
Icahn Laboratory, completed in 2002

CONTENTS

CHAPTER 1:  THE C A MPUS A S A WOR K IN P ROGR ESS 5

CHAPTER 2 : CAMPUS AND COMMUNITY 23

 Dialogue with our Neighbors and the University Community 24

CHAPTER 3: THE EVOLUTION OF A CAMPUS (1756-2006) 31

 Campus History  32

 Campus Growth by 2016 40

CHAPTER 4: A VISION FOR THE CAMPUS OF 2016  47

CHAPTER 5: THE PLAN 73

 Ten-Year Projects 74

 A Campus of Neighborhoods 79

  Core Campus  80

  Arts and Transit 82

  Natural Sciences 88

  Ivy Lane and Western Way 96

  Prospect Avenue and William Street 100

 Improving a Sense of Campus Community 107

  Housing  108

  Campus Life 114

  Athletics and Recreation 117

 Connecting the Campus 121

  Landscape  122

  Stormwater Management 134

  Wayfinding 140

 Supporting the Campus 147

  Parking  148

  Traffic Planning 152

  Shuttles and Transit 156

CHAPTER 6: A SUSTAINABLE CAMPUS 159

CHAPTER 7: LOOKING TO THE FUTURE: BEYOND 2016 167

 Acknowledgments 178

ESSAYS 

How the University Relates to its Campus by President Shirley M. Tilghman 19

Openness to the Community by Brent Henry 25

The Challenge of Campus Planning and Design by Neil Rudenstine 42

Arts in Society by Toni Morrison 87

The Changing Nature of Research by A.J. Stewart Smith 95

Residential Colleges and Student Life by Misan Ikomi 111

Princeton’s Garden Tradition by Lynden B. Miller 133

The Campus as an Environmental Laboratory by David Wilcove 165

The Continuing Evolution of the Princeton Campus by University Architect Jon Hlafter 177



N

S

                                 
0’           200’        400’       600’ 1/4 MILE

The Campus Plan

  New structures

  Development sites

  Major building renovations

  New parking facilities

  New athletic fi elds

  New campus greens

  New and improved pedestrian walkways

  Constructed woodlands

  Roadway improvements

  Sidewalk improvements



Physics class with Princeton physicist and Nobel laureate Joseph Taylor

In 2005 Princeton embarked on a major campus planning initiative, the most 

comprehensive in its history. It began at a critical moment when the University needed to 

determine how it could accommodate signifi cant academic expansion while preserving 

the historic beauty and walkability of the campus. What follows is the story behind this 

Campus Plan.  

CHAPTER 1

THE CAMPUS AS A 
WORK IN PROGRESS 



Historic rings diagram

McCosh Courtyard

outmoded sites, but most new growth is now beyond the 
postwar “ring,” closer to the periphery of the campus. Some 
of these modern areas feel isolated and disconnected from 
the heart of campus, separated by distance and the barriers 
created by roadways and inadequate pedestrian paths.

This plan demonstrates that accommodating needed 
growth is not only possible, but necessary for Princeton to 
fl ourish, and can be done in a way that results in a better 
campus. Instead of imposing unwelcome densifi cation and 
congestion on a beloved campus and neighboring commu-
nity, the next ten years of development, if properly man-
aged, presents an opportunity to tie the campus together, 
reinvigorate the landscape, improve the environment, and 
revitalize utilitarian sites as vibrant campus and community 
spaces. The plan is ambitious yet subtle: while nearly 
one-third of the 380-acre contiguous main campus may be 
rebuilt, the results will integrate the new with the old and 
weave modern development with the historic campus into a 
coherent whole. The Princeton campus of 2016 and beyond 
will have greater defi nition of the edges where it meets its 
neighbors; more opportunities for academic and interdis-
ciplinary collaboration; improved facilities for students, 
faculty, staff, and visitors; more sustainable application of 
infrastructure; and fresh, innovative architecture that is well 
integrated into the campus and community setting. 

Concentrating growth within a walkable distance of 
the center honors Princeton’s unique academic culture and 
educational philosophy, which is manifested in the historic 
design of its campus. Perpetuating this tradition forward 
means that even as Princeton University becomes larger, 
it must continue to feel small. Even as the campus grows 
and adds more people and buildings, it must continue to 

possess the spirit of a pastoral and intimate place. It should 
continue to be distinguished by green, open spaces where 
professor and student meet and work face-to-face, and walk 
across campus in the ten-minute interval between classes. 

To maintain this intimate character, the Campus Plan 
breaks down the scale of an increasingly large area through 
the identifi cation of a series of “campus neighborhoods.” 
While the campus must always function and be experienced 
as an integrated whole, without boundaries or divisions, the 
neighborhoods create local relationships within a greater 
sense of community. They are defi ned by commonalities of 
function or collaborative academic relationships, such as the 
Natural Sciences Neighborhood where various sciences will 
be concentrated, or of architectural and landscape character, 
creating a coherence of design within the vibrant diversity 
of the campus as a whole. To highlight the areas of greatest 
proposed change, and to ensure that new buildings are well 
integrated into their surroundings, the plan focuses on four 
emerging campus neighborhoods around the edges of the 
historic Core Campus. 

Princeton’s vision and commitment to this plan over 
the next ten years will foster a positive transformation. By 
leveraging growth, the University will create a harmonious, 
coherent, and environmentally sustainable campus, carrying 
the history of this sublime and inimitable place into a new 
phase of its gradual but continual evolution. 

Campus planning takes many forms, from the technical 
documentation of needs to aesthetic design considerations. 
The plan presented in the following pages offers a sweeping 
view of Princeton’s campus as a web of interconnected 
systems. It weaves together policy, architecture, infrastruc-
ture, landscape, and environment, along with implications 
and opportunities for the surrounding community. It is the 
most comprehensive plan ever developed by Princeton, at 
a moment when taking such an integrated view has never 
been more important. 

