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LETTER FROM THE PRESIDENT

Behind every good campus master plan is a carefully considered, well-
accepted, and forward-looking strategic plan, and that is certainly true 
at The University of Texas-Pan American.

In August 2012, at our annual faculty and staff fall convocation, I un-
veiled a plan entitled Bronc Country — The Engaged University that 
was designed to provide strategic guidance to The University of Texas 
System’s fifth largest institution through the next decade. In that docu-
ment, it is noted that UT Pan American “has a unified purpose that di-
rects academic, budgetary, research, and all other decisions: to gradu-
ate as many students as we can, as quickly as we can, with the very best 
education we can provide.”

We consider that not only a responsibility but also a privilege, and 
the entire University community is committed to ensuring that every 
student, every instructor, every researcher, every staff member at the 
University has the opportunity to excel in the most enriching of aca-
demic environments. 

That is why, simultaneous to the unveiling of the new Strategic Plan in 
2012, we were beginning the process with the planning team of Barnes 
Gromatzky Kosarek (BGK) Architects of Austin and Michael Dennis & 
Associates of Boston to develop a Campus Master Plan that would 
align with the strategic goals and initiatives outlined in “The Engaged 

University” and help guide the University through the next couple of 
decades. Of course, at that time, we had no idea that the future would 
include the dissolution of UT Pan American and the creation of a new 
emerging research university partially on this campus.

So, when the idea for a new university for the Rio Grande Valley was 
introduced to the Board of Regents by Chancellor Francisco Cigarroa 
in late 2012, we suspended our own master planning project for a short 
time before eventually deciding that we should continue. The think-
ing was that regardless of whether this campus is home to UT Pan 
American or a new university, there will be continued growth — in stu-
dent population, programs, research, space usage, etc. — and, there-
fore, the critical need for forward thinking and planning. 

The process that followed included a Steering Committee and four 
subcommittees (Campus Character and Environment; Community, 
Health, Safety, and Transportation; Space Management and Smart 
Growth; and Energy, Infrastructure, and Feasibility) working directly 
with the master planners to address such important issues as academic 
facilities, student life, the University’s interface with the city, athletics 
and recreational sports, and transportation, circulation, and parking. 
And woven throughout the many discussions, I am proud to say, was a 
focus on sustainable practices. 

Many hours of brainstorming, research, and creative planning have 
gone into producing this new Campus Master Plan, and I want to thank 
the talented planning team from BGK Architects and Michael Dennis 
& Associates, as well as all who served on the Steering Committee and 
subcommittees, those who participated in interviews and focus groups 
with the master planners, and those who responded to surveys that 
were so vital in gathering thoughts and opinions from a cross section 
of the University community. 

Now, as we prepare for the creation of a new emerging research uni-
versity that will forever change the educational and economic land-
scape of a region so rich in history and culture, we are proud to offer 
this Campus Master Plan to help chart the course for a very bright 
future for the Rio Grande Valley. 

Robert S. Nelsen 
President

Dr. Robert S. Nelsen, President
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OVERVIEW

The intent of the Campus Master Plan is to give visual 
and spatial form to the University’s vision as outlined 

in the Strategic Plan. It lays out a strategy for achieving 
the University’s goals for growth while enhancing 

the campus’s physical environment. The Plan is the 
result of an open, collaborative process involving 

representatives from all facets of the University. It is 
intended to guide the development and expansion of 

the campus for the next twenty years.
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OVERVIEW

The University of Texas-Pan American campus is an oasis within the City of Edinburg. Its lush, 
well-tended landscape and architectural heritage give it civic importance commensurate with 
its educational role in the Rio Grande Valley. In order to serve its educational mission for the 
region’s growing population, the University is embarking on an ambitious plan to expand from its 
current student population of approximately 20,000 students to 38,500 by the year 2035, while 
simultaneously increasing its student residential accommodations. Together with the need to 
address the University’s currently undersized facilities, this expansion will entail more than tripling 
the amount of University facilities. 

This Master Plan accommodates the campus growth foreseen between now and 2035 and at the 
same time improves the quality of the campus environment. It identifies the best qualities of the 
campus and advocates their conservation and extension by creating a more coherent pattern of 
buildings, landscape, and open space. The Plan strengthens the pedestrian quality of the campus 
by minimizing the amount of vehicular traffic on campus and by establishing guidelines to maintain 
and improve the campus’s plantings, hardscape, and architecture. 

The central organizing principle of the Plan is that the architecture and landscape design of the 
campus must work together to define the campus’s civic structure — its armature of public spaces 
that both organizes the campus’s landscape and architecture and is defined by them. 





I. INTRODUCTION

The University of Texas-Pan American has embraced 
its mission to serve the culturally diverse, rapidly 

growing population of the Rio Grande Valley by 
committing to a major increase in student enrollment 

over the next twenty years. This growth will require 
significant expansion of the University’s facilities that 

will radically transform the campus.

The Campus Master Plan is intended to help the 
University achieve its strategic goals for growth in 

a way that will not only augment UTPA facilities but 
enhance the spatial structure of the campus as a whole.



MISSION & PROCESS

THE UNIVERSITY’S PURPOSE, VISION & MISSION

In its 2012–2022 Strategic Plan, The Engaged University, The University 
of Texas-Pan American affirms its purpose, vision, and institutional mis-
sion as follows:

The University of Texas-Pan American has a unified purpose that directs aca-

demic, budgetary, research, and all other decisions: to graduate as many students 

as we can, as quickly as we can, with the very best education we can provide.

The vision of The University of Texas-Pan American is to be a premier institution 

of higher education. As a major, nationally recognized Hispanic-serving institu-

tion, the University will be a leader in addressing the needs of a culturally diverse 

society through discoveries and innovations of global significance.

The University of Texas-Pan American serves the social, economic, research and, 

most importantly, the educational needs of the rapidly growing transnational, 

culturally diverse population of South Texas. The University creates, preserves, 

and transmits knowledge that advances the region, state, and nation and that 

builds prosperity through entrepreneurship and commercialization. In a support-

ive environment dedicated to student learning, the University provides quality 

instruction in rigorous academic programs that leads to bachelor’s, master’s and 

doctoral degrees as well as professional certificates. Through teaching, research, 

creative activity, and public services, the University prepares students to be so-

cially conscious citizens and transformative leaders.

THE CAMPUS MASTER PLAN IN SUPPORT OF THE 
UNIVERSITY’S STRATEGIC PLAN

The Engaged University, UTPA’s Strategic Plan, is essential to maintain-
ing a focus on the University’s institutional mission and should directly 
impact all aspects of the University. For the Campus Master Plan to be 
successful, it should reflect the Strategic Plan.

The Engaged University identified six strategic initiatives:

Initiative One: Building Community Prosperity 

Initiative Two: Educating Global Citizens 

Initiative Three: Living Healthy in the Rio Grande Valley 

Initiative Four: Creating Transformative Leaders 

Initiative Five: Investing in People 

Initiative Six: Maximizing Cost Efficiencies

Each of these has implications for the Campus Master Plan. Initiatives 
Two and Six both emphasize the importance of sustainability, from in-
creasing student awareness of environmental issues to integrating sus-
tainable practices into day-to-day campus operations, reducing ener-
gy consumption, and considering the integration of renewable energy 
sources. Initiatives One, Three, and Five highlight ways UTPA can en-
gage with its larger community, with Initiative Three placing particular 
importance on UTPA’s Wellness and Recreational Sports Complex and 
Initiative Five encouraging outreach efforts such as HESTEC that bring 
community members into the campus. Perhaps of most importance 
to the Master Plan are strategic initiatives regarding the expansion of 
existing academic programs and the addition of new ones, in particular 
the establishment of the University College and increases in UTPA’s 
master’s and doctoral programs, outlined in Initiative Four.

Specific goals for how UTPA will grow are detailed in the Strategic 
Plan’s Quantitative Targets for 2022. Established with the goal of im-
proving the quality of education and life in the Rio Grande Valley, these 
targets have significant implications for the growth of the University’s 
student population, faculty, and academic and housing facilities.

Six imperatives follow from these Quantitative Targets and provide fur-
ther direction for the Campus Master Plan:

Imperative One: Boost Student Enrollment 
This imperative sets a goal of increasing the student body from 19,000 
to 30,000 by 2022, with an interim goal of 24,000 by fall 2016.

FIGURE 1
A campus landmark, the “Bronze Bronc” 

 welcomes students and visitors to 
the UT-Pan American campus.

The Campus Master Plan addresses this imperative by planning for ad-
ditional facilities necessitated by this significant student growth.

Imperative Two: Increase Faculty Size 
The University will increase its faculty from 850 to 1,350 by 2022 to 
achieve a 22:1 student/faculty ratio. The interim goal is to achieve 
1,050 faculty members by fall 2016.

The Campus Master Plan addresses this imperative by planning for ad-
ditional academic space to support this increase in faculty.

Imperative Three: Attract Additional Research Funding 
The University sets the goal of increasing its research funding from 
under $9 million to $30 million in the next ten years.

The Campus Master Plan addresses this imperative by providing for 
growth in research facilities.

Imperative Four: Increase Annual Giving and Endowment 
The University will increase annual giving to $25 million in the next ten 
years, with interim goals of $7.5 million/year in the next three years, 
$12 million/year in six years, and $20 million/year in eight years.

Demonstration projects that arise from the Campus Master Plan may 
be opportunities for philanthropic investments.

Imperative Five: Improve Graduation Rates 
The University will improve retention and graduation rates and reduce 
the average time to degree from 158 to 140 semester hours.

The Campus Master Plan supports this imperative by planning for ad-
ditional student life facilities — housing, dining, student services, and 
recreational — that will enhance UTPA’s collegiate environment.

Imperative Six: Develop Focused Marketing 
The University will develop a focused marketing and communications 
plan to promote the University and increase awareness of educational, 
research, and philanthropic opportunities.

As a visualization of the University’s strategic goals, especially as they 
pertain to growth, the Campus Master Plan itself will be a valuable tool 
in promoting the University’s Strategic Plan and philanthropic oppor-
tunities that will further its realization.

The implications of these imperatives, as well as the specific 
Quantitative Targets, as they relate to the Master Plan are discussed in 
more detail in Chapter II, the Evolution of the Campus, on page 12.

2

1

CAMPUS MASTER PLAN



THE PURPOSE OF THE MASTER PLAN

At this point in its history, The University of Texas-Pan American faces a 
variety of challenges as well as opportunities. The Rio Grande Valley is 
growing at a remarkable pace, and perhaps more significantly, it is be-
coming progressively younger. The average age of a Valley resident is 
25.9. This population growth, coupled with a 34% poverty rate, places 
enormous pressure on the region to provide greater access to higher 
education in order to improve the quality of life in South Texas.

The Campus Master Plan is intended to address the goals outlined in 
the University’s Strategic Plan and supporting documents. The signifi-
cant growth proposed in the Strategic Plan, guided by a long-range 
framework, offers an opportunity to greatly enhance the overall cam-
pus environment. The Campus Master Plan enhances and extends the 
campus’s civic structure—the armature about which the campus can 
grow in a logical, sustainable manner—addressing near-term needs 
and strategic long-term growth.

The Plan’s primary focus is on the public realm—outdoor spaces such 
as quadrangles, streets, courtyards, fields, and parks—which will be 
enhanced and defined by the future buildings proposed in the Plan. 
Because programs change, priorities shift, and funds are not always 
available when needed, it is not possible to depict exact configurations 
for all future buildings. The framework of the Plan and its guiding prin-
ciples provide “build-to” lines that allow for flexibility in the size and 
configuration of future buildings. 

The Plan is intended to provide strategic planning guidance; it is not a 
tactical device to solve every facility issue that the University may face. 
For the Plan to be successful, and to ensure that it can provide sound 
guidance far into the future, it is crucial to develop a process for the 
conception, design review, and approval of capital projects. In some 
ways these recommendations, outlined in Chapter VI of this report, are 
the most important part of the Campus Master Plan.

It is recommended that the University identify certain projects 
that can be implemented in the near term in order to build en-
thusiasm for and demonstrate commitment to the Plan and the 
campus environment. These can be smaller projects, such as 
landscape improvements, that enhance the public realm and 
make an immediate impact.      

THE PLANNING PROCESS

The Campus Master Plan is the result of a year-long collaboration be-
tween the planning team, the University, and community stakehold-
ers. The planning team of Barnes Gromatzky Kosarek Architects and 
Michael Dennis & Associates was selected in the summer of 2012 and, 
in September 2012, the University established a Campus Master Plan 
Steering Committee, comprising University administrators, faculty, 
and staff chosen to represent the varied needs and perspectives of 
the University.

Four subcommittees, each chaired by a Steering Committee member, 
were formed to provide more detailed information and feedback dur-
ing the course of the planning process:

Campus Character and Environment

Community, Health, Safety, and Transportation

Space Management and Smart Growth

Energy, Infrastructure, and Feasibility

Beginning in fall 2012, the planning team conducted briefings with these 
Subcommittees and the Campus Master Plan Steering Committee, 
as well as a series of focus groups with University students, faculty, 
staff, and representatives from the City of Edinburg and the Texas 
Department of Transportation (TxDOT). Detailed online surveys to 
determine on-campus housing and dining needs and to evaluate cur-
rent and projected academic space needs were conducted by planning 
consultants Brailsford & Dunlavey, Inc., and Facilities Programming and 
Consulting, respectively.

The planning team developed alternative schemes in the spring of 
2013. These alternatives were presented, evaluated, and refined with 
the University during monthly workshops conducted with the Campus 
Master Plan Steering Committee, with input from the Master Plan sub-
committees. This culminated in a preferred scheme in June 2013, to be 
finalized in a published report in fall 2013.

FIGURE 2
Edinburg City Planner Juan Lopez 
and architect Carl Gromatzky review 
proposals for the Campus Master Plan 
at a Steering Committee meeting.

FIGURE 3
At a focus group early in the planning 
process, students were asked to prioritze 
campus issues by allocating “Bronc 
Bucks,” among various topics.

FIGURES 4 & 5
A large-scale aerial photo gave students 
an opportunity to see the campus in a 
new way. Students used green stickers 
to mark favorite places on campus and 
orange dots to mark least favorite places.
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GOALS & PRINCIPLES

At the beginning of the master planning process, the planning team, together with 
the University, developed nine primary goals for the UTPA campus. These goals 
form the basis for a series of principles and recommendations that underlie the 
design of the Campus Master Plan: 

DEVELOP A LONG-TERM STRATEGY TO 
ACCOMMODATE GROWTH.
Initial growth should occur in the Core Campus to promote density and maintain 
walkability.

Underutilized sites in the Core Campus, such as surface lots and playfields, 
should be infilled with new construction.

Academic facilities should remain concentrated in the Core Campus, with future 
expansion of athletic and recreational facilities located to the north and west.

The University should acquire properties adjacent to north and west of campus 
as they become available.

DEVELOP BUILDINGS THAT SUPPORT CIVIC SPACE 
AND COMMUNITY.
Architecture should define and articulate space.

New buildings should adhere to “build-to” lines as indicated in the Regulating 
Plan (see page 25).

Buildings should front directly onto open spaces, supporting them by their form, 
massing, and the design of their facades.

Campus buildings should be architecturally harmonious, establishing the University 
as an identifiable institutional presence within the community.

New buildings will honor the architectural vocabulary of the campus’s original 
Kenneth Bentsen buildings, with brick, arches, and arcades.

EXPAND ON-CAMPUS HOUSING AND AMENITIES.
Expand the University’s student life and residential facilities as legible districts with-
in the campus.

Residential districts should be located adjacent to the Core Campus.

Residence halls should integrate amenities such as dining, meeting, study, and 
seminar rooms at ground level. 

DEVELOP A LEGIBLE OPEN-SPACE STRUCTURE. 
PROVIDE MORE OUTDOOR SPACES.
The open spaces and circulation corridors in the Core Campus will be enhanced as a 
legible network and extended into the North and West campuses.

Preserve and enhance the Main Quadrangle and create additional outdoor 
spaces in the Core Campus as well as the North and West campuses. 

Landscape elements should define and articulate space and reinforce circulation 
corridors.

Campus landscape will be focused on creating user-friendly outdoor spaces, 
while maximizing shade and drought-tolerant materials.

4
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DEVELOP A LONG-TERM PARKING STRATEGY.
Minimize surface parking in the Core Campus.

As the campus grows, surface lots in the Core Campus will be replaced by 
structured parking.

Establish a system of remote commuter lots connected by an enhanced shuttle 
system. 

DEVELOP CLARITY BETWEEN BICYCLES, PEDESTRIANS, 
AND CARS.
The Core Campus will be a predominantly pedestrian zone.

Enhance walkways with landscape and other shading devices.

Improve pedestrian street crossings to enhance connectivity between campus 
walkways and the city’s existing sidewalk network.

Limit vehicular movement within the Core Campus.

Private vehicular movement will be restricted to the campus perimeter.

Service and emergency vehicles will maintain access within the Core Campus.

Streetscapes will be designed to articulate vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian 
movement. 

Provide a clear system of vehicular drop-offs and turnarounds.

Bicycle paths will be extended and enhanced, and articulated as distinct from 
pedestrian pathways.

Bronc Trail should become a “walk your bike” zone.

Create a hiking/biking trail within the campus connected to the larger citywide 
system.

ENHANCE SECURITY, PARTICULARLY AT NIGHT.
Promote a “24-hour campus.” 

Establish after-hours study areas and amenities to maintain visible student 
population in the evenings.

Continue to enhance campus lighting.

Evaluate existing emergency phone locations and augment if indicated.

WORK WITH THE CITY TO PROVIDE A “COLLEGE TOWN.”
Promote pedestrian connectivity between the campus and its surrounding com-
mercial neighborhood.

Enhance streets at the campus periphery with street trees, medians, and 
additional pedestrian crossings.

Encourage pedestrian-friendly commercial development adjacent to campus. 

Guadalupe Street, opposite UT Austin

DEVELOP AN ON-CAMPUS PLANNING COMPONENT 
AND PROCESS.
Establish a clear process for the initiation, design oversight, and implementation 
of building and landscape projects to ensure adherence to the principles of the 
Campus Master Plan.

Establish a design oversight committee for all new buildings on campus.
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The University of Texas-Pan American has grown 
from its roots as a local junior college into a doctoral 

research university, the tenth largest in the state of 
Texas, and has become a significant cultural influence 

within the Rio Grande Valley. 

The University’s rapid enrollment growth mirrors the 
tremendous population growth in the Valley, and has 
transformed UTPA from a small cluster of commuter-

oriented buildings to an extensive, traditional campus 
of walks, courtyards, and quadrangles — an oasis of 

sorts within the City of Edinburg. 

II. EVOLUTION OF THE CAMPUS



HISTORY & CONTEXT

UTPA & THE LOWER RIO GRANDE VALLEY

The Rio Grande Valley consists of four counties at 
the southern tip of Texas covering 4,885 square 
miles along the U.S.–Mexico border. The region 
has enjoyed the benefits as well as the difficulties 
that come with its location on the border. The area 
is more than 85% Hispanic and among the fastest 
growing in the United States. U.S. Census statis-
tics for Hidalgo, Cameron, Willacy, and Starr coun-
ties from 2000 to 2010 indicate a 22.6% increase in 
population.

Agriculture and tourism are the primary industries 
in the Valley. The Valley’s poverty level is significant-
ly higher than the state or national average — about 
34% compared to 16.8% for the state, and 13.5% 
for the nation — in part because of limited access to 
higher education.

The University of Texas-Pan American’s main cam-
pus is centrally located within the Rio Grande Valley 
in the City of Edinburg, the county seat of Hidalgo 
County, about ten miles north of the U.S.–Mexico 
border. While the majority of students come from 
Hidalgo County and the McAllen-Edinburg-Mission 
metropolitan area in particular, the University at-
tracts students from throughout the Valley. In ad-
dition to its main campus, UTPA provides pro-
gram-specific classes at satellite locations in Starr, 
Hidalgo, and Cameron counties as well as through 
online learning programs.

In addition to The University of Texas-Pan American 
and The University of Texas at Brownsville, there are 
a number of other institutions of higher learning in 
the Valley; however, UTPA and UTB are the only two 
that offer full four-year programs and post-gradu-
ate opportunities. The sheer size of the Rio Grande 
Valley population, together with the prohibitive 
expense that degree programs represent to many 
residents, are significant obstacles to educating and 
improving the lives of Valley residents.

In June 2013, the governor signed Senate Bill 
24, approving the creation of a new University of 
Texas in South Texas. The new university will com-
bine the assets and resources of The University of 
Texas-Pan American and The University of Texas at 
Brownsville, as well as the future South Texas School 
of Medicine, and will be eligible to receive funding 
from the Permanent University Fund. Additionally, 
The University of Texas Board of Regents approved 
$100 million in funding over the next decade to ac-
celerate the establishment of the new School of 
Medicine.

INSTITUTIONAL HISTORY

Edinburg College opened its doors in September 
1927, just to the east of what is now the UTPA cam-
pus. Originally a two-year community college oper-
ated by the Edinburg School District, the institution 
was renamed Edinburg Junior College in 1933. In 
1948, it became a regional college and separated 
from the Edinburg School District. At that time, it 
also became eligible for partial state funding. In 
1951, Hidalgo County citizens voted to approve its 
transformation into a four-year institution, renamed 
Pan American College to reflect the significance of 
its location on the U.S.–Mexico border and to em-
phasize its importance to the entire Valley.

