiled
in a campaign of massive resistance, led by then Gov-
ernor Byrd from 1955-58. Several white public schools
closed rather than accept the Supreme Court’s decision.
Vinegar Hill, a neighborhood comprised mostly of Afri-
can American businesses located just west of downtown
Charlottesville, was adjacent to the all-white Lane High
School that was under pressure to desegregate. In the
1960s, this neighborhood would be mostly eradicated
through Federal and local urban renewal funds, but it
was the school desegregation conflict in the 1950s that
first targeted this historic neighborhood for destruction.

During this time, the University was also the subject of
a number of attempts at desegregation, beginning in
1950 with an application to the Law School, which was
denied by the Board of Visitors. Walter Ridley, the first
African-American graduate, received a doctorate of
education in 1953; the first African-American under-
graduate matriculated in 1955. Slow accommodation
to change eventually led to 25 African-American stu-
dents being admitted to the College by 1960." The
full force of social change, however, would not arrive
at the University until the next decade. As an example,
women were not formally admitted to the University until
1970.

Under Edgar Shannon’s administration, the planning ef-
forts begun under Darden were sustained. Given in-
creased demands for data, analysis and discussion, the
University produced a series of master plans, studies,
and reports. The first major report of this new planning
phase, the Report of the Long-Range Planning Commit-
tee (1961), focused on projecting space usage based on
the continued growth of the student body. Underlying
this task was the larger question of whether the Uni-
versity would continue to grow with the state’s growth,
thereby changing its character markedly, or would cap
its enrollment and preserve its culture. The Committee
ultimately came down on the side of growth but identi-
fied several issues, including parking and vehicular cir-
culation, beyond the traditional problems of classroom
and dormitory space that would have to be addressed
immediately.

In 1963, the firm of Sasaki, Dawson, Demay Associates,
Inc. (SDD), was contracted to produce a master plan for
the University’s growth. The SDD master plan suggested
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that the University capitalize on the existing develop-
ment and organize growth around five “Teaching Cen-
ters,” and a “University Center” in the Newcomb-Alder-
man area. Conceptually, the Sasaki plan encouraged
functional relationships among buildings, creating build-
ing density within a “10-minute walking radius” of the
University Center, and connecting the Centers through
the McCormick Road corridor. The plan argued for a
“greater emphasis on the street as a pedestrian way
and for a gradual de-emphasis on its general vehicular
use.”?" As planned, vehicular circulation and parking
would be pushed to exterior ring roads and eventually
be completely removed from the Grounds. SDD also
suggested that the Copeley Hill area be set aside for
residences, athletics, and fraternities.

By 1973, when SDD released a new master plan, two
major tracts of land had been acquired by the Univer-
sity for development: the Duke Property in 1963, adja-
cent to Copeley Hill, and the Birdwood Estate in 1966.
Sometime in the late 1960s, the Law School, Judge Ad-
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vocate General’s School, and the Graduate School of
Business Administration had been persuaded to aban-
don their proposed new building sites on West Grounds
and relocate to the Duke Property, now re-named North
Grounds. In addition, enrollment had grown rapidly, to
nearly 13,000, and was expected to reach 16,000 by
1980. Where the emphasis in the 1963 plan had been
on creating cohesion and infill, it was now on dealing
with the increased growth of enrollment. The new study
replaced the plan of the 10-minute radius around func-
tional centers with multiple centers or small “villages” with
mixes of recreation, residential and academic activities.
The specialized, decentralized University would have
three major centers—North Grounds, Central Grounds
and Birdwood—linked by a common focus on “the linear
street.” The Birdwood center, physically removed from
the Grounds at large, would be planned on a residential
college model, a mixed-use village that had roots in the
original Jeffersonian conception of a self-sufficient vil-
lage. Ultimately, the Residential College idea for Bird-
wood would fail due to student resistance and changing
financial priorities, but it would be reborn again in the
1980s, and fail again for many of the same reasons.
Birdwood was perceived as simply being too far away
to be part of regular University life.

In the relocation of the Law, JAG, and Business schools to
North Grounds, the University was again part of a nation-
al movement among campus planners to manage growth
pressures by building satellite campuses away from the
core institution. Many universities struggled with prob-
lems of connectivity and equal distribution of resources
between primary and satellite facilities.® Ultimately, a
number of campus planning models emerged during this
time, several of which are in evidence in the University’s
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development during Shannon’s tenure. Sasaki’s “activ-
ity street” echoed urban planning models that saw the
campus as a mall or city in which a mix of people inter-
acted. Often these models were implemented at urban
or community colleges.?* Other campuses in more ru-
ral settings, such as UC Santa Cruz, experimented with
landscape-based residential college models that sought
to maintain an intimate, rather than urban, scale.?® The
debate between planning models—the infill /density
model of city planning and the insulation/separation
model of the residential college—would continue into
the 1980s and 90s.

In the last decades of the twentieth century, continuing
needs for growth and the legacy of past efforts to meet
these needs confronted the University with several other
challenges: sustaining the connection between center



and periphery; solidifying the relationship of the Univer-
sity and the surrounding community; and preserving the
unity of the University’s core landscape and buildings,
an assemblage increasingly honored on a national and
global stage. It became clear that the goals of Univer-
sity planning included managing potential conflicts and
working to bring together potentially disparate compo-
nents—and that achieving these goals required attend-
ing to the various contexts within which it operates.

The planning of the North Grounds complex followed
the national trend toward suburbanized satellite com-
plexes that were oriented towards accommodating
parking and vehicular traffic. In addition to the physi-
cal distance between North Grounds and other parts
of the University, the complex illustrated the challenges
the suburban model presented to interaction within its
community (in this case, the three schools), to visual focus,
and to interconnectivity of pedestrian links and parking.
University efforts to create sites with greater inner co-
herence, mediating between the satellite model and the
infill model, included the planning of small specialized
colleges within the existing Grounds to serve a small
portion of the student population. Monroe Hill College
(later Brown College) and Hereford College sought to
provide self-sufficient residential and academic “villag-
es” modeled on the original planning and pedagogical
concepts behind the Academical Village. The University
also pursued a number of additions and infill projects
that supported the move toward greater density during
this time, notably Bryan Hall and additions to Newcomb
Hall, Monroe Hall, and Gilmer Hall.

After an initial plan to move the entire Medical Center
to the historic Blue Ridge Sanatorium site failed in the
1980s, the University embarked on the most ambitious
funding campaign that had thus far been attempted.
The replacement Hospital, budgeted at $189 million,
funded through both legislative and private sources
and with multiple phases and components, would locate
south of Jefferson Park Avenue. As designed, the hos-
pital and related medical school and health sciences
buildings built up a dense, urban-scale edge on either
side of Jefferson Park Avenue. This interface between
the Charlottesville community and University was very
different from the student-faculty residential fabric that
characterized the Rugby Road and JPA neighborhoods
north and south of the Grounds. Other large projects,
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such as the Stadium expansion, went through a similar
process in consideration of relocating them to outlying
areas of the Grounds closer to the bypass for access.
With the exception of the North Grounds development,
the University consistently made the decision to keep the
facilities close in through infill when such options arose.

The 1980s saw a number of important changes in the
relationship between the University and the City, Coun-
ty, and local citizens. In response to community pressure,
the University entered into a dialogue with its neigh-
bors about the nature, extent, and economics of growth.
Three important changes came out of this dialogue. In
1986, the Three Party Agreement between Charlot-
tesville, Albemarle County, and the University codified
a pact to coordinate planning and growth among the
three agencies. Secondly, the Planning and Coordina-
tion Council (PACC) was established to provide a forum
for these discussions, which continues to the present day.
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Lastly, the University agreed to set up a foundation to
manage its real estate activities. Unlike the University,
as a private entity the UVa Foundation (UVAF) was re-
quired to pay taxes on its holdings and was subject to
local land use and permitting processes, which satisfied
the concerns of the City and County.

Adjacent neighborhoods were also demanding more
tools to protect their environs from encroaching devel-
opment. Escalating conflicts over the Gooch-Dillard
and Sprigg Lane dormitories, as well as the new hos-
pital, required new procedures of communication and
accommodation. One of the most effective instruments
for defending the character of adjacent neighborhoods
was survey and nomination for the National Register as
historic districts. Although non-binding, historic districts
provided a frame for local preservation ordinances; the
Board of Architectural Review was established to control
and guide development in these districts. The Rugby

County 1 City .-
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Road/Venable neighborhood received its first National
Register Nomination in 1983 and was quickly followed
by the Wertland Street (The Corner) neighborhood.
Several other neighborhoods throughout Charlottesville
have utilized this tool to record and protect their archi-
tectural and landscape resources.

One of the most significant transformations in the Uni-
versity’s planning endeavors was the growing local and
national recognition of the Academical Village as a
historic site, and an equally significant call for appro-
priate preservation measures. The Rotunda had been
recognized as a National Landmark since 1966, and in
1983, that designation was extended to the Academi-
cal Village. In 1983, the position of the Curator of the
Academical Village was created, which has since been
incorporated into the Office of the Architect. In 1987,
the University applied for and received World Heri-
tage Site status for the Academical Village, along with
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Monticello. An additional shift in support of Grounds
stewardship was the creation of the Office of the Archi-
tect (OAU) in 1992, establishing a separate planning
function from Facilities Management in recognition of
the Board of Visitor’s increased involvement in planning
and design issues. While the OAU evolved in its role
and responsibilities during the 1990’s, it currently has a
robust staff addressing land use and sustainability plan-
ning, landscape and architectural design, historic pres-
ervation and conservation and facilities planning for the
University.

In 1986, the landscape architecture consultants EDAW
released the Historic Central Grounds Landscape Study.
The study, along with the recent preservation efforts in
the adjacent neighborhoods, brought attention to the
historic fabric as an ensemble rather than as a series
of buildings. The importance of landscape and open
space to understanding Jeffersonian planning principles
enriched the University’s evolving preservation frame-
work for the Academical Village. The recognition of
landscape as an historic element in the University’s built
fabric adds another layer to the continuing debate over
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planning paradigms.

In 1990, the consultant firm of Sasaki Associates (SA)
produced a new master plan for the University, following
on the two earlier plans prepared in 1965 and 1973.
Recognizing that “The Grounds as a whole are arranged
as a necklace of academic, residential, and recreational
uses, albeit segmented by a web of busy urban arterial
streets,” SA recommended infill balanced with careful
consideration of open space as the way to unify and
clarify the campus, and emphasized returning to the
original Jeffersonian axes as a planning framework.
These tenets were furthered in a Landscape Master Plan
for the campus developed by the consultant firm Ayers
Saint Gross in the late 1990s, which emphasized the
concept of the “Groundswalk”, a continuous pedestrian
spine linking the precincts and uses throughout Grounds
and recognizing the importance of the landscape setting
(see diagram above).

