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REGARDING FOGGY BOTTOM COLLABORATIVE INITIATIVE 

In response to the concern expressed by several Zoning Commission members about the 

distance between positions articulated by George Washington University ("GWU") and the 

community, as well as questions raised about the efficacy and composition of an advisory 

commission, the Foggy Bottom Association ("FBA") and Advisory Neighborhood Commission 

2A (the "ANC" or "ANC 2A") submit the following. 

The testimony presented to date has established that many of the "town-gown" problems 

identified by the Board of Zoning Adjustment in its 2000 Campus Plan decision remain 

unresolved. For that reason, among others, the FBA and the ANC have urged the Zoning 

Commission not to approve a new campus plan prior to the expiration of the current Plan. 

In the interim, there are several ways to make use of the years remaining on the current 

Campus Plan in a constructive manner. The FBA and the ANC submit that this time could be 

profitably used to build something notably lacking here: a legitimate, best-practices-based plan 

for the future that respects and involves the community as an equal partner. There are ways to 

accomplish that goal using techniques based on improving communication and fostering mutual 

trust, elements that have been notably lacking in the current case. 

The problem of town-gown relations is neither new nor unique to the Foggy Bottom 

neighborhood. Solutions have been elusive, so much so that there is a federal program that 

makes grants to fund attempts between universities and their neighbors to forge ~~~~MMISSION 
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changes, both within an institution and in the way the institution relates to the neighborhood." 

This is the description of a program operated by the Department of Housing and Urban 

Development's Office of University Partnerships ("OUP"), which in tum operates a Community 

Outreach Partnership Centers ("COPC") grants program. COPC grants are administered by, and 

may be available to, universities during March and September 2007, although no FY 2007 funds 

are yet available. A copy of the HUD website featuring the COPC program is attached (Exhibit 

1). 

The COPC program has awarded grants to help universities conduct outreach and applied 

research activities. While GWU is not listed as a previous grantee, we understand that 

Georgetown and Howard Universities have received grants under this program. One activity that 

is eligible for HUD funding is "[p]lanning activities that help local residents develop a vision for 

their community and a plan for implementing that vision." Such a planning exercise would be a 

good use of the time remaining on the current Campus Plan and could be a tool to demonstrate 

GWU's commitment to its neighbors. 

If GWU were to seek and obtain a federal grant under this program, the funds could be 

used over the next two and one-half years to develop a post-2009 plan through a legitimate 

collaborative process that would incorporate the community's vision into the process. 1 An effort 

that seeks to establish a multi-year vision for GWU and for the host Foggy Bottom/West End 

neighborhoods would be in everyone's interest. This effort could address issues such as the 

sustainable maximum University development and student enrollment limits withjn applicable 

boundaries and the provision of tangible protections to the existing co-located residential areas 

from any further adverse university impacts. 

A collaborative venture using current "best practices" would help address the unanswered 

1 Only a university can seek such funding from HUD. Obviously FBA and the ANC would be 
willing to support any application designed to accomplish the planning goals outlined here. 
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question that has been lurking unanswered throughout the current proceedings. The community 

and the Commission know what GWU wants to look like in 2025. But what do we want Foggy 

Bottom and the West End to look like in 20 years? 

A collaborative process that focused on the needs not just of GWU, but of the community 

as well is what has been missing to date. There is reason for optimism that such an approach, if 

supported by a HUD grant, would yield a better result. There is a wealth of recent planning 

literature regarding creative ways to resolve town-gown issues, and those efforts could be 

brought to bear on the present situation. The American Planning Association has a Pl~g 

Advisory Service ("PAS") that offers practical advice in this area, as evidenced by its May/June 

2006 PAS MEMO on the topic (Exhibit 2). Similarly the American Institute of Certified 

Planners ("AICP") reviews examples of collaborative efforts (Exhibit 3). Examples are also 

available in publications such as the Chronicle of Higher Education (Exhibit 4). 

If there is one theme that is emphasized in the literature, it is that success depends on 

two-way communication, building mutual trust, and establishing a legitimate partnership in 

which the community has a real stake in the process. This is not the approach that has been 

utilized here by GWU. A HUn-supported grant would allow GWU and the community to 

undertake a truly collaborative process for planning the future both for GWU and for its 

neighbors. 

For this additional reason, the Foggy Bottom Association and ANC 2A believe that GW 

U's applications should be denied and that the Commission should encourage GWU to undertake 

this approach to developing a post-2009 campus plan for the University's Foggy Bottom campus. 

We submit too that the Commission should defer a mling in Case No. 06-27, involving 

the proposed redevelopment of Square 54. Since Square 54 is within the campus boundaries of 

George Washington University, any community-based, best-practices approach should examine ZONING COMMISSION
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development ofthat site as part of a broader, unified examination ofthe planning and zoning 

issues raised by a new campus plan, consistent with the goals of section 210.4 ofthe Zoning 

Regulations, which contemplate planning a university campus as a whole. 

14 November 2006 

Respectfully submitted, 

~ !f·{Jvl~j__,_ 
Cornish F. Hitchcock 

5301 Wisconsin Avenue, NW Suite 350 
Washington, DC 20015 
{202) 364-1050 

Attorney for Foggy Bottom Association and 
Advisory Neighborhood Commission 2A 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that a copy of this document was served this 14111 day ofNovember, 2006 

upon Maureen E. Dwyer, Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman, 2300 N Street, NW, Washington, 
~DC 20037, maureen.dwyer@pillsburylaw.com. 
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The Community Outreach 
Partnership Centers program will 
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grant cycle. Please check back in 
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~ COPC Technical Assistance 
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~ Search for COPC Grantees 

Since 1994, OUP's Community Outreach Partnership Centers (COPC) 
program has awarded grants to help colleges and universities establish 
and operate COPCs to carry out outreach and applied research activities 
that will address problems of urban areas. The program also seeks to 
encourage structural changes, both within an institution and in the way 
the institution relates to its neighborhood. 

Two kinds of grants are awarded under this program: New Grants and 
New Directions grants. New Grants are awarded to applicants who have 
never received a COPC grant, to address three or more distinct urban 
problems. New Directions grants are awarded to applicants who have 
previously received a COPC grant. New Directions applicants must 
demonstrate that they will implement new eligible activities in a current 
COPC neighborhood or the same or new activities in a new neighborhood. 

Elig ible Applicants. Accredited public or private nonprofit institutions of 
higher education that grant 2- or 4-year degrees may apply for COPC 
funding. Consortia of eligible institutions may also apply, as long as one 
institution is designated as the lead applicant. 

Eligible Activities. COPC programs may combine outreach and research 
activities to address comprehensive, multifaceted community problems. 
Examples of successful COPC initiatives include but are not limited, to 
activities such as: 

• Job training and counseling to reduce unemployment. 
• Local initiatives to combat housing discrimination and homelessness, 

encourage the development of affordable housing, and help 
consumers navigate the process of buying and maintaining that 
housing. 

• Mentoring and educational programs for neighborhood youth. 
• Financial and technical assistance for new businesses. 
• Tra ining or technical assistance that builds the capacity of 

community groups and increases the leadership skills of 
neighborhood residents. 

• Planning activ ities that help local residents develop a vision for their 
community and a plan for implementing that vision. 

• Projects to fight disease, crime, and environmental degradation. 
• Activities that increase a community's access to information and 

applied research . 
• University coursework that encourages students to engage in 

activities relating to the community. 
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Town-Gown Partnerships for Success 
By Dan Sit ler, Michael Rudden, Rob Holzman AJCP, and George Homsy 

/ \ Print Now 
~m 

In th e spring of 1994, Ohio State University freshman Stephanie Hummer tried to catch up with friends 
walking through the neighborhood near school. She never made it. The young woman's body was found 
the next day, dumped in a field. The murder put a spotlight on the academic island that OSU had become 
in a t roubled area of Columbus. At the time of the horrific crime, OSU knew about the deteriorating 
conditions at its doorstep. In a survey of students accepted for admission to the university, fear of the 
surrounding community was a major reason why some decided not to attend. 

During the 1990s, Ohio State University, along with most urban institutions of higher education, began to 
realize that efforts to isolate themselves from host communities were fa iling. For a few decades many 
urban institutions had tried (sometimes literally) to wa ll themselves off and turn a blind eye to the 
deteriorating community around them. But attempts to separate academic from civic life backfired. High 
crime rates , poverty, and rundown neighborhoods hampered efforts to recruit faculty and students. 
Former secretary of housing and urban development Henry Cisneros wrote in 1996 that "(t ] he long-term 
futures of both t he city and the university in this country are so intertwined that one cannot - or perhaps 
will not - survive without the other." 