In 1965, the school became a state-sponsored 
college, and in 1971, with the inauguration of 
the Graduate School, it became Pan American 
University. In 1989, the school merged with the 
University of Texas System to become The University 
of Texas-Pan American.

FIGURE 1
Higher education institutions of the 

South Texas Region 

(two-year institutions indicated in light green) 

1 UTPA Main Campus 

2 UTPA McAllen Teaching Site 

3 UTPA Starr County 

4 UTPA Coastal Studies Laboratory 

5 Laredo Community College  

6 UT Health Science Center 

7 Texas A&M International

 8 Coastal Bend College, Alice 

 9 Texas A&M Kingsville 

 10 Coastal Bend College, Kingsville 

 11 Del Mar College 

 12 Texas A&M Corpus Christi 

 13 South Texas College 

 14 South Texas College

 15 South Texas College 

 16 Texas A&M AgriLife 

 17 Texas State Technical College 

 18 UT Brownsville 

 19 Texas Southmost College

“ There is no place in Texas or in the 
U.S. more in need of … a college and 

university with a broad and strong 
program than the Rio Grande Valley 

 — one that comes from the people 
and one that will do for the economic, 
industrial, professional, cultural, and 

spiritual life of the area what Harvard 
did for New England, what the University 
of Chicago did for the midwest, and what 

Stanford did for the Pacific Coast.”

— R.P. Ward, Pan American College President 
1931–1943, 1946–1960
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CAMPUS HISTORY

In 1957–58, Pan American College obtained a 105-
acre parcel just to the west of its existing campus 
and approved a master building plan. A 1958 mas-
ter plan for this parcel by the firm Hedrick, Stanley, 
and Lightfoot of Houston with R. Newell Waters of 
Weslaco set the pattern for the new campus’s initial 
buildings and facilities — a student center (now the 
Bronc Dining Hall), library (on the site of the current 
Student Services Building), and engineering build-
ing (now the Physical Science Building) — along with 
tennis courts and a baseball stadium. Typical of 
campus planning in the 1950s, these initial facilities 
were sited irregularly in the middle of the site with-
out apparent relation to the surrounding city grid or 
to each other. 

The year 1960 brought a new president, Dr. Ralph 
Schilling, to Pan American College and with him, a 
new architectural direction for the campus under 
the leadership of Kenneth Bentsen Associates of 
Houston. Beginning in 1967, Schilling and Bentsen 
presided over a two-phase, ten-year expansion 

plan that added 18 new structures to the campus. 
Bentsen’s early projects explored a “village” con-
cept, clustering smaller buildings around shared 
central courtyards, perhaps best exemplified in the 
Fine Arts Complex completed in 1970. Bentsen de-
signed a mile-long covered walkway, now known 
as Bronc Trail, to link these individual complexes. 
With utility lines housed overhead, the walkway 
provided for easy infrastructure maintenance along 
with shade from the sun and cover from the rain. 
Moreover, it brought coherence to the dispersed 
and somewhat disorganized campus. 

Collectively, the buildings of the Schilling-Bentsen 
era established what is generally perceived as the 
architectural identity of the campus. Characterized 
by massive brick walls, arcades, arches, buttresses, 
and the use of water features, these buildings blend-
ed Spanish colonial typologies with Romanesque 
elements to create a style unique to the College/
University. Subsequent observers have likened this 
style to the contemporaneous work of American ar-
chitect Louis Kahn.

Development following the Schilling-Bentsen era 
did much to enhance the density and formal struc-
ture of the campus, but has had limited success 
continuing the language of the Bentsen buildings. 
Architects appear to have drawn both from Bentsen 
as well as from Kahn, known for his use of bold geo-
metric forms articulated in massive masonry. Recent 
buildings incorporate these geometric forms with-
out the thick masonry walls, resulting in a pastiche 
that has little connection to Kahn and none whatso-
ever to Bentsen.

With over 40% of its facilities designed by Bentsen, 
the UTPA identity is inextricably linked with his ar-
chitectural language. The key for the University go-
ing forward is to identify what is best about these 
buildings, to enforce guidelines to ensure that new 
buildings embrace this unique language while re-
taining their own identity, and to select architects 
capable of achieving this balance.

Appropriate architectural guidelines for the UTPA 
campus are discussed in more detail in Chapter IV, 
Guidelines, page 63.

FIGURE 2
The initial plan for the new Pan American 
College campus sited buildings at 
a variety of orientations, pulled well 
back from the campus edges.

FIGURE 3
A rendering of Kenneth Bentsen’s College 
Center illustrates how the Covered Walkway 
integrated new and existing buildings into 
a campus-wide organizational system.

FIGURE 4 
Bentsen’s earlier work explored the “village 
concept,” clustering small buildings 
to define courtyards, perhaps best 
exemplified in his Fine Arts Complex.

FIGURE 5
The Education Complex, one of the finest 
buildings on campus, exhibits many traits 
associated with Bentsen’s Pan American style, 
such as buttresses, arches, and loggias.
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The first phase of construction undertaken during the Bentsen-Schilling era brought a 
dramatic increase in facilities. Thanks to a clever planning strategy devised by Bentsen, 
it also introduced a sense of structure to the irregular campus while providing a ther-
mal utilities distribution network for the entire campus. The Covered Walkway (now 
known as Bronc Trail) overlaid an ordered circulation network that brought the cam-
pus’s disparate pieces into a more cohesive whole. Oriented relative to the Student 
Center (now Bronc Dining) and Administration Building (now Research & Innovation), 
the Walkway provided a spatial link for new and existing facilities like a corridor con-
necting a series of rooms. Bentsen’s building projects during this era also reinforced 
the campus’s outdoor spatial structure. Projects such as the Science Complex (now 
Health Sciences & Human Services West), the Fine Arts Complex, University Center/
Dining, Health & Physical Education, and the Education Building were each conceived 
as clusters of small buildings and arcades framing a central courtyard. Thus, while the 
campus remained quite spread out, it was now made up of smaller-scaled landscape 
and architectural elements that reinforced the human scale. Two new dormitories built 
during this phase, Heritage and Troxel Halls, together with Emilia Hall, began to con-
centrate housing facilities on the west side of campus along Sugar Road.

HISTORIC DEVELOPMENT

1973–1978
The second phase of construction undertaken by Bentsen and Schilling filled in many 
of the gaps remaining around the Covered Walkway, particularly along its northern 
edge. These newer Bentsen buildings departed from his original “village” concept of 
small buildings clustered to create courtyards, however. The Social Sciences Building 
(now Social & Behavioral Sciences), Nursing Education (now Health Sciences & Human 
Services East), and Business Administration Building align with neighboring buildings, 
reinforcing the larger spatial framework of the Walkway, but each is designed as a 
monolithic structure lacking the spatial complexity of his earlier projects. 

The Learning Resource Center (now the Library) was Bentsen’s first and only building 
to be sited within the rectangle of the Covered Walkway. Its unusual configuration at-
tempts to reconcile the divergent orientations of the Walkway and the campus’s old 
Liberal Arts and Engineering Buildings (which Bentsen remodeled as part of this phase), 
but its massive scale, along with its departure from the architectural style of Bentsen’s 
other projects to date, feels incongruous with the surrounding campus. The construc-
tion of the University Bookstore and Physical Plant toward the end of this phase repre-
sents the University’s first expansion beyond its original 105 acres.

1958–1966
The first buildings on the new campus were sited according to the original master 
plan by the firm Hedrick, Stanley, and Lightfoot of Houston with R. Newell Waters 
of Weslaco. Buildings were placed far back from the edges of the new campus and, 
perhaps because of this, bear no relation to the surrounding city grid. Moreover, 
these first buildings have few obvious relationships to each other. Spaced far apart 
in the landscape at divergent angles, each building is an isolated element connected 
to the larger campus by roads and pathways but by no discernible spatial structure. 
Nor, with the exception of athletic facilities, is there a clear functional order underly-
ing the placement of specific buildings. The first dormitories, Emilia Hall (now Emilia 
Schunior Ramirez Hall) and Southwick Hall, are on opposite sides of campus. Academic 
facilities — Engineering (now the Physical Education Building), Liberal Arts (now the 
Learning Assistance Center), and the Library (now the Student Services Building) — are 
scattered in the center of campus, along with the Administrative Building (now the 
Research & Innovation Building) and several small, temporary office buildings.

1967–1972
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1979–1990 1991–2002 2003–2014
After the intense pace of the ‘60s and ‘70s, construction slowed significantly during the 
1980s. The campus at this point was consolidating around its periphery, but remained 
relatively underutilized at its core. Bentsen had concentrated his buildings around the 
outer perimeter of the Covered Walkway, leaving the actual center of campus — the 
rectangular area circumscribed by the Walkway — relatively sparse, consisting of im-
mense stretches of grass with just a few internally focused buildings. The next two 
decades would see a gradual densification of the Core Campus. In the early ‘80s, the 
cluster of temporary office buildings north of the Dining Hall was removed to make way 
for a large new Communication Arts & Sciences Building. The first major project to be 
designed by an architect other than Bentsen, this building’s monolithic form and mas-
sive scale did little to activate the center of campus. It also represented a departure 
from the organizational geometry of the Covered Walkway, with its plan canted at an 
angle so as to almost turn its back on the Walkway. 

Other construction during this period occurred mostly on the campus periphery, in-
cluding a new Health & Physical Education Building (HPE2), a track-and-field complex, 
the Administration Building (now the Mary Alice Shary-Shivers Building), the Biology 
Annex (now the Behavioral Neurosciences Building), and new facilities at the Physical 
Plant complex.

After its merger with the UT System, the newly renamed UTPA saw another period of 
expansion in the 1990s, particularly in science and engineering facilities. Much of this 
development was in or adjacent to the center of campus, including an addition to the 
Library, a new Student Union, and the Academic Services Building. The new Science and 
Engineering Buildings, meanwhile, reinforced the geometry of the Covered Walkway 
and helped bridge the gap between the academic core and the campus’s athletic facili-
ties to the east. 

While new construction occurred in the center of campus, the University continued 
to extend its reach into the city with the acquisition of properties to the north and 
west, including the Lamar Campus, a former elementary school north of the main cam-
pus, and Bronc Village, a complex of student residences that was privately developed 
on University property west of Sugar Road. In 2002 a new baseball stadium north of 
Schunior Street was constructed by the City of Edinburg.

The past decade has seen a continued expansion to the north and west. A large new 
health and recreational complex, together with the new Unity Housing residences west 
of Sugar Road, has reinforced the “West Campus” as the center of student life. The 
University has expanded its property ownership further west of the recreational com-
plex and north of the baseball stadium, although development on those sites has been 
limited to surface parking. The Regional Academic Health Center, an extension of the 
UT Health Science Center in San Antonio, abuts the Lamar Campus and was construct-
ed independently of the University in 2006. 

Growth in academic facilities has been modest and has remained concentrated along 
the Covered Walkway. A large new Mathematics & General Classroom Building and 
Computer Center help to frame Bentsen’s original Education complex courtyard, while 
a major addition east of the Education Building encloses a new, more private courtyard 
for the complex. Along the southern edge of campus, construction on a new Academic 
& Administration Building and Performing Arts Center — which will replace portions of 
Bentsen’s original Fine Arts Complex — is underway. Both are scheduled for comple-
tion in 2014.
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CAMPUS GROWTH & THE STRATEGIC PLAN

FACILITIES & ENROLLMENT GROWTH

The University has grown dramatically since the early 1960s. Increases 
in student enrollment correspond to general population growth in the 
Valley and began a steady climb after the school became a state sup-
ported institution in 1965. Campus facilities, in particular Education & 
General (E&G) space, grew steadily throughout the 1970s.

The campus experienced another period of remarkable enrollment 
growth from about 1982 to 1995, but construction during this period 
was unable to adequately keep pace with enrollment. 

New facilities constructed from 1995 to 2002 marked an effort to catch 
up to the enrollment increase of the previous decade. This time frame 
also coincided with a slight dip in student enrollment, so that by 2002 
University facilities were essentially “right sized.”

During the past decade, however, student enrollment has increased 
by a remarkable 58%, while facilities have grown by just 40%. The re-
sulting space deficiencies are felt campus-wide — affecting teaching, 
office, research, library, and support space — and are perhaps most 
apparent in the lack of on-campus study space for students. The 
University estimates its E&G space deficit to be approximately 521,000 
assignable square feet.

STRATEGIC GOALS

The Engaged University, the University’s Strategic Plan, acknowledges 
this deficit and sets quantitative targets to address it, calling for the 
construction of 521,000 assignable square feet of classroom and re-
search space in four new buildings.

The Strategic Plan also includes quantitative targets for student enroll-
ment and faculty increases over the next ten years, calling for 24,000 
students and 1,050 faculty by fall 2016 and 30,000 students and 1,350 
faculty by 2022, which will require commensurate growth in facilities. It 
also calls for the construction of additional housing — from about 900 
beds currently to 4,000 — to create a more collegiate environment and 
improve graduation rates.

Taken together, these strategic goals require a significant increase in 
facilities that will dramatically transform the University.

Subsequent to the Strategic Plan, the University established a refined 
series of goals for student enrollment over the next twenty years (as 
indicated in Figure 2, opposite page), growing to 30,000 students by 
2025 and 38,500 by 2035. The University also refined its goals for ad-
ditional housing, growing to a total of 4,000 beds on campus by 2025 
and 7,700 by 2035. (These goals, along with additional interim targets, 
are indicated in Figure 2.) 

SPACE PROJECTIONS

Although the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB) 
Five Factor model is a useful tool for assessing institutional space 
needs, space projections based on the model are generally under-
stood to be higher than what is actually required for a functional uni-
versity. Moreover, the model addresses only Education & General 
space (teaching, library, research, office, and support space), and does 
not provide guidance regarding other university functions, such as 
residential life, student services, recreational sports, or athletics. Thus, 
while THECB numbers are a useful benchmark for what a university 
should aspire to provide for E&G space, further information is nec-
essary to adequately project how facilities should keep pace with in-
creases in student enrollment.

When all of its buildings are considered, including those currently un-
der construction, the University will have about 132 gross square feet 
of facilities per student. To set a realistic goal for what the University 
can expect to build over the next twenty years to facilitate projected 
growth in enrollment, faculty, and on-campus students, the Planning 
Team established benchmarks for E&G space, housing, and non-E&G 
(non-housing) space in terms of gross square feet per enrolled student. 

Housing is projected to meet the University’s established phased tar-
gets, at an assumed average of about 325 gsf/bed. 

Non-E&G (non-housing) buildings, currently about 25 gsf/student, 
are projected to remain at that ratio for the next ten years, eventually 
growing to about 28 gsf/student by 2030. 

E&G space, currently at about 95 gsf/student, is projected to remain at 
that ratio for the next ten years, eventually growing to 110 gsf/student 
by 2035.

Taken together, this will give the University about 200 gsf/student by 
2035, a ratio comparable to other primarily commuter campuses within 
the UT system.
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Total UTPA Student Enrollment 

FIGURE 2
Historical and Projected Future Growth in 

UTPA building area and student enrollment.

Projected Future Enrollment 

Total UTPA Built Area (GSF)

E&G Facilities

Non-E&G (non-Housing) Facilities

Housing Facilities

Projected Facilities Needs (GSF)

FIGURE 1
Education & General Space Deficits at UTPA. 

The Texas Higher Education Coordinating 
Board (THECB) model predicts space 

deficits in every category except research.

THECB Prediction for E&G Space

Actual On-Campus E&G Space
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Strategically located in the middle of the Rio Grande 
Valley, just west of downtown Edinburg, the University of 
Texas-Pan American’s Main Campus is both an academic 

and cultural center for the South Texas region.  

The Campus Master Plan provides a phased strategy to 
accommodate a substantial increase in facilities on the 

Main Campus — more than tripling the University’s total 
square footage — in a way that will enhance and extend 

what is best about the campus while strengthening its 
relationship to the surrounding city.

III. THE UTPA MAIN CAMPUS



THE CONTEMPORARY MAIN CAMPUS

UNIVERSITY PROPERTIES

Today UTPA’s main campus comprises 309 acres — the approximate 
size of 100 city blocks — just west of downtown Edinburg. About 250 
acres of this property are developed, with over 50 acres of surface park-
ing, 16 acres of athletic and recreational fields, and $2.4 million gross 
square feet of facilities, with another 100,000 gsf under construction.

The majority of the University is contained within the “Core 
Campus” — the predominantly academic portion of campus north of 
University Drive (107), east of Sugar Road, west of 5th Avenue, and 
south of Van Week Street. The Core Campus has a peripheral ring of 
surface parking, and its interior is a primarily pedestrian zone, with ser-
vice drives providing limited vehicular access. Buildings are primarily 
academic or administrative, although some student life facilities — two 
residence halls, a dining hall, and the Student Union — are concentrat-
ed near Sugar Road and athletic facilities clustered near 5th Avenue.

The area west of Sugar Road, referred to as the “West Campus,” is 
primarily residential and recreational. The developed portion of the 
West Campus extends about one quarter mile west from Sugar Road, 
and about one quarter mile south from Schunior Street. The University 
owns an additional 53 acres of property extending west across Jackson 
Road. Facilities on the West Campus include two additional residence 
halls, a large new Wellness & Recreational Sports Complex and recre-
ational playfields, and the Academic Support Facility complex.

The “North Campus” currently consists of several small parcels north 
of Van Week Street, extending as far north as West Garner Street. 
The area is primarily used for parking, although it also includes the 
Regional Academic Health Center — an extension of the UT Health 
Science Center in San Antonio — and the Lamar Complex — a collec-
tion of small buildings acquired by the University in the 1990s that 
house a variety of programs. Adjacent to the North Campus, though 
not owned by the University, is Edinburg Baseball Stadium. Home 
to the local professional team, the stadium is leased annually to the 
University for intercollegiate play.

The Main Campus is bordered by a low-density commercial strip south 
of campus along University Drive and a mix of single and multi-family 
residential neighborhoods east, north, and west of campus, including 
a number of apartment complexes northwest of campus that cater to 
University students. Edinburg City Hall is just two blocks east of cam-
pus off 7th Avenue, and the Hidalgo County Courthouse is located 

a few blocks further east in the town square at the intersection of 
University Drive and Closner Boulevard.

UTPA has additional teaching, research, and administrative locations 
throughout Edinburg, McAllen, and the Rio Grande Valley. These cam-
puses are discussed in more detail in Chapter V, Satellite Campuses, 
beginning on page 83.

OTHER PROPERTIES

As it has grown, the University has expanded into the residential neigh-
borhood north of Van Week Street and now owns most of the parcels 
between Van Week and Schunior. UTPA should continue to acquire 

these properties as they become available, so that the area between 
Van Week and Schunior can be developed cohesively.

Another key area for expansion is the area immediately north of 
University Drive, west of Sugar Road. Because of its proximity to exist-
ing residence halls east and west of Sugar, this is an ideal location for 
the development of more housing as the University grows.

In the long term, the University may wish to purchase the baseball sta-
dium outright, repairing or replacing the existing stadium as neces-
sary. Finally, the large parcel of land north of the stadium, extending to 
Chapin Street, would serve the University well in the long-term expan-
sion of the campus.
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FIGURE 1
The North, West, and Core Campuses 

of the UTPA Main Campus and 
potential property acquisitions.
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Academic Services 
Academic Support Facility Complex 
Arts & Humanities 
Ballroom 
Baseball Stadium 
Behavioral Neurosciences 
Bookstore 
Bronc Dining Hall 
Bronc Village 
Business Administration 
Central Utility Plant 
Chapel 
Child Development Center 
Computer Center 
Darrel Troxel Hall 
Education Complex 
Emilia Schunior Ramirez Hall 
Engineering 
Fine Arts Auditorium 
Fine Arts Building B 
Fine Arts Building C 
Health & Physical Education I 
Health & Physical Education II 
Health Sciences & Human Services East 
Health Sciences & Human Services West 
Heritage Hall 
Auditors & OCISO 
International Trade & Technology 
Lamar Complex 
Learning Assistance Center 
Library 
Marketing & Creative Services 
Mary Alice Shary-Shivers Building 
Mathematics & General Classrooms 
Physical Sciences 
Planetarium 
Regional Academic Health Center 
Research & Innovation 
Rio Grande Center for Manufacturing 
Science 
Social & Behavioral Sciences 
Southwick Hall 
Student Health Center 
Student Services & Executive Tower 
Student Union 
Thermal Storage Tank 
Unity Hall 
University Center 
Visitors Center 
Wellness & Recreational Sports Complex

ACSB 
ASFC 
ARHU 
UCBR 
STAD 
BNSB 
UVBS 
BDIN 
BRVI 
BUSA 
CULP 
CHAP 
CCDC 
CCTR 
TROX 
EDUC 
EMLH 
ENGR 
FABA 
FABB 
FABC 
HPE1 
HPE2 
HSHE 
HSHW 
HRTG 
HRBL 
ITTB 
LAMR 
LEAC 
LIBR 
MKCS 
MASS 
MAGC 
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CAMPUS ASSESSMENT

LANDSCAPE & CIVIC STRUCTURE

Much of the beauty of the best parts of the UT Pan American cam-
pus results from its mature live oak groves and the nearly continuous 
overhead canopy they provide. Together with the campus’s carefully 
crafted buildings, the tree canopy creates an inviting pedestrian expe-
rience — a natural ceiling that strengthens the continuity of the public 
realm from the Covered Walkway to individual porticoes and loggias.