In a sense, two planning models—vitality through urban
density versus secluded residential colleges—have been
under discussion for the majority of the University’s life.
What planners today refer to as mixed-use develop-
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ment remains very close to the original Jeffersonian
conception of the Academical Village. In recent years
this model has found popularity again at the Univer-
sity. Contemporary planners understand that Jefferson’s
mixed-use precept of the Academical Village model
cannot be repeated or expanded per se, but rather
extended and re-envisioned. The Academical Village
itself may not be infinitely scalable, but the idea behind
it is. Attempts to expand or extend the Academical Vil-
lage model have in some cases resulted in sprawl that
divides the University’s resources geographically and
psychologically. Subsequent attempts to mitigate this
trend have led to infill development partially bridging
some of the gaps. This has resulted in loosely associated
precincts, each with a different personality and all vital
to the character of the University. The Grounds Plan
provides a framework to guide future development that
will knit these precincts together more coherently and
use the University’s resources more effectively.

The University of Virginia (UVa) is set in the heart of Al-
bemarle County, within the City of Charlottesville. Rising
from the James and Rivanna Rivers to the rolling hills and
peaks of the Blue Ridge Mountains, this Piedmont area
provides a varied landscape of agrarian uses. With
a well-educated workforce, and proximity to Richmond
and Washington, D.C., the region supports a wealth of
cultural and economic activity. UVa provides education,
cultural resources and economic stability, while acting as
a catalyst for continued growth and progress. With over
2,100 full-time instructional and research faculty and
over 15,000 full-time staff, the University is the larg-
est single employer in Charlottesville-Albemarle. More
than 20,000 students are enrolled at the University, with
a significant influence in the local community.

The land use within the City and County neighborhoods
surrounding Grounds, and their relationship to the Uni-
versity, is varied. Commercial uses are present along
West Main Street and University Avenue, referred to
as the “Corner,” providing restaurants and shops in a
pedestrian environment. Residential uses predominate
to the west of Emmet Street, south of Jefferson Park Av-
enue, east of the Corner and along Rugby Road. Many
of these bordering neighborhoods are specified as his-
toric districts; the goal of such districts is to preserve
the existing character of historic neighborhoods and to
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maintain property value and neighborhood diversity.
Virginia’s cities and counties maintain separate govern-
ments with exclusive jurisdiction over their own munici-
palities, legislation, and economics. As such, the City of
Charlottesville with a population of ~50,000, and the
surrounding Albemarle County, population ~100,000,
each maintain separate zoning ordinances, elected offi-
cials, board members and staff. The University Grounds
are set within the fabric of these two municipalities,
bisected by their border at the southern and western
edges of the City (see diagram on page 12). As men-
tioned earlier in the history, the University joined with
the City and County in 1986 to establish the Three-Par-
ty Agreement, to coordinate developments within their
jurisdictions. University and community development is
coordinated on the comprehensive planning level and
through neighborhood communication that more typical-
ly addresses the development of specific projects. This
coordination also applies to larger land use concerns
such as parks, recreation and transportation systems for
the region at large.

-

« Charlottesville




THE SETTING

HIS history of growth and planning at the University has shown how the institution
T evolved, highlighting the decisions that brought it to its present state, and the forces
playing upon those decisions. Certain challenges have been recurrent, such as providing
for a growing student body, addressing technological and social change, balancing the
center and the periphery, and negotiating the interaction of the University and its sur-
rounding community. The responses of past planners to these challenges have themselves
become part of the University’s traditions and its physical structure. Today’s planners, at-
tentive to the importance of preserving the University’s cultural, building, and landscape
resources and of managing the impact of the University upon its physical and social
context, are the beneficiaries and caretakers of this rich legacy.

To provide a framework for today’s planning decisions, the next section of the Plan fo-
cuses on the natural and physical systems that comprise the University and its immediate
environs. The approach for future growth is established through analysis of the oppor-
tunities and constraints presented by the University’s current land use, natural systems,
transportation, and infrastructure, with related objectives for the management of each.
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Floor Area Ratio

Floor area ratio (FAR) is a measure of the intensity of development density. The FAR value is calculated by dividing the total gross square footage of
buildings on a parcel of land by the total surface area of that parcel. While the overall FAR of Grounds is 0.29, there are large variations in density
across Grounds, with FAR values exceeding one in the Health System and approaching zero in the wooded areas of North Grounds and Observa-
tory Hill. Ground Area Coverage (GAC) is a complimentary measure, calculated by dividing the total area of building footprints by the total area
of a parcel. When planning for new development, appropriate FAR and GAC ranges are specified for the redevelopment zones to ensure that the
developed zones possess a similar feel to neighboring areas.
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HE University Grounds comprise the lands and

systems that support the physical activities of the
institution: the organization of land use, natural systems,
transportation, and infrastructure. Adhering to its en-
vironmental quality and connectivity principles, the
Plan ensures that these systems are accounted for and
that the proper resources are available and/or pro-
tected in the future on Grounds. This section establishes
a set of implementation objectives for these systems, in
order to guide future development, while preserving
and enhancing the order, character, and operation of
the campus. Sustainable development, the idea that
growth can be designed to conserve resources for future
generations, is an overarching concept that pervades all
aspects of these objectives.

In planning for the redevelopment of the University
Grounds, the Office of the Architect for the Univer-
sity (OAU) determined that a traditional master plan

approach of establishing future building sites would
not provide the vision needed for UVa. To preserve
the character of the University and provide for future
growth, this Grounds Plan required a distinctive ap-
proach to campus planning, largely based on identify-
ing opportunities and constraints for infill and redevel-
opment through Geographic Information System (GIS)
planning. This approach has determined the carrying
capacity for the Grounds and helped to establish the
system of redevelopment zones that form the core of the
new Plan. An important aspect of this Plan is to keep fu-
ture growth within the existing developed area of 1,135
acres, making efficient use of existing infrastructure and
other resources through compact growth.

The designation of redevelopment zones is based on a
strategy of carefully planned infill and redevelopment
that curtails outward expansion, preserves historic as-
sets, promotes an intelligible aesthetic order, improves
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connectivity, protects natural environments and lever-
ages existing infrastructure resources. These redevelop-
ment zones help to preserve the green space network
that provides structure to the Grounds, and highlight
opportunities for development close to existing systems
and supportive of adjacent programmatic functions. In
this way the Grounds Plan provides an opportunity to
knit the precincts of the University together with greater
clarity, employing defined redevelopment zones and the
green space network to bridge the precincts with a more
consistent and active pattern of development.

Starting with Jefferson’s Academical Village, the Univer-
sity’s historic pattern of development has been to in-
tersperse housing, academic, and auxiliary uses within
each precinct, reinforcing a mixed-use approach to ef-
ficient and effective land use. The goal of this Plan is
to continue this legacy, ensuring that the three precincts
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will each contain a mixture of uses that is consistent with
our long-term vision of the University. As the University
pursues this strategy, opportunities will arise to better
connect disparate buildings and redefine underutilized
spaces. Strategic infill development will increase the
unity of the Grounds as a whole, helping to develop
more fluid transitions between distinct geographic areas
and to mediate differences in building scales. While in-
fill development is central to the mission of this plan, this
approach includes continuing the important practice of
including of green space for a variety of uses through-
out the Grounds. Views and vistas must also be retained
(or returned where possible) across the Grounds, provid-
ing symbolic reference points, approach sequences, and
scenic vistas of the surrounding landscape, such as the
original vista of the Lawn established by Jefferson and
now being re-established with the South Lawn project.



In addition to creating the 1998 UVa Landscape Master
Plan, which established the larger precepts built upon in
this Plan, the University, through the OAU, Environmental
Health and Safety, and Facilities Management, has pre-
viously developed land and facility-related plans/pro-
grams, design guidelines, and other documents to estab-

lish best management practices, and reduce the negative
impact of future growth (see resources). Land-use stew-
ardship at the University is based on prudent integration
of the designated planning principles, and this plan goes
beyond the established guidelines to provide a coherent,
overarching framework for future development.

Land Use refers to the activity that occurs at a specific
location, building, or other facility. The University and the
adjacent City and County areas together have a pattern
of mixed land use, including academic and administra-
tive buildings, offices, commercial uses and residences.

PLANNING FRAMEWORK & SYSTEMS
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This pattern of complementary development provides
mutual benefits for the University and the adjacent com-
munity alike. Within the Grounds, the mixed-use pat-
tern established by the Academical Village continues to
some degree, providing a combination of residential,
academic, administrative, cultural and social spaces, just
as Jefferson intended. The three primary precincts, Cen-
tral, West and North Grounds, all support a diversity of
uses in addition to primary academic and health system-
related functions.

Green space and landscape on Grounds take many
forms, including tree-lined fields and pathways, terraced
amphitheaters, quadrangles, and courtyards. They pro-
vide an equal diversity of uses, ranging from passive
recreation to athletics for informal and formal assem-
bly. These open spaces and the buildings that surround
them in the core of Central Grounds create higher qual-
ity outdoor spaces that are more likely to be used than
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those on the periphery of Grounds. This pattern reflects

the smaller scale of buildings and green spaces in the
core, as well as the greater mix of historic and modern
buildings that relate to one another through a variety
of courtyards and pathways. Towards the periphery of
Grounds, buildings tend to be newer, larger and more
autonomously sited, and the functions of some of these
buildings, necessitate large amounts of parking and
other auxiliary uses. This creates spaces that are often
more difficult to use in a flexible fashion and less enjoy-
able to occupy.

Most buildings in the Central Grounds are oriented to the
orthogonal axes established by the Academical Village,
while those in West and North Grounds are oriented
to topography or along curving roads, a few of which
predate the Jeffersonian grid. Several building sites ac-
tually employ both organizational schemes. At points
along the border between Grounds and neighboring
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Charlottesville and Albemarle, gateways into the Uni-
versity community represent important transitions, and
require appropriately scaled entrances. In other cases,
the transition between the University and its adjacent
neighborhoods is more subtle and traditionally treated
with low walls constructed of brick and/or stone.

Land Use Objectives

Integrated, multi-use buildings with a balance of green
space are important for fostering the social and inter-
departmental interactions that make the University a
dynamic, innovative place to live, work and learn. A
strategy of infill and redevelopment on Grounds affords
opportunities to develop facilities that cater to the spe-
cific needs of interrelated disciplines and their related
support facilities. The continued development of multi-
functional academic and research spaces within the
context of existing departmental clusters will promote
collaboration, and through it, new discoveries as part of
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the University’s mission for the future. Compact growth

through infill and redevelopment allows the University
community to live, work, and recreate without needing
to travel significant distances, making transit use, walk-
ing and bicycling practical. Infill also reduces the de-
mand to build new projects on currently wooded ripar-
ian wetlands or otherwise undeveloped lands, helping
to conserve habitat and wildlife. Through the use of
appropriate scale and thoughtful siting of new facilities,
the following objectives can be accomplished.

*  Foster inter-disciplinary academic relationships
through development of integrated, mixed-use fa-
cilities that leverage existing University resources.
Advance the potential for mixed-use redevelop-
ment on portions of the Grounds where concentra-
tions of exclusive uses are clustered.

*  Establish a central green space for each precinct,
providing a community center similar to the Lawn.

A
>
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Entrance
Corridor
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* Define a system of specific linkages in circulation
between adjacent buildings and green spaces, es-
tablishing public and semi-private spaces, as ap-
propriate for each project and its surrounding uses.

e Consider the design and function of historic build-
ings, landscapes, and their adjacent sites, including
any significant features to be preserved in adap-
tive reuse /redevelopment projects (see page 8).