Over the past decade, many schools have successfully re-engaged w ith their host communities. The goal 
of this PAS Memo is to help community and university planners understand their environ ment. Brief case 
studies from urban areas and small towns illustrate innovative ways the two have partnered for the 
bett erment of both. 

Understanding Town Gown Relations 

Historically, the university idea was imported from Europe, where most institutions are woven into the 
fabric of ancient cit ies such as London, Paris, and Rome. However, in America, colleges and universit ies 
proliferated in com munities of all sizes. The large land area and decentralized system of government in 
the U.S. meant many institutions were required to educate the scattered population, according to 
geographer Blake Gumbrecht, a University of New Hampshire professor. He writes that most America n 
colleges were founded before the rise of big cit ies. These young villages and towns, each believing itself 
to be the most important frontier location, needed a college to complete its comm unity identity. Many 
university founders believed rural settings were more conducive to education than urban areas wit h their 
distractions. Over time, however, the urban fabric grew to surround many of these instit utions. 

The history of town -gown tensions is as old as universities themselves. One of the first recorded instances 
of relations going bad occurred in 1209, after a student at the University of Oxford killed a local woman. 
The townspeople retaliated by hanging two or three of t he student s. Many students and faculty members 
fled to other towns, including Cambridge, where they formed the University of Cambridge, the English­
speaking world's second oldest university after Oxford. 

Most instances of town-gown tension are not as dramatic, v iolent, or foundational as the Oxford incident. 
Instead they stem , over t ime, from misunderstandings, the lack of communication, and differing 
prior ities. As the communities deteriorated, the schools' efforts to isolate themselves grew and problems 
became more acute. 

While suburbani zation pulled people and businesses.from urban cores, colleges and universit ies stayed. 
Although some did open suburban campuses, few, if any, packed up and followed the sprawl. Unlike 
corporations, t he physical investments made by universities, along with a strong sense of history, have 

EXHIBIT 2 
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anchored these schools to their communities. 

In many places, universities decided the best course was to isolate themselves from the deteriorating 
conditions outside of their walls. This happened in metropolitan areas, such as New York City, as well as 
in smaller cities. For example, the mayor of Schenect_ady, New York, recalled to a local newspaper that 
Union College became a city-within-a-city, it "was always like the Vatican in Rome." Other institutions 
maintained minimal relations with their host communities, but the terms could often be construed as 
benign neglect. Still others saw the lower property values as an opportunity to increase their size. They 
bought land, pushed out local residents, and expanded their campuses into formerly residential 
neighborhoods. 

The resurgence of dties and the recognition by universities that their fate is closely tied to their 
communities has helped break down physical ahd attitudinal barriers. But, tensions remain. Today, we 
classify stresses into the following eight categories: 

• values and goals 
• governance 
• housing 
• transportation 
• infrastructure 
• open space and recreation 
• campus expansion 
• economic development. 

Values and Goals 

A fundamentally different perspective on values and goals lies at the source of conflict between 
communities and universities. Younger residents, often experiencing life on their own for the first time, 
have no .desire to set down roots and become long-term residents. The transient nature of students (and 
even of younger faculty memberS) means these people have different views on the community and want 
different things from it than permanent residents. 

Governance 

Universities tend to have a more top-down structure than their host communities. Although the tenures of 
university presidents have shortened in recent years, school administration tends to be more consistent 
than community leade_rship. Mayors must stand for re-election every two to four ,years and in some places 
have limits on the number of terms they can serve. Also, university actministrators answer to a small 
cadre of trustees, while community officials must respond to the general electorate. ,Community 
deliberations, usually by law, must be open to the public, while universities can close their dedsion­
making process to the public as well a~ members of their own community. 

Housing 

Absentee landlords and student conduct may be the most visible and contentious sources of stress, but it 
is only part of the housing issue. Community officials need to ree~lize that students are fundamentally 
different than long-term residents. They tend to stay up late studying as well as socializing. They have 
temporary roommates, not family members. Dense student neighborhoods also tend to produce more 
trash, and temporary student residents are much less likely to complain about code violations. 

Transportation 

University staff and faculty commuting can cause road congestion problems. At large commuter schools, 
the problem gets dramatically worse as students compete with local residents for parking. Another 
important, and often ()verlooked, difference: The campus Is typically friendlier to pedestrians and 
bicyclists than the surrounding communities. 

Infrastructure 

Universities are large consumers of power, telecommunications service, roads, public transit, and ZONING COMMISSION
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emergency services. While they pay for some privately provided services, their tax-exempt status is 
usually a source of friction over the publicly provided ones. Many colleges offer a payment in lieu of taxes. 
However, these are usually negotiated transactions not based directly on land holdings. 

Open Space and Recreation 

Universities tend to think long-term with their landscape planning and spend the money necessary to 
keep up their open spaces, particularly for graduation and alumni functions. The limited budgets of most 
communities require planting and parkland maintenance be priorit)zed and often compromised. The 
landscapes in communities _typically have their peak use during the summer. University grounds have Jess 
summer use when students are away. In some cases, the open spaces at universities are in reserve for 
future development of dormitories or research facilities. Communities find converting a public park into a 
structure difficult, if not impossible. 

Campus Expansion 

For schools without land in reserve, expansion is often the greatest source of tension between town and 
gown. Schools face constant pressure to build modern facilities to attract students, faculty, and funding. 
Some refuse to publicize acquisitions, because It takes land off the tax rolls; that secrecy often breeds 
mistrust in the community. Expansion plans also drive up property assessments, because universities can 
pay top dollar to get important parcels. At the same time, a new university facility could lower quality of 
life, change neighborhood character, and impact residential property values. 

Economic Development 

Unlike other economic engines in the community, the university stays put. It Is also less risk averse and 
less ·susceptible to swings in the local economy. A broader vision often means It will subsidize services 
deemed important but ancillary to its educational and research missions. The university's economic 
product is knowledge-based, another significant difference from a community's economic base, which 
increasingly is. retail or service-oriented. 

Missed Communication 

We can boil many town-gown problems down_ to communication, says Judith Steinkamp, former director 
of CCJmpus planning with the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. Despite their size and impact, she 
says, communities often fail to indude educational institutions in their planning process. "I've seen 
comprehensive plans in communities in which the university isn't even mentioned." 

David Lieb of Cornell University's transportation department has experienced the same town-gown 
disconnect. Over the past decade, his school, located in Ithaca, New York, has received two awards from 
the u.s. Environmental Protection Agency for its transportation demand management program. "For 14 
years, I have been fielding calls from communities around the country Interested In learning from our 
program," he says .. "It wasn't until last year that Ithaca called me. Now I'm on a city committee looking 
into transportation demand management." 

Stories of Success 
In many, but not all, cases, universities drive the early revitalization in their neighborhoods, says 
Steinkamp, the former University of MassachusettS planner. "University self-interest usually starts the 
reinvestment," she explains. She says that the appearance and S;;!fety of the communities near the 
campus impacts student and faculty recruitment. The way that town-gown relations evolve from simple 
community involvement to true partnerships, she says, requires an honest exchange of information 
between municipalities and neighborhood groups on one hand and the school on the other. 

In two of the following case studies, the universities (Ohio State University and Cornell University) drove 
the relationship that evolved into a true partnership. In the third case study, the community sparked the 
process, but it was quickly joined by Colgate University. In the fourth example, the University of Texas at 
Austin took no role in the neighborhood planning efforts. However, a successful and creative plan to solve ZONING COMMISSION
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town-gown issues resulted from communication among residents, businesses, and various associations. 

Revitalizing Columbus's Main Street 

High Street cuts through the university district around Ohio State University and is considered Columbus's 
main street. For years, city planning administrator Stephen McClary says, the area suffered because 
municipal attitudes blocked public reinvestment. "One was the belief that, since it was a university area, 
you just expected high-density housing and sofas on porches and keg parties. The other thing working 
was the belief in the city that you should treat all neighborhoods the same. For years trash pickup was 
only once a week, because that's the way it was across the city." He says people dismissed the area's 
unkempt appearance because it was a student district. But, the reality was, "there were just so many 
people, they just generated so much trash." 