The fundamental planning challenge that now con-
fronts Princeton is the intelligent use of diminishing available 
land for development on campus. Having passed its 260th 
anniversary, the University has faced this obstacle in earlier 

times. But the constraints of space and infrastructure on 
the campus today are such that they impose signifi cant 
strategic and aesthetic consequences on any new growth, 
requiring much more intensive consideration of the impacts 
of individual projects than ever before. Today, even the 
smallest intervention has long-range consequences that will 
either preserve or foreclose options in the future. 

A seemingly easy solution would be to “jump” across 
Lake Carnegie to Princeton’s long term land holdings in 
West Windsor Township. But, as this plan demonstrates, 
it is premature for such a move, which would fundamentally 
alter the University’s distinctive academic culture. This 
opportunity, and its challenges, must be preserved for 
future generations. 

Fitting growth into the seemingly crowded main 
campus is truly a diffi cult challenge. Signifi cant expansion 
in Princeton’s historic core campus is no longer an option. 
A place of sublime beauty, renowned for its “park-like” 
character, the core campus was formed largely by the vision 
of Presidents James McCosh and later Woodrow Wilson 
between the 1870s and 1930s. However, rings of postwar 
expansion have not always met the standards of the past, 
resulting in areas of undistinguished architecture lacking 
quality open space. Some new development is possible 
within these “middle rings” by recycling underutilized or 

The Campus as 
a Work in Progress
Why is a campus plan for Princeton 

University needed, and what kind of plan 

should it be? 

Over the course of its 250-year 
history, Princeton’s campus has 
generally grown in rings radiating 
outward from Nassau Hall. 
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Thomas Lab, built in 1986 for the study of molecular biology

N

S

Diagram of main campus and West Windsor lands

The largely undeveloped property owned by 
the University in West Windsor Township is 
approximately the same size as the entire existing 
campus north of Lake Carnegie.

To strengthen ties, many universities are contributing 
to the well-being and quality of life of their home communi-
ties. While the precise nature of these contributions varies 
depending on the capacities of the institution and the needs 
of the community, it is widely recognized that in the most 
successful situations, institutions draw strength from their 
communities, and communities draw strength from their 
institutions. The most visible of these efforts are apparent 
at universities within urban settings. Yale, the University of 
Pennsylvania, and the University of Cincinnati, for instance, 
have become deeply engaged in the revitalization of their 
surrounding urban districts, partnering with community 
groups and local governments to create mixed-use 
developments that blend housing, neighborhood services, 
and facilities for academics and campus life. These collabo-
rations blur the boundary line between academia and com-
munity, challenging the traditional defi nition of “campus.”

Princeton University’s planned Peter B. Lewis Center for 
the Arts provides such an opportunity to “open” an edge of 
campus. A hybrid space for both campus and civic use, the 
project mixes traditional classrooms and studios with public 
performance and exhibition spaces and retail spaces includ-
ing a restaurant and café. A new multi-modal transportation 
plaza will serve the entire Princeton community as well as 
visitors to both campus and town.

Satellite campuses
Pressure to grow has prompted some universities to expand 
beyond their historic campuses. Recently several major 
universities have chosen to create satellite campuses on 
available land in new locations, separated from their historic 
centers. Harvard and Columbia are notable examples of this 
trend: both universities have strategically acquired land in 
nearby areas for later expansion, recently announcing major 
plans to develop entirely new campuses. In Philadelphia, the 
University of Pennsylvania has similar expansion plans for 
former industrial properties along the Schuylkill River. De-
velopment so dramatic in scale and ambition recalls earlier 
times when universities were being planned and designed 
from scratch, but in today’s climate such development is 
inherently controversial within its surrounding communities.  

FACING A STRATEGIC CHOICE
Early in Shirley M. Tilghman’s presidency, Princeton Univer-
sity faced a similar decisive moment regarding expansion. 

Between 1922 and 1948, with remarkable foresight, 
the University acquired nearly 400 acres of farmland in 
West Windsor Township across Lake Carnegie from its 
campus, an area almost as large as today’s entire contiguous 
main campus.2 This land now serves to buffer the campus 
from commercial development along Route 1. It also offers 
a memorable experience of arrival: leaving the strip malls 

and offi ce parks behind, visitors pass through open fi elds 
and a nearly mile long allée of 70-year old elm trees. Sud-
denly the scenic lake vista emerges, a sublime and calming 
transition providing a gracious sense of arrival to both 
campus and town. 

For a number of years, the University contemplated 
developing a “mirror campus” across the lake, to the point 
of having discussions with local planning authorities about 
its general confi guration. Since President Tilghman’s major 
academic initiatives would require space for growth, she 
was compelled to study this option. She knew that such 
a move must be carefully considered and well-timed. 
Although it would provide signifi cant expansion space, the 
option posed many challenges: it would require enormous 
upfront investment in supporting infrastructure; it would 
create two physically distinct campuses; and it could 
separate departments and weaken academic and interdisci-
plinary collaboration.  

PRINCETON AND CAMPUS PLANNING 
IN AMERICA TODAY
The growth of American higher education has driven an 
extraordinary demand for expansion, such that campus 
planning is one of the most active and important trends 
in planning and development today. Since universities 
inherently value the campus as an irreplaceable long-term 
asset, they are approaching planning with a high level of 
sophistication and strategic long-range vision. 

As a result, universities are now leaders in experimen-
tal and innovative architecture, mixed-use development, 
transportation planning and policy, and large-scale 
environmental sustainability. This expertise often benefi ts 
academic goals; for example, sustainability efforts on 
campuses can be integrated into education and research in 
the environmental sciences and public policy. 

Princeton’s current phase of growth is driven by many 
of the same factors that infl uence university planning 
around the country.

The rapidly changing nature of the sciences
Older science buildings, many from the fi rst half of the 20th 
century, can no longer support the requirements of modern 
research, so larger, more advanced technology buildings 
have become essential for campuses around the country. 
At Princeton, the planned Chemistry building will provide 
state-of-the-art facilities for a longstanding department 
no longer adequately served by the Frick Laboratory, built 
in 1929. The School of Engineering and Applied Science, 
located in the 1962 E-Quad complex, while not leaving 
its current building, will also benefi t from a signifi cant 
expansion that will provide space for the needs of modern 
research and equipment. 