*  Enrich the arrival-and-entry sequence and more
prominent edges of the Grounds, helping to clarify
the University presence and image.

* Intensify density and consider opportunities for pub-
lic uses at major entry points where the University
property intersects with City and County lands.

*  Protect wooded, riparian or otherwise undeveloped
lands, and provide access to these areas for educa-
tional and recreational uses.

*  Establish, protect and enhance signature views and
vistas across and off Grounds.
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Natural systems include the vegetation, waterways, and
forested areas that cover and flow through the Grounds.
The topography, trees and streams that run across the
University’s borders are simply smaller sections of much
larger natural systems, including mountains, forests, wet-
lands and rivers. These systems provide wildlife habi-
tat; serve critical functions such as water-air filtration
and groundwater recharging; and give the Piedmont
Plateau its distinctive natural character and appeal. A
long history of settlement and land cultivation in the re-
gion has resulted in a fragmented natural landscape,
bisected by roads and railway lines, with agriculture,
buildings, parking and other uses. This fragmentation
and the recent surge in suburban development in the
region has led to the reduction of many wildlife species,
and has also impacted the quality of streams and river
habitat. Current projects on Grounds have begun to re-
verse this trend by preserving stands of mature trees



4

1 Topography of the Grounds

2 View of Ragged Mountains

3 Rivanna Trail near Observatory Hill

4 The Dell Pond (top) and Daylit
Portion of Meadow Creek

5  Watersheds

6 Natureserve Conservation Value

and restoring streams and natural vegetation as part of
their implementation.

Natural Systems Objectives

The University is committed to planning and growth
management that conserves and restores healthful,
functional natural systems, and leverages restoration to
create places for healthy human environs and wildlife
habitat. To this end, the University has developed a
targeted conservation strategy for vital natural systems
within and beyond its boundaries, which evaluates Uni-
versity and University Foundation (UVAF) lands to assess
their conservation values (see Resources). This analysis
determines the relative significance of habitat quality
and biodiversity, establishing lands with higher values
for protection and restoration, and lands with lower
values for redevelopment. It is important to recognize
that redevelopment of already disturbed lands such as
parking lots and underutilized buildings poses the least

PLANNING FRAMEWORK & SYSTEMS

High Conservation Value

Low Conservation Value
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threat to habitat quality and biodiversity, and is the best

means for conservation. Transportation on Grounds is a multi-modal circulation
network for pedestrians, bicycles, transit, vehicles and
*  Focus building projects on infill and redevelopment parking. For bicycles and pedestrians, circulation within
of already disturbed and underutilized land within Grounds occurs along roadways designed primarily for
the 1,135 acres of the developed Grounds. vehicular use and a complex web of pathways. In addi-
*  Consult conservation values assessment when siting tion to providing access to various destinations through-
projects to avoid disruption of highly valuable nat- out the University, the roads, along with two active rail
ural systems. Annually update conservation values lines, also bisect and separate parts of the Grounds.
assessment to review appropriate use of land and Adequate bike lanes, sidewalks and crosswalks are
protection of natural resources. found along much of the road network, and in some
*  Seek opportunities to restore and bridge gaps with- cases, overpasses provide pedestrian and bicycle ac-
in natural systems as part of building, infrastructure, cess across busy streets. However, in many locations the
and green space project implementation. bicycle and pedestrian network is incomplete, present-
*  Continue implementation of the stormwater plan, ing safety issues and other challenges, particularly for
further developing opportunities to day-light the elderly and those with disabilities.
streams in order to improve water quality while
creating additional habitat. The University has comprehensive transit service provid-

ed by University Transit Service (UTS) and Charlottes-
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ville Transit Service (CTS), offering multiple bus routes to
and through the Grounds. In addition to moving people
between residential and academic areas, UTS provides
service to and from several University parking garages,
allowing commuters to leave their cars at the periphery
of Grounds and travel to their final destination by tran-
sit. UTS also offers on-demand service for passengers
with disabilities, along all of the routes. CTS provides
transportation services to the University, City and parts
of the County, including a free bus-trolley between the
University and Charlottesville’s downtown shopping and
business district. The two transit services share a recip-
rocal program of offering fare-free service to the users
of each transit entity.

Most of the roadways that serve as major access cor-
ridors to the University Grounds are historical, and pro-
vide two-lane cross-sections and minimal turn-lane facili-
ties. Such characteristics are in keeping with the historic

ngttRoute
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context of the University and Charlottesville area. Due
to growth of the University and the Charlottesville-Al-
bemarle region, these roadways experience congestion
compounded by public events on Grounds, including con-
certs and athletic events. Parking on Grounds includes
surface and structured, with the majority of spaces locat-
ed at garages near the periphery of Grounds, requiring
a transfer to transit or a five to ten minute walk to reach
destinations. While parking supply in the core areas of
Grounds is heavily used, the overall parking supply ac-
commodates all needs. Many parking areas serve mul-
tiple functions at different times of day or night, mak-
ing the available parking supply more efficient. With
the exception of meters and attended lots, all University
parking requires the use of a paid permit.

Transportation Objectives

The strategy of mixed-use and infill development
on Grounds will increase the demand for circulation

Page 39



SECTION 2

Substation
ay =
& & j&E&ﬁ, ﬁ%

throughout the University. Improved multi-modal trans-
portation systems are needed to offset the demand for
additional parking and road enlargement, preserving
historic elements and maximizing land use efficiency. To
this end, the University has developed a Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) plan in support of more
efficient use of transportation resources. The strate-
gies within the TDM plan seek to improve alternative
transportation options by providing incentives for using
such modes, and by improving the quality and efficiency
of bicycle, pedestrian and transit network operation.
These strategies are being implemented concurrently
with City and County transportation goals. UVa has also
established the Grounds Improvement Fund, which assess
capital projects at a 1.5% rate of the construction cost
to provide funding for pedestrian and bicycle amenities
throughout Grounds.

* Implement programs established by the Transpor-
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tation Demand Management plan with a phased
approach to support multi-modal circulation to and
around Grounds.

Establish an implementation plan using resources
from building projects and the Grounds Improve-
ment Fund (GIF) to enhance bicycle and pedestrian
facilities promoting safety on Grounds and in the
adjacent City and County areas.

Ensure that redevelopment and new building proj-
ects incorporate pedestrian and bicycle pathways
linking to existing buildings and green spaces on
Grounds.

Enhance intersections and streetscapes throughout
Grounds to provide safe, comfortable and attrac-
tive places for multi-modal use.

Intensify land use at existing pedestrian and bicycle
overpasses for improved circulation efficiency.
Refine road network to improve efficiency and ac-
cess for UTS and service vehicles.



*  Maintain adequate vehicular access and parking
capacity linked to multi-modal connections for users
on Grounds.

Infrastructure systems provide energy and water, and
manage the flow of sanitary sewer / stormwater for
the University. The University’s infrastructure systems—
electrical, heating, cooling plants and utility corridors,
as well as waste, recycling, stormwater management,
and metering and information systems—represent both
the key to infill development on Grounds and its limit.
Efficient, reliable, and innovative management of these
systems is crucial to the continued expansion and im-
provement of the University’s academic, research, resi-
dential and athletic facilities.

Infrastructure Objectives
UVa’s Energy and Utilities Department of Facilities
Management provides efficient and reliable utilities
and recycling to facilities in support of the University.
This is accomplished with appreciation for renewable
and recoverable resources, dedication to environmen-
tal conservation, and pride in the historical and cultural
legacy of the Grounds. The Department is responsible
for minimizing energy and water usage through its man-
agement program, which considers all opportunities for
achieving energy savings. These opportunities include
consolidation of utility plants, design and implementa-
tion of energy saving operations, and commissioning
and scheduled maintenance procedures. Natural sys-
tems, specifically streams and related hydrological net-
works within the Grounds, act as green infrastructure,
helping to perform critical stormwater management
functions. Based on a “Water Balance” model, a stra-
tegic plan has been cre-
ated for the University to
help minimize net storm-
water impacts and dem-
onstrate the value of
alterative management
techniques involving nat-
ural system restoration
for developed areas that
sustain large amounts of
stormwater run-off. A
robust recycling program
reduces the University’s

PLANNING FRAMEWORK & SYSTEMS

solid waste by nearly 41%.

¢  Facilitate infill development on Grounds through
continued consolidation of utility and energy plants
into regional-scale facilities, providing more effi-
cient distribution.

*  Achieve a reduced or zero growth rate in annual
heating energy, electric energy, central plant chilled
water and total annual water use.

¢ Decrease the University’s ‘carbon footprint’ as rap-
idly as possible given the identified technical and
financial constraints.

*  Meet or exceed state mandates for recycling dis-
posable materials and further reduce the amount
of disposable materials transported to a landfill.

¢ Consider opportunities to integrate compatible
utility and non-utility projects and uses where ap-
propriate, including covering utility corridors with
crushed gravel for use as pedestrian and bicycle
paths, day-lighting underground streams, and sta-
bilizing stream banks as part of utilities mainte-
nance adjacent to underground or impaired natural
waterways.

e  Strive for a stormwater management system that
replicates the natural water balance of the region,
reducing run-off and flooding, maximizing ground-
water infiltration, and improving water quality for
the region.

¢ Coordinate with the City, County and regional
utility authorities to ensure operational efficiency
and seek opportunities for further development of
sustainable approaches to infrastructure develop-
ment.

* Investigate alternate energy sources and use of
grey water systems.
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Planning Workshops

Beginning in 2004, the Office of the Architect conducted a series of seven collaborative workshops that brought stakeholders together to share their
experiences and ideas. Each two-day planning workshop focused on a defined area of Grounds and began with presentations from the stakeholders
on their concerns and recommendations. Afterwards, Office of the Architect staff and nationally-recognized planning and architecture consultants
analyzed the information presented and worked to prepare several conceptual plan alternatives to address stakeholders’ concerns. At the end of
the second day the entire group came together and the alternatives were presented for feedback. A follow-up session was held to present the final
workshop report to stakeholders, and this information served as a basis for the Grounds Plan. See the resources section for more information about
the workshop reports.
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HE University is committed to promoting teach-

ing, learning, research and artistic expression in
a community that values talent and creativity of mind.
To compete in a globally interconnected society, the
boundaries between classrooms, libraries, laboratories,
studios, and the world beyond should support multi-
disciplinary collaboration amongst faculty members,
graduate students, undergraduates and staff. To ac-
commodate these institutional goals within the physical
environs of the Grounds, a planning program model
was developed to address needed growth in terms of
population, academics, research, housing, athletics/rec-
reation, and green space at the University.

Most major American universities have experienced sig-
nificant growth over the past five decades. In 1950,
just under 8 percent of the population had attended

one year of college or more, while nearly 45 percent
of adults achieved the same level of educational at-
tainment in 2000. This growth is primarily due to the
increasing demand for college, graduate or higher-level
degrees in today’s society. In part, this growth is also
attributable to certain trends in higher education, includ-
ing the enrollment of women, minorities, and part-time
and returning students. The physical growth of university
campuses is also a result of changing needs, technologi-
cal advances, and the expansion of multi-disciplinary
academics and research. As these trends bear physical
consequences for the University, it is important to devel-
op a program or framework to gauge what needs the
projected population will have. For the Grounds Plan,
the program starts with projections for the growth of the
faculty and student populations and then extrapolates
those figures to determine the necessary and appropri-
ate allocation of future development square footage
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within the University. This includes space for teaching,
research, offices, student services, libraries and class-
rooms. Auxiliary space needs, such as housing, business
operations, athletics and parking are calculated sub-
sequently as part of the programming model. An im-
portant aspect of this programming model developed
for UVa is that it is interactive, and can be updated at
any time to test or reflect adjustments necessary for any
academic institution in its planning process.