With the exception of the Quad, which must remain relatively open 
and free of trees for the many large events it accommodates, the in-
terior core of the campus — the area circumscribed by the Covered 
Walkway — is largely consistent in maintaining this lush, tree-covered 
landscape. In many places beyond this core, however, the charac-
ter of the landscape changes rather abruptly. Beyond the bounds of 
the Walkway, the lushness of the landscaping declines so that it con-
sists only of grass and pavement. The beautiful allée of trees shading 
Science & Engineering Walk is a notable exception.

The Covered Walkway itself is one of the campus’s greatest assets. A 
shaded connector between most of the campus’s Core buildings, it 
provides a civic structure for much of the campus, bringing buildings 
and outdoor spaces together into a legible public realm. The Walkway 
is a strong organizer for the Core buildings and spaces that connect to 
it, but the campus has grown well beyond the Walkway and is now in 
need of additional organizing elements. The campus needs an over-
arching civic structure — composed of pedestrian streets like Science 

& Engineering Walk, quadrangles, and other outdoor spaces — to or-
ganize the campus beyond the Covered Walkway, establish connec-
tions to the West Campus and the growing North Campus, and ulti-
mately to connect to the City of Edinburg.

CONNECTIVITY

The campus entry sequence from West University Drive to the Entry 
Lawn and Visitors Center is a clear progression connecting through  
from a major city street to the focal point of the University. This connec-
tivity is an exception, however, in a campus that is otherwise highly iso-
lated from its context. The extensive surface parking that rings the Core 
Campus creates a divide — both physical and psychological — between 

much of the campus and the surrounding city. For pedestrians willing 
to traverse the expanses of parking, there are few clear pathways con-
necting through to University Drive, and crossing the six-lane street is 
daunting.

Sugar Road creates a similar barrier between the Core Campus and 
the West Campus. Though narrower and lower speed than University 
Drive, Sugar Road is nonetheless difficult for pedestrians to cross. The 
thruway is excessively wide, with no trees or landscaping to establish 
visual continuity from one side of the street to the other or to signify 
the University’s presence on either side.

Van Week Street yet again creates discontinuity between the Core and 
North Campus. With few facilities currently sited north of Van Week, 
pedestrian conflicts are confined mainly to students walking to and 

FIGURE 1
The Covered Walkway creates a strong 

connection between buildings in the 
Core, but the campus remains isolated 

and disconnected from the city.

FIGURE 2 
A lush canopy of live oaks provides a sense 

of continuity and enclosure, extending 
the realm of the Covered Walkway 

throughout the central Main Campus.

FIGURE 3
The rich, verdant character of the 

central campus does not consistently 
extend to the campus periphery, 

much of which feels residual.

FIGURE 4
Science & Engineering Walk is a beautiful 

example of how landscape can be 
used to shape and articulate space.

FIGURE 5
The extensive surface parking lots 

that ring much of the Main Campus 
isolate it from its surroundings.

FIGURE 6
The entry lawn at the Student Services 
Building creates a “front yard” for the 

University that provides a psychological 
connection to West University Drive.
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from surface lots. As the campus grows, however, additional academic 
facilities north of Van Week will bring many more students, staff, and 
faculty to the North Campus and create more pedestrian–vehicular 
conflicts.

The design of all campus streets, those passing through campus as 
well as those on its edges, should be enhanced to promote pedestrian 
safety and connectivity between the campus’s various parts. 

ARCHITECTURE

Buildings on the main campus are remarkably consistent in terms of 
their color, material, and scale. The best buildings, particularly the ear-
lier buildings designed by Kenneth Bentsen, are rooted in the architec-
ture of colonial Mexico and appropriate to the regional climate. Equally 

important, these buildings support the campus’s outdoor spaces and 
pedestrian corridors by incorporating elements such as loggias, out-
door passageways, and windows that perforate the exterior wall. This 
creates a visually interesting, semipermeable ground-floor plane that 
activates the pedestrian realm, connecting public outdoor space with 
the building interior both visually and literally.

Many campus buildings, or portions of buildings, however, do not sup-
port the pedestrian realm in this way. At ground level, their facades 
feature continuous stretches of brick. These impenetrable buildings 
deaden rather than enliven the paths and spaces they adjoin. 

THE CAMPUS & THE COMMUNITY

Because of its large commuter population, UTPA has a particularly 
strong need for student amenities on and adjacent to campus. Many 
UTPA students arrive on campus early in the morning and stay into the 
evening. With no residence hall to return to between classes, students 
tend to seek out flexible public areas — ideally with seating, tables, and 
even food service — for study and socializing. With such a high demand 
for academic space, however, this type of non-programmed campus 
space is scarce. Spaces like the Student Union Food Court and Café are 
heavily used, especially at midday, but the campus needs more such 
spaces, and they should be distributed throughout campus.

The demand for food service and other student-oriented retail on 
campus is made more acute by the scarcity of such amenities in the 
neighborhoods adjacent to campus. Moreover, existing retail develop-
ments along West University Drive south of campus are entirely vehicle 
oriented, set back from the street behind vast parking lots. With UTPA 
buildings already pulled back from the campus edge, the distance 
across West University Drive and over to these retail areas feels even 
more psychologically remote, if not dangerous, for pedestrians.

The University needs a “College Town,” an urban, pedestrian-oriented 
retail district with businesses catering to University students, faculty, 
staff, and the larger Edinburg community. Providing these services in 
strip malls and freestanding buildings set back behind parking lots is 
not sufficient for the predominantly pedestrian campus population. 

FIGURE 7
Ground-floor windows enliven the 
space in front of Health Science & 
Human Services East, creating a link 
between interior and exterior space.

FIGURE 8
Though bordered by pedestrian pathways 
on all sides, the Social & Behavioral Sciences 
Building is completely disengaged from 
the exterior pedestrian realm, with blank 
brick walls ringing its ground floor.

FIGURE 9
Excessive setbacks in front of existing retail 
across West University Drive exacerbate 
its perceived distance from campus.
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EXISTING CAMPUS

The University of Texas-Pan American cam-
pus occupies a strategic position in the 
Rio Grande Valley, just west of downtown 
Edinburg. The campus’s organization is ro-
tated from the city grid approximately 12 
degrees, and is organized by Bronc Trail, a 
covered walkway that has become one of 
the most iconic places on campus, allowing 
pedestrians to access most of the existing 
buildings on campus in shade. Buildings are 
predominantly one to two stories, with the 
most notable exception being the Student 
Services Building at six stories. Much of the 
campus landscape is quite beautiful — an 
oasis of sorts within the city — with live oaks 
being the dominant tree species. Important 
spaces such as the Quad are heavily utilized 
for major events but lack spatial definition.

Vehicular circulation is primarily limited to a 
loop road and perimeter parking lots that 
isolate the pedestrian realm of the Core 
Campus from the West and North campuses 
and from surrounding neighborhoods. The 
commercial area south of West University 
Drive offers an ideal location for a compact, 
student-oriented retail district, but its ex-
tensive width, combined with deep setbacks 
and the lack of pedestrian amenities, makes 
it relatively inaccessible to students on foot. 

Total Building Area (2012) 2,515,418 gsf 
 Education & General 1,807,517 gsf 
 Housing 239,092 gsf 
 Non-E&G, Non-Housing 468,809 gsf 

Housing 896 beds 
Parking 6,890 cars

19,340 students

THE LONG-RANGE CAMPUS PLAN
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FIGURE 1
Existing Campus Plan

FIGURE 2
Long-Range Campus Plan 
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LONG-RANGE PLAN

The Campus Master Plan will guide the 
development of the University over the 
next twenty years. It is intended to aid the 
University by increasing campus capac-
ity — including addressing immediate space 
needs — as well as supporting the Strategic 
Plan and long-term growth in student en-
rollment. The Long-Range Plan accommo-
dates growth while enhancing and extend-
ing elements present in the existing plan. 
This includes extending the circulation net-
work defined by Bronc Trail and enhancing 
existing streets to promote connectivity be-
tween the Core Campus and the West and 
North campuses. New and extended paths 
provide an armature within which future 
buildings are placed to strengthen existing 
outdoor spaces and define new ones. Paths 
and buildings at the perimeter of campus 
negotiate between the geometry of the 
Core Campus and the surrounding city grid, 
maximizing the capacity of the property 
currently owned by the University.

The Long-Range Plan 

› accommodates projected growth in 
 academic, housing, student life, athletic,  
 administrative, and support spaces

› extends the campus’s civic structure,  
 enhancing and defining existing paths   
 and outdoor spaces with new buildings   
 and landscape improvements

› increases the campus capacity by  
 repurposing existing surface lots as  
 building sites

› improves the quality of the pedestrian  
 environment by minimizing pedestrian– 
 vehicular conflicts

Total Building Area (LRP) 9,014,312 gsf 
 Education & General 5,283,582 gsf 
 Housing 2,255,623 gsf 
 Non-E&G, Non-Housing 1,475,107 gsf

Housing 7,100 beds 
Parking 18,186 cars

42,400 students
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CAMPUS LANDSCAPE

The spatial, or civic, structure of a campus — its quadrangles, court-
yards, fields, walks, and streets — is its most important and memo-
rable characteristic. This “civic structure” establishes the setting for 
individual buildings and for the most evocative memories of campus 
life. Landscape design that complements architecturally defined space 
provides the connective tissue that links the campus together and en-
hances the character of its spaces.

The Campus Master Plan enhances existing spaces and establishes a 
series of new green spaces to create an extended open-space network 
that will organize the campus as it grows.

The Core Campus’s primary space, the Quad, will be enhanced and 
defined with trees and new buildings along either side with loggias 
fronting onto it. The center of the Quad will remain open to allow for 
large crowds and events.

The lawn around the Chapel will be reconfigured and expanded to 
become Chapel Park, more naturalistic than the Quad, with groves 
of trees to provide shade. A series of new spaces — North Quad, 
Education Green, and a series of smaller courtyards — will be created 
as the campus grows to the north.

As important as these open spaces will be a series of tree-lined walk-
ways connecting through the Core Campus to the West and North 
campuses. Science & Engineering Walk will be extended east, and Van 
Week Street will be reconfigured to become a major pedestrian link 
between the Core and the West Campus. Stadium Walk will extend 
north from the Regional Academic Health Center to create a pedes-
trian link from the Core to the North Campus, through a new medical 
research district and up to an eventual football stadium. 

The Plan also uses landscape to emphasize major points of entry to 
campus. The campus’s primary entrance from West University Drive 
will be enhanced to establish a stronger institutional image for the 
University within the city. Frontage along West University Drive will be 
reinforced with trees, and shade trees will also be added to the small 
parking area adjacent to the Entry Lawn. A new East Quadrangle & 
Entry will be created off of 5th Avenue, and a new promenade will con-
nect from the city’s planned new McIntyre Promenade through cam-
pus to the Fine Arts Entry.

Currently underutilized property in the West Campus will be trans-
formed into much-needed athletic and recreational fields, organized 
by a series of tree-lined walkways and overlooked by new residence 
halls.

1



FIGURE 1
View of Proposed Core Campus Landscape 

FIGURE 2
Campus Spaces & Playfields
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WALKABILITY

UTPA’s Core Campus is primarily pedestri-
an. Academic and student services facilities 
are concentrated in the Core, within a five-
minute walk of the Library. These facilities 
are bordered by a ring of perimeter park-
ing lots. Student residences, the Wellness & 
Recreational Sports Complex, athletics facili-
ties, and more remote surface parking lots 
are within a ten-minute walk from the Library. 

The proposed Long-Range Plan preserves 
the concentration of most of the academic 
space and student residences within the 
Core, capitalizing on building sites made 
available by the relocation of surface park-
ing into garages to maintain adjacency to 
existing facilities. Parking garages and ve-
hicular drop-offs are located around the pe-
rimeter of the Core for the convenience of 
commuters to campus. Additional student 
residences border new recreational sports 
and athletics fields west of Sugar Road. The 
campus’s proposed northward extension 
accommodates the Football Stadium at the 
edge of the ten-minute radius, along with 
additional academic or research buildings. 

By locating proposed parking garages at 
the perimeter of the Core Campus, the Plan 
maintains the pedestrian nature of the Core. 
Paths shared by pedestrians and service ve-
hicles should be designed to convey their 
primarily pedestrian nature, their configura-
tion, paving materials, and pedestrian ame-
nities signaling that vehicles are secondary 
users within the pedestrian zone.
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FIGURE 1
Academic, Housing, and Recreational Facilities 
in the Long-Range Plan are all located within a 

ten-minute walk from the center of campus.

2.5-minute walk from center (660')

5-minute walk from center (1,320')

10-minute walk from center (2,640')

Covered Walkway (≈5,200')
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REGULATING PLAN

The Regulating Plan ensures the long-range 
stability and flexibility of the Master Plan by 
guiding the architectural definition of the 
campus’s civic structure. It distinguishes ar-
eas that should remain open — quadrangles, 
streets, parks, and playfields — from areas 
recommended for building construction, 
and gives the locations and alignments of 
future building facades that will define pri-
mary campus open spaces. 

Heavy black lines on the Regulating Plan 
indicate the locations of crucial building fa-
cades. These build-to lines are critical to the 
development of the campus’s civic structure, 
giving form to the campus’s spaces and to 
the connections between them. 

The precise configurations of proposed 
buildings are less important. Areas toned 
in light yellow on the Regulating Plan indi-
cate buildable areas in which these new 
buildings will be sited and in which existing 
buildings will remain. The configurations of 
buildings may vary from those shown on 
the Long-Range Plan as needed to suit their 
programs. The size and configuration of 
the major public spaces may also vary, but 
less so. Their exact dimensions will be de-
termined as more detailed district plans are 
carried out.
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EXISTING CORE CAMPUS

The existing Core Campus traces much of 
its form and character to the late 1960s cam-
pus development program implemented by 
architect Kenneth Bentsen. Bronc Trail cir-
cumscribes about 20% of the Core Campus 
and, together with its extended pathways, 
influences the layout of most of the Core. 
Buildings are organized along Bronc Trail, 
and many of them employ loggias to define 
intimate courtyards, often marked by small 
fountains.

The campus landscape is often beautiful 
but much of it is underutilized. Large spaces 
such as the Quad accommodate massive 
crowds for public events but lack amenities 
such as shade and seating to foster more in-
formal everyday uses. 

With the exception of the tree-lined allée 
extending east from Bronc Trail between the 
Engineering and Science buildings, there 
are no organizational elements to structure 
the campus beyond the confines of Bronc 
Trail. Spaces beyond the walk, whether lawn 
or asphalt, feel residual and desolate. 

Vehicular access in the Core Campus is lim-
ited, with just two points of service access 
within the limits of Bronc Trail. Parking is 
relegated to surface lots around the perim-
eter of campus — a vast expanse of paving 
that isolates the campus from its surround-
ing context, particularly for pedestrian traf-
fic. These surface lots will be a valuable re-
source for future development sites as the 
campus grows, presenting an opportunity 
to reconnect the University with the sur-
rounding city.

CORE CAMPUS
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FIGURE 1
Existing Core Campus
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PROPOSED CORE CAMPUS

The Plan emphasizes the relationship be-
tween buildings and outdoor spaces and, by 
increasing the density of the Core Campus, 
provides the capacity needed to achieve the 
University’s long-term strategic goals. 

The Plan builds on the strengths of the ex-
isting campus — extending the circulation 
network established by Bronc Trail and the 
Science/Engineering Allée out from the cen-
ter of campus while reinforcing edges and 
corridors within the Bronc Trail area. 

The Plan accommodates a significant amount 
of new construction within the Core in a way 
that will enhance its spatial structure and 
strengthen its relationship to the surround-
ing city. It reclaims the ring of land previously 
given over to surface parking for new building 
sites, accommodating growth while increas-
ing the University’s visibility and strengthen-
ing connections to the city. Parking demand 
will be accommodated in garages placed 
strategically around the campus periphery.

The Plan transforms Van Week Street and 
Sugar Road so that they become connec-
tors between the West and North campuses 
and the Core Campus rather than dividers. 
Travel lanes will be narrowed, with street 
trees to provide shade and visual connectiv-
ity. Van Week Street will be closed to pub-
lic traffic entirely, and enhanced pedestrian 
crossings will slow traffic and promote pe-
destrian safety along Sugar Road.
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THE QUAD

As its largest outdoor space, the Quad is a hugely important piece 
of the UTPA campus. For many people in the community, it is where 
they first experience the University, an outdoor living room hosting 
thousands of people at events such as Hispanic Engineering, Science 
& Technology Week (HESTEC) and the Festival of International Books 
& Arts (FESTIBA). 

The Quad’s openness makes it a highly versatile space, allowing for 
everything from informal student hangouts to large concerts and festi-
vals. But on a day-to-day basis, students are not drawn to the Quad. Its 
extensive, unshaded lawn is prohibitively hot much of the time, and the 
buildings fronting onto the Quad offer few opportunities for shelter. 
Maintaining the size and openness of the Quad is crucial to preserving 

its use as the “living room” of the campus, but landscape and architec-
tural improvements at its edges will do much to increase its usability as 
a space and better integrate it into daily campus activity.

The Quad is well defined by Bronc Trail at its northern edge and by 
the Student Union to the south, but currently its east and west edges 
are delineated only by pathways on either side, making the space feel 
indeterminate and vast. 

By locating new buildings along either side of the Quad, the Plan trans-
forms the space into a more legible and comfortable living room for 
the campus. Importantly, these new buildings will be designed to ad-
dress and engage the Quad with continuous loggias to activate the 
space and provide respite from the hot sun. Rows of live oaks along 
either side will reinforce its edges while providing more shade.
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FIGURES 1 & 2
A comparison of existing and proposed plans 

shows how new buildings and landscape 
elements will reshape the Quad as a gracious 

outdoor living room for the campus. 

FIGURE 3
With no clear boundaries, the Quad 
feels excessively vast and uninviting.

FIGURE 4
Continuous loggias will provide 
shady areas from which to view 

activities and events in the Quad.
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CHAPEL PARK & LIBRARY PAVILION

One of the campus’s most beautiful places is the tree-covered area 
near Chapel Lawn and the neighboring Nature Garden. The eventual 
removal of the old Physical Science Building will present an opportu-
nity to reconceive these separate areas as a campus park, less formal 
than the Quad, that will extend up toward the Library with meandering 
paths shaded by live oaks. 

A large shaded plaza, Library Pavilion, will overlook the Park. An exten-
sion of the Library’s heavily used lobby and its small south courtyard, 
Library Pavilion will provide an informal spot for study and relaxation. A 
large overhead trellis, potentially incorporating photovoltaic cells, will 
provide shelter from the sun so that the space can be used year-round. 
The plaza should include amenities such as a café as well as a fountain, 
to provide a psychological cooling effect.

FIGURE 1
The proposed Chapel Park will unify Chapel Lawn and the Nature 
Garden into a campus park extending up to the Library.

FIGURE 2
Benches and shade trees make the small courtyard south 
of the Library an ideal place to relax between classes. 

FIGURE 3
A shaded, University-scaled outdoor room overlooking Chapel Park, 
Library Pavilion will extend the informal public space of the Library lobby.
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EXISTING WEST CAMPUS

UTPA’s property holdings west of Sugar Road, generally referred 
to as its West Campus, have dramatically expanded over the 
past decade. About 40 acres of the West Campus are current-
ly developed, with housing and recreational facilities fronting 
onto Sugar Road and the large Physical Plant complex behind. 
Another 53 acres of University property remain undeveloped, 
including about 450 feet of frontage along West University 
Drive. As the University expands and academic facilities take 
priority in the Core Campus, the West Campus parcels will be 
an important resource for recreational, athletic, and residential 
space.

The current design of Sugar Road makes movement between the 
West Campus and the Core Campus difficult. Over 40 feet wide 
with no median and little in the way of landscaping to denote its 
presence within a university, Sugar Road does not feel as though 
it is part of the University. Cars move quickly and do not reliably 
stop at the few pedestrian crossings. Thus, while residence halls 
in the West Campus are sited relatively near other student life 
facilities in the Core Campus — Heritage and Troxel halls, Bronc 
Dining, and the Student Union — there is a lack of synergy be-
tween these two clusters of student life facilities.

WEST CAMPUS
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Existing West Campus
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PROPOSED WEST CAMPUS

The Proposed Plan for the West Campus provides for significant 
expansion of the University’s athletic and recreational facilities 
and enhances this area of campus — together with facilities on 
the opposite side of Sugar Road — as the center of student life. 

New recreational facilities, including an addition to the Wellness 
& Recreational Sports Complex and multiple playfields, will be 
sited closest to the Core Campus, while new athletic facilities, 
including a soccer stadium and track & field complex, are sited 
further west, accessed off of Jackson Road. The Plan recom-
mends that the University continue to acquire parcels west of 
Sugar Road, particularly those adjoining West University Drive. 
Given their proximity to new residence halls east of Sugar Road, 
these parcels are an ideal location for additional new residence 
halls, configured to overlook the new playfields. 

Key to the success of the Plan is the redesign of Sugar Road as 
a more urban, pedestrian-friendly street. The Plan recommends 
the addition of a tree-lined median, with corresponding trees 
along either side of the road. Pedestrian crossings will be raised 
to enhance safety. A series of major pedestrian promenades 
will facilitate east–west pedestrian movement within the West 
Campus.