At the same time, emerging scientifi c disciplines and 
interdisciplinary collaborations call for completely new 
facilities and teaching methods. Princeton’s Lewis-Sigler 
Institute for Integrative Genomics and planned Neurosci-

ence Institute represent cutting-edge cross-disciplinary 
developments driving major construction unimaginable 
even a few years earlier. 

The rapid development of the sciences has created 
signifi cant challenges for campus planning, for the simple 
reason that research laboratories require larger and more 
highly equipped buildings than ever before, which must 
often be integrated into traditional campus settings. A key 
challenge of Princeton’s campus plan has been introducing 
new science buildings while maintaining the scale and 
character of the campus. 

A new focus on student life
Competition for students, an increasing emphasis on a 
robust and well-rounded environment for student life, 
and a growing appreciation of the critical importance of 
extracurricular engagement also drive campus expansion. 
Student centers supporting a wide range of activities, 
more diverse athletic options, health and wellness centers, 
dormitories with diverse amenities, and expanded arts 
and cultural programs are integral features of the modern 
campus. Universities recognize that in the right campus 
setting, undergraduate education can prepare students for 
a multifaceted civic life by promoting social and cultural 
engagement and public service. 

The “open” campus 
Campus planning also refl ects the changing role of universi-
ties within the public sphere. The historic model of the 
American campus—a rural environment to nurture the 
academic life of students and faculty—was pioneered at 
Princeton, where the location was chosen in part because 
it was, as Princeton President Aaron Burr Sr. described it, 
“more sequestered from the various temptations attending 
a promiscuous converse with the world, that theater of folly 
and dissipation.” 1 Later, President Woodrow Wilson wanted 
students to play leadership roles “in the nation’s service” 
after they graduated, but commissioned cloistered greens 
and neo-gothic walls to protect them during their student 
years from the infl uence of external distractions. 

Today, this pedagogic ideal of the “ivory tower” has 
changed to that of the “open” and engaged campus, where 
academic work is connected to the outside world, and 
where colleges and universities increasingly make contribu-
tions to the nation’s economic prosperity; to environmental, 
government, and public policy; to culture and the arts; and 
in many other areas. The outside world, once seen as a cor-
rupting infl uence, is now a locus of real-world educational 
opportunity. Paradigms of campus planning, as well as the 
traditional image of the campus, are changing to refl ect this 
transformation.
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In developing the fi ve planning principles 
into a comprehensive plan, we confronted 
two challenges. The Princeton campus 
already stood as a model of open space that 
served teaching, research, and the public in 
extraordinary ways, and the planning exercise 
needed to coexist, even infl uence, signifi cant 
construction projects already under way.

— MARK BURSTEIN, 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT

Ten-minute walk diagram 

At Princeton or any other university, a thoughtful 
campus design should express and embody the 
institution’s defi ning values.  For us, the campus 
must reinforce our commitment to be simulta-
neously a great research university and a great 
liberal arts college—a commitment founded on 
the belief that teaching and research are not, as 
some would have it, competing projects, or mere 
supplements to one another, but rather mutually 
reinforcing enterprises. This special fusion of 
research, graduate teaching, and undergraduate 
teaching defi nes Princeton’s mission and 
community, and it should inform our campus 
architecture, too.

— CHRISTOPHER L. EISGRUBER, 
PROVOST

To maintain a pedestrian-oriented campus, 
all academic campus destinations will 
continue to be located within a ten-minute 
walk of the Frist Campus Center. 

to the University’s need for growth. In 2003, she concluded 
that it was not yet time to create a “mirror campus” across 
Lake Carnegie, and that Princeton’s academic culture would 
be best maintained by reinforcing the existing campus and 
accommodating additional growth within its boundaries. 
She believed that with careful planning, suffi cient room still 
existed on the contiguous main campus to accommodate at 
least ten more years of expected growth, including some of 
her most important initiatives in the sciences and the arts. 

This “generational” decision to preserve the opportu-
nity of development in West Windsor for her successors 
immediately raised diffi cult confl icts. Adding new buildings 
on the existing campus would increase density and bring 
additional parking, traffi c, population, and energy consump-
tion, not to mention the potential loss of open space. In 
recent decades, the increasing density of the campus and 
perceived loss of green space have been growing concerns. 
Environmentally, increased density has both positive 
and negative consequences: it combines the benefi ts of 
concentration, which avoids detrimental effects of urban 
sprawl, with the costs of local impacts on the hillsides, 
streams, wooded areas, and other ecological areas of the 
campus. Finally, most new development would inevitably 
occur closer to the edges of campus, some of which are im-
mediately adjacent to residential communities in Princeton 
Township and Princeton Borough, the two municipalities 
which the campus calls home. 

Facing these complex challenges, and embarking on 
an ambitious building program, the University decided to 
retain a campus planning consultant to develop a compre-
hensive campus-wide master plan to predict, guide, and 
manage campus growth. The plan would maximize benefi ts 
and minimize impacts, ensuring that the next decade of 
development proceeds holistically within a coherent frame-
work. To guide the planning process, President Tilghman 
articulated her goals in fi ve “guiding principles.” Notably, 
none of the principles is about growth itself: all are about 
protecting the values that could be compromised if growth 
is poorly planned. 