The criteria for the program model are rooted firmly
within the University’s academic mission. The 2007
President’s Commission on the Future of the University
(COFU), accommodated in this Plan, provides a vision
for the institution that leverages and builds upon a base
of the University’s strengths and values. Thomas Jeffer-
son intended for the University of Virginia to be global
in scope and character. Today that objective is accom-
plished through a powerful and rewarding undergrad-
uate experience that affords direct connections with
superior graduate and professional schools. The expe-
rience extends to all members of the University commu-
nity through meaningful interaction amongst members
who strive together towards the collaborative pursuit of
knowledge. Because of their broad and inter-disciplin-
ary education, these global citizens are poised to be-
come effective, ethical, and globally literate leaders in
an increasingly interconnected world. As outlined in the
Virginia 2020 report from 2004, a host of new building
projects are underway at the University (see Section 4
timeline). These projects, like the framework outlined in
COFU, manifest the University’s academic mission. That
mission, to extend the legacy of Jefferson’s academic
principles into the contemporary realm, is also made
physical through the principles of this Plan, which seek to
foster multi-disciplinary academic connectedness within
the University, region, and world through a carefully
planned and implemented physical environment.

1940 1950

3 ‘ Undergraduate Students
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- Graduate Students

The program model includes projects in the 2008 to
2014 Capital Plan, which represent known future devel-
opment, and are categorized as academic/research/
library facilities, administration and support facilities,
housing, athletics and recreation, historic preservation,
and infrastructure. The program model is based on four
planning horizons: 1995, 2005, 2015, and 2025 - two
past horizons to provide context for the planning, and
two future horizons. Two growth scenarios are explored
across the planning horizons, defined as Steady State
and Research Centric. Steady State represents a rela-
tively modest rate of student population growth - the
direction UVa has committed to with the State of Virgin-
ia - and maintains the current undergraduate to gradu-
ate student ratio of 2.75 to 1. The Research Centric
scenario addresses an increase in graduate enrollment,
reflecting an adjusted undergraduate to graduate stu-
dent ratio of nearly 1 to 2, in the case that UVa should
be directed to develop more robust research programs.
As stated previously, one of the great benefits of this
program model is that it can be updated on a yearly
basis to support flexibility in future University planning
as adjustments are required.

The faculty and student population projections, and
the related facility needs, establish the “demand” side
of an equation that must be balanced by the “supply”
of redevelop-able land on Grounds. This supply is
determined by deducting built and green space on
Grounds, combined with examining opportu-

nities and constraints associated with the
development to yield a “carrying ca-

pacity” (see Redevelopment Zones
in Introduction). Opportunities re-
fer to the elements that make a

site more appropriate for de-
velopment, including existing

utility service and capacity,
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location along existing travel routes, and adjacent land
uses that relate to the proposed development’s uses.
Constraints are those conditions that make a site less ap-
propriate for development, including high-value natural
systems or steep topography, historic or cultural resourc-
es, a lack of utility services or capacity, or a location
not served by existing travel or transit routes. Rigorous
program and physical capacity analysis show that the
current developed Grounds area accommodates both
growth scenarios, projected through 2025. This conclu-
sion is based on a strategy of infill and redevelopment
for future University buildings, balancing increased den-
sity within certain Grounds precincts and the preserva-
tion of natural and green spaces within others.

By the year 2005, the University comprised academic
and related facilities totaling just over 13 million gross
square feet (GSF). To understand the relative meaning
of this GSF, it is useful to reference comparable peer
institutions. Figure 1 depicts the comparable size in GSF
of 28 major American universities, indicating that the
University of Virginia is a medium-sized institution. In
addition to total size, a second important dimension of
building development is density, which creates the per-
ception of urban, suburban or rural character. The con-
ventional planning measure of development density is
Floor Area Ratio (FAR), which is calculated by dividing
building GSF by land area SF. Figure 2 shows the FAR
for the same set of 28 institutions. In 2003, the Universi-
ty of Virginia’s 13 million GSF occupied approximately
1,100 acres of Grounds, generating an FAR of 0.27.
The University’s overall density is in the lower third of the
sample peer group, reflecting the area’s rural heritage
and the University’s pattern of clustering development to
preserve green space and adjacent natural areas. The
University can continue to follow a strategy of infill
development for the foreseeable future (+/- 20 years)
without jeopardizing the character and qualities of
the Grounds. With careful planning and adherence to
design guidelines provided in this and related planning
documents, infill development can actually help create a
more cohesive sequence of buildings and green spaces
throughout the Grounds, in keeping with the University’s
historic character

The University Grounds are comprised of three plan-
ning precincts, the Central, West and North Grounds.
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The boundaries of these precincts are established by
geographic features on Grounds rather than academic
or use distinction. This Plan seeks to establish a logi-
cal course for future development within these pre-
cincts, with an emphasis on configuring redevelopment
to better serve users, provide increased capacity, and
improve connectivity within the Grounds. Critical to this
process is a detailed understanding of the academic
and physical needs present within these precincts. To
that end, the Office of the Architect for the University
conducted a series of collaborative workshops between
2004 and 2006, convening members of the academic,
administrative and operational units associated with the
Central, West and North Grounds. The seven workshops
served as a forum to establish the needs of each user
group, and to develop conceptual plans aimed at meet-
ing those needs (see appendix for workshop reports).

Central Grounds includes the historic Academical Vil-
lage and the majority of libraries and student services,
along with academic, residential, administrative and
health system facilities. This original precinct is the most
heavily developed of the three, and the provision of a
pedestrian linkage with the South Lawn project will pro-
vide access to new development south of Jefferson Park
Avenue. Two planning workshops were held to assess
the needs for growth in this diverse area. The Bran-
don Avenue and Monroe Lane Workshop integrated the
concepts of previous studies into a coherent, consistent
vision in support of additional growth south of Jefferson
Park Avenue. The second planning workshop, Health
System/West Main Street Workshop, en-
gaged the City of Charlottesville

and the Health System to under-

stand their vision for redevel-
opment along the West Main

Street corridor and establish a
continuing and open dialogue
between the University and the City

for this area. Key issues that arose dur-
ing the workshops included the need for ad-
ditional space in existing and new facilities; better
adjacency between research and patient care; and
increased connectivity between existing facilities. Ad-
dressing the Carr’s Hill area of this precinct, the current
strategy of coordinated, multi-functional infill projects to
achieve a unified Arts Grounds is planned to continue.
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Current infill projects combined with the new Culbreth
Road Garage and a planned addition to the Drama
building, set the stage for a primary green space on the
north side of Carr’s Hill to be fully realized.

Central Grounds hosts an array of green spaces, rang-
ing from the iconic civic spaces of the Lawn and librar-
ies’ quadrangle to the more scenic Pavilion gardens and
plantation. While these green spaces are key elements
of this precinct and the Grounds-at-large, the area
south of Jefferson Park Avenue is in need of additional
greens. Three new landscape spaces within the South
Lawn project will provide key spaces and connections
for this precinct; the terrace crossing - an important pe-
destrian connection across Jefferson Park Avenue, the
central garden courtyard, and the Foster Site memorial
park. Additional landscape spaces are

also planned for new facilities

in the Health System.

f.

Lambeth Housin
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Adequate capacity for new academic and health sys-
tem facilities is demonstrated through infill of underuti-
lized parcels and replacement of existing structures with
higher density buildings. Redevelopment opportunities
include the new Clinical Cancer Center, established by
relocating the current parking, a medical office building
along West Main Street, redevelopment of the current
Virginia Ambulatory Surgery Center (VASC) site, and
other locations along Brandon Avenue connecting to the
South Lawn project.

Housing in Central Grounds is provided along the Lawn,
at Brown College, Bice House, Lambeth Field Apart-
ments, International Residential College and the Asian,
French and Spanish Houses. Central Grounds is well
supported by adjacent community housing in the Jeffer-
son Park Avenue area and at the Corner, the adjacent
commercial district.

The circulation system throughout Central Grounds of-
fers a multitude of facilities for pedestrians, bicycles
and the University transit, but has limited parking and
vehicular access. This presents challenges for the Health
System in particular, since providing good access for
staff, patients and visitors to the hospital and its re-
lated facilities is vital. Internally, the Health System
facilities are well served by a connective system of en-
closed walkways called “the link”, which will continue

Arts Grounds

Parking Garage Future
Future
Ruffin
Hall
Drama
Building
Campbell Hall
Additions
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to be extended and updated with the development of
new facilities. Externally, planning for new development
provides additional streetscapes, and the area is well
served by both UTS and CTS bus systems. The South
Lawn terrace will provide an important pedestrian con-
nection across Jefferson Park Avenue.
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West Grounds was the second major area of develop-
ment for the UVa campus beyond Central Grounds, and
houses a large percentage of University research fa-
cilities, student residences, and athletic recreation uses.
Two planning workshops were held to gather an under-
standing of the needs and opportunities in the West
Grounds. The 2004 Midmont to Piedmont Workshop
focused primarily on housing, developing a framework
for the replacement of Alderman Road student resi-
dence halls and considering underutilized parcels in the
Midmont and Piedmont faculty and staff housing areas
for redevelopment. The 2005 Science and Engineering
Workshop provided opportunities for academic build-
ing infill emphasizing the value of multi-disciplinary
academic uses and green community spaces.

As specified by the objectives in Section 2, establish-
ing a central green space for the West Grounds would
provide a primary green space for this precinct and link
the existing high quality green spaces in this area. The
preferred location for this primary space is the grass
ellipse to the south of Observatory Hill dining hall ex-
tending into the Gilmer Gulch. The ellipse, created as
part of the development of the Observatory Hill dining
hall in 2006, was intended to serve as a central green
space for nearby residents. By linking and reconfigur-
ing this new space with others in West Grounds, it is
possible to develop a green space sequence that will

define the entire West Grounds precinct. The diverse
= q/\%\mix of adjacent building uses, including housing,

F X, dining, academic, support functions and recre-
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f ation, would benefit from a central green with
5 outdoor amenities designed to support use by
these functions.

Adequate capacity for new and residential
academic facilities can be provided through

infill development of underutilized parcels

and replacement of existing structures with
higher density buildings. Redevelopment op-
portunities include the reconfiguration of the
Whitehead Road corridor and relocation of
parking to a new structure(s) south of the Sta-
dium to make additional building sites available,
and replacement uses within the existing Facilities
Management site west of Alderman Road. Within these
redevelopment zones, a series of linked pedestrian
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walkways will improve circulation and form stronger
physical connections with adjacent areas. Higher density
is the primary strategy for meeting the increased need
for student, faculty and staff housing in West Grounds.
Redevelopment of the Alderman Road residence halls
allows for increased capacity on this site and provides
an opportunity to create additional space for academic
and student-life use by including these spaces in new
residence hall designs. A planned redevelopment with
increased density of the Piedmont faculty housing area
can provide additional units for faculty housing.