A survey of students found that the poor appearance of surrounding neighborhoods had a big impact on 
c=:hoosing to not attend Ohio State. The school's president formed a task force of university administrators 
and municipal leaders to investigate ways to revamp these areas. The task force recommended forming a 
nonprofit community redevelopment corporation to oversee the preparation of a comprehensive plan for 
the university district.- In 1995, the school and City created Campus Partners for Community Urban Redevelopment, 

and the university provided a $1 million endowment to gu<!rantee itS long-term funding. Ohio State also 
provides the employees with university benefits. 

The organization's first task was a comprehensive planning effort for the university neighborhood, which 
city planner McClary first believed to be a waste of time. "I thought we had a good plan in those areas 
and I was afraid the effort would lose momentum by working on a plan instead of creating quick change." 
McClary admits his initial fears were unfounded. "Looking back on it, I realize it was probably two years 
well spent. Right off the bat they were engaging the community. It gave them some validation." 

At first, the organization focused on the planning effort and program recommendations, says Stephen 
Sterrett, community relations director for Campus Partners. The organization advocate_s for affordable 
housing. It administers the school's homeownership program, which provides down payment assistance 
for faculty and staff to buy homes in targeted areas. campus Partners formed committees through which 
university administrators, city leaders, and residents examined issues such as code enforcement and 
refuse collection. As a result Campus Partners, coordinates extra trash collection with the city during 
move-in and move-out weeks in the university neighborhoods. It arranges for drop-off points in private 
parking lots, where students and others can bring large items for disposal, keeping the mounds of trash 
off of the district's narrow streets. The dty regularly comes to cart away the trash. 

Through such programs, Sterrett says that many residents realized the university "can be a powerful ally 
and help get things done that local organizations can't do. ·- In the past, the city would talk to people and 
then act. Then someone else would complain. A key part of our planning process is to build consensus so 
that the city would be comfortable moving forward. We help the University District speak with one voice." 

Perhaps the most dramatic change has occurred along High Street (see figures 1 and 2). The planning 
effort listed revitalization ofthis former retail core as a key component in turning around the university 
district. The plan uncovered several problems. First, the area lacked parking. It had been developed for 
students before they had cars. Second was a poor diversity of businesses. Fast food restaurants, bars, 
and record stores served the student population, but they did not draw shoppers from a greater area. 
Third, the existing buildings could not accommodate modern retail because of their small floor plates. 
Finally, the area looked generally shabby; no one removed graffiti or picked up litter. 
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Sterritt says the community realized that "the market wasn't working." In order to encourage private 
reinvestment, Campus Partners decided it needed to take the first step. The organization targeted 7.5 
acres and, working through affil iate organizations, assembled 30 i)roperties and relocated 25 businesses. 
The university spent $20 million acquiring the properties, and the city of Columbus agreed to use eminent 
dom ain to acquire the final properties that Campus Partners could not negotiate to purchase. The city also 
committed to $6 million in infrastructure improvements, including burying utility lines, moving and 
separating storm and sanitary sewers, and making road improvements. 

To finance the redevelopment of the land, Campus Partners secured $35 million in New Market Tax 
Credits. The state of Ohio subsidized the construction of a parking garage. The university issued tax­
exempt bonds to pay for housing, office space, and the parking garage. Ultimately, Campus Partners 
remained the master developer working with a fee developer to design and construct the buildings. 

Businesses started opening their doors in the fa ll of 2005. The first tenant was Barnes and Noble, the 
university's bookstore, which serves as the area's anchor. Scores of other retailers quickly followed. 
Overall the South Campus Gateway hosts 230,000 square feet of retail, an eight-screen cinema, 88,000 
square feet of office space, and 184 market-rate apartments targeted to graduate students, faculty, and 
staff. 

Campus Partners set a high design standard for the project. Although it dramatically increased parking, 
all of the retai l activities are oriented to the street. Wide sidewalks feature outdoor dining, and a 
strategically programmed mix of uses provides 24-hour vitality. Even a year before their project opened, 
Campus Partners reported substantial private investment on neighboring High Street properties. 

Rebuilding a Village's Downtown 

Similar successes occurred a couple of years later in a slightly different form in Hamilton, New York. There 
one organization coordinates planning and programming efforts, while another funnels investment into 
downtown. 

In the late 1990s, the Village of Hamilton (2004 population estimate: 3,507) was "really getting frayed 
around the edges," according to lifelong resident Eve Ann Shwartz. Raised on a farm, Shwartz witnessed 
the decline of agriculture locally and the deterioration of the small downtown that followed. Colgate 
University also noticed the changes. "Years ago, downtown had become a distraction for prospective 
students," reports associate provost Patricia St. Leger. "Families would drive through mi les of rural land 
to get here and then see this beat little village. People, especially from the cities, would ask, 'What is 
there to do around here?"' St. Leger says the university quickly realized that a vibrant village downtown is 
important to attracting and retaining world-class faculty as well as top students. 

The village, along with the surrounding Town of Hamilton (2004 population estimate: 5,779), began a 
long-term planning process that, Shwartz says, "got the whole community excited about the village's 
potent ial." In August 1998, the university joined the effort and it resulted in the 1999 formation of the 
Partnership for Community Development, a nonprofit corporation that lists as its specific mission: ZONING COMMISSION

District of Columbia

Case No. 06-11
229



• supporting existing businesses and farms 
• attracting new community-minded businesses and talent 
• developing an attractive and commercially v iable downtown 
• preserving and enhancing the small town , rural character 
• fostering widespread civic involvement. 

Colgate University funds 28.4 percent of the five-person organization's $2.2 million budget (as of 2003). 
The town and village each contribute just under two percent. The Madison County Industrial Development Agen cy 

uses a portion of their bond underwriting fees to fund t he partnership; that amounted to roughly 14 
percent of the 2003 budget. The rest comes from state grants, foundation grants, state budget earmarks, 
and university alumni donations. A 13-member board governs the partnership, with the university, 
village, and town each appointing two members. The board recruits the other, at-large members. 
Recently they added a member from another village nearby. Eve Ann Shwartz is the executive director. 

The municipalities, too small to fund community development or planning positions on their own, rely on 
the partnership to organize al l planning efforts. Both have recently completed comprehensive plans, and 
an economic development strategy is underway. In addition, the partnership organizes the village's 
downtown revitalization efforts. It administers a facade improvement program, which awards grants up to 
50 percent of costs to building owners and offers loans for 40 percent of the rest. The partnership raised 
the funds, organized the restoration of the village green, and in 2004 completed the village's first 
streetscape rehabilitation project. 

Shwartz says, "The community as a whole capitalizes on the strengths of the university in terms of skills 
and connections." She says every grant application is strengthened by the school 's endorsement or direct 
involvement. Most recently, as the school began drawing up plans to install wireless computer access 
around campus, it met with the partnership to see how it could be taken into the community. Shwartz 
says she has a grant possibility lined up. "That wouldn't have happened without the communication we've 
built up." 

As in Columbus, Ohio, private investors did not immediately recognize the economic potential in Hamilton. 
The Hamilton Initiative, LLC, a private, for-profit corporation, was born of a Colgate University trustee's effort 
to find a way to jumpstart the downtown economy, says associate provost Patricia St. Leger. The private 
for-profit corporation, which the university controls, has acquired several vacant or underused downtown 
properties and invested $12.5 million in rehabilitating them. The school purposely holds the properties 
through the private corporation to keep t hem on the tax rolls. Three-quarters of the investment funds 
come from alumni gifts. 

The Hamilton Initiative recruited a pivotal anchor tenant in the campus bookstore (see figures 3 and 4 ). 
By moving the store downtown, St. Leger says, the university forces students to go there and spend 
money there. The university-run facility makes conscious decisions not to carry certain items, such as 
greeting cards, because other merchants already do. The school, through the Hamilton Initiative, also 
owns the Hamilton Movie Theater, Barge Canal Coffee Shop, Palace Theater, and the Colgate Inn. 
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St. Leger says each of the downtown properties do not tum a profit on their own, but she says the school 
does not look at each business's bottom line. The school recognizes that these establ_ishments provide 
important studen_t and faculty services. ''The way we look at it, we could have built a bigger student union 
·on campus. We would never have considered costs like rent If we did that," she says. "Now we have a lot 
of the student union functions downtown." 

Another benefit, according to St. Leger, has been the opening up of more of the university's cultural and 
education programs to the community. For example, she says, the university's peace studies department 
holds a public film series, but many community residents didn't feel comfortable attending in a school 
building. Now students and other residents watch the movie together downtown and head to the coffee 
shop to discuss it afterwards. 