The Five Guiding Principles:

•  Maintain a pedestrian-oriented campus

•  Preserve the park-like character of the campus

•  Maintain campus neighborhoods while promoting 
a sense of community

•  Build in an environmentally responsible manner

•  Sustain strong community relations

Such debates would be even greater at Princeton, 
where the mirror campus concept runs counter to a distinc-
tive academic culture that thrives on the close proximity 
of students and faculty to colleagues and classrooms. 
Princeton’s interdisciplinary culture and compact, walkable 
campus would be very diffi cult to sustain in two physically 
separate locations. John Moran, former vice president for 
facilities, assessed the situation in 1966, and the same holds 
true today: “Despite this vast and valuable resource of land, 
it is very clear that we dare not squander it. Not only do 
we have an obligation to future generations, but we have 
an obligation to this generation to organize the parts of the 
University so that they support the academic objectives set 
down by the Trustees and the President.” 3  

A campus culture suited to a compact, walkable layout
The diffi culty of “dividing” the campus stems from a 
longstanding academic culture that is one of Princeton’s 
most distinctive strengths. Compared to its peers, Princeton 
has always benefi ted from being small and remains so 
today, with a student population of only 7,128 and one of the 
lowest student-faculty ratios in the country, roughly fi ve to 
one. The intense face-to-face contact and personal atten-
tion of faculty to students afforded by these proportions is 
a valued tradition of academic life. The University also has 
one of the highest ratios of space per student, over 1,400 
square feet of academic, residential, and support space. 

Princeton is unique among major research universi-
ties in its dedication to teaching, and to undergraduate 
education in particular. The traditional liberal-arts college 
education holds a place of honor in the University’s culture, 

as does a deep appreciation of the learning and personal 
growth that occurs from extracurricular activity and resi-
dential life. The University’s exemplary graduate programs 
focus primarily on the PhD along with a few strong masters 
programs in selected fi elds, largely due to the University’s 
choice not to establish the major professional schools which 
play signifi cant, even dominant, roles at other universities. 

Interdisciplinary collaboration is also encouraged, 
creating surprising breakthroughs and new fi elds of intellec-
tual inquiry. Unique partnerships have developed between 
social scientists and engineers, visual artists and genetics 
researchers. This type of collaboration fosters emerging 
fi elds of inquiry at the intersections of traditional depart-
ments: during the last fi ve decades, over 30 interdisciplinary 
programs have been created.4 In this spirit, Operations 
Research and Financial Engineering, a program combining 
mathematics, engineering, and fi nance, will inaugurate a 
new building in the fall of 2008, located halfway between 
the school of engineering and the department of economics.

 In another example of physical planning fostering 
academic collaboration, a new co-located and linked pair of 
buildings for neuroscience and psychology will leverage the 
strong connections between the missions and activities of 
these two interdependent departments, while maintaining 
the individual character and separate activities of each. 
Although the psychology department could have remained 
in its existing building far from the proposed site, the ad-
vantages of frequent face-to-face communication between 
faculties and shared space for research were persuasive. As 
a by-product, Green Hall will become available to accom-
modate the expansion needs of various departments in the 
humanities and social sciences. 

All these characteristics have been nurtured by a 
campus design which, in more successful areas, encourages 
ease of movement, informal meetings, and casual interac-
tion among faculty, but also among and with students. Out-
door spaces on campus and other “common” areas shape 
people’s experience of Princeton’s distinctive academic 
climate almost as much as classrooms and laboratories. 

President Tilghman’s challenge was to foster this 
climate while also meeting multiple needs for new and 
expanded space. In thinking about how to meet this chal-
lenge, the idea of the “walkable campus” came to be seen 
as a distinctive physical manifestation of Princeton’s culture. 
As a result, the principle that no part of campus should be 
more than a ten-minute walk from the Frist Campus Center 
became a guiding concept for the planning process. 

Choosing a path for growth
At this strategically critical moment, President Tilghman 
consulted with a wide range of advisors, including archi-
tects, planners, and educators, to focus on how to respond 

For the next two years, the planning team led by Beyer 
Blinder Belle focused on resolving the inherent tensions of 
this strategic direction, and on transforming a set of desires 
and constraints into a plan that would carry the campus 
through the next stage of its evolution. 

This plan demonstrates that the hypothesis of the 
“pre-planning” phase was correct: not only can the campus 
support growth within its existing territory, but growth can 
be achieved in a balanced, well-designed, environmentally 
responsible, and integrated fashion. 
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Joseph Henry master plan, 1830

Aerial view of the Ellipse, 2004

Princeton’s fi rst 
documented campus 
master plan defi ned 
“front” and “back” 
campus greens on either 
side of Nassau Hall. 

The most recent campus plan, 
in 1996, created the Ellipse to 
defi ne the symbolic southern 
edge of campus.

and thus must be thought of strategically, to preserve critical 
fl exibility for academic expansion. “Highest and best use” 
projects must take precedence; support functions cannot 
occupy land needed to expand Princeton’s core academic 
mission. As a result, some support and administrative func-
tions must be located farther toward the edge of campus, or 
even off campus. To ensure a continuing sense of commu-
nity, these developments will include valued amenities and 
improved transportation links back to the Core Campus. 

The University must also consider aspects of develop-
ment that seemed less critical in decades past, when there 
were fewer demands on resources and less awareness of 
environmental issues. The campus is located in a region 
with a rapidly increasing population and therefore rapidly 
increasing demands on infrastructure and the environment. 
The impact of constructing a building is felt well past its 
immediate surrounding area. It may have wider-reaching 
consequences on environmental systems, such as water 
quality and ecological balance, and infrastructure, including 
the regional traffi c network and campus parking supply. 

In response to these challenges, the planning team 
recognized that the traditional skills and fi elds of knowledge 
familiar to architects and campus planners would be 
inadequate to address the complex demands of planning 
Princeton’s growth. The University is the long-term steward 
of a 380-acre site6 which consists not only of buildings
and cultivated landscapes, but also extensive roadways 
and parking facilities, a railroad station, a power plant, 
and, perhaps most signifi cantly, the sweeping underlying 
hillside, forming a natural watershed for Lake Carnegie, 
with its surviving primitive streams coursing through 
wooded ravines. 

Aware that each of these features interconnect, and 
that manipulating any one impacts the whole, Beyer Blinder 
Belle organized a team of experts to study the campus as a 
complex set of interdependent systems. The team included 
landscape architects, ecologists, environmental engineers, 
civil engineers, transportation planners, parking planners, 
wayfi nding designers, and other specialists. While the core 
objective of a campus plan is the accommodation of space 
needs and the gracious arrangement of buildings, the team 
believed that many “invisible” factors, often left to techni-
cians to solve later, must be incorporated as integrated 
aspects of the planning process. 