Improved circulation in the western portion of this pre-
cinct will provide UTS access to the Fontaine Research
Park and shorten the perceived distance from residence
areas to Central Grounds. The new road connecting
through Hereford Residential College provides improved
bus service to this previously underserved area. Extend-
ing Stadium Road to Fontaine Avenue as a managed

street for UTS, pedestrians and bicycles will improve the
accessibility to the Fontaine Research Park and provide
an important transit link. The redevelopment of the Al-
derman Road residence halls presents an opportunity
to organize them around a pedestrian and bicycle path
linking the Observatory Hill and Runk dining halls. This
path is vehicle free and has little change in elevation,
providing a quick, comfortable connection between resi-
dence areas and student activity centers.
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<Z remaining green space in

ban scale of this precinct results

in a sense of separation from the
Central and West Grounds. North
Grounds also accommodates student

o North Grounds is current-
housing facilities, athletic/recreation fields, 7 ly use-specific, such as the
and the John Paul Jones Arena. Two planning

workshops addressed this area. The 2004 North

varsity athletics practice and
competition fields and forested

Grounds Workshop identified upcoming projects and ¢ 25 remnants near the John Paul Jones
potential land use issues, examined needed infrastruc- Arena and Copeley Family Housing.
ture improvements, and explored differing perspec- As with West Grounds, a central green
tives on connectivity within the area. Emerging from space capable of defining and organiz-
the workshop was a common desire to better integrate ing North Grounds is essential, and this green space is
the Law and Darden graduate facilities into the larger planned as part of the major connective element be-
University community, through a formal gateway or ap- tween North and Central Grounds, along the new en-
proach sequence into North Grounds. The 2004 Arts trance roadway and through the Arts Gateway.
Grounds to North Grounds Workshop focused on the
areas linking North Grounds with Central Grounds. The The redevelopment area west of the Arts Gateway
goals for the workshop were to promote better con- project and portions of the athletics area offers the
nections between multiple destinations, including Carr’s largest tract of land for new academic development on
Hill, Fine Arts, Lambeth Field and Housing, and North Grounds. This area is largely undeveloped, features
Grounds. Additional goals included conceptualizing a desirable topography and utility opportunities, and
signature entry experience into Grounds, featuring a connects to the new primary access road into Grounds.
sequence of building and landscape elements designed University Hall, the former basketball arena in the cen-
to clarify the University’s boundaries and reinforce its ter of this areaq, is a candidate for adaptive reuse. De-
identity. As part of the planned improvement of the velopment of additional parking structures in proximity
arts and cultural facilities, the Arts Gateway concept to the John Paul Jones Arena will allow for shared com-
was developed and sited at its planned location at the muter and event use, making efficient use of the land.
intersection of Ivy Road and Emmet Street. The area will continue to accommodate athletic fields,
with competition fields clustered to the west of Copeley
A large variety of green spaces contribute to the sub- Road and practice fields east of University Hall. The
urban character of the North Grounds precinct. High- proposed Field House is planned for the practice cluster
quality green spaces are located in the stream valley at in order to be accessible to multiple sports programs.
the north end of the precinct, at the Park, in areas around On the north-west corner of Emmet Street and lvy Road,
the Law and Darden Schools, in parts of the Copeley Hill planning and design of the new Arts Gateway is under-
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way and will include an expanded art museum, café,
university forum, a site for a future concert hall, and a
future residential college and/or other student housing.
As professional school facilities in North Grounds con-
tinue to grow, new buildings can be accommodated ad-
jacent to existing facilities. This infill development should
seek to form connections between the schools and pro-
vide opportunities to create green activity spaces to be
shared among the North Grounds community.

The Lambeth Field upper-class student housing is a prom-
ising location for coordinated redevelopment to provide
increased density and improve connections between
the Arts Grounds, athletics and recreation and Central
Grounds. Increased density can be achieved by replac-
ing the 250-space parking lot with new housing facilities,
and relocating the parking to an adjacent structured fa-
cility. The Copeley Hill housing area, supporting a mix of
undergraduates, graduates and student families, is low
density and provides an opportunity for infill. The fifty
acre site has an FAR of .15, and the age of these facili-
ties is an additional concern. Infill or redevelopment at
a higher density is appropriate, and future development
should seek to protect and celebrate the hilly, wooded
character of the site.

A major goal of this Grounds Plan, and other recent
campus plans, is to improve the linkage between North
Grounds and other areas of the University. The comple-
tion of Leonard Sandridge Road affords a unique op-
portunity to alter the entrance sequence into the Univer-
sity and actively place North Grounds into this sequence.
Concurrent with the realization of this new entrance as a
primary University gateway will be improvements to bi-
cycle and pedestrian infrastructure, transit service, and
enhanced connections to North Grounds. Improvements
to the Emmet-lvy intersection are also planned to sup-
port improved pedestrian and bicycle use, while further
emphasizing the linkage between Central and North
Grounds.

These three precincts are all located within the 1,135
acres of the core Grounds where all future development
for UVa is planned to occur. Like many other public
institutions, the University also has additional lands and
facilities in the form of research parks, satellite cam-
puses and field stations. A summary of these additional
entities is provided below, as the use and planning for
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these facilities was addressed in the development of the
Grounds Plan.

Based on the experience of a number of colleges and
universities which have affiliated foundations perform-
ing real estate activities, the University of Virginia Foun-
dation (UVAF) was incorporated in 1986. The primary
function and responsibility of the Foundation is acquir-
ing, developing, and managing real property, or inter-
ests in real property and related assets, for the benefit
of the University. To this end, prospective land acquisi-
tions are undertaken by the Foundation to accommodate
future academic, institutional and housing requirements
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and to promote the growth of the University’s research
and related activities. The Foundation also undertakes
the acquisition and development of property adjacent
to the University Grounds to insure that development is
in harmony and compatible with the University’s aca-
demic setting and its stature as an historic and cultural
landmark.

The Foundation acquires real estate in a variety of ways
- by purchase, by transfer from the University and other
grantors affiliated with the University, and through gifts
to it from outside donors. The Foundation provides ad-
ministrative and investment services to other University-
related foundations, and is the parent corporation to the
University of Virginia Research Parks, Boar’s Head Inn,
Birdwood Golf Course, Morven Farms and the Cavalier
Inn.

The University of Virginia’s College at Wise, formerly
Clinch Valley College, is the sole branch of the University
of Virginia. Founded by UVa in 1954 as a two-year
junior college, the school began to grant four-year bac-
calaureate degrees in 1970. Situated on 367 acres in
Wise County, Virginia, UVa-Wise is a great example of
the leadership provided by the Southwest Virginia re-
gion and its Appalachian heritage. Before the College
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was created, there were no public colleges in this por-
tion of Virginia, and the College continues to honor its
commitment of service to Southwest Virginia. The Col-
lege offers 25 majors and an enrollment of over 2,000
students. UVa-Wise is undergoing rapid growth, with
several new buildings and campus beautification proj-
ects underway. The College Board has expressed the
desire to see the college grow to between 3,000 and
3,500 students by 2015. The Campus Plan for the Col-
lege was developed by the Office of the Architect and
approved by the Board of Visitors in 2006.

Field Stations

UVa is fortunate to have four field stations within Virgin-
ia, providing a diverse array of research, public service
opportunities and environs. A summary of the stations,
their focus and facilities is provided for reference.

Blandy Experimental Farm (BEF) is a 700-acre Univer-
sity of Virginia research facility situated in the north-
ern Shenandoah Valley, west of Washington, D.C., and
home of the State Arboretum of Virginia. Founded in
1926, this Environmental Sciences Department field sta-
tion’s mission is to increase understanding of the natural
environment through education and research on plants,
plant biology, ecology and evolution. Blandy’s research
program, arboretum, and K-12 programs run year-
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round, and the facility is particularly important as an
educational outreach center for northern Virginia. The
arboretum’s collections and exhibits include more than
half the world’s pine species, the Boxwood Memorial
Garden, a spectacular grove of more than 300 ginkgo
trees, an herb garden featuring culinary, medicinal and
ornamental herbs, and the Virginia Native Plant Trail.

The Mountain Lake Biological Station (MLBS) is a field
research and teaching facility located in the deciduous
hardwood forest of the Appalachian Mountains in south-
western Virginia. Founded in 1929, it is the field station
of the Biology Department and provides a diverse ar-
ray of natural environments, local educational outreach
opportunities and two modern laboratories. The 642-
acre site includes residences used by researchers and
students of biology and environmental science for re-
search and course opportunities throughout the spring,
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summer and fall seasons. A full-service dining hall oper-
ates in support of the station during the summer.

The Fan Mountain Observatory, 15 miles south of Char-
lottesville, was established in the mid-1960s as a new,
dark site for the Department of Astronomy, and is also
affiliated with Norfolk State University. The 273-acre
Observatory site was used extensively for research up
until the late 1980s. In recent years, extensive hard-
ware upgrades and instrumentation efforts have trans-
formed the observatory into a modern research facility,
currently capable of optical and infrared imaging and
spectroscopy.

The Anheuser-Busch Coastal Research Center of the
University of Virginia (ABCRC) is located in southeast
Virginia along the Eastern Shore. Founded in 1987, it
is a field station of the Environmental Sciences Depart-
ment, providing laboratory and residential facilities to
researchers from various institutions and agencies. Field
station personnel maintain the site, conduct collaborative
research with other PI’s, collect data from meteorologi-
cal stations, tide gauges, well transects and water level
recorders, and host a fleet of four boats to provide lo-
gistics to the VCR barrier islands, mainland creeks and
seaside ports. The station runs year-round and also
hosts a local outreach program.

Page 56



20,000 ——

15,000

10,000

5,000

2005

Steady State

PROGRAM & PRECINCTS

25000 ——Mmm™@™MmMm8™ 25,000

20,000—

15,000

10,000

5,000

2015 2025 2005 2015 2025

Research Centric

Steady State represents a relatively modest rate of stu- The Research Centric scenario addresses an increase in
dent population growth - the direction UVa has commit- graduate enrollment, reflecting an adjusted undergrad-
ted to with the State of Virginia - and maintains the cur- uate to graduate student ratio of nearly 1 to 2, in the
rent undergraduate to graduate student ratio of 2.75 case that UVa should be directed to develop more ro-
to 1. bust research programs.

T HROUGH the program model, and incorporating the findings of collaborative workshops,
the Grounds Plan identifies the development required by future academic, housing and
recreational needs and the opportunities such development provides. These opportunities
create multi-use spaces and improve connectivity and spatial coherence through adding green
space, reconfiguring roads, linking walkways, and designing a stronger entry experience to the
University. In this way, the Grounds Plan provides for an increasingly sustainable University
environment, one that will fulfill and extend Jefferson’s vision through all the University’s
precincts.