In the long term, Physical Plant facilities — whose proximity to 
the Core Campus is less crucial — will relocate to the far west of 
the University’s properties so that areas closer to the Core can 
be made available for student life facilities. The new Physical 
Plant west of Jackson Road will allow for ample expansion of the 
Plant as the University continues to grow.
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EXISTING NORTH CAMPUS

Today the University’s property north of Van Week Street and 
east of Sugar Road is used primarily for surface parking. The 
University’s only programmed space in the North Campus is 
housed in the Lamar Complex, a collection of small buildings 
owned by the UT Health Science Center in San Antonio. The 
Regional Academic Health Center, also part of the UT Health 
Science Center in San Antonio, is the only building in the North 
Campus of institutional quality and may in the long term be-
come part of UTPA.

Edinburg Baseball Stadium, immediately adjacent to the current 
North Campus, is used by the University’s athletic program, but 
is not owned or managed by UTPA.

Like the University’s holdings in the West Campus, this area will 
become an important reservoir for the campus’s eventual ex-
pansion, particularly for athletic and medical research facilities. 
A large parcel north of the University’s holdings, extending up 
to Chapin Street, may become available in the near term, which 
would have a significant impact on the long-term development 
of the North Campus.

For the many students who park in the North Campus surface 
lots, crossing Van Week Street is difficult. Pedestrian–vehicular 
conflicts along Van Week will only be exacerbated as the North 
Campus develops.

NORTH CAMPUS
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FIGURE 1
Existing North Campus
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FIGURE 2
Proposed North Campus
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FIGURE 3
Stadium Walk will provide a clear pedestrian 

connection through the medical research 
campus up to the future football stadium. 1
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PROPOSED NORTH CAMPUS

The proximity of the University’s North Campus to the academic 
Core makes it an ideal location for the expansion of academic 
facilities. In particular, its adjacency to the College of Health 
Sciences & Human Services and the Regional Academic Health 
Center suggests this as a preferred site for a new medical re-
search campus.

The North Campus will also serve for the eventual expansion of 
the University’s athletic facilities. The University may acquire the 
baseball stadium, which will likely require major repairs. Long-
term athletic expansion will also include a softball stadium and a 
possible football stadium, with related team and practice facili-
ties. The Plan also locates a possible convocation center in the 
North Campus, at the intersection of Sugar Road and Schunior 
Street.

A tree-lined promenade, Stadium Walk, extending north from 
the Regional Academic Health Center will create a pedestrian 
link from the Core Campus through the North Campus up to 
the stadium. The redesign of Sugar Road with a median and 
street trees will continue north to Chapin Street, signifying the 
University’s presence east of Sugar Road.

The parcel east of the proposed stadium should include a park-
ing deck for event parking and may also include additional facili-
ties for academics, research, or housing.

The blocks immediately north of Schunior Street between 
Roberts Road and 5th Avenue are another potential area for fu-
ture growth. Depending on a variety of factors, these may be 
desirable either for medical research, academic facilities, or ad-
ditional housing. 
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CAMPUS CAPACITY

As of fall 2012, UTPA has approximately 2.5 
million gross square feet (gsf) in building fa-
cilities and an enrollment of 19,340 students, 
representing about 132 gsf/student. UTPA 
currently has plans to increase on-campus 
student housing from its current 6.9% full-
time students living in university-sponsored 
housing. This will increase UTPA’s facili-
ties needs over the course of the following 
years to approximately 203 gsf/student by 
the year 2035. As the University grows to 
its goal of 38,000 students by the year 2035, 
maintaining this 203 gsf/student ratio will 
require a total of 7.7 million gsf in campus 
facilities.

With a total of 9 million gsf in existing and 
new facilities, the proposed Campus Plan 
accommodates this growth and allows for 
the campus’s expansion beyond the year 
2035. The Plan includes nearly 7 million gsf 
of new buildings. Some of the underutilized 
or older facilities will be removed in order 
to allow for better-performing facilities that 
make best use of the site. With this expan-
sion, the University will be able to expand 
to serve a larger student body. The addi-
tional capacity potentially available on the 
north portion of the campus will serve the 
University as it continues to grow beyond its 
current goals and to increase its emphasis 
on research.
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This table indicates the approximate 
footprints (in gross square feet) of proposed 
new buildings, along with the recommended 
number of floors necessary to achieve a long-
range campus capacity of about 9 million gsf.

Key # Footprint
(gsf)

# Floors Total Area
(gsf)

# Cars # Beds

100 32,850 3 98,550

100 72,720 6 1,322

101 83,333 3 250,000

102 89,044 6 1,619

103 35,822 4 143,288 441

104 13,364 4 53,454 164

105 27,554 2 27,554

106 33,600 4 134,400 414

107 35,357 4 141,428 435

108 47,646 1 47,646

109 11,695 4 46,780 144

110 20,700 4 82,800 255

111 24,154 3 72,463

112 24,139 3 72,416

113 22,016 3 66,048

114 37,507 3 112,520

115 14,863 3 44,589

116 3,650 1 3,650

117 30,303 3 90,909

118 32,837 3 98,510

119 34,932 3 104,796

120 6,075 3 18,225

121 18,245 4 72,980 225

122 20,201 4 80,804

123 14,445 4 57,779 178

124 29,766 4 119,066 366

125 10,650 3 31,950

126 12,268 3 36,805

127 22,537 3 67,611

128 12,717 3 38,151

129 20,222 3 60,666

130 36,874 3 110,622

131 34,309 1 34,309

Key # Footprint
(gsf)

# Floors Total Area
(gsf)

# Cars # Beds

132 78,065 6 1,419

133 27,369 4 109,476 337

134 57,380 2 114,760

135 16,308 3 48,924

136 7,160 3 21,480

137 56,022 3 168,065

138 46,902 3 140,705

139 9,460 3 28,380

140 14,500 3 43,500

141 52,934 3 158,801

142 27,901 3 83,703

143A 15,491 3 46,474

143B 64,123 5 972

144 22,140 3 66,420

145 1,584 1 1,584

146 40,093 3 120,279

147 52,153 3 156,459

200 20,000 1 20,000

201 1,824 1 1,824

202 22,400 1 22,400

203 118,447 6 2,154

204 58,500 3 175,500

205 21,263 4 85,052 262

206 30,000 4 120,000 369

207 14,000 3 42,000

208 45,000 3 135,000

209 30,000 4 120,000 369

210 26,000 3 78,000

211 30,000 3 90,000

212 28500 3 85,500

213 17,709 4 70,836 218

214 30,750 3 92,250

215 22,151 3 66,453

Key # Footprint
(gsf)

# Floors Total Area
(gsf)

# Cars # Beds

216 36,325 3 108,975

217 23,060 3 69,180

218 28,350 3 85,050

219 112,060 1 112,060

220 80,000 3 240,000

 300 85,544 5 1,296

301 57,092 3 57,092

302 2,336 1 2,336

303 19,000 3 57,000 175

304 46,275 4 185,100 570

305 31,060 3 93,180 287

306 12,000 3 36,000 111

307 12,000 3 36,000 111

308 22,479 1 22,479

309 11,507 2 23,014

310 11,250 1 11,250

311 11,250 1 11,250

312 37,808 4 151,232 465

313 26,544 4 106,176 327

314 27,844 4 111,376 343

315 164,665 5 2,495

316 25,273 4 101,092

317 31,378 4 125,512

318 125,160 5 1,896

400 4,521 1 4,521

401 22,753 1 22,753

402 20,231 1 20,231

403 127,810 1 127,810

Total added 6,855,262 gsf 13,173 6,564

Existing area remaining + 2,159,050 gsf

Total Campus Capacity = 9,014,312 gsf
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PHASES OF THE PLAN

PHASE I PLAN 21,250 students

Total Building Area (in Gross Square Feet)

 Existing gsf to remain 2,475,257 gsf 
 Added Phase I 917,027 gsf 
 Increase above 2012 876,866 gsf 
 Total 3,392,284 gsf

Education & General Space

 Existing gsf to remain 1,767,356 gsf 
 Added Phase I 628,176 gsf 
 Increase above 2012 588,015 gsf 
 Total 2,395,532 gsf

Non-Education & General Space 
(Non-Housing)

 Existing gsf to remain 468,809 gsf 
 Added Phase I 159,271 gsf 
 Increase above 2012 159,271 gsf 
 Total 628,080 gsf

Housing

 Existing beds to remain 896 beds 
 Added Phase I 399 beds 
 Increase above 2012 399 beds 
 Total 1,295 beds

Parking

 Existing spaces to remain 6,058 cars 
 Added Phase I 2,395 cars 
 Increase above 2012 1,563 cars 
 Total 8,453 cars
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PHASE II PLAN 25,250 students

Total Building Area (in Gross Square Feet)

 Existing gsf to remain 2,475,257 gsf 
 Added Previous Phases 917,027 gsf 
 Added Phase II 1,056,942 gsf 
 Increase above 2012 1,933,808 gsf 
 Total 4,449,226 gsf

Education & General Space

 Existing gsf to remain 1,767,356 gsf 
 Added Previous Phases 628,176 gsf 
 Added Phase II 460,855 gsf 
 Increase above 2012 1,048,870 gsf 
 Total 2,856,387 gsf

Non-Education & General Space
(Non-Housing)

 Existing gsf to remain 468,809 gsf 
 Added Previous Phases 159,271 gsf 
 Added Phase II 279,231 gsf 
 Increase above 2012 438,502 gsf 
 Total 907,311 gsf

Housing

 Existing beds to remain 896 beds 
 Added Previous Phases 399 beds 
 Added Phase II 975 beds 
 Increase above 2012 1,374 beds 
 Total 2,270 beds

Parking

 Existing spaces to remain 5,115 cars 
 Added Previous Phases 2,395 cars 
 Added Phase II 4,199 cars 
 Increase above 2012 4,819 cars 
Total 11,709 cars
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PHASE III PLAN 30,000 students

Total Building Area (in Gross Square Feet)

 Existing gsf to remain 2,227,984 gsf 
 Added Previous Phases 1,973,969 gsf 
 Added Phase III 1,460,858 gsf 
 Increase above 2012 3,147,393 gsf 
 Total 5,662,811 gsf

Education & General Space

 Existing gsf to remain 1,757,309 gsf 
 Added Previous Phases 1,089,031 gsf 
 Added Phase III 326,372 gsf 
 Increase above 2012 1,365,195 gsf 
 Total 3,172,712 gsf

Non-Education & General Space
(Non-Housing)

 Existing gsf to remain 348,455 gsf 
 Added Previous Phases 438,502 gsf 
 Added Phase III 401,919 gsf 
 Increase above 2012 720,067 gsf 
 Total 1,188,876 gsf

Housing

 Existing beds to remain 536 beds 
 Added Previous Phases 1,374 beds 
 Added Phase III 2,254 beds 
 Increase above 2012 3,268 beds 
 Total 4,164 beds

Parking

 Existing spaces to remain 5,115 cars 
 Added Previous Phases 6,594 cars 
 Added Phase III 2,640 cars 
 Increase above 2012 7,459 cars 
 Total 14,349 cars
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PHASE IV PLAN 34,000 students

Total Building Area (in Gross Square Feet)

 Existing gsf to remain 2,159,050 gsf 
 Added Previous Phases 3,434,827 gsf 
 Added Phase IV 1,479,188 gsf 
 Increase above 2012 4,557,647 gsf 
 Total 7,073,065 gsf

Education & General Space

 Existing gsf to remain 1,705,256 gsf 
 Added Previous Phases 1,415,403 gsf 
 Added Phase IV 1,000,631 gsf 
 Increase above 2012 2,313,773 gsf 
 Total 4,121,290 gsf

Non-Education & General Space
(Non-Housing)

 Existing gsf to remain 331,574 gsf 
 Added Previous Phases 840,421 gsf 
 Added Phase IV 34,309 gsf 
 Increase above 2012 737,495 gsf 
 Total 1,206,304 gsf

Housing

 Existing beds to remain 536 beds 
 Added Previous Phases 3,628 beds 
 Added Phase IV 1,367 beds 
 Increase above 2012 4,635 beds 
 Total 5,531 beds

Parking

 Existing spaces to remain 2,622 cars 
 Added Previous Phases 9,234 cars 
 Added Phase IV 3,038 cars 
 Increase above 2012 8,004 cars 
 Total 14,894 cars
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PHASE V PLAN 38,500 students

Total Building Area (in Gross Square Feet)

 Existing gsf to remain 2,159,050 gsf 
 Added Previous Phases 4,914,015 gsf 
 Added Phase V 1,095,247 gsf 
 Increase above 2012 5,652,894 gsf 
 Total 8,168,312 gsf

Education & General Space

 Existing gsf to remain 1,705,256 gsf 
 Added Previous Phases 2,416,034 gsf 
 Added Phase V 556,292 gsf 
 Increase above 2012 2,870,065 gsf 
 Total 4,677,582 gsf

Non-Education & General Space
(Non-Housing)

 Existing gsf to remain 331,574 gsf 
 Added Previous Phases 874,730 gsf 
 Added Phase V 268,803 gsf 
 Increase above 2012 1,006,298 gsf 
 Total 1,475,107 gsf

Housing

 Existing beds to remain 536 beds 
 Added Previous Phases 4,995 beds 
 Added Phase V 831 beds 
 Increase above 2012 5,466 beds 
 Total 6,362 beds

Parking

 Existing spaces to remain 568 cars 
 Added Previous Phases 12,272 cars 
 Added Phase V 5,346 cars 
 Increase above 2012 11,296 cars 
 Total 18,186 cars
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PHASE VI PLAN  42,400 students

Total Building Area (in Gross Square Feet)

 Existing gsf to remain 2,159,050 gsf 
 Added Previous Phases 6,009,262 gsf 
 Added Phase VI 846,000 gsf 
 Increase above 2012 6,498,894 gsf 
 Total 9,014,312 gsf

Education & General Space

 Existing gsf to remain 1,705,256 gsf 
 Added Previous Phases 2,972,326 gsf 
 Added Phase VI 606,000 gsf 
 Increase above 2012 3,476,065 gsf 
 Total 5,283,582 gsf

Non-Education & General Space
(Non-Housing)

 Existing gsf to remain 331,574 gsf 
 Added Previous Phases 1,143,533 gsf 
 Added Phase VI 0 gsf 
 Increase above 2012 1,006,298 gsf 
 Total 1,475,107 gsf

Housing

 Existing beds to remain 536 beds 
 Added Previous Phases 5,826 beds 
 Added Phase VI 738 beds 
 Increase above 2012 6,204 beds 
 Total 7,100 beds

Parking

 Existing spaces to remain 568 cars 
 Added Previous Phases 17,618 cars 
 Added Phase VI 0 cars 
 Increase above 2012 11,296 cars 
 Total 18,186 cars
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THE UNIVERSITY & THE CITY

GOALS FOR A SUCCESSFUL COLLEGE TOWN

Although this Master Plan is focused primarily on UTPA properties, it 
is important to consider how the University relates to its context and 
how it might influence development adjacent to the campus over time. 
Two of the Master Plan goals are of particular significance regarding 
the University’s relationship to the city:

Develop clarity between bicycles, pedestrians & cars

This goal, of course, pertains to streets and pathways within the 
campus, but it is equally important to consider in regard to city 
streets that border or bisect the campus.

Work with the city to provide a “College Town”

The need for a retail district that caters to and is easily accessible 
by the campus population was identified early in the planning 
process as a joint goal for the University and the City of Edinburg.

Achieving the first of these goals is crucial to achieving the second. 
The College Town should provide amenities and services that will 
attract students, staff, and faculty, but unless it is accessible to pe-
destrians and bicycles coming from campus, it will not be success-
ful. Students must feel that they can safely and conveniently access 
these new retail destinations.      

COLLEGE TOWN CHARACTER & LOCATION

Precedents for successful College Town districts are found nationwide 
and throughout the state of Texas. Some are privately developed, 
while others are developed in partnership with the university. 

The design and character of these districts varies according to local 
factors such as climate, culture, and university and city population. The 
most successful developments share certain features, however. They 
are typically mixed-use, consisting of retail at street level with office 
space, housing, or structured parking above or behind. Setbacks are 
avoided, with buildings addressing the street in an urban manner and 
stores fronting directly onto the sidewalk. Most importantly, streets 
are designed to promote pedestrian safety. Travel lanes are narrow, 
medians are provided for pedestrian refuge, and continuous street 
trees provide shade and beauty.

With existing residential districts bordering the campus to the north 
and east, and plans for campus expansion to the west, the existing 
commercial strip south of campus along University Drive is the ideal 
location for a College Town development. Students and faculty already 
patronize these businesses, but the excessive width of University Drive, 
combined with the large parking lots separating these businesses from 
the street, make walking from campus difficult.

UNIVERSITY DRIVE

With a total of six vehicular travel lanes and few crosswalks, the ex-
isting design of University Drive discourages pedestrian connectivity 
between the campus and the existing commercial district. Although 
bike lanes are provided, they are not clearly marked, and frequent bi-
cycle–vehicular conflicts occur. The Master Plan proposes enhancing 
University Drive to improve pedestrian and bicycle safety while main-
taining efficient vehicular travel. These improvements maintain the ex-
isting curb-to-curb dimension of 110' while adding traffic calming ele-
ments such as a 2’ stripe or rumble strip to separate bicycle lanes from 
vehicle lanes; a widened, landscaped center median; and a long-term 
provision for on-street parking.

In the short term, these improvements will establish a more urban, in-
stitutional character for this portion of University Drive that will en-
hance the University’s visibility within the city. They will encourage 
more students, staff, and faculty to bike to campus, knowing they can 
safely travel on this major road without vehicular conflicts, and they will 
promote pedestrian connectivity across University Drive that will sup-
port existing businesses and encourage the development of new ones. 
In the long term, these improvements will encourage the development 
of a more urban, university-friendly development in this part of the city.
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FIGURE 1
Just opposite the flagship UT campus 

in Austin, Guadalupe Street is perhaps 
the most successful and widely known 

“drag” or College Town in the state. 
Restaurants, bookstores, and other retail 

shops line the street, with numerous 
housing and parking facilities behind.

FIGURE 2
The Master Plan proposes that University 

Drive be enhanced to promote connectivity 
between the campus and the existing 

commercial district across the street 
by increasing the number and visibility 

of crosswalks, enhancing the existing 
bicycle lanes, extending the median, 
and adding continuous street trees.

Proposed design guidelines for University 
Drive are consistent with the city’s recently 

approved Unified Development Code for 
Downtown Edinburg. Because this portion 
of University Drive serves as a gateway to 

Downtown Edinburg, extending the UDC’s 
guiding principles to this portion of the street 

will unify it with the enhanced downtown. 

Over time, this district can be 
transformed into a dense, pedestrian-

friendly College Town. 
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DOWNTOWN EDINBURG & MCINTYRE PROMENADE

The City of Edinburg recently completed a master plan for the revital-
ization of its downtown district. The intent of the plan is to improve 
the downtown’s walkability, enhancing city streetscapes and planning 
for new development in and around the town square — six blocks east 
of the UTPA campus. Together with the Campus Master Plan’s recom-
mendations for the enhancement of University Drive, the city’s master 
plan will encourage the development of a high-quality urban district 
anchored by the town square at one end and by the University at the 
other.

A major component of the city’s master plan is a new Transit-Oriented 
Development (TOD) adjacent to the railroad track one block east of 
the UTPA campus. This will include a multimodal station, serving bus 
routes as well as a planned commuter rail line, along with a dense 
mixed-use development. The city’s plan proposes converting McIntyre 
Street, an existing two-lane vehicular road extending west from City 
Hall toward the University, into a new pedestrian promenade just south 
of the proposed multimodal station.

The Campus Master Plan for UTPA establishes a new east–west campus 
street aligned with the McIntyre Promenade that will extend this new 
pedestrian axis into the campus to the Performing Arts Center. The 
street will provide vehicular access to a drop-off point in front of the 
Performing Arts Center, with generous sidewalks and street trees con-
tinuing the pedestrian-scaled character of the McIntyre Promenade.

FIGURE 3
University Drive, Existing Plan & 
Cross Section, with 12’ lanes and 
a 10’ bike lane on either side.

FIGURE 4
Proposed Long-Range Plan & Cross Section 
for University Drive, with a landscaped 
median, travel lanes narrowed to 11’, 
bike lanes narrowed to 6’ with a 2’ curb 
separation between bicycles and cars, and 
on-street parking along the south side.

FIGURE 6
Existing view of University Drive 
from the main campus entrance.

FIGURE 7
Long-Range vision for University Drive.

FIGURE 8
Proposed Plan of McIntyre Promenade.
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TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION & PARKING

REGIONAL CIRCULATION

UTPA’s primary campus is located in the City of Edinburg, immedi-
ately west of the downtown core. Primary access to the campus is from 
Highway 107 (University Drive), an east–west arterial bordering the 
southern edge of campus. Highway 107 connects east to Highway 281, 
a main north–south arterial that connects Edinburg with other cities 
in the Rio Grande Valley. Smaller arterials, Sugar Road and Schunior 
Street, provide additional access points on the north and west edges 
of campus and connect to a wider street network in this part of the 
city. There is a clear grid system in place throughout the city that is dis-
rupted by the campus. Bus transit is supplied by Valley Metro. Locally, 
it mainly connects the downtown town square with the rest of the city. 
At a regional level, Valley Metro connects the downtown core with 
the City of McAllen, ten miles to the south, and the City of Harlingen, 
about thirty miles to the east. A future north–south regional commuter 
rail will run on the existing railroad track east of campus, connecting 
to McAllen.

CAMPUS CIRCULATION CHALLENGES

The campus’s existing internal network of roadways consists primarily 
of wide two-lane roads with no clearly defined pedestrian or bicycle 
accommodations. Campus entrance points are typically shared multi-
lane facilities, with no clear definition between cars other transporta-
tion modes, such as buses and bicycles. 