The plan applies the principles of “smart growth” to 
Princeton’s campus: maximizing the advantages of density 
to create effi ciency in the use of infrastructure and resourc-
es; reducing dependence on automobiles by encouraging 
walking, biking, and use of transit; and preserving the natural 
environment by leveraging the construction of new buildings 
to restore local ecologies and reduce stormwater runoff. 

It turns out that the University has more capacity for 
growth on campus than was recognized before this planning 
process began, so long as it is intelligently planned. The plan 
avoids the two extremes of over-densifi cation and sprawl, 
and rather than proposing the use of all available opportuni-
ties for development, it succeeds in preserving a number 
of long-term expansion options within the campus. While 
protecting the University’s West Windsor lands for future 
use, the plan demonstrates that the existing campus can 
support not only the next decade of academic expansion 
but quite possibly one or more beyond that. 

WHAT HAS THE CAMPUS PLAN 
ACHIEVED? 
The plan described in these pages documents the results 
of the two-year planning process, which studied a wide 
ranging set of issues affecting the entire campus. More than 
a collection of projects, the plan provides a comprehensive 
and integrated framework. 

Early in the process, the University and the plan-
ning team observed a number of signifi cant and unique 
challenges facing Princeton’s campus, ranging from the 
experiential, such as the visitor’s perception of arrival, to the 
functional, such as corridors of seemingly insoluble traffi c 
congestion. The plan leverages proposed developments to 
confront these challenges, in the process creating dramatic 
opportunities to transform the experience of the campus 
and its surroundings. 

Turning the “back” of campus into a new front
While Nassau Hall and FitzRandolph Gate will always mark 
the traditional “front door” of Princeton University, these 
landmarks are far removed from the parking and transit 
facilities where most commuters and visitors, including 
prospective students, are now directed, after passing 
through what appears to be the “back” of campus. Emerging 
from cars and trains, a lack of clear signage and pathways 
directing visitors to the Core Campus worsens their dis-
orientation. The Campus Plan proposes to transform the 
experience of arrival, using development to create new 
gateways complementing the historic landmarks on 
Nassau Street. 

A proposed multi-modal transportation hub, to be cre-
ated in concert with a major new arts complex, will become 
a clear and welcoming point of entry to both the University 
and the township and borough of Princeton. 

New Jersey Transit’s Dinky train, connected to the 
Northeast Corridor rail line, is an extraordinary and unique 
asset for a major university. Established in 1839 to link the 
campus to New York City, the Dinky has also come to be 
an essential commuter service for local residents, and can 

WHAT IS UNIQUE ABOUT THIS PLAN?
Surprisingly, the most constant aspect of Princeton’s 
campus has been its continuous pace of change. Despite 
the sense of timelessness and permanence imparted by 
stone walls and majestic trees in the historic center, the 
campus has been a continuous “work-in-progress” since its 
inception. Unlike other historic sites, which live on mainly 
as ceremonial spaces or tourist destinations, Princeton’s 
250-year old campus houses a vibrant institution undergo-
ing constant improvement, growing in pace with emerging 
fi elds of knowledge. Hundreds of buildings have been added 
since the completion of Nassau Hall in 1756, and many early 
monuments no longer exist, demolished to accommodate 
growth or simply in response to changing tastes. 

Over its long history, Princeton University undertook 
six major planning initiatives to guide campus growth.5 In 
between these periods, the campus grew more organically, 
under the stewardship of its trustees, administration, and 
staff. Comprehensive plans have been commissioned for 
one or both of two reasons: the need to plan for signifi cant 
growth, or the desire to better refl ect the image and identity 
of the institution. This plan is certainly intended to manage 
the next ten years of growth. While it is also intended to 
preserve and accentuate Princeton’s unique qualities, it 
selectively adds new ones that build on the past, such as 
a reinvigorated approach to environmental stewardship, a 
new Arts and Transit Neighborhood that will bring together 
campus and community, and integration of sensitively 
designed modern architecture within the campus setting.

Planning for “smart growth”
The original College of New Jersey began with a seemingly 
unlimited supply of land, gradually acquiring farms and 
woodlands in the valley below its original four and one-half 
acre land grant from the FitzRandolph family. Over 250 
years, the University would eventually come to occupy 
much of this territory. 

The 1996 master plan, designed by Machado and 
Silvetti Associates, still had reasonable fl exibility to locate 
buildings, even to create the Ellipse, a graceful arc of build-
ings introduced to form, if only symbolically, the southern 
“edge” of campus, beyond which lay “unfettered” nature 
(in actuality an area which included parking lots and ath-
letics fi elds, but no buildings). Today, two major buildings 
for the sciences are already planned southeast of the Ellipse, 
redefi ning the edge of campus deeper into the valley based 
on needs not anticipated in 1996. 

With diminishing space for development, what dis-
tinguishes the current period of campus planning is the 
increasing sensitivity of the campus, community, and 
natural environment to each new increment of growth. Each 
decision to locate a new building impacts future options, 
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Lot 7 garage

The planning team tours a Beatrix Farrand-designed landscape in 2006

The NJ Transit Dinky station provides rail service to the University 

and the Princeton community

Diagram of roadways approaching the campus

Although Nassau Street and landmarks such as Nassau 
Hall are the traditional front of the University, many 
visitors now experience arrival to the campus from the 
south where the actual fi rst impression is more likely 
to be the back of a parking garage. 

Nassau Hall

patrons of the complex and of existing theaters, as well as 
students, faculty, commuters, and other riders of the trains 
and buses arriving at the nearby transit hub. The plaza and 
its surrounding activities, serving both the University and 
the public, will be a nexus of campus and community life,
a space promoting cultural and social exchange. 