Although the centrality of the principle of sustainable growth distinguishes this Grounds Plan
from recent campus plans, the implementation of several of the projects set forth in these earlier
plans offers excellent models of sustainably managed growth, benefiting the University and its
surrounding community while serving specific programmatic needs. The case studies in section
4 demonstrate the progress that has been achieved and methods of proven success that can be
employed in implementing this Plan’s objectives.
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Current and Future Capital Projects

In the last five years the University has completed over $480 million in new construction, additions and renovations; an additional $545 million of
construction is currently underway and a further $782 million in new building and infrastructure projects are currently in the planning and design
phase. The figure on this page displays major projects recently completed, currently under construction or being planned. The sheer size and pace
of the University’s expansion highlights both the need for a comprehensive planning document and the opportunity to improve the Grounds through
thoughtful in-fill construction in the designated redevelopment zones.
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Section 4 Case Studies

T HE 1990 Facilities Master Plan for the Univer-
sity of Virginia set forth several themes, most of
which pertained to the nature of physical development
on the Grounds. Two primary notions were that Uni-
versity holdings east of the 29/250 Bypass would be
sufficient to accommodate the expected growth needs
of the institution, and that Observatory Hill should be
preserved. Given that the plan called for development
to remain east of the 250 Bypass, it did emphasize the
value of compact growth and infill, but did not utilize
integrated, multi-disciplinary facilities as a way to en-
courage academic connections. The recommendation to
protect Observatory Hill set the foundation for that ef-
fort, but lacked the scientific analysis provided with the
current Grounds Plan’s conservation value study, which
further reinforces the need to protect both Observatory
Hill and the remaining North Grounds forest.

The 1990 Plan called for unification of the disparate
parts of Grounds, strengthening the axial order of for-
mal green spaces, and creating better bicycle and pe-
destrian linkages. It also proposed development of ad-
ditional housing outside of existing residence areas. The
Grounds Plan reiterates several of those goals, propos-
ing greater unity and connectivity throughout Grounds
to establish fitting linkages between buildings, green
spaces, and precincts and emphasizing a clear sense of
order. The concurrent development of a Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) plan with the Grounds Plan
ensures that bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities
are improved to provide the best access for all travel
modes. While student housing capacity is again in need
of expansion, the present Plan proposes redevelopment
of existing housing to increase density without relocating
residential units from their surrounding supportive uses,
green spaces, and academic connections.
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While there are notable differences between the
Grounds Plan and previous campus planning efforts, the
concepts of both the 1990 Facilities Master Plan and the
1998 Landscape Master Plan have indeed given rise to
several successful projects embodying similar objectives
to the Grounds Plan. The following case studies highlight
three such projects. While these projects are different
in purpose and use, they have in common their dual suc-
cesses of meeting specific program needs while improv-
ing the larger University community through benefits and
connections beyond each project’s site. The 1990 Facili-
ties Master Plan stated that selective infill was needed
in West Grounds and that buildings should consider the
effects of their location on adjacent green spaces, a
goal most certainly accomplished by the Wilsdorf Hall
project. The 1990 Facilities Master Plan and 1998
Landscape Master Plan also recommended that natural
green spaces be preserved and used to promote pe-
destrian connections throughout Grounds; this has been
accomplished by the Dell stormwater project. Finally,
the earlier plans recommended that measures be taken
to weave the Grounds together with greater clarity and
spatial continuity. Siting new buildings should bridge the
gaps between precincts, a task which has been under-
taken by the ambitious South Lawn project.

NOTABLE PROJECT TIMELINE

This timeline highlights building and land-
scape projects, as well as related publi-
cations, that exemplify one or more of the
principles of the Grounds Plan. ltems are
organized by their actual or estimated
completion date.
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The 1990 Plan identified the West Precinct of the Uni-
versity as a key area for future academic and research

expansion, as well as a prime location for a perceived
Given the
dynamic and evolving research needs that exist in the

“physical consolidation of the University.”

fields of engineering and the sciences, the area south of

O THE DELL

This award-winning project
represents a creative re-
sponse to the challenge of
stormwater management,
providing
and  aesthetic

environmental
improve-
ments to the Grounds while
meeting the stormwater
banking needs of the John
Paul Jones Arena.



CASE STUDIES

McCormick Road seemed to offer limited expansion op-
portunity. A unique solution was necessary to provide
the functionality desired by the departments involved,
while respecting allowable density and site constraints
to produce a facility that meshed seamlessly with the
existing conditions on Grounds.

Construction of Wilsdorf Hall was completed in 2006
after considerable time spent garnering financial sup-
port from donors, the University and other private foun-
dations. The finished structure stands five stories tall and
is approximately 100,000 gross square feet, linking the
University’s existing materials science and chemical engi-
neering buildings. The building houses multiple research
laboratories, faculty offices, conference rooms, compu-
tational facilities, and work-study areas. Additionally,
Wilsdorf is home to the University’s nanotechnology
research laboratory, which was subsidized by the Vir-
ginia Parinership for Nanotechnology Education and

2
Workforce Development alongside the National Science
Foundation (NSF). The state-of-the-art nanotechnol-
ogy laboratories were designed to inhibit vibration and
sound interference, and to accommodate future genera-
1 Wilsdorf Hall . . s
5 Café tions of nanoscale materials, enabling research to move
3 Connections from Wilsdorf far beyond what was currently possible on Grounds.
Hall to Adjacent Buildings Because of the unique needs of this science, much of the

lab space associated with nanotechnology exists below
grade in a basement and sub-basement, resulting in a
smaller building footprint than originally anticipated.

© OBSERVATORY HILL DINING HALL The grass ellipse created to the south of the dining
hall provides much need open space to the Alderman Road Residence Hall area and of-
fers an outdoor compliment to the commu-

nity gathering spaces within the building.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION FRAMEWORK

© PLAN This plan evaluated over 140 build-
ings and landscapes, setting the frame-
work for the continued preservation and
study of the University’s post-Jefferson
built history.
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A grant from the NSF helped solidify the success of this
project; while the original structure was projected to cost
roughly $10 million, finished construction reached nearly
$43 million. This combination of University funding and
outside donor and agency support during the design
development and construction phases represents the in-
tegrated nature of the facility itself, and the potential
for Wilsdorf to garner acclaim for its innovative design
strategies.

Functioning as a true infill project, Wilsdorf uses limited
space to connect the multiple functions of the School of
Engineering and Applied Sciences and the College of
Arts and Sciences, specifically the chemistry and materi-
als science programs. A mixed-use component is also
present, as Wilsdorf boasts social space alongside its
functionality as an academic research center. The lim-
ited footprint also respects the importance placed on
green space throughout Grounds and provides direct
pedestrian linkages to adjacent structures and proxim-
ity to public transit options. The result is more effective
than locating the facility on a greenfield site less acces-
sible to students and faculty. Wilsdorf Hall successfully
pairs efficient use of constrained space and existing in-
frastructure with functionality of academic space and
connectivity among several research programs within
the University.

© COCKE HALL Part of a facilities upgrade for the Col-
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lege of Arts and Sciences, the Cocke Hall project en-
compassed historic restoration, a simplified interior
plan, and new mechanical and electrical systems. One
of three 1898 buildings by McKim, Mead, and White.

THE DELL

Day-lighting Meadow Creek: environmental quality
The concept of the Dell project was originally introduced
in the 1999 Strategic Plan for Water Resources Man-
agement (SPWR), a collaborative effort completed as
a critical component of this master planning process.
At the time, much of Meadow Creek and its smaller
tributaries were being conveyed through underground
pipes. The SPWR, along with the 1998 Landscape Mas-
ter Plan, identified an opportunity to implement stream
channel and floodplain restoration through day-lighting
Meadow Creek. This proposal offered aesthetic, envi-
ronmental, and economic benefits for the University com-
munity as well as the community neighborhoods located
within the Meadow Creek watershed.

The project was initially proposed in three segments:
day-lighting Meadow Creek at The Dell, near Memorial
Gym, and around Carr’s Hill Field. While each seg-
ment was an important part of a holistic approach to
addressing stormwater management on Grounds, simul-
taneous completion was not necessary. Meadow Creek
was chosen in part because the University of Virginia
has ownership of the stream’s headwaters; the segment
including the Dell was identified as the first portion of
Meadow Creek to be day-lit because of its proximity to
those headwaters and its prominent location on Grounds.
A targeted study was commissioned, building upon the
conceptual plans for the Dell, estimating total construc-

© FAYERWEATHER HALL The renovation repur-
posed this 1893 building for use by Art His-
tory, demonstrating the importance of adap-
tive reuse of this historic gymnasium into its

fifth program cycle.



tion costs for site work, stream restoration, landscape
planting and improvements.

While day-lighting Meadow Creek took longer than tra-
ditional stormwater management engineering projects,
its implementation provided mutually beneficial results
beyond the initial project boundaries. When plans for
the John Paul Jones Arena were announced, the day-
lighting proposal presented a cost-effective way to
mitigate downstream stormwater run-off and drainage

issues presented by the arena construction. This averted 1 Dell Before Project
the need to build a large stormwater retention pond 2 Completed Pond
near the arena. In addition to these benefits, the ar- 3  Historic Garden Element

rangement allowed the Dell site to become an outdoor
classroom for students, a place for repose along the oth-
erwise busy Emmet Street corridor, and an area for rec-

© WILSDORF HALL Containing nanotechnolo-
gy research facilities, this building was con-
structed between directly related Chemistry
and Engineering research buildings, which
improved connectivity in the precinct.

O SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT Devel-
oped over a year-long process, it details
the breadth and depth of activities at UVa.
and represents the first documented account
of the University’s sustainability initiatives.

CASE STUDIES
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reation and pedestrian circulation between West and
Central Grounds.

The storage and retention capabilities of the Dell were
designed to accommodate additional growth.  This
“banking system” offers an innovative approach to
stormwater management for constrained infill devel-
opment, allowing future construction projects to access
quantity and quality credits if on-site mitigation is not
feasible. Projects such as the Ivy/Emmet parking ga-
rage followed this precedent set by the Dell, day-light-
ing a Meadow Creek tributary and conserving natural
habitat along the stream banks while adding to the ca-
pacity of the banking system. Future projects, such as
the South Lawn, are expected to continue this approach
as the University continues to pursue a strategy of envi-
ronmentally conscious infill development on Grounds.

SOUTH LAWN

Development, community integration, preservation
The South Lawn project is the brainchild of former Arts &
Sciences Dean Mel Leffler. Originally termed the “Digi-
tal Academical Village,” the project creates a presence
for the College of Arts and Sciences on the south side of
Jefferson Park Avenue and accommodates future growth
in College programs. The siting of the project on the
south side of the thoroughfare offered an opportunity to
connect the precinct visually, physically and metaphori-
cally with Central Grounds through an ordered, articu-

lated space derived from the Lawn. Bringing students
and faculty together for open dialogue and an active
connection outside the academic classroom was also de-
sired, and the plan for South Lawn prioritized outdoor
activity space and circulation. A strong desire to “knit”
the University community back together drove the final
axial arrangement of buildings and green space in an
effort to unify the Arts & Sciences buildings to the Health
System. The incorporation of LEED standards into the
site planning and design of the project added to its
overall success and influence.

Interaction between the various communities involved in
the project was imperative as plans for the South Lawn
developed. Planning workshops were held within the
University’s internal community, involving key players
and programs in the Health System and the College of
Arts and Sciences, in addition to others. The products
of these meetings were invaluable to the overall South
Lawn design process and to the greater campus plan-
ning vision. Public meetings were also held to engage
members of the greater Charlottesville community, spe-
cifically those individuals living in close proximity to the
project and others who had specific concerns related to
the development of the South Lawn. In this way, the
South Lawn became a multi-faceted project involving
different types of communities interconnected by the fu-
ture development proposed for the site.