A number of large surface lots border the Core Campus, but parking 
demand is high relative to the number of available spaces — about 0.36 
spaces per student. Parking areas fill up quickly, and students must ar-
rive early in order to procure a space.

Because a large number of students park in the surface lots north of 
Van Week and Schunior Streets, frequent pedestrian–vehicular con-
flicts occur as students cross toward the Core Campus. At peak hours, 
this can cause significant traffic congestion along these streets. In ad-
dition, students approaching the Core Campus from housing in the 
West Campus must cross Sugar Road. As the campus expands to the 
west, conflicts along Sugar Road will become more frequent and will 
have to be addressed. 

Since UTPA is primarily a commuter campus, students, faculty, and 
staff travel to campus from throughout the Rio Grande Valley, mostly 
by private vehicles.
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FIGURE 1 
Existing Regional Transit Map
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City-Owned Streets

FIGURE 2
Existing Circulation and Parking, 
UTPA Campus

Drop-Offs

Service Drive

UTPA-Owned Streets

# Parking Lot Designation

Existing Traffic Signal

Surface Parking Lot

EXISTING CIRCULATION 
& PARKING

The UTPA campus is bordered by Highway 
107 (University Drive) to the south, Jackson 
Road to the west, Chapin Street to the north, 
and 5th Avenue to the east. Primary north–
south connections are from Jackson Road, 
Sugar Road, and 5th Avenue. Primary east–
west connections are from Schunior Street, 
Van Week Street, and University Drive. 
Vehicular access within the Core Campus 
is restricted by the covered walkway. Two 
openings on the east and west side of the 
walkway provide service and emergency ac-
cess to buildings sited with the walkway. 

Several large surface parking lots border 
the Core Campus and are accessed via city 
streets. Visitors, students, and staff must 
walk from these surface parking lots to des-
tinations within the Core Campus. Service 
and emergency vehicles utilize a shared sys-
tem of sidewalks and vehicular streets. Golf 
carts used by staff for local access through-
out the campus periodically conflict with pe-
destrian and bicycle movement.

Because most students, staff, and faculty 
travel to campus via private vehicles, park-
ing demand is high.
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48 LONG-RANGE 
CIRCULATION & PARKING PLAN

The Long-Range Plan clarifies campus cir-
culation by emphasizing major entry points, 
reconnecting the roadway network where 
possible, and articulating streetscapes to 
establish a hierarchy for safe vehicular, pe-
destrian, and bicycle movement. 5th Avenue 
is realigned and extended to University 
Drive to create a new building site con-
tiguous with the Core Campus. Van Week 
Street is realigned and transformed into a 
pedestrian street with limited service and 
emergency access. Service and emergency 
access within the campus is provided via 
enhanced pedestrian promenades, articu-
lated to allow safe passage of pedestrians, 
bicycles, and limited vehicular traffic. Major 
entry points to campus are from University 
Drive, Schunior Street, Sugar Road, and 5th 
Avenue, with designated drop-off areas 
around the Core Campus. Campus road-
ways will be reconfigured to clarify pedes-
trian, bicycle, and vehicular travel. 

As the campus develops, surface parking will 
relocate into structured parking, creating 
room for growth and more opportunities for 
open spaces. New parking garages will be 
distributed around the campus periphery 
primarily along Schunior, 5th Avenue, and 
University Drive. Within the Core Campus, 
small pockets of surface parking will remain 
to provide accessible, service, and short-
term visitor parking.

City-Owned Streets

FIGURE 1
Long-Range Circulation & Parking Plan
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SCHUNIOR STREET

This city-owned east–west street along the northern edge of 
campus is 43' wide from back of curb to back of curb. The street 
is currently two lanes, with no defined bike lanes or on-street 
parking and a sidewalk along the southern side. In some areas, 
it does not have a well-defined turning lane. There are very few 
pedestrian crosswalks. This street has a 30 mph speed limit. 

The Plan proposes converting Schunior to a two-lane street with 
an 11' center turning lane. Travel lanes are narrowed to 11', with 5' 
bike lanes and 5' sidewalks on either side of the street, separated 
by a planting strip. Speed limits should be between 25 mph and 
35 mph. 

SUGAR ROAD

This city-owned street runs north–south between UTPA’s Core 
Campus and West Campus. The street is two lanes, 43' wide from 
back of curb to back of curb, with a 12' turning lane. There are 
no defined bike lanes or on-street parking. There are continuous 
sidewalks along the eastern side of the street, with intermittent 
sidewalks bordering UTPA’s property on the western side. Some 
mid-block crosswalks are provided. This street has a 20 mph 
speed limit. 

The Plan proposes converting Sugar Road to a two-lane boule-
vard with an 11' landscaped median, narrowed at major intersec-
tions to allow for a turning lane. Travel lanes are narrowed to 11', 
with a 5' bike lane on either side. 

CHAPIN STREET

Chapin is a city-owned east–west street north of the UTPA cam-
pus and is well placed to serve as a major connector between 
Interstate 281 and the University. The street is two lanes, 42' from 
back of curb to back of curb, with no defined bike lanes, side-
walks, or on-street parking. In some areas travel lanes are not well 
defined. The street has a 30 mph speed limit.

The Plan proposes adding an 11' turning lane, narrowing travel 
lanes to 11', and adding 5' bike lanes and sidewalks to either side.

VAN WEEK STREET

Van Week is a University- and city-owned street running east–
west through the UTPA campus one block south of Schunior. It 
is two lanes, 42' from back of curb to back of curb, with no bike 
lanes or on-street parking. It has a discontinuous sidewalk on the 
south side and a few mid-block crosswalks. The street has a 20 
mph speed limit in the vicinity of the UTPA campus.

The Plan proposes that the University acquire the right-of-way of 
Van Week within the campus and close the street to private ve-
hicles. The entire right-of-way will be a shared lane to serve shuttle 
routes, service and emergency vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. 
It will be extended into the West Campus as a major east–west pe-
destrian connector and will likely have speed limits of 10 to 15 mph.
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EXISTING TRANSIT

UTPA currently has an on-campus shuttle 
route that begins west of Schunior Street at 
McColl Road and loops north along Sugar 
Road and Van Week Street. The route op-
erates from 7:30 am to 4:30 pm, Monday 
through Friday, while school is in session. 
There is no weekend shuttle. This lim-
ited service is available to all students and 
employees.

The campus is also served by a bus transit 
supplied by Valley Metro. Valley Metro cur-
rently has four routes serving the campus. 
Route 10 connects the City of Edinburg and 
the campus with the City of McAllen. Route 
11 connects UTPA and the City of Edinburg 
with Hargill and La Blanca. Route 12 con-
nects with Downtown La Villa and Weslaco. 
Route 14 connects the campus and down-
town Edinburg with UTPA located south of 
the city.
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FIGURE 1 
Existing Campus Bus Route

Campus Bus Route 

Valley Metro Route 14 
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FUTURE TRANSIT

The Proposed Plan recommends a more ef-
ficient transit system that will provide alter-
natives to students, staff, and visitors. It rec-
ommends two inner loop routes to provide 
access throughout the campus. The existing 
shuttle route is modified to include the new 
football stadium adjacent to Chapin Street. 
The second route will utilize a limited-ac-
cess internal street system within the cam-
pus core. The inner loops will run shuttles 
both clockwise and counterclockwise, us-
ing shared campus roadways as well as city 
roadways. Because campus roadways are 
fairly direct, buses should not be impeded 
by on-street parking or significant numbers 
of turns and stops. This is expected to im-
prove the system’s arrival rate and travel 
times for passengers. 

Two off-campus transit links will provide 
transportation from the UTPA’s main cam-
pus to its satellite campuses, the Community 
Engagement and Student Successs Building 
and the Visual Arts Building, which will serve 
as remote park-and-ride locations for the 
main campus. Valley Metro routes will con-
tinue to access the southeast corner of cam-
pus. Riders from Valley Metro will be able 
to transfer onto the campus loop to access 
other areas of campus. 
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FIGURE 2 
Future Campus Transit
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BICYLE CIRCULATION

Bicycles are a popular mode of transportation in college communi-
ties throughout the country, especially for students. They are an in-
expensive and easy way to get to and around campus, avoiding traffic 
congestion and the hunt for parking. There is a diverse mix of riders, 
such as commuter bicyclists who generally prefer riding on the street, 
occasional riders who prefer riding on off-street bicycle paths or side-
walks, and recreational riders who look for areas to ride for exercise or 
pleasure. 

While bicycle use on the UTPA campus has grown in recent years, 
only a small percentage of students, faculty, or staff regularly com-
mute to campus by bicycle. Distance, safety, and lack of bicycle ac-
commodations are the primary deterrents to bicycle ridership at UTPA. 
Sugar Road and Schunior Street do not safely accommodate bicyclists 
given their high speeds, traffic congestion, and lack of defined lanes. 
University Drive has a defined 10' lane on both sides, but its wide ve-
hicular lanes, high traffic speed, and lack of defined bike turning lanes 
are a safety concern. Most bicycle commuters to campus tend to enter 
campus directly from the south and west. There are few bicycle racks 
on campus, and currently no bicycle lockers on campus. 

The City of Edinburg is in the process of implementing a new Bike 
Master Plan. As the campus grows, there will be more opportunities 
to improve bicycle connections to campus and incorporate bicycle ac-
commodations into the design of the city’s street network. The Master 
Plan proposes incorporating bicycle lanes along all of the primary city 
roadways. These lanes should enable bicyclists to enter campus safely 
and to travel easily around campus along this street network. 

Internal campus streets that are limited to private vehicles will be low-
speed facilities shared with pedestrians and service vehicles. University 
golf and utility cart-type vehicles may travel on campus streets as well 
as on designated sidewalks that are located away from heavy concen-
trations of pedestrians. 

In addition to on- and off-street bicycle facilities, it is important to con-
sider other amenities to encourage bicycle use on campus. In general, 
bicycle parking should be near building entrances. Parking garages 
should include a designated, protected area for bicycle parking, with 
longer-term storage options to allow people who commute to campus 
by car to retrieve their bicycle and ride within the campus. Where prac-
tical, new buildings could incorporate shower and locker facilities to al-
low bicyclists the option of cleaning up after traveling to work. Bicycle 
stations could be located on the campus to assist with minor main-
tenance and repairs. University students, faculty, and staff should be 
surveyed in order to determine the campus’s need for bicycle lockers. 

A campus bicycle advocacy group has raised concerns regarding bi-
cycle safety. As a strong advocate for bicycle circulation, this group 
is well positioned to assess current needs, promote bicycle use, and 
educate the campus community. This may been done through special 
events and through the generation of a campus bicycle map showing 
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FIGURE 1 
Regional Bicycle Circulation Map
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routes through campus, the locations of 
bicycle amenities, rules of the road, safety 
tips, and other helpful information. This 
group has begun working with the city’s 
transportation department as well as with 
University staff in order to seek sources of 
funding for bicycle projects through the 
University or through special state, local, or 
federal grants available to implement pe-
destrian and bicycle programs.

To prevent collisions with pedestrians in the 
central Core Campus, a walk-your-bike zone 
has been designated within the area circum-
scribed by Bronc Trail, as indicated in the 
Proposed Bicycle Circulation Plan.
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FIGURE 2 
Future Bicycle Circulation, UTPA Campus
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CIRCULATION PHASING

PHASE I
The portion of Van Week Street southwest of the Regional Academic Health Center 
(RAHC) is relocated to align with a new service drive west of Sugar Road that will ex-
tend through the West Campus to a new parking lot on Jackson Road. Surface parking 
lots along Schunior Street and Van Week Street are replaced by new buildings. A park-
ing garage is constructed at the intersection of Sugar Road and Schunior Street, and 
a new surface parking lot is constructed at the northeast corner of the Core Campus 
between Van Week and Schunior Streets.

 
 
21,250 students 
8,453 parking spaces (7,131 surface/1,322 garage)

As the campus expands, the connectivity of its vehicular streets and service drives will 
be maintained, while the pedestrian character of the Core Campus is enhanced. As 
existing surface parking lots give way to new building sites, new garages constructed 
around the campus periphery will meet the increasing demand for parking space.

PHASE II
The realignment of Van Week Street, begun in Phase I, is extended southeast of the 
RAHC, creating a more gradual transition between the eastern and western portions 
of the street. Parking lots at the southwest and northeast corners of the Core Campus 
are replaced by new buildings, and a second parking garage is added in the southeast 
corner of the Core Campus. The drop-off at the Performing Arts Center is expanded, 
with a new campus street extending east from the drop-off to connect to McIntyre 
Street. Additional drop-offs are added at Schunior Street and 5th Avenue. Additional 
surface parking is constructed in the West Campus to serve the expanding athletic and 
recreational facilities.

25,250 students 
11,709 parking spaces (9,415 surface/2,294 garage)

PHASE III
A new network of streets, service drives, and pedestrian paths will serve student resi-
dences and playfields in the expanding West Campus. A new parking garage and sur-
face parking lot west of the University Drive/Sugar Road intersection will serve both the 
Core and the West Campus. An additional drop-off is added north of the Core Campus 
along Schunior Street. A new traffic light at the intersection of 5th Avenue and Schunior 
Street will address the increased traffic volume along the campus perimeter.

 
 
 
30,000 students 
14,349 parking spaces (9,560 surface/4,789 garage)
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PHASE IV
5th Avenue is extended south to intersect University Drive, and the curvilinear street 
at the southeast corner of campus is removed to create new building sites contiguous 
with the rest of campus. New parking garages are constructed on the north and east-
ern periphery of campus, with a new traffic signal on Schunior Street to facilitate entry 
and exit from a new garage and to allow for safe pedestrian crossing.

 
 
 
 
34,000 students 
14,894 parking spaces (7,067 surface/7,827 garage)

PHASE V
The campus street system is extended north to serve the new football stadium and its 
adjoining parking lots and garage. New buildings will replace surface lots along the 
north and east periphery of campus, and two new garages will be constructed in the 
West Campus.

 
 
 
 
 
38,500 students 
18,186 parking spaces (5,013 surface/13,173 garage)

PHASE VI (LONG RANGE PLAN)
The city’s existing street grid will be extended into newly acquired property east of the 
football stadium, to serve that area’s new academic and residential buildings.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
42,400 students 
18,186 parking spaces (5,013 surface/13,173 garage)
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ACADEMIC FACILITIES

EXISTING ACADEMIC FACILITIES

The academic facilities of the UTPA main 
campus are located in the Core Campus, 
inside the area enclosed by the Covered 
Walkway, and along the Covered Walkway’s 
north, south, and east sides. While the cam-
pus as a whole currently has insufficient 
space relative to its student population and 
academic mission, the shortfall of space 
varies dramatically among the University’s 
seven colleges. The College of Business, 
The College of Engineering and Computer 
Science, The College of Health Sciences and 
Human Services, and The College of Social 
and Behavioral Sciences have all requested 
that their assignable area be approximate-
ly doubled over the next five years. The 
College of Arts and Humanities and The 
College of Science and Mathematics re-
quested smaller increases, on the order of 
30% to 50%. The College of Education, with 
its new building, requested an increase of 
only 2%.

The shortfall in current academic assign-
able space could be reduced by increasing 
classroom utilization rates. Strategies such 
as increasing the number of classes sched-
uled on Fridays, adding Saturday classes, 
adjusting class schedule timing, improving 
classroom facilities to allow more flexible 
use, and increasing the use of hybrid teach-
ing would allow the University to schedule 
more classes in its current facilities. Even if 
these strategies are put in place, however, 
a substantial increase in assignable area is 
needed to meet current demand. Detailed 
information on current space assignment, 
space utilization, comparisons to peers, etc. 
is included in the Academic Planning por-
tion of the Appendix of this Master Plan.
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PROPOSED ACADEMIC FACILITIES

Improvements to space utilization rates will 
only partially address the University’s cur-
rent shortfall in facilities. New construction 
will also be needed. The University’s ambi-
tious growth projections, driven by its mis-
sion to serve the Valley’s expanding need 
for higher education and combined with the 
University’s growing Medical Research pro-
gram, will also necessitate a large increase 
in academic space over the next twenty 
years. The current population of 19,034 
students (as of fall 2011) is underserved by 
UTPA’s 1,800,000 gross square feet of aca-
demic buildings (including buildings cur-
rently in construction). The current ratio of 
95 gsf of academic space per student is too 
low. The University intends to serve a stu-
dent population of 38,500 in the year 2035. 
A conservative increase to 110 gsf/student 
indicates a need for a total of 4,250,000 gsf 
of academic space by that time — more than 
doubling the current amount. 

The Long-Range Plan retains the concentra-
tion of academic space in the Core Campus 
and provides space for medical research in 
a district extending north from the existing 
Regional Academic Health Center. Proposed 
academic facilities in the Core Campus in-
clude both the expansion of existing build-
ings and wholly new facilities. Buildings are 
sited to reinforce existing and new campus 
streets, quadrangles, and courtyards, and 
to minimize walking distances between ex-
isting and new academic facilities. 
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STUDENT LIFE FACILITIES

EXISTING FACILITIES

As a primarily commuter campus, UTPA cur-
rently provides on-campus housing for only 
896 students out of a student body of ap-
proximately 19,000 (as of 2011). Many stu-
dents live at home; others live in privately 
developed residences near campus. 

Campus dining options are limited to the 
relatively small Student Union, the Dining 
Facility, and two cafés. Space for student 
organizations is limited, in spite of their po-
tential value in building community spirit. 
Students particularly feel the lack of study 
space. The Library’s study spaces are heavily 
used; other spaces are insufficient to meet 
the demand. Off-campus amenities near 
campus are also limited. A series of fast food 
establishments lines University Drive oppo-
site the campus. Choices are limited, and 
the design of the street and the businesses 
discourages pedestrian access. Downtown 
Edinburg is within walking distance but of-
fers little in the way of retail or dining.

UTPA plans to almost double the size of its 
student body between 2013 and 2035 and 
also to increase the number of students liv-
ing on campus from the current 5% to 20%. 
The resulting construction, not only of stu-
dent residences, but also of additional ame-
nities to serve student life, will transform the 
character of the campus.
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PROPOSED STUDENT LIFE 
FACILITIES

Proposed new student residences are lo-
cated in several districts: the West Campus, 
where many of the proposed dormitories 
overlook recreational sports and athletics 
playfields; the western edge of the Core 
Campus, along Sugar Road, forming a 
new series of courtyards and quadrangles; 
and the northeastern portion of the Core 
Campus, between Van Week and Schunior 
streets, close to parking garages and aca-
demic buildings. In the longer term, a series 
of dorms is proposed along the new street 
extending north past the east side of the 
proposed stadium.

In general, the proposed student residenc-
es enclose courtyards, providing shelter 
from direct sunlight and shared outdoor 
public space. Public space on the ground 
floors — studies, lounges, practice rooms, 
exercise rooms, etc. — will further contrib-
ute to the resident’s sense of community. 

The campus’s existing dining facility will be 
reconstructed in phases, adding a ballroom 
sized in accord with the University’s needs, 
meeting space, and new dining space. 
Space for student organizations will be pro-
vided on the upper floors of the building. A 
large new dining facility is proposed at the 
northwest corner of the Core Campus, close 
to a concentration of existing and proposed 
student residences and to the Wellness & 
Recreational Sports Complex. The building 
incorporates a south-facing dining portico 
opening onto the new quadrangle defined 
on its east and west sides by new student 
residence buildings. An additional dining fa-
cility will be constructed as part of the pro-
posed housing between Schunior and Van 
Week streets. 

The south side of University Drive, opposite 
the campus, has great potential to become 
the University’s “College Town” — a street 
of pedestrian-oriented businesses cater-
ing to UTPA students, faculty, and staff. 
The proposed reconfiguration of University 
Drive and its buildings is discussed in more 
detail on page 44 of this document.
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ATHLETICS & RECREATIONAL SPORTS

EXISTING ATHLETIC & 
RECREATIONAL SPORTS FACILITIES

With the exception of the recently con-
structed Wellness & Recreational Sports 
Complex, the University’s existing recre-
ational sports and athletics facilities are in 
poor condition and are undersized relative 
to the current student body. The anticipated 
growth of the student body will necessitate 
a major expansion of facilities. 

Existing athletics and recreational sports 
facilities are located in various parts of cam-
pus. The running track (which is due for a ren-
ovation of its running surface), the area for 
field events, and the tennis courts are in the 
eastern part of the Core Campus, as are the 
Health and Physical Education I and II build-
ings, which serve as the University’s basket-
ball arena and facilities for the Department 
of Health and Kinesiology. The Wellness & 
Recreational Sports Complex and its play-
fields are sited west of Sugar Road. The 
baseball field north of the campus is owned 
by the city, but used by the University. The 
facility is fairly new but needs a consider-
able amount of repair and renovation. 

Beyond the provision of adequate facilities 
for the University’s current population, the 
planned increase in UTPA’s student popu-
lation from the current 19,000 students to 
38,500 students by the year 2035 will neces-
sitate a major expansion of the University’s 
athletic and recreational sports facilities. 

During the course of this Master Plan, UTPA 
joined the Western Athletic Conference. 
Adherence to their standards necessitates 
the immediate construction of women’s and 
men’s soccer fields, to be followed by the 
construction of facilities for other sports. 
In addition, over a longer time frame, the 
University will establish a football program.
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PROPOSED ATHLETIC & 
RECREATIONAL SPORTS FACILITIES

The potential acquisition of additional ad-
joining property and the relocation of the 
University’s Facilities Management Division 
to new buildings west of Jackson Road will 
allow for the construction of extensive new 
recreational sports and athletics facilities in 
the West Campus. The resulting consolida-
tion of the majority of these facilities in the 
West Campus will increase the efficiency of 
operations, free space in the Core Campus 
for academic facilities, and place outdoor 
playfields near existing and proposed stu-
dent residences. 