Reinvigorating the campus landscape
The best-loved areas of Princeton’s campus, created in the 
early part of the 20th century, resulted from the collabora-
tion of building architects and landscape architects in equal 
partnership. While these historic spaces still make a beauti-
ful and powerful impact, investment in landscape since the 
1950s has been more limited and landscape has often taken 
a secondary role to the design of buildings. The results are 
apparent in the diminished sense of campus in some of the 
more modern areas, and in the uninviting gaps between the 
historic campus and recently developed districts. 

The planning team recognized early in the process that 
landscape and nature form the connective fabric that binds 
diverse buildings into a coherent space and encourages the 
enjoyment of the outdoor environment as an integral part 
of campus life. Beatrix Farrand, the landscape architect of 
many of Princeton’s beloved open spaces, believed that 
exposure to landscape and nature was essential to the 
mental and spiritual development of the student. Through 
the planning process, the University has developed a 
renewed appreciation of the fundamental role of landscape 
in establishing a campus setting that expresses the goals 
and values of the institution.  

The plan provides for signifi cant new investment 
in landscape projects across the campus, to reconnect 
campus neighborhoods back to the historic core and to 
extend a sense of campus character to areas which lack 
it. Combined with the landscaping associated with new 
buildings, a vast area of campus will be transformed over 
the next ten years. The pathway network will be expanded 
and woven through areas of new development to reinforce 
walkability, supported by a new system of subtly integrated 
wayfi nding signage. In addition to improved aesthetics, 
new landscapes will also be more resilient and self-sustain-
ing, incorporating features such as passive irrigation and 
engineered soils. This work will also reassert the presence 
of nature and revitalize ecological areas as a defi ning part 
of the campus experience. While other universities are 
notable for their unique natural features, such as the gorges 
of Cornell or Strawberry Creek at Berkeley, Princeton’s stun-
ning wooded ravines can be barely noticed as part of the 
campus experience. As the campus grows into the valley, 
nature will become a stronger presence, conversely growing 
further into the campus.

Leveraging a parking strategy to transform 
the eastern areas of campus 

With planned buildings both increasing the population 
of the campus and displacing existing parking lots, the 
University faced a signifi cant parking defi cit for the develop-
ment projected by the plan. A comprehensive parking 
strategy was needed to meet the needs of the next ten 
years while supporting the principle of a walkable campus, 
and avoiding the negative impacts feared by the campus 
and neighboring communities.

The proposed strategy begins by reducing the amount 
of new parking needed through “transportation demand 
management” policies, which encourage alternative means 
of transportation including walking, biking, car pooling, 
and transit, as well as other specifi c policy decisions, such 
as limiting undergraduate parking. A redesigned campus 
shuttle system will improve existing service to parking 
areas, graduate student housing, other campus destina-
tions, and off-campus sites, thus reducing the amount of 
local driving and its related demand for parking. Finally, 

now help reduce the University’s dependence on cars in an 
increasingly congested regional road system. A pedestrian-
oriented transit plaza will include a new station and retail 
services, and connect rail travelers to local buses, jitneys, 
campus shuttles, taxis, parking, and bike facilities. New 
pathways, signage, and maps will direct visitors to destina-
tions across campus and in the community. 

At Washington Road, another important route of 
arrival, new buildings for the natural sciences, an elegantly 
engineered pedestrian bridge arching over the road, and 
a restored and extended woodland valley will create a 
dramatic visual gateway to both campus and community 
for drivers.

An arts plaza bridging campus and community
President Tilghman’s creative and performing arts initiative 
signals a dramatic improvement of programs for the arts, 
with expanded academic offerings in music, theater, dance, 
visual arts, and creative writing, additional exhibition space 
for the Princeton University Art Museum, and performance 
facilities that range from a traditional concert hall to an 
“experimental media studio.” These spaces will intensify the 
role of the arts in the life of Princeton students, supporting 
their artistic interests and endeavors even as they pursue 
degrees in other subjects, and preparing them for a lifelong 
appreciation of and involvement in all forms of artistic and 
cultural expression. 

The planning strategy for arts on campus is twofold. 
Existing and expanded arts programs and facilities will 
continue to be distributed across the campus, infusing 
the University community with arts activities from edge 
to edge. At the same time, a robust new mixed-use arts 
neighborhood will be created at the western edge of 
campus, anchored by the existing McCarter and Berlind 
theaters, where Princeton’s arts programs can foster a new 
relationship between the University and the public. Unlike 
some areas of study which benefi t from the traditional 
sequestered space of campus, the arts thrive on intensive 
engagement with the outside world. A public presence 
will create energy and vitality for arts programs, and draw 
outside visitors to performances and exhibitions, enriching 
the cultural life of the Princeton community both on and 
off campus. 

The complex will include academic buildings as well as 
performance and exhibition venues designed by different 
architects, creating aesthetic diversity and collaborative 
design innovation, all within the framework of a coherent 
plan. The focal point of the development will be a public 
plaza forming a new, more open relationship between the 
campus and the surrounding town, in contrast to the gothic 
walls, archways, and gates enclosing other parts of the 
campus. New restaurants and cafés on the plaza will serve 

14 T h e  C a m p u s  a s  a  Wo r k  i n  Pr o g r e s s  P R I N C E TO N  C A M P U S  P L A N  15



Chemistry building stormwater site plan

Lewis Library under construction, 2007

All of these elements are highly integrated: for new 
buildings to be occupied by their proposed opening dates, 
parking to support them must exist and necessary changes 
in the transportation network must be in place. Landscapes 
and pathways must permit students, faculty, and staff to 
walk to and from their new classrooms and offi ces to their 
dormitories and cars. Signage must direct visitors to new 
destinations. In addition, a complex sequence of public 
discussions and approvals is required before any project can 
move forward. Finally, each element has been scheduled to 
allow the whole campus to function during the course of 
ten years of construction. 

From plan to action: the Chemistry building
One of the most successful examples of the integration 
of planning and implementation occurred with the new 
Chemistry building. The planning team observed that the 
proposed site lay close to a sensitive environmental area, 
including a stream and forested ravine, and hypothesized 
that the landscape and site engineering of the building could 
utilize an environmentally sustainable approach with wider 
campus benefi ts. 