O RUFFIN HALL Constructed for the Studio Arts program, this new building
extends north from the Fiske Kimball Fine Arts Library and provides a
built edge to frame a landscaped central space as planned in the Arts
Grounds Master Plan.

O CLAUDE MOORE NURSING EDUCATION BUILDING Located on 15th
Street adjacent to the School of Nursing in McLeod Hall and the up-
coming Medical Education Building, this building extends the clinical
education complex to previously underutilized land in close proximity
to the Hospital and the Academical Village.
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The design development stage of the project was an
involved process through which the University addressed
a number of concerns from city residents surrounding the
site and the University. Each challenge was approached
with the intent to reach a solution and provide an im-
proved project benefiting the overall community. One
example of this was the solution offered to residents
along Oakhurst Circle who felt the initial plans were out
of scale with the surrounding community. Revisions were
made to the placement of the structures, integrating
them into the natural topography of the site to respect
the residential feel of the area.

The South Lawn project also raised questions as to how
the University would address cultural resources, perti-
nent to the history of the institution, in the face of future
development. Because the South Lawn project resides in

1 South Lawn Site Plan
2 View of South Lawn Along
Jefferson Park Avenue

O CLAUDE MOORE MEDICAL EDUCATION BUILDING Targeting
LEED Silver Certification, this project is located adjacent to School
of Medicine facili-
ties MR-5 and the
Carter  Harrison
Research Building.

© SOUTH LAWN PROJECT Development of 114,000 gross square feet for the
College of Arts and Sciences to house the History, Religious Studies and Poli-
tics departments. The initial planning and design of the South Lawn featured
significant and successful coordination with neighbors and the City of Charlot-
tesville. This project is also the first at UVa. to pursue LEED certification.
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1 Uncovered Archaeology from the Freed-
Person’s Homesite

2 Public Park and detail of Shadow Catcher
sculpture at the Kitty Foster Homestead

an area once known as “Canada” - the historic location
of an early free African-American community - tension
between the plans for development and the importance
of acknowledging cultural history needed to be ad-
dressed. The decision to retain the historic freed-per-
son’s home site and adjacent African-American burial
ground to create an interpretive public park in commem-
oration was viewed as a positive step. The move unified
the vision of the South Lawn project to the overarching
history of the University itself, creating cultural ties that
are essential.

© EMILY COURIC CLINICAL CANCER CENTER Formerly the site of the
outmoded and small West Garage, the Emily Couric Clinical Can-
cer Center will bring together physically scattered cancer treatment
facilities into one location, easing the treatment experience for pa-
tients. The building features clustered treatment rooms and screened
lounges and gardens to enhance patient comfort and privacy.

© RUGBY ADMINISTRATIVE BUILDING Originally built as faculty
apartments, restoration of this currently vacant building will provide

space for administrative offices while preserving University history
and conserving the embodied energy of building materials and con-

struction efforts
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The South Lawn project is an exemplary model for the
successful integration of communities past, present and
future. While incorporating innovative design solutions
that push the University toward ever more sustainable
goals, the project also exhibits the challenges and re-
wards involved in the merging of communities toward
one vision. By taking the time to understand individual
concerns and provide case-sensitive answers, the Uni-
versity was able to address issues effectively through
communication and compromise. The South Lawn exem-
plifies the benefit cross-community and cross-cultural en-
gagement has on a project and its future success.

NEXT STEPS

While the Grounds Plan presents a vision and guidance
for University development over the next twenty or more
years, UVa is actively involved with implementing sus-
tainability programs in the present. Multiple initiatives
have been developed throughout University practices,
as presented in the 2006 Sustainability Assessment. Of
particular significance is the Board of Visitors (BOV)
2007 approval of LEED (Leadership in Energy and En-
vironmental Design, USGBC) certification for all future
buildings and major renovations; BOV 2007 approval
of the Grounds Improvement Fund (GIF) which provides
for improvements of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit fa-
cilities throughout Grounds; and the sustainability assess-
ment described below, which provides a tool for continu-
ous sustainable improvements for UVa.

NEW CABELL HALL Renovation of this 160,000
GSF classroom facility, completed in 1952, will
modernize teaching spaces, overall finishes
and building systems and create a strong con-

CASE STUDIES

Delivering a sustainable vision for the University will be
a collaborative effort involving many partners includ-
ing the various Schools, administrative officials, faculty,
staff, student groups and other authorities. All partners
will need to contribute to realizing the short and long
term goals for the successful implementation of a sus-
tainability process. Recognizing that new technologies
may emerge in the future, and that the economics of
some current technologies may improve over time, it is
intended that the 2008 Grounds Plan will strive to pro-
mote progressively higher standards for sustainable de-
sign. This approach will provide flexibility in achieving
sustainability goals through the most technologically and
economically feasible means.

To implement this sustainable vision, UVa will utilize the
SPeAR™ (Sustainability Project Appraisal Routine) sus-
tainability framework tool designed by ARUP, the global
firm of engineers, planners, designers and business con-
sultants. This tool was developed to allow assessment in
four major areas: natural resources, environment, social
and economic, that broadly reflect the three major cat-
egories used in the triple bottom line of equity, economy
and environment. The four quadrants represent specific
issues identified within the United Nations’ Brundtland
Commission report, “Our Common Future”, a basis for
sustainability programs for local authorities around the
world. It is intended that the SPeAR assessment pro-
cess be coupled with the annual management objectives
cycle at UVA and updated accordingly.

nection to the South Lawn Project. © LEE STREET Signif-

icantimprovements

to Lee Street and

the entrance to the

Main Hospital are

designed to better direct patients and visitors as well as form a more
cohesive functional and aesthetic connection between Health System
facilities.
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THE SPeAR™ assessment is based on a seven-point scale, shown here in the exem-
plary diagram. Areas of strength are indicated by bright green segments close
to the center of the perimeter, designated by the number “3” and areas of weakness
are indicated by dark red segments around the perimeter designated by the num-
ber “-3”. This enables trade-offs between indicators when specific alternative actions
are compared. The baseline assessment establishes the current sustainable strategies
implemented at UVa. The assessment identifies strengths, weaknesses, gaps and op-

portunities, which provide a starting point to track UVa’s performance and to identify
proposed improvements.
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Reports, Studies, and Analysis Completed in Direct Support of the 2008 Grounds Plan
UVa SPeAR Program Sustainability Assessment

UVa Space Needs Projection Planning Model Summary Report

UVa Transportation Demand Management Plan

UVa Biodiversity Analysis and Conservation Assessment

UVa Master Planning Council Documentation

UVa Collaborative Workshop Reports

Guidelines, Reports, and Studies Supporting University-wide Practices

UVa Current Planning and Projects Report

UVa Historic Preservation Framework Plan

UVa Design Guidelines

UVa Guidelines for Sustainable Buildings and Environmental Design

UVa Facilities Design Guidelines

Master Plan for a Comprehensive Archaeological Survey of the University of Virginia
UVa Strategic Plan for Water Resources Management

UVa Landscape Master Plan

Grounds Plan Appendix
Section 1, Historic Research Documentation Footnotes
Photo Credits

Page 69



Reports, Studies, and Analysis completed in direct support of the 2008 Grounds Plan

1. UVa SPeAR Program Sustainability Assessment

Location: Report in Office of the Architect / UVa Resource Center
Author: ARUP Engineering, San Francisco/New York offices, May 2008
with periodic updates

The Arup SPeAR™ (Sustainability Project Appraisal Routine) Assessment

provided a framework for planning, identifying areas of weakness and

strength in UVa’s current sustainability performance. As a component of

this work, UVa appointed Arup to provide a baseline assessment of its

sustainability performance. The sustainability framework used for the

assessment was based on the Arup SPeAR™ (Sustainability Project Ap-

praisal Routine) tool. This tool was developed to allow assessment in four

major areas: natural resources, environment, social and economic, that

broadly reflect the three major categories used in the triple bottom line

of environment, economic, and equity. Each of the four quadrants includes focus areas based on specific issues identified
within documents including the Brundtland Commission report, “Our Common Future”, the Earth Summit endorsed proto-
col for Agenda 21 (a basis for sustainability programs for local authorities around the world). Each focus area includes
indicators. The focus areas and indicators included in the assessment were tailored to UVa. The tool provides a visual
depiction of performance in the four key sectors: Natural resources, Environmental, Social and Economic systems. The
graphic representation makes plain both the linkages between economic, social, natural resources and environmental
systems, and the areas of relative strength and weakness. In addition to the report, a tracking system and spreadsheet
are in use by UVa which will allow the University to track progress made in indicator areas over time.

2. Space Needs Projection Planning Model Summary Report
Location: Report in Office of the Architect / UVa Resource Center
Author: Ira Fink and Associates, University Planning Consultants of Berkeley, October, 2007

The Space Needs Projection Planning Model Summary Report, authored by Ira Fink and Associates, was developed
in support of the decision-making process for the University Grounds Plan. This report describes the model used to
analyze the growth of all facilities that will result from future student enrollment and faculty growth at the University of
Virginia. The model was used to generate two potential growth scenarios—Steady State and Research Centric—for
the next ten and twenty years for the Charlottesville campus, and the summary report includes a review of the outcomes
of these two scenarios. In addition to the report, the electronic model was provided to UVa for use with future analysis,
should there be a need for flexibility in planned growth.

3. University of Virginia Transportation Demand Management Plan

Location: Report in Office of the Architect / UVa Resource Center

Author: Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. in association with Land Planning and Design Associ-
ates, July 2007 for Phase 1, Phase 2 Report to be released later

The University of Virginia’s Transportation Demand Management Plan, developed by the
firm of Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc., in 2007 as a part of the Grounds Plan, seeks to en-
hance Grounds planning decisions for improving mobility while respecting the university’s
environmental, historic, and cultural contexts. The report offers extensive analyses con-
cerning existing conditions of pedestrians, bicycles, parking, traffic, transit, and commute
options. In addition, the plan suggests “tools and mechanisms to better link transportation
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and land uses to affect a more efficient and sustainable transportation system” and proposes a strategic approach to
transportation system improvements over 10- and 20-year planning horizons.

4. UVa Biodiversity Analysis and Conservation Assessment
Location: Report in Office of the Architect / UVa Resource Center
Author: NatureServe of Arlington, VA, 2006

In 2006, as a part of the Grounds Planning process, the University of Virginia commis-
sioned NatureServe of Arlington, VA, to create a comprehensive biodiversity analysis
of lands owned by the University and the University of Virginia Foundation (UVAF). The
resulting report entitled University of Virginia Biodiversity Analysis, explains opportuni-
ties for conservation as well as threats to important elements within the UVa and UVAF
environs. The report analyzes data concerning land cover, habitat fragment, stream
habitat, species occurrence, soil type, and regional context; providing a data inven-
tory and analysis to prevent conflicts with regulated species and habitats, maintain the
natural heritage of the University and Commonwealth, and enhance the environmental
health and quality of those at the University and in the region. In addition to the report,
NatureServe provided a supplementary GIS-based software tool, entitled NatureServe
Vista, which will be used by University staff to help guide future conservation and land
use decisions.