Unfortunately, the success of the town-gown relationship has some all-too-familiar repercussions. 
"Hamilton has been discovered," says Partnership for Community Development executive director 
Shwartz. She reports that housing prices are on the rise -threatening to push many working-class 
residents out of the village. 

Teaming over Transportation 

Transportation is a major source of stress in most town-gown relationships. In upstate New York, the City 
of Ithaca, Tompkins County, and Cornell University teamed to create a public transit system that keeps 
thousands of cars off of the roads and extends public transit service to previously underserved rural 
greas. 

Until the 1990s, three separate transit systems crisscrossed the communities around Cornell University, 
according to David Ueb, the communications manager for Cornell UniverSity's Office of Transportation and 
Mail Services. "The Cornell buses ran to and from the campus. The city system ran around the city and to 
the campus. The county buses ran to the more rural areas, through the city, and to the campus." He 
recalls the system being a real mess. 

In 1990, the university took the initiative and organized Omniride- a single pass usable on all three 
systems. The school reimbursed the different systems when its faculty and staff used the pass on the 
buses. The school also published the first route map showing all three systems. Lieb says it turned out to 
be the first step of a transition "from cooperation to coordination to consolidation and incorporation.!' The 
next step in the evolution, he says, was the construction of a joint maintenance facility. Then the three 
entities became equal partners in the Tompkins Consolidated Area Transit (TCAT) system. A year ago, after a 
fatal accident exposed liability problems for the university, the three reincorporated TCAT as a nonprofit 
corporation. 

The partners equally subsidize shortfalls, which are standard in public transit operations. This funding 
arrangement has a potential downside, according to Ueb. The availability of funding governs service 
growth and cuts. By agreeing to equally fund TCAT, the system is at the mercy of the partner least able 
to contribute. 

Lieb says the partnership has been worthwhile for both the university and the community. ~n 2003, the 
system carried more than 2.8 million passengers on about 40 routes (see figure 5). A door-to-door 
service served another 60,000 seniors. The transit system keeps 2,600 staff and faculty cars off the 
public streets, which can get very congested at rush hour. The combined system also allows the 
expansion of hours and the provision of rural routes, which would be too costly to service without the 
participation of the thousands of Cornell students, staff, and faculty. Lieb says the system has .saved 
Cornell tens of millions of dollars in surface and structure parking that would have been needed if all of 
the faculty and staff members drove to work. In addition to those capital costs, the school avoids between 
$800 and $1,200 a year in maintenance costs for each of those forgone parking spaces. 
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Planning Alone 

In Texas, state law prohibited the University of Texas at Austin from getting involved as the community 
worked to improve the neighborhoods around the school. Despite lacking a crucial partner, the process -
driven by the community and managed by the city- resulted in an innovative plan that recognizes the 
needs of a student neighborhood while protecting long-term residential areas. 

The University of Texas at Austin has about 50,000 students, the second highest enrollment in the nation. 
Even in a city the size of Austin {2004 population estimate: 681,804), the school is a major economic and 
land-use driver. About one-third of the students live in neighborhoods around the largely commuter 
cam pus. City planner Mark Walters says the mostly single-family neighborhoods around the school have 
become the densest areas of town. Much of the district is not very functional, he reports. "Sidewalks are 
no good. It's chaotic. It makes me very uncomfortable being down there." During the school day, the 
neighborhood becomes a parking nightmare as the other two-thirds of the students, who live in "student 
ghettoes" scattered around the city, commute to campus. 

Pushed by a coalition of business and neighborhood associations, in 2004 the city developed the Un1versity 
Neighborhood overlay Zoning District ordinance for t he West Campus district (see figure 6). The new rules 
permit greater density, with buildings allowed to climb as high as 15 stories. To take advantage of the 
greater density, developers must follow a strict set of streetscape design standards, which include 12-foot 
wide sidewalks and the installation of specified street furniture and lighting styles. They must also keep 
10 percent of their units affordable. At the same time, the rules impose restrictions on buildings in other 
central Austin neighborhoods near the school, especially in historic areas. "The rules were done as a 
balance," says Wa lters. "The developers get to build in one area and we get to rope off the others." 

The plan has almost immediately started to reshape the West Campus neighborhood (see figure 7). In 
just a year, 12 projects totaling 955 units have entered the deve!opment process. One 62-unit 
development is already completed. Walters says the plan coincides wit h a number of other community 
planning and air pollution reduction goals. Premiere among them is turning Austin into a more urban 
environment. "Some people are reluctant to admit it," says Walters, "but Austin really is a big city." 

:~: Figure 6: University Neighborhood Overlay Map ::l Figure 7: Tl':~ T;~>:a:l Ap~rtr.H:!:l 5;J::,:mg, fo.::~.ti11. 
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Sc;m.:~;: ~·1erk Walters 'S:>I.m:e: ~1ark Wal:.ers 

Walters admits that managing the neighborhood-driven process was not always easy. At one point, he 
recalls, the dty put representatives from different stakeholders in a room and told them to come up with 
a vision statement. The tactic worked, and the vision ended up guiding the plan_ning process. He says, "it 
shows what can happen when people talk with each other Instead of at each other." 

Ingredients of a Successful Town-Gown Relationship 
As with much of planning, defining a recipe for success is tricky business. We gleaned the following 
general lessons from our work in the field and research on the topic. 

Secure involvement of tap affida/s: In most successful town-gown relationships, the highest levels of the 
university and the community pushed the partnership. School presidents and community mayors do not 
need to sit in on every meeting. However, the relationship needs to be a priority on their agendas. 

Formalize equal partnerships: Even if one partner foots more of the bill in the relationship, both shoLIId 
have equal voice. Paternalistic relationships create bittern~ss. 

Involve the public: As with every other good plann_ing project, public partidpatlon from the beginning 
breeds a sense of ownership, which leads to commitment. 

Build on each partner's strength: Schools can be powerful advocates for their neighborhoods at many 
levels; their involvement brings money and attention to projects and important Issues. Local governments 
can be consensus builders and have public resources and powers needed to ~reate positive change in 
university neighborhoods. Learn what each can bring to the table for the benefit of both. 

Communicate: No matter how formal or informal a relationship, an honest sharing of information benefits 
both parties in the tong run. 

Remain patient and persistent: The best town-gown relationships take time to build. If your partnership 
hopes to begin with small successes, make sure each effort is well planned and moves towards a larger 
goat. 

Find points of synergy: Too often town-gown relation_ships focus on particular stressors. A problem for 
one party is probably a problem, or potential problem, for both. Find ways that the partners can bring 
their assets and talents to bear on each is!;ue. 

Resources 
The Office of University Partnerships is a project of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 
The office provides funding to colleges and universities to revitalize communities and address housing and 
economic development issues. It also creates a dialogue between schools and their host communities in 
order to build partnerships. Their website contains numerous publications and research papers about 
building town-gown relationships. 

Litt, Steven. "Big Man Off campus" (Planning, August/September 2005} surveys efforts by colleges and 
communities to come to terms with each other. 

Benchmarks for Campus/Community Partnerships is a booklet of strategies and accompanying case 
studies that cover building and sustaining town-gown partnerships. It is available from Campus Compact, an 
organization that helps schools and communities come together. 

Partnerships for Smart Growth, available for free qownload from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, is 
a book of case studies about ways that campuses and communities come together over smart growth. 

Dan Sitler, Michael Rudden, Rob Holzman, AICP, and George Homsy tackle town-gown issues at Saratoga 
Associates, a planning, landscape architecture, and architecture firm headquartered in Saratoga Springs, 
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New York. For more information, contact them at 518-587-2550 or ghomsy@saratogaassociates.com. 
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ASEBOOK 
Town and Gown 

Coming to Terllls in Tucson 
By Pwcl C. Zucker, AlCP 

T he Univt.-rsity t)f Arizona 
in Tucson was created in 
I $91 on 40 acres of land. 

By 199S the cam pus had expanded 
to JZ5 acres with 3S,OCO students. 
Another 178 acres were.: included 
in the Arizoru:~ Board of Rcgcnrs' 
:~doptcd future expansion area. 

Through the years, this .:xp:m­
sion, :~ long with other traditional 
town/gown conflicts, created a 
sometimes ho$ri le environment 
between che univ..:rsiry and its 
nci:;hbors. The potential for 
university expansion into sur­
rounding rc.:sidcorial ami commer­
cia l districts discouraged private 
investment, crcarinl:! a su.-aJily 
deteriorating physical cm·iron­
mem with rransirionalland ,~.; ... -s. 