The project presented an opportunity to restore 
eroded stream banks and slopes, reduce sediments and 
pollutants in water fl ow to the lake, and strengthen the 
overall health of native woodlands. The resulting design 
includes, among other environmental strategies, a natural 
“biofi ltration” system to manage stormwater runoff, using 
plants and landscapes to fi lter pollutants while beautifying 
the building’s setting. These concepts complement the 
sustainabililty techniques planned by Hopkins Architects 
for the building itself.

The Chemistry building landscape plan would become 
one component of an integrated stormwater management 
strategy for much of the eastern campus, intended to 
reduce the impacts of upstream runoff sources on streams 
and natural areas. The system will protect the unique 
natural resources of the campus and mitigate the impact 
of the University’s large landholdings on water quality in 
the Stony Brook/Millstone River watershed. 

A work in progress continues
Thanks to a productive collaboration between the planning 
team and Princeton’s staff and administration, hundreds of 
ideas representing wide-ranging aspects of campus policy 
now fi t into the University’s plans for the future. Some 
originated with the planning consultants, while others were 
inspired by longstanding concepts which have found a place 
in the larger planning scheme, or by the creative efforts of 
architects and designers working in parallel to the planning 
effort. The Campus Plan’s major contribution is the consoli-
dation of all of these initiatives into a coherent framework 
that guides their evaluation and execution so they work 
together seamlessly. 

Throughout the process, studies and ideas were 
vigorously challenged and questioned, primarily through the 
forum of the monthly Campus Planning Steering Commit-
tee, chaired by President Tilghman, as well as in frequent 
sessions with the University’s administration and staff, and 
periodic reviews with the Board of Trustees’ Committee on 
Grounds and Buildings. The aim was to ensure that each 
problem had been thoroughly examined, the pros and cons 
of possible alternatives were understood, and every result-
ing concept was consistent with the culture and character of 
Princeton’s physical and social landscape. No action would 

a major new parking facility is planned to be located within 
convenient walking distance of the workplaces of a large 
number of University employees, minimizing reliance on 
shuttles and supporting the principle of a walkable campus. 
The environmentally sustainable parking facility will 
combine surface lots with a garage, incorporating innovative 
architecture and amenities.

While a parking project may not seem to be the most 
glamorous of campus planning initiatives, the proposed 
concept leverages this functional need to create a bold 
and strategic transformation of a large area of campus that 
could not otherwise be achieved. To enable the parking 
development, athletics fi elds will be relocated and improved, 
strengthening the athletics neighborhood and increasing 
utilization through improved surfaces and lighting. Campus-
wide environmental benefi ts will include a stormwater 
retention system beneath the new fi elds and within parking 
areas, diverting runoff which currently overstresses nearby 
streams. Finally, the project generates a critical strategic 
opportunity for the future: the new parking area can support 
long-term academic development within walking distance 
of all of Princeton’s academic neighborhoods.   

Such a comprehensive and integrated solution is 
the result of a planning process that seeks to address 
multiple challenges with each concept. Once development 
occurs that precludes future fl exibility and sustainability, 
it is extremely diffi cult to reverse. By addressing parking, 
walkability, open space, stormwater, and fl exibility for future 
growth in a single move, the University demonstrates the 
priority it attaches to long-term sustainability and effective 
use of limited land. 

A PLAN IN ACTION
This will not be the proverbial “plan on a shelf.” The recom-
mendations of the Campus Plan are being implemented 
even as this book is published, making the maps and images 
shown in the following chapters a snapshot at a point in 
time, as much as they are a guide for the future. 

Planning in the midst of a construction campaign
Princeton could not afford the luxury of stopping its ongoing 
construction activity to engage in a multi-year planning 
process. The process itself began in 2005 and ended in 
2008; when it began, the Whitman College residential 
complex and Lewis Library were already under construc-
tion. Architects and engineers were at work designing a new 
Chemistry building and pedestrian bridge across Washing-
ton Road. The University also needed immediate assistance 
selecting a site for new buildings for the expanded study of 
neuroscience and the associated relocation of the psychol-
ogy department. 

The challenge of planning a campus in the midst 
of such a dynamic environment was signifi cant. These 
pressures proved inspirational; however, the planning team 
immediately saw opportunities to leverage these projects 
to effect a transformation of large areas of campus, and 
to road-test ideas that might later become campus-wide 
strategies. Each project could fi t into the context of a larger 
vision, even if the Campus Plan was then only loosely 
defi ned. 

The planning process was unique in its seamless 
integration with these ongoing development initiatives. 
From the beginning, the team was closely involved with 
projects at various stages of design, benefi ting from the 
access granted by the University to the parties responsible 
for their implementation. The result has produced enduring 
benefi ts for both the historic and growing areas of campus. 
These opportunities may have been lost had the plan been 
conceived in isolation from the ongoing decision-making 
processes within the various departments of the University. 

By the time work on the Campus Plan was completed, 
some of its recommendations had already become reality. 
For example, Whitman College has been elegantly integrat-
ed with its surroundings through the use of landscape and 
the historic Beatrix Farrand-designed landscape of Holder 
Court has been restored and upgraded. Other projects 
proposed or infl uenced by the plan were in various stages of 
implementation: construction had begun on the new Butler 
College and Chemistry buildings; and the Peter B. Lewis 
Center for the Arts, Neuroscience and Psychology buildings, 
and proposed new parking facility were in the process of 
design and implementation. 

As a result of the Campus Plan, 
the landscape surrounding 
the planned Chemistry building 
has been designed as an 
environmentally sustainable 
stormwater management system.

   Building site area

   Building roof area

   Biofi ltration landscapes

    Water capture and 
reuse

  Stormwater drainage 
area

As the planning 
process began, 
Lewis Library, 
designed by 
Frank Gehry, was 
already under 
construction.
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Students enjoy the walk to Lauritzen Hall in Whitman College

Nassau Hall

be taken that would not meet the highest standards of 
stewardship for the 250-year-old legacy of campus design 
that this generation has inherited and cherished. Princeton 
is very aware of the fact that the impact of today’s decisions 
will be felt 20, 50, even 100 years from now. If a concept 
did not measure up to the highest standards, it would not be 
adopted. If it had merit but was not feasible or affordable, 
alternatives would be rigorously studied until a solution was 
found that was both visionary and practical.