5. UVa Master Planning Council Documentation
Location: http://www.virginia.edu/architectoffice /mpc.html
Author: Office of the Architect, 2005-2007

The Master Planning Council, chaired by the Office of the Architect, is charged with the task of advising the President
of the University on mid-term and long range physical planning for the University of Virginia. The Council is composed
of University leadership, City of Charlottesville and Albemarle County planning representatives, and two University
students. Documentation of the Master Planning Council’s activities, including Meeting Notes and Presentations, may be
found on the Office of the Architect’s website.

6. UVa Collaborative Workshop Reports
Location: http://www.virginia.edu/architectoffice /workshops.htm
Author: Office of the Architect, 2004-2006

The Office of the Architect conducted seven collaborative workshops from 2004-2006, convening members of the aca-
demic, administrative and operational uses associated with Central, West and North Grounds. These workshops served
as a forum to establish the needs of each user group, and to develop conceptual plans aimed at meeting those needs
in support of the Grounds Planning process that followed. The workshops were focused in the following areas on the
dates noted. Full reports are provided at the website location noted above.

Brandon Ave, Monroe Lane, 15th St. Area Workshop
Workshop Held: February 18-20, 2004

Arts Grounds to North Grounds Area Workshop
Workshop Held: March 31 & April 1, 2004

Health System / West Main Street Area Workshop
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Workshop Held: April 19-20, 2004

Midmont to Piedmont Area Workshop
Workshop Held: April 27-28, 2004

North Grounds Area Workshop
Workshop Held: December 9-10, 2004

Science and Engineering Area Workshop
Workshop Held: May 2-3, 2005

The Corner Area Workshop
Workshop Held: October 22, 2005

Guidelines, Reports, and Studies Supporting University-wide Practices

1. UVa Current Planning and Projects Report
Location: http://www.virginia.edu/architectoffice /
Author: Office of the Architect, First released 2006 (Updated regularly)

The University of Virginia Current Planning and Projects Report describes all projects
for both the UVa Grounds and the UVa's College at Wise that are in Planning /Design
and Construction Phases. For each project, the report includes documentation of the
cost, architect, contractor, and dates of construction, along with project images and
photographs. The document is updated periodically as projects move through plan-
ning and design, to construction, and finally to completion.

2. UVa Historic Preservation Framework Plan
Location: http://www.virginia.edu/architectoffice /pdf /UVa_HPFP_2007_WEB.pdf
Author: Office of the Architect, 2006 (Revised 2007)

Recognizing that post-Jefferson buildings and landscapes contribute to the unique
character and sense of place at the University of Virginia, the Office of the Architect
published the Historic Preservation Framework Plan in 2006. This framework plan
explores the historical development of the ensemble of buildings and settings that
form the current Grounds. Through the description of a sequence of five periods of
construction at the University, the plan presents a history of each historic building, a
summary of its importance to development, and information about its design and
current condition. In addition, the plan assigns a preservation priority to each build-
ing and significant landscape component in order to describe the buildings’ relative
importance and to provide a practical framework for evaluation of past, current, and
future development at the University of Virginia.

Page 72



RESOURCES

3. UVa Design Guidelines
Location: http://www.virginia.edu/architectoffice /pdf /Design_Guidelines_Final_Draft.pdf
Author: Office of the Architect, January 2006

In 2006, the Office of the Architect prepared a document entitled the University of
Virginia Design Guidelines. Through text and image, this document provides a sense
of direction about how the “unified richness and singularity of the architecture” pres-
ent in Thomas Jefferson’s Academical Village might be achieved in designs for new
buildings and landscapes of the University. The document presents guidelines for the
Foundations of geometry, massing, openings, and circulation; the Experiences of con-
nectors, layers, and building landscapes; the Resources of various building materials;
and the Collaboration of the review and approval process.

4. UVa Guidelines for Sustainable Buildings and Environmental Design
Location: http://www.virginia.edu/architectoffice /pdf /Sust_Guide_final.pdf
Author: Office of the Architect, August 2005

Guidelines for Sustainable Buildings and Environmental Design, a document prepared
by the Office of the Architect in 2005, provides an introduction to sustainability issues
at the University and outlines both objectives and strategies for cultivating a holistic
approach to the environment at UVa. In addition to offering an overview of the
University’s environmental context and natural systems, the document presents eight
main objectives for managing University development in terms of design, construc-
tion, and operation. These eight objectives are Energy Use and Conservation, Water
Resources, Materials and Resources Conservation, Indoor Environmental Quality, Site
Planning and Design, Local Climate and Climactic Design, Historic Preservation and
Adaptive Re-Use, and Transportation. The document also includes a comprehensive list
of resources that may be consulted as a complement to the University’s sustainability
guidelines.

5. UVa Facilities Design Guidelines
Location: http://www.fm.virginia.edu/fpc/DesignGuide /PDFs/CombinedDesignGuidelines2004.pdf
Author: University of Virginia Facilities Management, November 2004 (7th edition, periodic updates)

Facilities Design Guidelines, published by University of Virginia Facilities Management in 2004, is a comprehensive
regulatory document that guides and assists architectural and engineering consultants, as well as Facilities Management
staff, in the planning and design for construction and renovation projects for University facilities. The document includes
both procedural and technical requirements for seven categories related to facility design and construction: Historic
Preservation, General Requirements, Sitework, Building Envelope, Interiors, Building Services, and Contract Administra-
tion. The information presents information that, when conscientiously considered, will help to “restore the Founder’s
vision of the reciprocity between the academic plan and the physical plan of the University.”

6. Master Plan for a Comprehensive Archaeological Survey of the University of Virginia
Location: Report in Office of the Architecty / UVa Resource Center

Author: Rivanna Archaeological Consulting, October, 2003

In 2003, the Charlottesville firm of Rivanna Archaeological Consulting completed a report entitled Master Plan for a
Comprehensive Archaeological Survey of the University of Virginia. This document outlines a framework for a com-
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prehensive archaeological survey of sixteen historic precincts located on property owned by the University of Virginia
and the University of Virginia Foundation. The report provides an overview of previous archaeological investigations,
assessment of historic precincts regarding potential to contain archaeological resources, development of a Survey Pri-
ority Table, and presentation of recommendations and guidelines for all future archaeological work at the University.
Continuing the University’s strong history of preservation and stewardship of valuable cultural resources, the archaeo-
logical Master Plan provides a foundation for developing a comprehensive and effective archaeological resources
management system.

7. UVa Strategic Plan for Water Resources Management
Location: Report in Office of the Architect / UVa Resource Center
Author: Andropogon Associates, Ltd. (with Cahill Associates and MMM Design Group), 1999

The University of Virginia’s Strategic Plan for Water Resources Management is a landmark study that illustrates the
University’s commitment to treating water as a central community resource and its belief that the management of water
should influence and contribute to the design of the University Grounds. The firm of Andropogon Associates completed
the report in 1999 with assistance from Cahill Associates and MMM Design Group, as well as with support from a
Steering Committee and Technical Advisory Committee. Through the use of maps, charts, photographs, and detailed
analysis, the report recommends a new sustainable approach to the management of water resources based on a ‘Water
Balance’ model. This model helps University staff and consultants to evaluate solutions for stormwater management, res-
toration opportunities, and land use and development strategies. This approach ensures that functional, environmental,
recreational, and aesthetic benefits will be achieved not only for the University community, but also for neighboring
communities and other members of the Chesapeake Bay Watershed.

8. UVa Landscape Master Plan
Location: http://www.virginia.edu/architectoffice /masterPlanLand.html
Author: Ayers Saint Gross Architects and Planners and Michael Vergason Landscape Architects, 1999

In 1997 the Office of the Architect commissioned the firms Ayers Saint Gross and Michael Vergason Landscape Archi-
tects to produce a Landscape Master Plan for the University. The goal of the Landscape Master Plan was to provide
a general framework to re-establish the delicate balance of buildings and landscape throughout the Grounds, that
Thomas Jefferson created in the Academical Village. To accomplish this task, the plan both reinforces the long-range
vision of the University master plan and provides guidance for day-to-day decisions about individual project develop-
ment, landscape improvements, and upkeep. The document begins with a series of general observations about the
campus landscape, continues by providing analysis of the landscape through inventory and detailed review at the pre-
cinct level. It concludes with seven key recommendations that will ensure that the University’s landscapes continue to be
strong social, physical, and temporal connectors.
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Grounds Plan Appendix

1. Section 1, Historic Research Documentation Footnotes
"Turner, 20-1.

2Woods, Mary C., “Thomas Jefferson and the University of Virginia: Planning the Academic Village.” JSAH XLIV 166-
283, October 1985.

>West Gardens Archeology, 16, 17
"Historic Preservation Framework Plan

10“Virginic: lllustrated: Adventures of Porte Crayon and his Cousins,” in Harper’s New Monthly Magazine, August 1856.
(Oneal, 53)

Yetter, SW at the University of VA, 1981

12 “The attention of the Committee has been directed to some shanties just over road from “the Infirmary” and adja-
cent to a settlement known as “Canada”, and as they are not necessary and are conspicuously detractive from the
completeness of the lawn to which they are attached it is deemed best that they should be removed and it is therefore
proposed that the Proctor be required to take them away and as soon as possible put the ground in grass.” BOV June
22,1872

4(November 12, 1948 BOV Minutes)

159/15/1956 BOV Minutes

1%Feb. 11, 1949. Presidents Papers?

'Landscape Plan, HPMP. Need separate confirmation of this motivation, and date. Renamed in 1950.

21BOV Minutes June 10, 1960

Binterview, Werner Sensbach 8 June 2007. Need exact wording on budget issue—not able to completely follow.
Z4Article on Satellite Campus

Turner ,277-8

2. Photo Credits

Page i - Dan Addison, U.Va. Public Affairs

Pg. 10, Fig. 2 - Engraving by Peter Maverick (1825), Special Collections, University of Virginia Library
Pg. 13, Figs. 2-3, 5-6 - Special Collections, University of Virginia Library

Pg. 14, Figs. 1-2 - A Map of the University of Virginia with Water Pipes, Charles Ellet, Jr. (1856) & Plan of University
Cleared Land, William A. Pratt (1858), Special Collections, University of Virginia Library

Pg. 15, Fig. 4 - Special Collections, University of Virginia Library

Pg. 16, Figs. 1-3 - Special Collections, University of Virginia Library

Pg. 18, Fig. 1 - McKim, Mead & White Plan (1896), Special Collections, University of Virginia Library
Pg. 18, Fig 2 - UVa Facilities Management Resource Center

Pg. 19, Fig. 3 - Memorial Gymnasium and Landscape, Special Collections, University of Virginia Library
Pgs. 20-21, Figs. 1-3, 5-6 - Special Collections, University of Virginia Library

Pg. 22, Figs. 1-2 - Uva Facilities Management Resource Center

Pg. 24, Fig. 1 - Special Collections, University of Virginia Library

Pg. 27, Fig. 1-2 - Uva Facilities Management Resource Center

Pg. 62 - Fayerweather Hall, Tom Crane

Pg. 63 - Wilsdorf Hall, Dan Addison, U.Va. Public Affairs
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