Background 

The university's original future expansion area was the subject of 
bitter disaiJ!reemen rs between the university and its nei ghbors. 

ln earl\• 1993, u niversiry President Manual T. Pacheco, with ul"j::ing fro m Molly Mcl<asson, the city 
council rcprescntariw for the area, dedd.xi something had to be done tO reSOlve long festering issues 
related tO the universit)''s physic.,l development south of its campus. The universiry had condnuous 
expansion needs but the abutting commercial and residential uses were voc:.1Uy resistant. Bringing thin~s 
co a ht.-ad were the university's continuing property acquisition, the desire by the u niversity to acquire 
and demolish eight historic houses, and a university proposal to build a n..:w three-s tory, 1,340-spacc 
parkin~c: structure b<mlcn . .J on two ::ide..~ by a h istoric d istrict of o ne•storr, single-fnmily home,;. 

Our of rhis situation wa~ ere:~ red a joint Planning Process to be manal!cd by a 13-member Joinr 
Pbnning Commirtcc. The university and the city each agrc.xi to contribute $20,000 to the effort. 

Facts of the case 
The joint committee mer m~)nthly f,,r more than a yc.:.'lr .1ucmpting to dd1nc issues in prepnration for 
hirin(! a consulram. E:~ch grour prepared a ~vhire paper outlining its pO$ilion on various i:>suts. \)/hilc 
th~· papers dcfint."ti the is~ucs, they also clarified the wide gap between rhe university and the :~ssocia­

tions. At tim~-s it :~ppl-arcd th~o: committee would be unable to decide what it was f!Oing to do and how ir 
would go ahout it. 

EXHIBIT 3 
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l::vcncually, t he committee.· hin:d a cot\sultant, 
Zucker, ysrcms, with suh--l:c.msultant:- Univcrsiry 
Plnnning Assc.>d:•tc.-:;. Inc., horh of San Dicgc>. 
Th~· s dection proCe$s irself was tense. with the 
partkipnnts wary of each other and cxprt.-ssinj:! 
some uncertainty about the process. 

In m."!!Otiating the t'ot\Sulrnnc:s' contract, the 
con'lmiU<."C insisrcd on what proved to be two key 
clements. First, rhey \Vantcd alternative.-:; much 
earlier in the process dw'Ul proposed by rh~ 
consultants so that the commicr~. rather than the 
cotl$ulwnt , would be in control of the data :md 
debate. Secondly, they set as the primnry goal of 
the snrdy "a~n,;l.·mcnt" by all parries on university 
cxpansior) anJ neighborhood revit-.ditat ion. 

The out-of-town comulr:mts were working 
with an cxtn::mdy tight budget. To make the 

A 
project work, the consultants mtvcled to Tucson 
once a monrh and combined \vork rrips with a 
monthly committee mceling. lr was aho agrecd 
lhere would be three public meetings, which 
were scheduled ovcr a six-month period. Once 
the l~s t meet ing was held, the bud~ec would be 
exhausted, \vid1 or witho\tt ;tgn.-c:mcnl. 

Umk-r Arizona law, che universiry has full 
independent powers. Historiclllly, it has 11lso had 
considerable political power horh in Tucson and 
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;. pvbli~b«i in Jan=ry, April, 
July, .....d O:tob.'r fc>r mta\IJC"f~ 
ofthc,-\rno:flcOI'I ln.<nourc<>fC'cr­
rifl«< Pl)~:ln iMrionre of chc­
Amcrl<on Pbnnint .-\J;.<Oci>cim•-

CAsebook Editor 
J~Potot 

AJCP Multi-Medi;a 
faslc Force 
K:.rcn B. Fm=Wc:, AICI'. Ch.i: 
D:o·'idS. Bu,.J. A!O' 
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1"""--. E. P.cer., • ra 
jom,.,.i\ ~Y.AI~,. 
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Executive Director 
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c.-mt. •• J l'boncn 
1176 M..-.....muse~t< Aw.. i'l. W. 
W>shingmn. DC :!IXJ.J6 
10:! .. ~72..()61] 
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'-t tht! Aroct•con Pltt •,ntnt 
A.c;~xl::td~t1•< CJ!rtAS'' n!lic~(:a..,!.. 
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Pl.:nn<t'J"Cast.,.,.l""'~( ur>­
,kr dorlol('f-io~l&.u\.ctar.iSc>­
:i>l :-.=um~"' USISS:-1 lct-4-'i519. 
Cvtuh... a...l<i. A:.'>!Wlt Edlloc­
Su"''' Lee 0.-.-:::;m,IA-.il:lltt 

,-\tm: Poo:nn=~=~ 

Pl.a"' t;C'f\1 c:h.>lll!" of :odJr.s. "'' 
S..J:.sc,op<.,.,Dtp.mn..-
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I.U . M,..~A<"--S~tt<cJI'i(l() 
CJo.ica:n.IJ. moo> 
112-131-9100 

PI<>>< •ul'J)I,- b..•oh oiJ •o.l n<w 
~JJ.~ 

in the scare. The ~:onsultants told tht' commirtcl' 
during the sdccti(>n proce:-s 1 hnt 1 hey would 
sp<:nd :1 t:on,.iderahlc amounr of time workin~ 
with rhc universiry. They knew char if the 
university would not chani!C.' plans, the projecr 
would faiL lt wa:, because of th is need char :m 
expert c:lmpus planner (Par Aguilar. fot·mcrly 
head of campus plannin~ for the University of 
California, San Dit~o) was p<trt of the consultin 
team. Althoul:!h somewhat wary of rhis univer­
sity cmph:lsis, rhc residenrs agreed. 

"This agreement 
could not have been accomplished 

without each party believing 
they had something to gain, 
w ithout representatives who 

were willing to take risks 
in exploring alternatives and, 

finally without an 
independent facilitator consultant 
continuously pushing the parties 

to areas of agreement." 

J.T. Fey, Tucson City PL(lnner 

The actual process used by the consultanrs 
w:ls only partially known by the fu ll com miUt!i: 
A lthough the commitLce knew the consultants 
were ralking ro che particip:uin~ parties, che 
extent of those meeting, anJ conversations wen 
nc.>t revealed . The consultants mer with univer­
sity o ftkials and city official- in separnle meet­
ings before every committee meeting. At rimes, 
dr.tft writl\;n tn:ltcrial or maps were faxed co tht 
university and city prior to being finaliz<:d for 
d istribu tion co the commiLtee. Drafc ideas were 
also di~cussed privnrely with residents and 
husinesses. 

The University 
The consultancs quickly learned dw<tt rhe 
university did not speak wich one voice. A 
variety of power l"entcrs within the university 
would need to be persuaded, including campm 
plannin~. economic developmenr, vice-presi· 
den! (or development, vice-president fur 
academics. <md num erous other player·s repre· 
scntin l! parkin!{. inter·collcciaJe nrh letics, 
~tudcnt rt:c re:Hion, and housing. O n numl·rous 
occ:lsions the consultants wen.· coiJ, in no 
uncertain terms, ch;tt univl·r -itv interests wel'e 
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st::tcewidc, long-rem1 space needs could nor be 
pr<>jcctcd. and no ch:mgt· to the campus plan­
ning are;~ shoul,t be consid.:r.:d. 

The consulcants became convinced char the 
university's o\vn campus plannin~ haJ not 
sufflcienrly addr.,ssed how much future 
n.:crcation ~p:tcc wa:; nc'-~lcJ or ht>w much 
acndcmic squ:'lre foot:lge could be ncconun,1· 
dared on existing land wirhour expandin~ 
further into the neighborhtlt>ds. The con~ult· 

:mts began ro do rheir own derailed analysis of 
campu~ de,•elopmenr need~. Althoui!h rhe 
univcTsity took offense :u some <.>f the .:t>n!<ulr­
ams' intervention, chis activity wa,. hacked by 
chc knowledge and experience of rhc consult· 
ants' seasoned campus pl:mner. Gradually, rhe 
university bt."j!an to reexamine its own n(·eJs 
and lon~,t-rerm pbns. 