The Long-Range Plan provides an array of 
new playfields in the West Campus, expan-
sion of the existing Wellness & Recreational 
Sports Complex, and new parking lots and 
parking garages to serve the area. A net-
work of pedestrian/service vehicle paths 
will connect across Sugar Road to the Core 
Campus. A tree-shaded running trail around 
the southernmost group of six recreational 
playfields will connect with a longer loop 
trail around the Core Campus, and to the 
Edinburg’s Hike and Bike trail system.

Improvements will begin with the immedi-
ate construction of performance and prac-
tice soccer fields and a new tennis facility. 
Subsequently, a team building will be con-
structed, and track-and-field events will be 
relocated from the Core Campus to the 
West Campus.

In the long term, a football stadium and 
supporting facilities will be constructed on 
land to the north of the Core Campus, along 
with surface parking and a parking garage 
both to serve events in the facility and the 
growing parking needs of the University as 
a whole. 
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As the campus grows, these guidelines for architectural 
and landscape design and for the sustainability of the 

University’s facilities will ensure that the quality of its ar-
chitecture and of its public spaces is maintained and that 

its civic structure expands to interconnect new facilities 
with the Core Campus, while minimizing the University’s 
environmental impact and conserving natural resources.

IV. GUIDELINES



ARCHITECTURE AT UTPA
UTPA’s original buildings, rooted in the architectural typologies of co-
lonial Mexico and influenced by the sense of mass and bold geometric 
forms of Louis Kahn’s architectural works, are appropriate to the re-
gion’s climate. The Master Plan recommends the continuation of this 
legacy.

The sense of permanence conveyed by the campus’s best buildings 
represents the enduring mission of the University—to serve the region 
as a long-term vehicle for change and improvement. In conjunction 
with the campus’s well-tended and distinctive landscape, the relatively 
consistent color, material palette, and style of its buildings strengthen 
the sense of place on campus. While the campus is open to the sur-
rounding city, it is also something of an oasis, distinct from it in mean-
ing and character. 

The facades of the campus’s best buildings are designed with a tec-
tonic awareness—they embody an appreciation for structural rational-
ity and avoid gratuitous decoration. These buildings demonstrate the 
integration of architectural and landscape design, their materials, char-
acter, and circulation systems working together to achieve a remark-
able balance between monumentality and an inviting human scale. 

These architectural guidelines serve several purposes: to promote 
the aesthetic consistency of the campus by respecting the traditions 
established by Kenneth Bentsen’s original buildings; to support and 
reinforce the campus’s civic structure of public spaces; and to create 
a beautiful and pleasant pedestrian environment by offering greater 
variety, permeability, and connectivity. 

Guidelines addressing the role of architectural design in increasing the 
campus’s environmental sustainability are included in the Sustainability 
Section.

These guidelines are general in nature and should be augmented by 
more specific requirements at the level of district and site develop-
ment plans as projects arise. 

 

Architectural design and landscape design should work together to 
define the campus’s civic structure: the spatial framework of quadran-
gles, paths, streets, courtyards, parks, and playfields that constitutes 
the campus’s public realm and which organizes and interconnects its 
buildings and spaces. Architecture contributes to the campus’s civic 
structure by three primary means: by the ways in which buildings are 
sited, by their massing and typology, and by the architectural style and 
character of their facades. 

In its early years, the campus’s buildings were loosely dispersed in the 
campus property, some of them linked by the Covered Walkway, but 
otherwise separated from each other by residual open space. As the 
campus has grown, additional buildings have given architectural defi-
nition to outdoor spaces—the quadrangles, streets, and pedestrian 
promenades that both symbolize the campus community and create 
places for formal and informal gatherings. In particular, the principle 
followed by Kenneth Bentsen of siting buildings in groups arranged 
around a shared quadrangle or courtyard—the Fine Arts Complex is the 
best example—should be maintained as new facilities are constructed. 

By prescribing the alignment of building facades on primary outdoor 
spaces, the “build-to-lines,” shown in the Regulating Plan on page 
25, will ensure that as the campus becomes increasingly dense, the 
spaces between buildings become increasingly well defined. These 
spaces will become outdoor rooms, activated by adjoining buildings 
and contributing to a rewarding pedestrian environment. 

Buildings should be sited on quadrangles, streets, and paths 
with sufficient continuity and alignment of their facade surfaces 
to define space. The proposed Campus Plan establishes a 

“Regulating Plan” to facilitate this alignment. 

CIVIC STRUCTURE BUILDING SITING
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The building typologies established by Kenneth Bentsen are appropri-
ate to the climate and contribute to the campus’s memorable identity. 
His buildings incorporate loggias and passages, frame courtyards and 
open spaces, and display considerable attention to detail, character-
istics that combine to create a rewarding campus environment. The 
Master Plan recommends the continuation of this legacy.

Following traditions rooted in colonial Mexico, circulation in Bentsen’s 
best buildings is provided primarily by loggias addressing courtyards 
and larger campus spaces, rather than by double-loaded corridors lo-
cated deep within building footprints. These loggias provide welcome 
shade, but more importantly, in conjunction with shade trees in adjoin-
ing quadrangles and courtyards, they function as transitions between 
climate-controlled building interiors and outdoor space. By linking 
interior space with landscaped courtyards and quadrangles, they en-
hance the articulate continuity of the public realm. 

New buildings are to be compatible in height, color, materials,  
and general appearance with the existing campus buildings.  
The resulting aesthetic consistency reinforces the campus’s sense 
of place.

Buildings are to be designed and positioned so as to frame space, 
defining quadrangles, courtyards, streets, and paths, and other 
outdoor spaces. 

To functionally and symbolically connect building interior spaces 
and programs with campus outdoor spaces, buildings are to incor-
porate outdoor passages, trellises, loggias, and atriums, linked to 
the campus path system.

Building circulation systems, both fully exterior—loggias, passages, 
and courtyards—and interior—lobbies, atriums, and gallerias, and 
primary interior circulation spaces—are to relate directly to the 
street and path system of the campus. They should be designed 
as extensions of the campus’s exterior civic public realm, linking 
building interiors and campus grounds into a unified and articulate 
public pedestrian realm.

In larger buildings, interior gallerias and atriums may be appropri-
ate, either fully or partially climate-controlled. Examples include 
those in the Health and Physical Education Building II and the 
University Center.

 

BUILDING TYPOLOGIES

LOGGIAS

The UTPA Campus’s loggias are one of its most memorable features. 
The Covered Walkway is the fundamental organizational element of 
the Core Campus’s civic structure and offers welcome shade to pedes-
trians. It is an indelible part of one’s memory of the campus. The log-
gias of the Health and Physical Education I Building and the Education  
Building help to create beautiful and usable courtyards within their 
footprint. In other buildings, such as Fine Arts Building B, a loggia rein-
forces the sheltering quality of a courtyard defined by several buildings 
and helps gather the separate buildings together into a community of 
architectural forms. At the Health Sciences and Human Services West 
Building, a symbiotic relationship between the building’s own loggia 
and the parallel Covered Walkway creates a series of sheltered semi-
enclosed courtyards along the building’s facade. 

New campus buildings should incorporate loggias.
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ATRIUMS & GALLERIAS

Atriums and gallerias perform organizational and social roles similar 
to that of courtyards, creating shared places between disparate pro-
grammatic elements and offering amenities for social interaction. With 
careful design, they present the possibility to reduce building cooling 
loads by serving as transitional spaces, intermediate between the fully 
controlled building interiors and the outdoors, and by capitalizing on 
natural air flows and convection to provide cooling. Examples at UTPA 
include those of the Health and Physical Education Building II and the 
University Center.

Although there are few atriums and gallerias in the existing UTPA 
buildings, they offer a useful way of organizing space within the 
larger building footprints needed for contemporary programs—
particularly for science and research laboratory buildings—while 
maintaining a sense of orientation and connection to the outside 
world for building users. They should be incorporated in new 
buildings where appropriate.

BUILDING ENTRANCES

Building entrances are natural places to meet and gather. They are 
foci of architectural and landscape design, linking lobby and exterior 
space, bringing together the building’s architectural design and land-
scape design to offer shade, comfort, and spatial definition. 

In many of the campus’s existing buildings, entrances are either through 
open loggias running the length of the facade or are expressed as 
semi-independent pavilions. The deep shade and shadow they offer 
creates an inviting transition between the hot and bright exterior en-
vironment and the cool and subdued building interior, a transitional 
microclimate between indoors and outdoors that both enhances com-
fort and reduces energy consumption. They are inviting as one ap-
proaches the building and provide a welcome amenity as one enters it. 

The architectural and landscape design of building entrances 
should capitalize on their role in connecting building interiors with 
outdoor campus spaces. They should offer shade and seating and 
be embellished with features such as low walls, fountains, and art.

COURTYARDS

Outdoor courtyards, whether within the footprint of a single build-
ing or framed by several separate structures, are a crucial component 
of the UTPA campus. Bentsen’s original concept for the campus was 
based on groups of buildings clustered around shared outdoor spaces, 
creating the effect of a campus of villages. These welcoming outdoor 
rooms create a remarkable sense of community for their users. This 
organizational strategy can be best seen at the Fine Arts Complex, 
and to a lesser degree, at Health and Human Sciences West and at the 
original Education Building. In addition, the campus has several court-
yards defined entirely by a single building, such as the courtyard of the 
Health and Physical Education I Building. 

Buildings should be designed to frame courtyards. Courtyards 
should have permeable perimeters; they should be shaded by 
plantings and should include amenities such as seating and 
fountains. 
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BUILDING LOBBIES

In many of the existing campus buildings, lobbies are very small, offer 
no amenities, and have a confusing relationship to the building’s cor-
ridor system. The double height lobby of the Engineering Building is 
a welcome exception, with its clear relationship to the campus path 
system on its north, east, and west sides, along with its seating, open 
stair, second floor balconies, and small café. It is a popular informal 
lounge and meeting space. 

Building lobbies should be sufficiently sized to serve as informal 
meeting and study spaces and should be designed and furnished 
accordingly. They should have clear and direct relationships both 
to the campus’s pedestrian paths and to the building’s interior 
circulation system. 

PASSAGES

Outdoor passages linking courtyards to the surrounding campus 
quadrangles and streets create a sense of openness and increase the 
visibility of specialized building programs to the general public. 

Passages should be incorporated in new construction where 
possible, ensuring that building courtyards remain public parts of 
the campus’s pedestrian realm. 

“STICKY SPACES”

Building circulation spaces should be designed to incorporate a 
variety of nooks, overlooks, and other seating areas, both directly 
in building circulation paths and adjoining them. These “sticky 
spaces” function as informal study areas and lounges, encouraging 
informal interaction and collaboration.
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MASONRY BEARING WALLS

Building exterior envelopes should be expressed as masonry 
bearing walls. 

The pattern of openings should be designed to suggest the 
rational transmission of structural loads to building foundations. 

FLAT ROOFS AND PARAPETS

Buildings should have flat roofs with parapets. Parapet heights 
can be adjusted to emphasize particular elements, as is frequently 
done on the campus’s original buildings. 

The UTPA campus’s best buildings are generally consistent in color 
and materials and in the architectural principles that guide the design 
of their facades. Their forms and massing display an appreciation of 
architectural hierarchy and geometrical order. Their facades convey 
the strength and integrity of brick-bearing walls, creating a sense of 
sculptural mass and solidity. Their deeply recessed window openings 
and projecting buttresses capitalize on the play of light and shadow, 
and their flat surfaces are enlivened by the shadows of vegetation cast 
by the Valley’s bright sunshine.

The masonry materials and the construction details employed empha-
size the homogeneity of building facades, giving them a quality of en-
during monumentality. Yet the design of their openings, loggias, and 
entrances also gives them an inviting human scale. This evocative bal-
ance between abstract monumentality and accessible intimacy reflects 
the campus’s mission—its long-term commitment to the future of the 
region and its openness to the individuals of its community. 

The following guidelines address specific aspects of building facades.

ARCHITECTURAL STYLE
& CHARACTER
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BUILDING HEIGHTS

The pedestrian scale of the campus derives in part from the generally 
consistent two- or three-floor building heights. The Executive Tower 
is the exception, serving as a landmark in the flat landscape—an icon 
signaling the institutional presence of the University and marking the 
campus’s main entrance. 

In the Core Campus, buildings should be a minimum of two floors 
tall, and generally a maximum of about 50’. Three floors are pre-
ferred for academic buildings, especially outside of the area en-
closed by the Covered Walkway. In the area of the North Campus 
proposed for medical research, buildings may be slightly taller. 
With the possible exception of the proposed football stadium, the 
Executive Tower should remain the tallest building on campus. 

PREDOMINANTLY PLANAR FACADES WITH DEEP-SET 
OPENINGS

The geometrical clarity of the campus buildings massing is emphasized 
by their predominantly planar facades. Their facades exhibit a primary 
surface—the visual datum plane relative to which projections and re-
cesses are perceived. 

Even relatively complex and three-dimensional facades, such as those 
of Bensten’s Education Building, have, at their basis, this prismatic 
simplicity. 

The deep-set windows typical throughout the older campus buildings 
emphasize, by crisp edged contrast, the primacy of the planar surface.

Buildings should continue to express respect for the geometrical 
clarity conveyed by the planarity of building facades and their 
careful detailing.

SHALLOW MASONRY RELIEF

In some cases, the planar brick surfaces of building facades are en-
livened by shallow relief, as at slightly projecting window sill nosings, 
parapet copings, and slightly recessed or projecting brick arches.

The judicious use of shallow relief can enhance visual interest. 
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REPETITIVE BAYS 

The facades of the campus’s best original buildings consist mainly of 
repetitive facade bays, often featuring loggias. These facades gener-
ally accommodate repetitive programmatic components such as labo-
ratories, classrooms, and offices.

The repetitive bays, often given enhanced figural quality by arches and 
projecting buttresses, are particularly effective when seen obliquely 
and create strong rhythmical patterns of light and shadow. 

The facades of new buildings should make use of repetitive bays 
to address and define the quadrangles, streets, courtyards, and 
other spaces they address.

PEDESTRIAN-FRIENDLY GROUND FLOORS

Of particular importance to the pedestrian experience are the ground-
floor facades of buildings. While many of the campus’s early buildings 
have open and permeable ground floors with open loggias and large 
windows, many of the later ones do not. The extensive blank walls of 
these buildings contribute little to the campus’s public realm. They 
preclude public awareness of activities and programs within the build-
ings, thereby forgoing an opportunity for programmatic visibility and 
outreach, and prevent building occupants from being aware of events 
occurring in adjoining outdoor spaces. 

The guidelines recommend that visual and physical permeability, 
particularly on buildings’ ground floors, be provided in future 
buildings. 

To foster an accommodating and visually engaging pedestrian 
experience, the ground-floor facades of buildings should, in 
general, be differentiated from the upper floors by devices such as 
buttresses, loggias, and larger or more deeply recessed windows. 

UNIQUE ELEMENTS

The original buildings of the campus often incorporate exceptional el-
ements to articulate specialized components such as primary building 
entrances and stairs. 

These exceptional elements have geometrically ordered forms and 
often serve as visual targets as one approaches the building along a 
path.

The facades of new buildings should incorporate exceptional 
elements to celebrate the interconnections between campus path 
systems and building courtyards and lobbies. 
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ARCHES

One of the most notable characteristics of the existing campus facades 
is their use of brick arches to span openings. Arches, as opposed to 
trabeated openings, emphasize the continuity of the planar surface in 
which they occur and help to emphasize the primary plane of facade. 

Generally, arches on the buildings of the UTPA campus are construct-
ed of one or more ranks of radial brick soldier courses on the facade 
plane, plus a double wythe of radial rowlock courses forming the re-
maining portion of the intrados. 

In some cases, such as at Health and Physical Education Building I, a 
concrete tie beam connects the arch’s printing points, restraining the 
arch’s outward thrust, and introducing an element that is both decora-
tive and structural. 

Arch shapes range from semicircular to segmental. Flat arches (jack 
arches) are not used.

As a particularly important component of the campus’s visual 
identity, the use of arches should be continued in new buildings. 
Arches and circular openings should be used for tectonic 
purposes and to articulate space, rather than for purely decorative 
purposes.

BUTTRESSES 

In many cases, the ground floors of buildings are embellished with ver-
tical or sloped buttresses. These create strong patterns of light and 
shade, help protect windows from direct sunlight, and give the build-
ings a sense of being rooted in the ground. By presenting a surface 
perpendicular to the primary plane of the facade, they emphasize the 
permeability of that surface at the ground level, linking ground-floor 
loggias with campus green space, and by contrast, differentiating the 
ground floors of buildings from the upper floors and thereby contrib-
uting to the sense of a pedestrian-scaled zone extending throughout 
the campus. 

Buttresses should be used where appropriate.

LINTELS

On many of the campus buildings, such as the Executive Tower and the 
Health Science Human Services Buildings, brick lintels are constructed 
of running bond, with a brick soffit concealing hidden structural ele-
ments. In some cases, such as the Engineering Building, flat arches 
consisting of double rowlock courses are used. 

Both of these techniques minimize the difference in appearance be-
tween the lintel and the surrounding wall, thereby emphasizing the 
continuity of the wall surface. The resulting sense of abstraction gives 
these buildings their quality of effortless simplicity and should be emu-
lated in future buildings.

Concrete and stone lintels should be avoided.

Exposed steel lintels are not to be used. 

Brick lintels, incorporating brick soffits concealing hidden 
structural elements, should be used where appropriate. 

. 
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MATERIALS: BRICK

The primary exterior material of existing UTPA buildings is modular 
brick, a variegated warm buff consistent with the St. Joseph brick 
utilized on the campus’s oldest buildings. Its use gives the campus 
a remarkable visual consistency and should be maintained in future 
buildings. The light color of the brick creates an appealing background 
for the shadows of the campus’s rich vegetation, contrasts beautifully 
with the deep green of the live oaks that dominate the Core Campus, 
and emphasizes the play between light and shadow created by the 
bold modulation of building forms. The dominance of the warm buff 
brick enhances the effectiveness of other materials and colors where 
they are used to emphasize particular places within campus buildings. 
Typical facade details maximize the use of brick, as opposed to other 
materials, to frame openings and to construct copings and other fea-
tures, thereby emphasizing the unity of building facades. The unity of 
walls is further emphasized by the use of tinted mortars, similar in color 
to the brick. 

The St. Joseph brick blend—Acme Brick “Villa Roma #242 Blend”—
with color-compatible mortar should be utilized in future buildings. 

MATERIALS: CONCRETE AND STONE

In keeping with the precedent that the exterior facades of campus 
buildings are predominantly constructed of brick, contrasting ma-
terials, such as concrete and stone, should be used with restraint. 
Appropriate uses of concrete on exterior facades include structural 
ties for brick arches and window sills. 

The roof and fasciae of the Covered Walkway are constructed of 
poured-in-place concrete. Other than pedestrian pavement, this is the 
most extensive use of concrete in the primary public spaces of the ex-
isting campus, and should remain so.

More extensive use of concrete and stone may be considered in build-
ing courtyards, passages, and atriums. The courtyard loggia of the 
Education Building makes successful use of concrete, capitalizing on 
its strength to construct slender columns that maximize the openness 
of the loggia to the courtyard. 

The use of concrete and stone should remain minimal, respecting 
the primarily brick vocabulary of the existing buildings. 

SHADING ELEMENTS

In some of the campus’s newer buildings, additional shading elements, 
such as canopies, trellises, and pergolas, offer welcome shade. By ex-
tending the foliage canopy in quadrangles and courtyards, they en-
hance the continuity of the pedestrian realm, linking and mediating be-
tween tree-shaded quadrangles, covered loggias, and building interior 
spaces. The sheltered spaces they provide, often in conjunction with 
social spaces inside buildings and primary pedestrian paths, foster ca-
sual encounters and impromptu meetings and discussions. 

New buildings should incorporate canopies, trellises, pergolas, 
and other shading elements to enrich the campus’s pedestrian 
realm.
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MATERIALS: GLASS

As the exterior facades of campus buildings should express the mass 
and solidity of masonry bearing walls, fenestration in these facades 
should consist of punched windows, rather than areas of curtain wall. 
The relatively small openings in sunlit facades and the shading pro-
vided by deeply recessed fenestration will do much to minimize the 
energy required for building cooling. 

In shaded courtyards within buildings, and to some degree in court-
yards framed by multiple buildings, larger areas of glass may be 
used to advantage. The extensive use of glass in the courtyard of the 
Education Building contributes to the identity of this space. The visual 
openness of the glazed gallerias on two sides of the courtyard unites 
them perceptually with the open loggia on one of the other sides, 
bringing the large colored panels in the double-height glazed galle-
rias into dialogue with the landscaping of the courtyard and offering a 
peripteral experience that is both varied and unified. 

MATERIALS: ACCENT MATERIALS & COLORS

In more intimate semi-enclosed outdoor spaces—building courtyards, 
atriums, loggias, and passages—the use of brighter-color and more 
varied materials reinforces the individuality of buildings, enlivens the 
pedestrian experience, and creates a greater sense of visual perme-
ability. Materials in these kinds of spaces can include tile, glass, and 
metal. 