While the plan seeks to be as comprehensive as 
possible, it is certainly not the end of the natural ongoing 
planning process at the University. Some areas which will 
be the subject of continued development in the short term 
include: improved accommodation of bicycles on campus; 
policies to consolidate loading, garbage collection, and 
deliveries in order to reduce the impact of vehicles on 
campus landscapes; preservation needs of the many 
historic buildings on campus; and the accessibility of all 
buildings and campus areas for the disabled, a particular 
challenge given the age of many of Princeton’s buildings and 
its hillside location. The University’s Offi ce of Sustainability 
is also in the process of integrating the Campus Plan’s 
recommendations into an overall campus sustainability 
strategy, which considers sustainability comprehensively 
across all campus policies, and connects practice with 
academic and research programs.

Looking beyond the ten-year horizon that is the core
of this plan, every effort has been made to prepare for 
longer-term development, and to avoid precluding opportu-
nities for future development through the overly expedient 
satisfaction of short-term needs. The plan has determined 
that after 2016, space remains for substantial growth within 
the compact, walkable space of the main campus north 
of Lake Carnegie. Many seemingly small choices within 
this plan are designed to maximize these opportunities, 
while maintaining a balance of open space and sustainable 
infrastructure. Rather than attempting to be overly specifi c, 
the plan seeks to preserve options and fl exibility for future 
growth. Later planning efforts will build upon and modify 
these opportunities, solving problems and meeting needs 
that cannot be predicted today.

These future plans will begin to defi ne a more complete 
vision for Princeton’s main campus, for a time when all of 
its available sites have been developed. By maintaining a 
walkable campus for as long as possible, the opportunity, 
and the challenge, of expansion to remote sites is pre-
served for future generations, who will look beyond the 
campus boundaries to meet the ever-evolving needs of the 
University’s academic and research mission. Even then, 
there will likely continue to be reason to revise, redevelop, 
and renew the main campus, which, as its history teaches, is 
a continual work in progress, undergoing constant change. 
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Princeton University’s campus is one of its most precious 

assets. The fi rst time I visited the campus I was captivated by 

the stately dignity of Nassau Hall and its canopy of trees, the 

eclectic collection of architectural styles that mysteriously fi t 

together, and the way buildings defi ne inviting green spaces, 

and paths create new vistas at every turn. My lasting impres-

sion was of a special place that had been lovingly stewarded 

by generation after generation. 

My reaction is shared by many fi rst-time visitors 

to campus, but it wasn’t until I joined the faculty that I 

understood that our predecessors had been attentive to far 

more than aesthetics. They had purposefully designed the 

campus to support the University’s most important goals. 

While the beauty of our campus inspires and refreshes us, it 

also opens our minds to new possibilities, and its intimacy 

advances our goal of integrating academic and extracur-

ricular life. The campus is knit together to refl ect a strong 

sense of community, with classrooms and cafés interspersed 

so that faculty and students may gather both formally and 

informally. It is a common sight on a fall or spring afternoon 

to see a precept on Cannon Green conclude, and be followed 

within minutes by students tossing frisbees. 

There is also an elegant logic to the way the campus 

evolved to support the growth of academic disciplines. The 

natural sciences and engineering, with their need for large 

and sophisticated research facilities, have moved down and 

across Washington Road—fi rst Palmer, Green, Frick, and 

Guyot halls, and when they would no longer suffi ce for 

a world-class university, the E-Quad, Jadwin, and Lewis 

Thomas. The social sciences clustered around the fountain 

on Scudder Plaza, with the Woodrow Wilson School as the 

interdisciplinary glue. And of course the humanities, where 

the University began, maintain their place of honor on the 

historic campus near Firestone. 

As we plan for the next decade of campus growth and 

add more space for the arts, we need to strengthen all these 

neighborhoods and their interconnections, even as we con-

tinue to express our highest aspirations in the buildings and 

green spaces we construct and preserve. 

Shirley M. Tilghman 
President of the University

how the university relates 
to its campus
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BUILD IN AN ENVIRONMENTALLY 
RESPONSIBLE MANNER

Building upon Princeton’s extensive record in environmental sustainability, 
new development should be sensitive to the natural landscape, air and 
water quality, resource conservation, and energy effi ciency in building 
design. Future growth must take into account aggressive measures to 
reduce the campus’s greenhouse gas emissions to their 1990 levels.

MAINTAIN CAMPUS NEIGHBORHOODS WHILE 
PROMOTING A SENSE OF COMMUNITY 

Future growth should respect Princeton’s existing academic, residential, 
and architectural neighborhoods, providing each with a distinct identity 
while emphasizing the sense of an integrated campus community. 

SUSTAIN STRONG COMMUNITY RELATIONS

Orderly growth will require that we sustain our historically strong 
relationships with the surrounding communities. 

PRESERVE THE PARK-LIKE CHARACTER OF THE CAMPUS

Princeton’s characteristic combination of open spaces, gardens, and intimate 
courtyards creates “the revelation of the unexpected,” in the words of the 
University’s master architect of the early 20th century, Ralph Adams Cram. 
Preserving this park-like quality and extending it to more areas of the campus 
is a core principle in planning for the future. 

MAINTAIN A PEDESTRIAN-ORIENTED CAMPUS

From the heart of the student-oriented campus, the Frist Campus Center, 
nearly all areas of the Core Campus are within a ten-minute walk. This 
“walkable” design is one of the campus’ strengths, and a guide for future 
growth is to maintain that quality. This suggests a strategy of concentration 
and density rather than diffusion and sprawl.

THE FIVE GUIDING
PRINCIPLES
Following the University’s decision to grow within its main campus setting 

north of Lake Carnegie, President Tilghman articulated fi ve guiding principles 

to steer the planning process.
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