The Residents 
The thr.:c resident association~ were j.!l.'ll('Tall)' 
united in their opposition ro univt!rsiry cxp:msion, 
hut each proved ro have us own :l[!cnd:-t. 
One of the neighborhoods was not dirc..·crly 
impac1cd by th<.: universily \:xpansi{m bvu11dari\-:;, 
bur was nffected by a vnriecy of \)t lwr univ\·rsity 
propm:als. This group b~.:ame mor.:: c.:onccmcd 
with curcing their own deal with the uniwrsity 
an,l. while they c.:ontinuc..-d ro :tttend the m<.:t·tings, 
1 h<.:y hl.-g:tn w pia)' ;t mor<.: passiv<.: rok·. 

WINTER 1998 

~ 1 r· ., lJ · · .. :ti h 1\,rf 1,:£, d',;.,t i_l!~~ ,~ 011 
r, 1 (j' . , I 1 U ~ 
r · • t'! t~./1 I ' 111 i,.;~;J ... ;,'!Uti 

City council member Molly Me Kasson celebrates 
the signing of the agreement. 

A st:eond neighborhood, Pic Alk-n, was 
nominated as a historic discricl on I he: ).1:-.rional 
Register. lt had only a small portion of d1e 
planning area, but it included the eight historic 
hou.~es th:'lr rhe uni vcrsit y want1.-d to acquire and 
demolish. This issue had heen underway lon~ 
before the joint Planning ProjeC[ and was 
politic:~lly very ex-plosive. The participants 
agreed to keep che eighr hiswric htluSt.'S outside 
the joint planning process. 

The third neighborhovd, Rincon Heights, 
was the key neighborhood impact1.-d by the 
university expansion plans. TI1e universiLy had 
already expanded into the neighborhood with a 
large srudenr recn..'l\lion building, scarterc.:d 
surface parking lots, and a small greenhouse: 
comple:oc. The area was also impacted by srudent 
parking nnd crnffic and tho.! usual problem~ 
associated with student rental housing. Some of 
th<! residential properties were showing si-1-'0s of 
nl.-gl<.:ct. 

11le re:sidents felt thl')' were not gl'tting 
adequate attention or time, so tht: consulranrs 
m<.:t with them the day after the committee 
meetings and, when possible, in the evenings. It 
became clear to the consul tams that, just like the 
university, the r~id .. :nts did nor speak wich one 
voice. The leadership was splil on how far they 
should go in compromising with the university. 
Additionally, factions ~trose among the residents 
based on whose house was scheduled for univer· 
sity ;u.:qUJSIUOn. i 

During the course of the project. dlt~ residents 
continued to lobby sympathetic Ari:ona Bo:~rd 
of Rc...~cncs members, t::tlk negatively to the press. 
and apply pressure in oth<.:r wayl!. These :~.:tivi· 
tics were objc:cwd to by the university but hclJX-d 
the residents achieve a certain balance: of power 
in th<· prc;u.:c..~. 

The Busin;;sses 
The affected commercial area consisted primarily 
of two blocks of o lder srorefronrs on bath sides 
0f :1 major. four-lane arterial. Curbside parking 
h.1d been removed a number of yc;trs earlier, and 
the university h.1d been gradu:~ ll y ac.:quiring 

properties, resulting in a rrnnsirional area in 
steady <:k-d ine. 

The revimlization of rhe commerci:1l area h:td 
been one of the key desires of the city council 
m~rnht!r rcprescnring rhis disrri.:t. As the study 
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pro~:r~'$SC..-d, however, it b...-c:~mc dc:~r to the 
consul cants that the university had little inrcn:j<t 
in rctumjng the commcrci:~l :1re:1 ro iL~ fomlcr 
self and rhar, :at hesr, chi!\ issue would need co he 
pbccJ on rhc h:tck burner. 

The Commitrec 
11le .:ommiccce met monthly with ~ood .lttl'll· 
dance. A former a ide ro the c ity council memhcr 
W:l$ selected as chairperson. One of the fir-t i~l>UCS 
w:t~ whether mt.'CIIIlg:l would b.! 1"\.'<:0rded. Thi~ 
w:u. :~n issue ~UM!, in the first y~oar of commit· 
tee operations. there was debate about who :-:.id 
wh:u or had agreed to what. It was a.,<>recd that the 
meet ins:<- could he filmed by a nonprofit o~niza· 
tion that "as planninJ: a documentary. Thu:. the 
rt-cording ~St•c lx."\.-:~mc irn:IC'•ilnt. 

It was origin:~lly rhought rh:u each meerin!! 
-.-.ould consist of discussion, n~otiacion~. ::md 
dcci~ion:oo bUl it quickly lx:came apparent th:tt 
thi, would not work. None of rhe parric~ wa.o; 

comforchle agrccin(.l to anythin~ for its J.'Toup 
and no ~oup wanted co show il~ hanu fir<.t. 

The City 
The ell y ofT u~on was repr<$cnr~ on che 
committee by a planner fro m the plannin~: 
dcp.trtmenr, j.T. Fe)', who ~.-..·l·d <~1- project 
man:tj!er, :md by :1 city council rnc.-mber. The 
pbnncr proved to have e.\:cellent poliric.1l 
sen.~i tiviry skill~ :md was" f:reat :counding board 
for rhe consultant:.. The city coundl memb.:r 
want"'<! tO pu~h furth.:r with the univefl>ttr th:ln 

Residential areas are close neighbors co 
che campus. Ar left the U of A stadium is 
visible behrnd the houses. 

the con,uhanb fdr wa.c; fc:l$ihle, bur rhis pcrspec· 
n, e gave a useful balance to the effort. 

The Public Meetings 
Three well-attended public meetings w.: re all 
similar. The con u!rantS pre~cnred research, 
rdc:~s, and alternatives, then citizens got up ;md 
spent the rest of the meet i n~ criticizing the 
universit)'· The rc~idenrs rnbed every concciv. 
able.- ''sue from police problems and low elemen· 
rary school t.!'St scor~ in :~n::lb 'urrounding the 
univcr:;ity tO impacts from the university's 
nuclcnr research. 

Makin~ Progrc~ 
A:. the blUdy pr<>l:!ressed, it lx.-came dC:Ir that the 
size of the university expansion area was the key 
iS5ue that must be rt.-soh•cd before many of the 
other i~uc:. could be settled. Howc~r. ro open 
the dtal()j!Uc on rhe boundary, 11 w:~s ncce~saf\r to 

make hcadw:~y in :1 few orhcr nrcas. For example: 
I. University :tctions 
The univcr~ity a~rt""C..-d ro put t he parking 

~.tra~e on hold and not a qutrc any addition:~! 
property in the :-.rudy aren for sill. months. 

2. Narrowing the focus 
The committee agreed rh:~t the srudy would 
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not rrv to addrc~:.: 

• Police i>-:.\u:~ 
• Puhli.: ,;:hool tCJ.t ~-.ore~ 

• An airport noiM.: ::one 
• University ri,:hb of eminent 
.lorn:~ in 
• 1'\ uclc:~r !"('aCtor:. 
• Rese:uch versus teaching 
• T he cncirc campu" phm 

3. Gool and ~rr.llt.1!V 
In an attempt tO brinj! the com­

miuec together, the .;onsulcmts 
propo~-d a ~oal. a:. well :'1 .. :1 .. trnc~y 

to :tchievc the f!O:tl. Afccr .;cvcral 
mcerinf!S and considerable discu:<­
sion , the committee a~:rccd on the 
following: 

Goal. To pn:scrvc and enhance the 
existing rt:sidential and loc.tlly owned 
sm all bu~ine:.:. com muniry in 3 wa) 
that .:ompll'mcnt" the uni"·cr:-it)' and 
permit:. the: ur\ivt:rSity 10 :~~hi.:ve irs 
programm3u.: needs. 

St T(llCg)'. 

· Keep the uni-.crsitv expans1on :'lrt.-a 
3:. small as possible while still 
accomm01.1:11ing et)mp:uiblc univcr· 
!li ty use. 
• Prest.TVe as m:mv owncr-occupkd 
rcsidt:nrial :.tructun."i'. :IS po.>:.iblc. 
• Preserve ao; many ~>in~lc-fami ly 
rental hou:.~ as po ~iblc for l:~ter 
conversion to owner-occupied. 