In contrast to the bright sunlight of the campus’s primary public out-
door spaces, the shadiness of building courtyards and loggias enhanc-
es the beauty of stronger hues. The courtyards of the Science Building 
and the Education Building exemplify the way the use of brighter col-
ors and more extensive glazing can differentiate courtyard facades 
from the facades of building exteriors and create a sense of intimacy 
and openness. Decorative metals, such as grilles, railings, and light fix-
tures, also provide the opportunity for unique expression.

Future buildings could benefit from more use of color than has 
been generally used in the past at UTPA, particularly in semi-
public courtyards, loggias, and passages. 

 

To retain a sense of visual connection between building interiors 
and the campus’s primary outdoor public spaces, glass color 
should be carefully selected. Ideally, untinted high-performance 
low-E glass should be used. Glass that is excessively tinted or 
reflective should be avoided. Where tinted glass is used, relatively 
neutral hues should be used, avoiding extremes of color. 

To further minimize energy consumption, sun-shading louvers or 
other devices may be considered. If utilized, they should occur 
within the depth of window recesses, their outer surfaces flush 
with or recessed behind the primary masonry surface of the 
facade. 
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Photovoltaic Panels

Parking Garage Levels

Office, Retail, or  
Student Services Space

PARKING GARAGES

Incorporate administrative, retail, or student services space on the 
public frontages of ground floors.

Incorporate photovoltaic panels on the top level to simultaneously 
shade cars and generate power. 

Garages facing important outdoor spaces, particularly 
quadrangles, should be designed with facades suitable to address 
those spaces. 

 

STUDENT RESIDENCES

Provide social space — meeting rooms, study rooms, music practice 
rooms, exercise rooms, etc. —on the ground floors of student 
residences. 

For student residences not on the campus chilled-water system, 
place air-conditioning compressors on building roofs, not on the 
ground. 

 

LIGHTING

As the residential component of the campus grows, nighttime lighting 
will be increasingly important in regard for both safety and the visual 
quality of the environment. 

Building lighting should be primarily within building lobbies, 
loggias, porticoes, trellises, and other covered areas, creating a 
warm glow from concealed sources when seen from outside the 
building. Direct glare from bright sources and exterior lighting of 
building facades should be avoided. 

Color selection of luminaires is crucial—a warm hue should be 
used to illuminate the buff brick of the campus buildings and 
warm-hued concrete paths. 

See the Landscape Guidelines for further discussion of lighting.
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The core of campus, particularly the area enclosed by the Covered 
Walkway, is an oasis in the City of Edinburg, its areas of shade, mature 
live oaks, and other lush vegetation providing welcome relief from the 
sun-baked pavement of the surrounding city. However, the verdant 
core of campus is bordered by broad areas of open surface parking, 
which separate the campus from the surrounding neighborhoods.

The Landscape Guidelines improve the pedestrian experience, pro-
vide shade, and reduce energy consumption. They connect disparate 
parts of the campus by extending a network of tree-lined pedestrian 
streets throughout the campus, and creating a variety of new quad-
rangles and more informal parklike spaces. In addition, they advocate 
the use of plant species attractive to indigenous wildlife, enhancing 
the campus’s contribution to environmental sustainability, and role as 
an outdoor classroom.

THE INTERDEPENDENCE OF LANDSCAPE 
& ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN

The public realm of a campus is defined and given character by a well-
conceived armature of outdoor open spaces, thoughtful landscaping, 
complementary architectural design, and integral public interior spac-
es. Each of these aspects of campus design should be an inextricable 
part of the overall composition. However, the Landscape Plan is the 
most important component of the Campus Master Plan in terms of its 
role in determining the campus’s sense of place and the quality of the 
pedestrian experience. Like a prosthetic urban suit, it is intended to 
make connections, provide continuity, define space, and complement 
and enhance the architectural form of the campus. 

The following guidelines focus first on the interrelationship between 
landscape and architectural design in defining the civic structure of 
the campus, and then discuss specific aspects of landscape design in 
more detail.

These general principles are intended to integrate the campus’s char-
acter, scale, circulation, and open space, defining the campus’s public 
realm by bringing its landscape and architectural design into harmony.

› New quadrangles and courtyards should be created to extend the 
campus’s civic structure and to expand the possibilities of leisure 
and ceremonial use. 

› New quadrangles should expand the landscape repertoire to a full 
range of landscape types, from formal to picturesque.

› Courtyards should be included in new buildings when feasible, and 
underdeveloped existing courtyards should be improved.

› The campus should have a hierarchy of streets and paths, ranging 
from vehicular streets on the city street grid, to major pedestrian 
streets, to secondary and minor pedestrian paths. Their landscape 
design should range from formal and regular to informal and pictur-
esque in accord with their importance. 

› Seating, pedestrian lighting, building entrances, and bicycle parking 
should be integrated into the design of pedestrian paths. 

› Plants and landscape design throughout the campus should be 
compatible with climate of the Valley region. 

› Consideration should be given to naming spaces after donors or 
illustrious members of the University community. The naming of 
spaces, quadrangles, courtyards, and walks confers on them an 
identity and sense of place that they otherwise lack.

The following sections address specific aspects of the campus land-
scape in more detail.

LANDSCAPE AT UTPA

LANDSCAPE GUIDELINES

PRINCIPLES & GUIDELINES
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North Quadrangle

“The Quad”

QUADRANGLES

The campus’s quadrangles are its primary outdoor rooms, the most 
memorable components of the campus’s civic structure, and flexible 
venues for large events and gatherings. 

New quadrangles, such as the proposed North Quadrangle, should be 
created to expand the possibilities of leisure and ceremonial use and 
to extend the civic structure of the campus’s public spaces. 

New quadrangles, and improvements to existing ones, should expand 
the landscape repertoire to a full range of landscape types, from for-
mal to picturesque. Plants and landscape design should be compatible 
with the Valley’s climate. 

Quadrangles should be defined by the collaborative interaction 
of architectural and landscape design — architecture framing 
the space, and plantings, paths, and other landscape features 
reinforcing the space’s overall spatial configuration and adding 
contrapuntal articulation to its basic geometry. 

THE LANDSCAPE & OPEN SPACE PLAN

The Landscape Plan (page 23) proposes to expand the campus’s pat-
tern of quadrangles and courtyards and to create a hierarchical net-
work of tree-lined pedestrian streets and paths.

The existing Quad is strengthened and improved by bordering build-
ings and loggias and by alleés and informal groups of live oaks. The 
Chapel Lawn is reconfigured by the removal of the existing Physical 
Science Building, opening it to the proposed Library Pavilion on its 
north side, and by new buildings defining its east and west sides. Its 
mature live oaks are preserved and augmented, leaving a grassy open 
space by the Student Union. A series of additional quadrangles are 
proposed in hitherto unbuilt areas of the campus, organizing new 
buildings around shared open spaces. Courtyards are proposed in new 
building groupings throughout the campus. The network of pedestrian 
streets is greatly expanded, organizing the areas of the Core Campus 
outside the Covered Walkway, and extending from the core to the 
North Campus and the West Campus.

COURTYARDS

Courtyards are fundamental to the physical fabric of the UTPA campus. 
They are at once more contained, more private, and more intimate 
than quadrangles. They are outdoor living rooms, integral components 
of the campus’s open space system. 

The courtyard of the Health and Physical Education Building is perhaps 
the best example on campus of the collaboration between landscape 
design and architectural design—the loggias, pavilion, low walls, 
benches, paving, and plantings working together to create an inviting, 
intimate, and flexible space.

In general, there should be a balance of planting and paving in 
courtyards. Large areas of unshaded paving should be avoided. 

Fountains and other water features are a welcome component of 
courtyard design. Unique pavement colors and materials may be 
appropriate.

Seating and lighting should be designed as integral parts of the 
space.

Courtyards should have a legible relationship to the circulation 
system and/or adjacent open space.
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CAMPUS STREETS, WALKS & PATHS

Streets and paths should be designed according to a hierarchy. 
Vehicular streets on the city street grid should be defined by regular 
rows of palm trees and live oaks. Major pedestrian streets should be 
defined by regular rows of live oaks as closely spaced as recommended 
for the species, so as to form a continuous canopy. Secondary pedes-
trian paths may be regular or picturesque, and may be composed of 
single or multiple species. 

Seating, bicycle racks, lighting, and public art should be integral 
components of the design of pedestrian paths.

FOUNTAINS

An important aspect of Kenneth Bentsen’s plan for the campus is the 
incorporation of a series of fountains in quadrangles and courtyards. 
Not only do they provide tangible pleasure and beauty, their design 
makes reference to Native American culture and symbolically connects 
the campus both to the landscape and to the cosmos. 

Fountains are most effective where they occur in the context of 
architecture, providing a focal element for building forecourts, 
internal courtyards, and other open spaces. 

Fountains should be provided as appropriate in new construction. 

SPECIAL GARDENS

On first impression, the green and tended areas of the UTPA campus 
seem to be relatively homogeneous in character: an expanse of green 
lawn shaded by a canopy of live oaks and occasional flowering trees. 
In actuality, however, the campus incorporates a variety of unique and 
particular small gardens. These spaces range from clearly delineated 
fountains, to the Veteran’s Wildscape Garden, to areas whose unique 
character derives from the specifics of seating, sculpture, modification 
of the ground plane, and unique and carefully tended vegetation. 

In contrast to the homogeneity of the broad lawns and live oaks that 
dominate the campus, these small, sometimes almost secret gardens 
introduce a countervailing diversity to the campus landscape, offering 
intimate specificity and detail that the campus would otherwise lack; 
they are almost rooms within the larger landscape. 

A balance should be maintained between the unity of the overall 
campus landscape and the individuality of specialized gardens 
within it. 
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LIGHTING

The nighttime experience of the campus is becoming increasingly 
important as the University moves toward being a 24-hour institu-
tion. The imperatives to ensure pedestrian safety, create a welcoming 
nighttime environment, and respect dark-sky principles are compat-
ible. Their satisfaction depends on careful design, avoiding glare, and 
providing gradual transitions between more and less brightly lit areas.

The illumination of the campus spaces should be, as much as 
possible, from within building lobbies, loggias, porticoes, trellises, 
and other covered areas, concealed sources creating a warm 
glow when seen from paths and landscaped spaces adjoining the 
buildings. Exterior lighting of building facades is discouraged. 

Color selection of luminaires is crucial. A warm color that 
complements the buff brick of the campus buildings and warm 
gray of concrete paths should be used.

Numerous small light sources create a more pleasant pedestrian 
experience than strong sources at greater distances. 

Site lighting should be designed according to a hierarchy of 
brightness — areas with more pedestrian traffic receiving more 
illumination.

Exterior lighting fixtures should be dark-sky compatible.

CAMPUS ENTRANCES

The proposed campus has several types of entrances: the primary sym-
bolic campus entrance from University Drive, vehicular drop-offs and 
turnarounds to facilitate the arrival of commuters, gateways for the 
pedestrian path along the south edge of campus at the intersections of 
University Drive and Sugar Road and University Drive and 5th Avenue, 
and the entrances where pedestrian streets and paths meet or cross 
Sugar Road and 5th Avenue. 

The campus entrances should be celebrated with gateways and walls 
incorporating signage as appropriate to their siting and function. 

The proposed live oaks in the parking lots on either side of the 
Main Entrance Lawn will both provide shade and frame the view 
of the Executive Tower, capitalizing on the proposed plaza on the 
opposite side of the new street extending south from University 
Drive.

VEHICULAR STREETS

The vehicular streets bordering the campus should be landscaped with 
a layered combination of plantings.

Curbside palm trees will give the street a scale appropriate to 
automotive travel and separate pedestrian paths from vehicular 
traffic. 

Live oaks, overhanging the sidewalks and campus paths, will shade 
pedestrians. 
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PLANT MATERIALS

Mature live oaks sheltering expanses of green lawn are an indelible 
part of the image of the UTPA campus. Palms and flowering trees and 
shrubs contribute variety and color. 

The Campus’s native trees, shrubs, and flowering plants provide habitat 
for birds, butterflies, and other wildlife. Of particular value are densely 
vegetated areas such as the Veteran’s Wildscape Garden, which serve 
as mini-centers of biodiversity and nature study for biology classes. If 
such areas can be expanded in the future, the value of UTPA to stu-
dents and the general public will be increased. 

Recommended species include: 

› Live Oaks

› Palm Trees - varied species

› Bougainvillea

› Crepe Myrtles

› Cedar Elms

› Jacarandas

› Wild Olives

› Royal Poincianas

ART

Public art has the potential to enrich campus spaces and can be an op-
portunity to generate donor interest in landscape projects. 

Art should be integral to campus spaces and should be addressed 
as part of the design process for campus spaces.

Species of particular value to birds and insects include:

› Turk’s Cap (Malvaviscus arboreus)

› Texas Lantana, Lantana (Lantana urticoides)  

› Golden-eye Daisy (Viguera stenoloba)

› Bush Sunflower (Wedelia texana)

› Low Croton/Dove Croton (Croton humilis)

› Wild Olive (Cordia boissieri)

› Mexican Oregano (Lippia graveolens)

Invasive species should be avoided and native species should be 
promoted.

Xeriscape principles should be employed as appropriate to 
minimize water use. 
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As an educational institution dedicated to serving the needs of the 
people of the Rio Grande Valley over the long term, and with its mis-
sions to promote research and facilitate the pursuit of knowledge, 
UTPA is well positioned to serve as a model of sustainable practices. 

The issues of sustainability and environmental responsibility touch on 
many aspects of the design and operation of the campus; some of the 
following recommendations are also addressed in other chapters of 
this Master Plan. 

Further investigation and adoption of the following strategies to im-
prove the sustainability of the UTPA campus is recommended.

LANDSCAPE

A coherent network of green open spaces is fundamental to the cre-
ation of a campus that is both beautiful and ecologically responsible. 
The success of these spaces will contribute to the role of  landscape 
design in making this densely inhabited environment a rewarding place 
in which to live and work. 

› Increase the amount of vegetated open space on campus. 

› Provide food and nesting species for resident and migrating birds 
and insects. 

› Utilize native species in campus landscaping where appropriate.

› Provide additional shade trees to reduce building cooling loads. 

HABITAT

The landscape of UTPA’s core campus offers verdant habitat for 
numerous species, including over 120 species of birds. It is probably 
most heavily used during migration, when many species find food, 
water, and shelter, especially when they are grounded during bad 
weather. The campus is also used a breeding site by uncommon or 
rare species such as the Clay-colored Thrush, a tropical species that 
has expanded into the Valley from the south. In the fall of 2013, before 
and during the Rio Grande Valley Birding Festival, the campus hosted 
a wide variety of warblers, including the rare Tropical Parula and the 
very rare Painted Redstart. 

A variety of native tree, shrub, and herbaceous plant species are needed 
to support the needs of this diverse bird community. Plants providing 
nectar for hummingbirds and butterflies and small fruits for the variety 
of birds that consume them would be particularly valuable, as well 
as a mixture of deciduous and evergreen species, additional water 
features, and if possible a wetland.  Palm trees should be maintained 
and increased in number, especially the native sabal palm. Their dead 
fronds should be only minimally trimmed unless over walkways, as they 
provide nesting sites for the declining Hooded Oriole.

COMMUNITY GARDENS

As part of the University’s efforts to increase the availability of locally 
produced healthy foods, the Community Gardens will serve as test 
plots for research into species and agronomic methods appropriate 
to the changing climate. While the University’s land holdings are too 
small to have an appreciable effect on the carbon footprint of its food 
transportation, the Community Gardens will be invaluable demonstra-
tion projects for topics such as carbon capture by soil restoration.

WATER

Campus facilities, landscape, and operations should be designed to 
minimize the use of water and to protect the campus against flooding 
while maintaining the beauty of the campus. 

› The campus should Initiate graywater harvesting and its use for the 
irrigation of the campus landscape.

› Xeriscape strategies should be utilized where appropriate in campus 
landscaping.

› Stormwater detention systems should be designed to be 
aesthetically  appealing.

ENERGY

The University should establish energy standards for buildings and oth-
er campus facilities, addressing such topics as: envelope performance, 
displacement ventilation and cooling, user control of HVAC, natural 

SUSTAINABILITY EFFORTS &  
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS

light, operable windows, energy efficient lighting, heat exchangers, 
ground source cooling, etc.

 Where possible, buildings should maximize on-site generation of pow-
er, with net zero greenhouse gas emissions as a goal. The University 
should investigate the provision of photovoltaic panels on the top lev-
els of parking garages  (which would have the added benefit of shading 
parked cars), on the roofs of buildings, and on shading structures such 
as the proposed Library Pavilion. 

ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN

The campus’s older buildings have an inherently energy efficient de-
sign. Their thick and massive exterior masonry walls maximize thermal 
mass, their deep-set and relatively small window openings minimize 
solar gain; their shaded loggias, trellises, and entry porticoes provide 
thermal transitional areas between indoors and outdoors; and their 
light-colored roofs minimize solar gain. As the University constructs 
new buildings and renovates existing ones, it should continue to capi-
talize on the efficiency of these design strategies and at the same time 
pursue additional methods to increase the sustainability of its facilities. 

New buildings should be designed to maximize their energy efficiency. 
Buildings should incorporate shaded walkways in loggias and court-
yards. They should avoid large areas of unshaded south facing glass 
and be provided with vestibules or revolving doors at entrances, and 
light colored roofs. Potential areas of investigation include:

› Photovoltaic arrays on roofs and on shading devices.

› Energy-efficient alternatives to mechanical cooling.

› Operable windows for the cooler seasons, tied to building   
 mechanical controls.

› Upgrades to existing building envelope and mechanical systems. 

LIGHTING

The University should adopt dark-sky principles for site and building 
lighting.

80

CAMPUS MASTER PLAN



TRANSPORTATION

Efforts to improve and expand the non-automotive transportation op-
tions would improve the campus environment, increase access to the 
campus, and reduce the University’s overall greenhouse gas footprint. 
Strategies include:

› Improve and expand the campus’s public transportation system.

› Increase commuter options by setting up programs such as shared 
car ridership.

› Improve the campus and regional bicycle lane and path system.

CAMPUS AMENITIES & ACCOMMODATIONS

Additional residential accommodations for students, faculty, and staff 
within walking distance of campus would have numerous benefits.  
Residences could be either be developed privately or constructed by 
the University. Buildings sited on streets with potential for pedestrian 
traffic should be designed to accommodate ground-floor retail space. 

In particular, the south side of University Drive has great potential for 
both ground-floor retail space and several residential floors above. A 
completed University Drive residential and retail project would im-
prove the University’s overall greenhouse gas footprint by reducing 
the incentive to travel by car for shopping, dining, and entertainment, 
and would eliminate automotive commutes to campus by its residents. 

WASTE MANAGEMENT

The University should expand the campus’s recycling program.

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

The University should undertake efforts to promote awareness of 
global warming and natural resource depletion and their causes and 
consequences, and of strategies to minimize them and adapt to them.

Important avian species of the UTPA campus:

FIGURE 1
Blue-headed Vireo

FIGURE 2 
Hooded Oriole

FIGURE 3  
Black-and-White Warbler

FIGURE 4  
Painted Redstart

FIGURE 5  
Clay-Colored Thrush Frontera

FIGURE 6  
Buff-Bellied Hummingbird

FIGURE 7 
Tropical Parula

FIGURE 8  
Black-Crested Titmouse
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V. SATELLITE CAMPUSES

Beyond the many thousands of students who commute 
to its Main Campus in Edinburg, the University serves 

an even wider group of students and community 
members at facilities throughout the Rio Grande Valley. 

Though not the primary focus of this Master Plan, 
these satellite locations are important both as centers 

for teaching and research and as extensions of the 
University’s institutional presence  

within the community.



UTPA IN THE RIO GRANDE VALLEY

1 
2 
3 
4

The University of Texas Pan-American is in the cen-
ter of one of the fastest-growing areas in the nation, 
the southern tip of Texas known as the Rio Grande 
Valley. Over 93% of students enrolled at UTPA 
come from the Rio Grande Valley. The remaining 7% 
of students come from other Texas counties (3%), 
other states in the US (less than 1%), Mexico (2%), 
and from other foreign countries (almost 1%). Most 
alumni remain in the Valley region after graduating 
and are employed in the Valley. 

UTPA serves the Rio Grande Valley and South Texas 
with baccalaureate, master’s, and doctoral degrees. 
Currently, UTPA provides affordable education and 
global opportunities with a choice of fifty-six bach-
elor, fifty-three master’s, three doctoral, and two 
cooperative doctoral programs within seven col-
leges. In addition to its main campus, the University 
houses some of its administrative and academic 
programs in separate facilities within the City of 

Edinburg. UTPA also provides program-specific 
classes at campuses in Rio Grande City, McAllen, 
and South Padre Island as well as through its online 
learning center. These satellite locations enable the 
University to reach more students within the Valley 
and to provide a range of public services for the 
larger Valley community.

For many years the University maintained just one 
satellite campus, the Coastal Studies Lab in South 
Padre Island. The dramatic increase in the number 
of satellite campuses in recent years — averaging 
about one new location a year — reflects the overall 
growth in the Valley population and the University’s 
mission to provide an affordable, accessible educa-
tion for as many students as possible.

An assessment of mechanical, electrical, plumbing, 
and site utilities was conducted for each University-
owned satellite facility, and may be found in the 
Master Plan Appendix.

FIGURE 1
The Rio Grande Valley comprises four 

counties at the southern tip of Texas — Starr, 
Hidalgo, Willacy, and Cameron .