4. lJnh·crsitY issue~ 
l11c rt:t-ident:- wanted 10 :utad .. 

rhc unhersit)• on 1ts academic. 
recreation. and parktnl! need~ in 
order to rx:ducc the univcr:oity':, 
cxpan!.io n 3ri!:l. Bur, after rcvicwin~ 
the universiry'l> m.'Cds in d etail. the 
con!.ult:lnt:. felt spcndin~: time on 
these issues would he counterpro­
ductive. The committee'~ :lj!rccmcnt 
to the followin~ stah:mcnt :'Ill owed 
the focus to ,fuh to the c~pan,ion 
bound:~ry issu4.'S: 

The overall univcrl>ity .1pproach 
to acadcmk ~pace. n:s.:a rch ~pace, 
joint p:1rtnersh1p~. parkin~, h.,usmg. 
intcr-coll<.'f!iatc :Hhlctics anJ recre­
ation arc not unu:mal and arc in line 
with nonnal \lnivcr:-it}' prncti.:t.'ll. 
\Vhil.: con~iJ.:rnhlc nme -:ould be 
spent dchat in;: inui\ iJ ual numlx:r~. 
we bchcvc ,u.:h debates would he 

WINTER 1998 

Homeovmers and the university had very different 
ideas about an acceptable expansion area. The final 
adopted area is part of the agreemenr rea<hed by the 

negotiating committee. 
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PLANNERS' CASEBOOK 

"The agreement was the result 
of a protracted, complex and 

difficult p lanning process. 
Despite initial shared feelings 

of distrust, 
the neighborhood and 
university participants 

were united in their desire 
to make the university area 

a special part 
of the community." 

Bncc( A. Wright, V of A, Senior Of{ice·r 

4 
counter-productive. Universities are and muse be 
dynamic, dlanging institutions. Thus, the 
numb<:rs arc likely ro change in the- future 
anyway. 

Breaking the Log Jam 
Commirtee discussions of che university's cxpan· 
sion area boundaries were nor successful. Ne:ithcr 
rhc universiry nor the resident~ wanted co publicly 
reveal their hand. ln an artcmpt co break rhe log 
jam, cht! consuhancs dcvelopt:d a mo~t. middle, 
and least C.\:pan sion scheme. Each scheme was 
dClligned to <:~ttempt to preserve fe<:~tures of 
ia,reresr to each part~·. 

Thc.."!l the university and che homeowners each 
develoiX-d their own schemes as shown on page 5. 

The consultants felt the univcrsiry and tht! 
residents were posturing with their alternatives. 
So, ha~ed on private discussions with both 
parries, rhe consulranrs prepared yet another 
alternative. 

Outcomes 
As the end of the consultants' contract 
approached, it became dear that an agreement 
could nor be negotiated in an open public 
meeting. Instead, a special negoci::~ting com· 
mittee was formed consisting of two rcpresen· 
tarives from the university, two from rhc 

primary neighborhood association most 

A dinner was held to celebrate 
the 29-page agreement. 

impacted by rhe univcrsiry, and the consulr:-tnt. 
Th ... university's attorney also participated and 
drafted 1..-g:-~ 1 l;m~uage for the ;t~ rccmenr. 

The:: negotiatinj:! committee wi\S interesting in 
thar borh sides had. in a sense. a "good guy." 
''bad guy" member. One was willing co bend, the 
other took a haa:der st:mcc. Each side a lways had 
an out by saying they had ro sell the :Jgrcemcnt to 

their group. 
The negotiating commirtee eventu:11ly agreed 

on an :unazing 29-p<:~gc ;.~grecmcnr, officially 
adopted by the Arizona Board of Regents, the 
city of Tucson :md the Rincon Heighr~ Neigh­
borhood Association. The aj!rccmcnt: 
·Removed eight ciry blocks from the university 
expansion area. 

• Added 2 'h city blocks for university family 
housing. 
• Moved rhe proposed parking ~tructurc away 
from rhc historic district. 
• Specified that the neighborhood association 
will not object to any university property 
acquisition or dc,·clopmcnr char meers the land­
usc and development guidelia'es of the agree­
ment. 
• Set forch rhat the parties will work together on a 
furure commercial redevelopment project becau$C 
the Joint Planning Project f:.tilcd to rc..-solvc the 
commercial area conflicts, which conrinuc. 
• Directed the city and neighborhood association 
to implcmem programs for the srabiliz.,cion and 
improvement of the residential aren. 
• Sets forch a varicry of univcrsiry acqujsicion 
procedures as well ns university divestiture of 
properry owned outside the new expansion area. 
• Establishes locations for a new parking stn1c· 

rure, gymnasium, recreation fields, and academic 
res~rch space. 
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WINTER 1998 

LESSONS LEARNED 

Successful negotiations require 
equalization of power. AJ­
though the university had all 
tbc legal power, che residents 
o.:n:ated powt:r by guerrilla 
warfare, !*tting the univo:rsit}' 
to consent to a public]oinc 
Project. and through the 
..:onsulcants' conrcntion rhar the 
goal of maintainin~ a :.roblc and 
:mt~ r~·:!iucnth\1 b11ffer around 
the univcr:~itv could nor be 
achieved if current a..:quisitiou 
:::oals were c.-.rrit:d our. 

The independcmce of a media· 
ror is csscnlial. 11u! long· 
standing distrust between 
parties couJJ be addr~:SSed 
only by :1 neutral third parry, 
an out-of-town con$uh.ant. 
Thc universiry was put in a 
corner by agreeing to employ 
the third party. When it 
thrcau:ned ro terminate the 
project hecau~c of unhappin~-ss. 
with what was happening, the 
university faced a public 
rdatioru. problem. 

Limiting the scope is often 
n1.'CCSSary for succc:ss. Many 
lhou!!hr the process could 
accomplish much more than 
w-.1s reasonable. In ordc::r 10 

succeed, tht: scope was conrinu• 
ally nnrrowed with many issues 
sec aside for future reSolution. 
The lack of resolution on the 
commercial issues was dearly a 
failure, and at rimes threatened 

to :>ink rhc entire project. 

Data an: :;til) impOrt<mt. While 
the commircee :)-pent litcle time 
,~;th dara, th.: consuJranrs' data 
wert: necessary to eventually 
o::onvince the univcr:;iry that 
they could liv~ with less land 
:mtl accommodate needs in a 
way that ·was less destructive tO 

adjoining neighborhoods. 

Few organizations sp1.-ak with 
one voice. The conSt•lt:lncs 
di~vered many power centers 
within the universiry. Likewise 
rhe neighborhoods had co pull 
togerh.:r diverse factions within 
their own membership. 

Public meetings can accomplish 
certain ~oal$, bu1 l\Ot others. 
1l1e distrusr berween rhe 
parties was so great that open 
public:. ncgoti<lting sessions ·were 
not productive. The consuJc­
ancs practiced shunlc diplo­
mat·y. working privately with 
all parties and trying tO deci· 
phl-r what ingredients could 
lead to an agrcemenr. 

Consultants work better with 
dear goals. The original 
Request for Proposals con· 
rained the usuallirany of irc::ms 
rhnr would be hard to achieve 
within a limited budgec. The 
committc.:c's later in.."istence 
that ''agreement" berw~en 
parties was the key goal and 

chat alterrulti,·cs be presented 
early in the projea provided 
needed focus. The comminee 
also agreed to drop items called 
for in rhe initial contract. 

A limited oudget helps force a 
conclusion. The consuh:ancs 
indicated that they had enough 
funds for only rwo tnore 
meetings. No one wanted to 
allocate additional dollars, so 
an urgc.:ney was givc:n tO 

re:a..:hinl! an agreement. 

Failure is not an option. It 
seemed like this project came 
close ro failing on numerous 
occasions. Residc:ncs accused 
the university of rencgin~ on a 
vnri.:ty of promises. The 
university was angry ac the 
residents who continued co 
lobby che regenrs, the press, 
and anyone else who would 
listen ~·i.a guerrilla warfare. The 
merchanrs rhreatened to dTop 
out of the entire prOCCS$ 
because cheir issues were not 
heing addressed. Citizens 
continued to artend public 
meetings and berate the 
university over past wroDll!S 
and trkd to overload the study 
with cv~ more issues. But, in 
the end, none of the parties 
wamcd co faiL The effort 
continued co be seen as the 
only gan'e in town, the only 
~·iable option for resolution of 
c he issues. 
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Universities as Neighllors 
By M1d)(/lr Grrgory 

Um,·c:rsitic.~ :md chcar ho>t comrnuu ici~ often h~v" >tormv 
rd:monship~. The- pressure for umversita~ :o expand to ~ext 
the dcm:~nd!. of incrc~sed enrollment and co wmpcce for 
rc:se:a rch monie.' c.an have major impact> on the: )Urrounding 
communny. At the: s.~mc time. chox- communacic:s depend on 
chc univcf)nics fo r cheir economic SU5tcnancc:. As a major 
«mployer :1od cooHactor. the institution simulc:~ncously croces 
.1ml dccr;act) lrom the communiry·~ c1ualicy of life. 