FIGURE 2
UTPA Rio Grande Valley Campuses

FIGURE 3
UTPA Edinburg Campuses

UTPA Edinburg Campuses 
UTPA McAllen Teaching Site 
UTPA Starr County Campus 

UTPA Coastal Studies Laboratory
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UTPA Main Campus 
UTPA Financial Services Building 

UTPA Visual Arts Building 
UTPA Community Engagement 

& Student Success Building
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VISUAL ARTS BUILDING & ALUMNI CENTER

HISTORY & PROGRAM

In the fall of 2012, UTPA relocated its visual arts programs to a new 
site approximately two miles southeast of the Main Campus, coincid-
ing with the renovation and expansion of the Fine Arts Complex. This 
move provides expanded, state-of-the-art teaching space for the vi-
sual arts while allowing for increased space for the performing arts 
on the Main Campus. The new Visual Arts Building, a former retail 
warehouse-type facility purchased and extensively remodeled by the 
University, provides approximately 66,000 square feet of space for the 
Art Department, including graduate studios and graphic design pro-
grams. The industrial character and scale of this facility, including its 
generous loading dock, is well suited to creative programs such as ce-
ramics and sculpture.

Adjacent to the Visual Arts Building property is the University’s Alumni 
Center, a former food retail facility purchased and remodeled by 
the University. This adjacent property provides approximately 3,500 
square feet of space serving the Alumni Association. 

Collectively these properties provide 200 surface parking spaces. Tran-
sit service between the Visual Arts Building and the main campus is pro-
vided by Valley Metro Route 14.      

RECOMMENDATIONS

Because of the extensive parking at the Visual Arts Building location, 
the Master Plan recommends that this site become a park-and-ride 
stop to provide additional parking for the Main Campus. In addition to 
the Valley Metro route, a new University shuttle will transport students, 
staff, and faculty who park at the Arts site to the Main Campus. 

The Plan also proposes additional landscaping at this site to enhance 
its image as part of the University. The addition of lawn, low vegeta-
tion, and trees both around the buildings and at the ends of park-
ing lanes will enhance the site’s institutional presence while providing 
shade. Proposed landscape improvements would reduce surface park-
ing in this areas to 125 spaces.

FIGURE 4
Visual Arts Building, Existing Site Plan

FIGURE 5
Visual Arts Building, Proposed Site Plan

FIGURE 6
The University’s renovations to the 
Visual Arts Building reflect architectural 
elements of its Main Campus buildings, 
such as buff brick, arched openings, and 
buttresses, providing visual connectivity 
between this site and the Main Campus.

FIGURE 7
With its high ceilings and long-span 
structure, the Visual Arts Building 
provides ideal space for messier activities 
such as sculpture and ceramics.

FIGURE 8
Visual Arts Building and Alumni Center 
Vicinity Map (site indicated in orange)
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HISTORY & PROGRAM

The Community Engagement & Student Success 
Building (CESS) is located southeast of downtown 
Edinburg, about three miles from the Main Campus, 
at the intersection of Freddy Gonzalez Drive and 
Highway 281. The property was purchased by the 
University ten years ago and served as a warehouse 
facility, known as the Haggar Building, until 2012, 
when it was renamed and converted into the CESS 
Building. The facility now houses economic devel-
opment and student services operations as well as 
the UTPA Business Development & Innovation (BDI) 
group. With convenient access from Highway 281, 

the CESS Building is ideally located for the many 
community members served by the facility. The 
extensive property includes 480 surface parking 
spaces. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Master Plan recommends that this property be 
utilized as a park-and-ride facility to augment park-
ing at the Main Campus, accessed via a new shuttle 
route, as illustrated on page 51 of this report.

FIGURE 1
Community Engagement & Student Success 

Building Vicinity Map 
(site indicated in orange)

FIGURE 2
Community Engagement & Student 

Success Building, Existing Plan

FIGURE 3
Community Engagement & Student 

Success Building, Proposed Plan

FIGURE 4
Community Engagement & Student 

Success Building, Existing View
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HISTORY & PROGRAM

Since 2009, UTPA has partnered with the City of 
McAllen, ten miles south of Edinburg, to offer a 
teaching center for McAllen residents. The McAllen 
Teaching site, located southwest of downtown 
McAllen in a leased retail property, offers a num-
ber of graduate courses — including Education, 
Business, Public Management, Humanities, and 
English as a Second Language — as well as continu-
ing education and limited undergraduate courses, 
and is especially well-suited to business people in 
the McAllen area seeking to further their education. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

The University will likely continue to have a pres-
ence in the City of McAllen, although the location 
of its teaching facility may change as the number of 
course offerings grows.
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FIGURE 5
McAllen Teaching Site, Existing Site Plan

FIGURE 6
The McAllen Teaching Site’s location 
in a commercial shopping district 
makes it easily accessible to business 
people in the McAllen area.

FIGURE 7
The McAllen Teaching Site includes a 
number of flexible classroom spaces. 

FIGURE 8
McAllen Teaching Site Vicinity Map 
(site indicated in orange)



STARR COUNTY CAMPUS

Date Palm Dr

3167

South Texas College
Starr County

Campus Library

HISTORY & PROGRAM

The University has maintained a presence in Starr 
County for eleven years, and recently relocated to 
a new facility adjacent to the South Texas College 
(STC) Starr County Campus, fifty miles west of 
Edinburg in Rio Grande City. The Starr County 
Campus consists of three buildings, providing on-
campus instruction as well as distance education. 
Courses are primarily focused on Interdisciplinary 
Studies with a specialization in Bilingual Education, 
although other courses including Criminal Justice, 
Spanish, and Education Leadership are also offered. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is anticipated that UTPA will continue to serve the 
southwestern Rio Grande Valley population at the 
Starr County Campus. The extent of undeveloped 
property immediately adjacent to the campus may 
be a resource for the facility’s eventual expansion 
as course offerings and enrollment at the campus 
grow.

FIGURE 1
Starr County Campus Vicinity Map 

(site indicated in orange)

FIGURE 2
Starr County Campus, Existing Plan

FIGURE 3
Starr County Campus, Existing View

FIGURE 4
Starr County Campus Courtyard
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COASTAL STUDIES LABORATORY
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UTPA’s Coastal Studies Laboratory is located at the 
southern tip of South Padre Island, about seventy 
miles east of Edinburg. Initially established as a ma-
rine biology laboratory in 1973, it was expanded in 
1985 to include University education, public educa-
tion, and coastal research.

The Coastal Studies Laboratory includes a display 
area that is open to the public. The facility supports 
classes and field trips from UTPA and other regional 
schools and offers marine-oriented courses.

The site has appoximately 160 surface parking spac-
es. Transit to the City of South Padre Island is pro-
vided by two bus routes. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

The existing facility is undersized both for its re-
search and for its public outreach functions. In the 
long term the facility should be expanded or re-
placed on another site to better serve the University 
as well as visitors to the lab. An expanded facility 
should be designed to maximize its public outreach, 
with generous provision for exhibit and event space. 
A possible scheme for the facility’s expansion, as il-
lustrated in Figure 6, orients public spaces, such as 
a lobby, café, and exhibit gallery, toward the site’s 
scenic views.

A full programming study should be conducted to 
determine the extent of laboratory, teaching, and 
support space needed for the expanded facility.

FIGURE 5
Coastal Studies Laboratory, Existing Site Plan

FIGURE 6
Coastal Studies Laboratory, 
Proposed Site Scheme

FIGURE 7
Coastal Studies Laboratory, Existing View 

FIGURE 8
Coastal Studies Laboratory Boardwalk

FIGURE 9
Coastal Studies Laboratory Vicinity Plan 
(site indicated in orange)

89

5 6

7 8

9

SATELLITE CAMPUSES





VI. PROCESS & IMPLEMENTATION

The long-term success of the Campus Master Plan 
depends on the University’s ability to maintain 
a consistent vision of the future campus while 

accommodating changing needs and circumstances. 
Managing facilities growth and the improvement of 

the campus’s outdoor spaces will require a judicious 
awareness of the long-term implications of decisions 
as well as a consistent institutional investment in the 

quality of the campus environment.



There is a relationship between the quality of 

an institution’s physical environment and its 

intellectual mission. The intent of the UTPA 

Campus Master Plan is to bring the campus 

into alignment with the University’s mission and 

Strategic Plan through growth management and an 

improved physical environment. Achieving this goal 

will require an enlightened and effective process 

for campus planning, design, and management. 

Indeed, it will require a radical augmentation and 

reorientation of current practice at UTPA.

To be effective, any process must address both 

public and private interests. There was a time 

when this was a simpler task: a time when 

there was consensus about what was right, and 

when two or three central figures had the power 

and judgment to manage campus development 

effectively. That world no longer exists. A more 

comprehensive model is required today, especially 

for large universities. Most universities need 

a vision, a plan, a process, and design control 

as a framework for decision making. A good 

master plan consists of a plan, guidelines, and 

a process. This chapter addresses the process 

for implementation and management of the 

Campus Master Plan and presumes the ideal 

of a Long-Range Plan, a series of district plans, 

and guidelines for architecture, landscape, and 

sustainability.

Architect selection may be the single most important factor in the suc-
cessful implementation of the Campus Master Plan. Simply put, bet-
ter architects (generally) make better buildings, and the best ones 
make buildings that relate to others to form a community of buildings. 
Any architect working on the campus should have an acutely devel-
oped understanding of both private issues — those that pertain spe-
cifically to the building program and user requirements — and public 
issues — those that relate to the building’s larger context within the 
campus. Many architectural firms are “service firms,” adept at serving 
the client but not necessarily adept at designing buildings and spaces 
for the public realm. Other firms promote themselves as “specialists” 
in a particular building type. This has an understandable appeal to us-
ers of that building type; yet such firms may have no credentials at all 
in the design of buildings in context. Special effort should be made 
to solicit good architects, and the actual selection should be made by 
people qualified to evaluate them. Thus, while user representatives 
should play a role in the selection process, the decision should not be 
made by them alone.

The terms of the architect–university relationship are also crucial to 
success. Even the best architects cannot produce good work in a fail-
ure-prone relationship. The crucial factors are adequate fees, appro-
priate budgets and schedules, and a cooperative, supportive process.

The first big step after project initiation, project definition, and fea-
sibility involves the definition of the proposed facility’s program, site, 
guidelines, budget, and design concept. Project feasibility is deter-
mined during this phase.

Because of its fundamental nature, this phase also determines whether 
the future project will be success prone or failure prone. As such, it 
should be careful, considered, and rational. Unfortunately, however, 
this is often the most arbitrary and ill-considered phase of the project. 
Time and care should be devoted to this effort.

Programming, site selection, project-specific guidelines, budget/
cost estimating, and conceptual design are interrelated activities and 
should be developed in an integral and cyclical manner, rather than as 
a linear sequence of individual tasks, in order to achieve a balance of 
value. Most projects are either “budget driven” or “mission driven.” 
With budget-driven projects, the size and quality of the facility are de-
rived from a fixed amount of money available for the project cost. With 
mission-driven projects, the project cost is derived from the size and 
quality of the facility that is required. Though mission-driven projects 
are ideal, they are rarely seen in the real world, particularly at state 
institutions. Therefore, an adequate process should be developed 
to achieve a balance between cost, size, and value. The work of this 
phase may be done “in house” or by outside consultants.

SITE SELECTION

Each potential site should be studied for its characteristics and capac-
ity before any specific program is identified for it. The major develop-
ment guidelines may then be identified and made part of whatever 
program is identified for the site. The specific program can then be 
developed and tested on the site.

Typically, site-selection criteria include unencumbered availability, lack 
of underground utility complications, adequate area to accommodate 
program volume, and proximity to related facilities. Rarely is the po-
tential for the building’s contribution to enhancing the public realm a 
consideration, and rarely does any of the site’s potential have an effect 
on the program.

Site requirements, however, are as important as functional require-
ments in the development of a facility program if any individual build-
ing is to make a contribution to a good physical environment. Indeed, 
a building’s civic role should be a fundamental part of the facility pro-
gram and should not be reduced in order to enhance private require-
ments. For each new project, a siting study should be done, not only 
to determine feasibility, but also to determine the guidelines for the 
building’s civic role that should be written into the building program. 

PROJECT DEFINITION & FEASIBILITYARCHITECT SELECTION

There are three major issues with regard to process: 

architect selection, projection definition and 

feasibility, and design control.
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PROGRAM

The modern, specialized field of programming has its roots in mid-
eighteenth-century France. This was a period in which architectural 
competitions were held for an expanding array of large institutional 
buildings, each of which required a functional program of spaces. This 
period was also the beginning of the quantification of knowledge, 
structural calculations, and a radical change in the way architecture 
was conceived and designed. For the first time buildings were con-
ceived “from the inside out,” rather than “from the outside in.” The 

“private” role of the building became dominant over its “public” role, 
and more and more buildings were designed as detached, freestand-
ing objects. This system continued throughout the nineteenth centu-
ry under the French architectural education system of the École des 
Beaux Arts. The most important lesson students learned was that “the 
most important spaces (the public space of circulation, etc.) are never 
in the program.”

In modern times, programming has become ever more mechanistically 
and mathematically sophisticated. The typical modern program focus-
es on the development of a highly particularized and defined schedule 
of “net assignable functional areas,” controlled and maximized by the 
users of the facility. The interior public spaces of the building — “the 
most important spaces” — are now expressed as a mathematical ex-
pression of efficiency called the “net-to-gross ratio.” In other words, 
the net areas are totaled and multiplied by a ratio in order to deter-
mine the projected gross area of the facility. There is a tendency to 
maximize the net area and minimize the gross area by making the net-
to-gross ratio as low as possible.

For all its positive characteristics, however, this modern notion of pro-
gram is flawed. Its emphasis on the private role of the building too 
often produces isolated, cheap-looking, bad neighbors, with little or 
no interior or exterior social space. Indeed, a common and compel-
ling request of university students and faculty members is for more 
public space to enable chance encounters among faculty and between 
faculty and students. To make matters worse, if cost reductions are 
required, they are inevitably taken from the exterior and the public 
spaces in order to preserve “net assignable square feet.” Thus, these 
kinds of programs address only half of the programmatic issues: the 
private half. The typical site-selection process is complicit in this co-
nundrum as well.

BUDGET

If buildings are to fulfill their civic role as described in the Campus 
Master Plan, both the programming and funding must accommodate 
this by including landscape and public space requirements in a pro-
posed building’s program and budget. Unfortunately, the establish-
ment of a budget for a facility is usually the least rational factor in a 
project. Often it is completely arbitrary, with no relationship to mis-
sion or program. Even when it is derived from the program, it is often 
failure prone because it is based on an unrealistically low net-to-gross 
multiplier to determine gross area, and this area is then multiplied by 
an inadequately low value of dollars per gross square foot ($/gsf). If 
site criteria are absent, the projected construction cost is even less 
adequate. Finally, an inadequately low ratio of construction cost to 
project cost may exacerbate the problem.

Cost estimating is a combination of guessing and measuring. In the be-
ginning of a project it is mostly guessing; toward the end of documen-
tation there is more measuring (quantification), but there is still a lot of 
guessing. Experience helps make better guesses, but contingencies 
and contingency management are crucial to cost control. Conventional 
wisdom holds that the first time the construction cost of a building can 
be predicted accurately is at the end of the preliminary design phase, 
as this is the first time the project can quantified with reasonable ac-
curacy. Before that point, success-prone factors should be used.

Some useful budget-projection guidelines during programming 
include:

› Use a generous net-to-gross multiplier to estimate the gross area 
 of the building (1.65 or better).

› Use a generous value per gross square foot (indexed to a year of   
 construction) to arrive at the projected building construction cost.

› Use a generous allowance for site work.

› Use an adequate multiplier for construction-to-project cost   
 (typically about 1.33).

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN

A conceptual design does several things. It tests the program’s ability 
to perform a civic as well as a private role, it enables more accurate 
budgeting, and it tests the functional implications of the site.

Without an actual design, the program and budget are simply math-
ematical constructs, and the site guidelines are simply theoretical con-
structs. A conceptual design is a useful tool for determining realistic 
programs and budgets as well as for demonstrating the potential for 
the building’s civic role.
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Strong design control is required to achieve a high-quality campus en-
vironment and to implement the intent of the Campus Master Plan. 
Design authority, vested in a University Architect/Campus Planner and 
a Design Review Board, is an important element in achieving this.

To be effective, any process must address both private and public in-
terests. In the recent past, this process has been difficult to achieve 
owing to the hegemony of private interests that result from a lack of 
cohesive planning and design authority. To maintain a balance, active 
participation and cooperation is required from four institutional en-
tities: the Users, Facilities Management Project Planning, a Design 
Authority, and the Architect. While each of these participants has a 
more focused role or agenda, each must be involved with all phases 
and accept responsibility for the implications and effects of their indi-
vidual agendas. For example, it is not enough for a University Architect 
and a Design Review Board to make requirements in the early (design) 
phases of a project and then be absent in the later phases, when bud-
get considerations threaten to undermine those requirements.

Users have a largely “private” agenda. They are primarily concerned 
with getting the most square feet possible and the best functional ar-
rangement. This is especially true of technical facilities, as opposed to 
more symbolic public buildings such as performing arts facilities. Every 
user group’s special requirements must be acknowledged, but their 
needs must also be put in the context of the larger whole — financially, 
formally, and socially. For example, the exterior of the building and the 

site development should be subject to appropriate budgetary atten-
tion in order to fulfill the facility’s responsibilities to the public realm.

Facilities Management Project Planning also typically has a larger “pri-
vate” agenda, as they are concerned primarily with budget and sched-
ule. To the degree that they are also a planning authority, they may 
also be concerned with the long-term viability of the project and with 
engineering and maintenance. It is in this last sense that they also have 
a public agenda.

The Design Authority of the University, in contrast to the Users and 
Facilities Management, has an almost completely “public” agenda. 
Like Facilities Management, it is concerned with the long-term viability 
of a project, but primarily it is concerned with the promotion, develop-
ment, and quality of the public realm. It thus plays a large role in the 
development of plans and guidelines, in architect selection, and in the 
design review of individual projects. The Design Authority may be an 
individual, a group of individuals, or a Design Review Board. Typically, 
it is composed of a University Architect as well as a Design Review 
Board. Its power or authority — and therefore its effectiveness — may 
be delegated from the top down, or developed from the bottom up. 
Both are desirable, but without support from the top, the effectiveness 
of design control is drastically diminished.

The Architect should have an acutely developed understanding of 
both public and private obligations.

UNIVERSITY ARCHITECT/CAMPUS PLANNER

The University Architect/Campus Planner is professionally responsible 
for the qualitative development of the campus, and for the implemen-
tation, monitoring, and evolution of the Campus Master Plan. This re-
quires vested authority by the University and knowledgeably acute de-
sign judgment. The most important duties of the University Architect/
Campus Planner are to sponsor and guide the program/site/budget/
conceptual design phase; to participate in and guide architect solicita-
tion and selection; and to be a leading member of the Design Review 
Board.

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

The Design Review Board (DRB) reviews project designs on behalf of 
the University with two primary goals:

› To monitor and ensure that all design projects comply with 
 the intent of the Campus Master Plan; to interpret the plan 
 and guidelines; to grant exceptions when appropriate; and to 
 recommend modification or development of the Campus Master 
 Plan as required.

› To evaluate projects to ensure that they meet the highest 
 qualitative standards.

The DRB is the guardian of campus development, and its recommen-
dations to the administration should be taken seriously.

DESIGN CONTROL
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Authority & Membership To fulfill its mission, the Design Review 
Board must be granted authority and judgment. The members of 
the DRB should be appointed by the University President, and the 
DRB should be vested with the authority to review projects on the 
University’s behalf and advise the proper University parties. The 
President should appoint as chair a person of professional judge-
ment, diplomacy, and conviction. This person could be the University 
Architect/Campus Planner.

The DRB should typically consist of the University Architect/Campus 
Planner, two practicing design professionals (who are precluded from 
University work during their term on the Board), two at-large faculty 
with an interest in the design of the campus (to be appointed by the 
Provost), the Vice President for Business Affairs (ex officio), and the 
Director of Facilities Management (ex officio). Terms might be for two 
years, but staggered for continuity. Other members of the University 
community might attend the deliberations of the Board as resources, 
but as nonvoting members.

The University Architect/Campus Planner and one professional mem-
ber of the Design Review Board should sit on each Architect Selection 
Committee.

Procedures The DRB should have formal monthly meetings with set 
procedures and agenda. Projects are presented to the Board by the 
Project Committee and the Design Team. After every project review, 
clear instructions from the Board’s deliberations should be provided.

The sequence of actions/reviews should include but are not limited to 
the following:

› Review the Campus Master Plan with each design team and provide  
 them with a copy of the relevant parts of the Campus Master Plan.

› Require an initial meeting with the design team to clarify the   
 University’s intent.

› Require formal reviews at the level of Program/Concept Design,   
 Preliminary Design, and Detailed Design.

› Provide a post-construction project assessment report.

Project Review Criteria All major planning, landscape, and archi-
tectural projects should be reviewed. Smaller projects should also be 
considered for review, although the process could be abbreviated. The 
accumulation of small projects can add up to serious degradation of 
the physical environment. These projects may also be an opportunity 
to initiate the transformation of an existing condition. The basic crite-
rion that triggers design review should be whether the project affects 
the public spaces of the University, including building lobbies.

Administrative Integration The design review process should be 
carefully integrated into the existing University administration, espe-
cially as it relates to campus development and project initiation. Care 
must be taken, however, not to counteract or dilute the authority of the 
campus Design Review Board.
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