Among the problems common to univasan· communnaes 
are parking. overcrow~!ng , decerioraccd off-campus rental 
housang, noise:. c:conomac instabilny dut co 1 ran~ienr 
popubt ions. d isplacement th rough campo) expan~ion. 
dcclaning rax revenue after university expanston. <tnd lack of 
any loc:t l jurisdictional conuol over campus dcvclopmcnL 
Thas •~sue of che PAS Mrmq addresses che problem of 
ddinaog the appropri:11e role for :a unive r)ltY in a community 
and presents case srudies from sc:v<"ral una,·c:rsnr communities 
chat arc currend~· facing growing pains or have successfully 
established ground rules for working together. 

The Role of the 
University 
Universines h~ve been known 
10 make: laboratories our of 
thc:ir host neighborhoods. 
usually to fulfill cheir own 
social, educational. or 
economic res .. arch agenda.-.. 
Furthermore:. whc:n 
universities dedicate rc:scarch 
money and faculn· to solving 
lool problems. chey arc: often 
.:::augh1 m :a kmd of 
inscirmion,ll denial . 
unprepared ro acknowledge 
thai 1hc uni,·cr..icy itsdf is 
frequcndv part of <he= problem. 

tn probh:ms of dis1r~ communaties. From an admini,trativc 
prospective. the risks arc great and rhe bendirs arc few.- He adds 
1hat. "Faculry and students have lirde applied experience: 
Further. bcousc "academic rc·w:1rds and incenuves arc mostly 
attached 10 tcat:hin~ and baste research, verv few f.Jculrv 
p:tnictparc m appli~ research and eommu~tt)' problc:~ solving ~ 

Maflluette University: 
Proposed Sfl'eet Closure 
Marqucrce Univcrsiry ( 11.000 scudents), has experienced a 
decl ine tn enrollment over rhe last six years. hs main campus 
in downcvwn Milwauk~;e is split by Wisconsin Avenue, one 
of the e~ry's maJOr arter ial srrcers . .\llarquecte is seeking 
permission from the ci ty t_o c!ose che portion of the screec 
rhat d ividc.s rhe campus tO make: room for a public green. 
Proponents bdicvc chc green space would give the school a 
more cohesive, traditional campus cdentity that would appeal 
to prospective studems. They also argue that street closure 
would increase the safety of travd bcrween rhc two sections 
of the campus. The mstallarion of pedestrian malls is in face 
c redited wich boosttng enrollmenc by more chan six percent 
ar Creighton University in Omaha and 16 percent ar Sr. 
Louis Universiry in St. Louis over the pllst five years. 

Manr of Marquette's 
neighbors oppose che screer 
closure because of Wisconsin 
Avenue's import:tnce for 
circulation chroughouc che 
city. Sheila Aldrich. a 
representative of the Me ri ll 
P:ark neighborhood ~nd vice­
chairwoman of the Mass 
Transi t Committn- for 
Milwaukt~ County. ~id that 
closane Wisconsin Av~;nu<" 
woulrl"affcct 1.139 daily bus 
mps and would require 
24.400 passengers to be 
rerouted daily. She also 
rc:pons thac th<" ongoing cost 
co Milwaukee County 
taXpdyers would he $613.000 
at :t minimum e:ach year. 

Accordm~ to Terry F Buss. 
professor and d irccror of the 
clc~eaoral program in urban 
srucl1es a1 the Univcrsarv of 
Akron. an educ:uional . 
im1iuuaoo t> often unal>l .. tO 
:tddrc~ local problem~ bcc~m•<" 
of 1h<"1r fundamemal nature 
Buss writes. - uec:~u.<c:" of thei r 
th<'Ore1aul oneru~cion. 
umvcrsH~· .ulmmL\Iratof\ ~re 
reluctant to ha,·e facult)' and 
't udenr\ become 100 an'·olvcd 

n,~ Cnii'(TSif)' qf\irgJ>/111 mul Ur:t o[Chnrloum•illt bm·t' 
jilrnud tlu Pl111ming ond (:0qrdmntil111 Cimnal. wlnrl• 11/t't'll 

qut1r/t"rlt ro ttdtlrrs$ pol1cy J<mo tl1111 111/rn bqrlJ rllliiU• 

One posicivc aspect of the 
concrovcrsv has been a 
coii.JbOrali.ve effort by the: o..ity 

and chc university co address 
citizen concerns. The city hcld 
rwo public hl'3ring.s for 
rc~idcnc) tO voiC\: concerm 
and truscr.mons. These were 
followed bv rwo informational 
forum~ .lll~nd~d b1• 
represcnt:lti\'<"S fro~ 
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Marqucrce and Milwaukee's pbnnmg. public works, ciry 
devc!lopmem. and pol ice and fire dcpartmcncs. Local reSident~ 
could approach chc rcprcscncacives' rabies co discuss specific 
issues informallv. 

Tom Miller: Milwaukee·s planning direc1or, is currently 
conducting a poll ro sec a more scienciiic measure of local 
acri1ude to-...oard che project. The poll will proporcionacdy reAecr 
the Marquetee srudcnc popul:uion. Miller says the universicy has 
formed che Avenue Commons Task Force. which IS involved 
wirh che desisn of the mall, pending city approval. ln add!ciol'l 
the Milwaukee public works depanmcnc is in the midsr of a 
traffic impact study tO C'-:tluate me various COSts and 
configuracions associated wirh rerouting craffic. Thar srudy is co 
be com pieced by the end of November. 

University of New Mex ico in Albuqverqve: 
Working Together 
The main campus of che University of ;-Jew Mexico is in 
doworown Albuquerque. The ciry and che campus have a hiscory 
of working collaboradvely. For the last 30 years the un iversity has 
been guided by rhc 1960 Warnecke Plan, which projected 
cnrollmenr ro increase ro approximarel)• 25,000 o,·cr 30 years. 
Righr on schedule, the university began to oucgrow che plan 
about rwo ye:.rs ago and began an cvaluarion process co dc:ter­
mine the: school's expansion needs. Campus planner Sn::ve Borbas 
says iliac although che university is bound by no agrc:cmcnc or 
local regulations 10 consult wirh the city, he and other university 
sraff meet informally with the various dep3rtmencs whencvcr 
ercber parry deems it necessary. The campus has also hired a 
consulcanc ro conduct cbareues wid1 universiry personnc:l, 
srudencs. and neighbors, out of which will come n<=''' goals and a 
shared vision of the role of the university in the community. 

The city relies on the university for input on city projeccs as 
well. The ciry is currendy working on an open space and trails 
plan :~nd recently asked Borbas to parciciparc in che planning 
c:fforcs. "The university owns so much of the open space in the 
city thar it just makes sense co avail our resources to the rest of 
the community, narurally we want to be involved in what the)' 
arc doing and vice versa.'' Borbas adds char the face he was a 
planner wich the c.ity of Albuquerque for I 0 years and has lived 
tn the: city for as long increases his sensitivity ro che impact of 
campus growm. 

Borbas poimed ro several areas in which he sees room :or 
•Morovcment m <he univcrsirv's relationship w&c .. the commu­

. ··k ve .mivc:rs&. \" ad:'lu n&SI:rators arc 
... ... _ .:r. schoolleAdcrsnip tends to chink of 

~= · • ~, .u: •:.ohncd enricy. MThcy only get involved when 
tn1119 gc:t mckv," sa~ Borbas. Second, communi!)' organiunions 
rend ro be misrc:prc:scnccd by one or rwo \'CC)' vocal residenrs 
whose opinion is disroning che sentimencs of thc larger commu­
nity. And finally, he says, ~srudenrs don';: really sc:cm ro consider 
&hc:msdves as parr of the: communicy, and ir would be n ice co 
hc;u from them more often.~ 

University of Virginia: 
A Me•ora•clu• of Unclersfallclfag 
In me face of increasing pressure tO expand in thc mid-1980s, 
the University of Virginia soughr help from an Urban Land 
lnsriruce Advisor:· Panel co plan itS growth harmoniously with 
ics hosr communicy, Charlorresville, in Albem:~rle Count)'. The 
panel advised che university to ser up:. nonprofit development 

,l{Jrhr/1~ Gngory i.e a rc·scnrcb f1fS«tatt tvirb .tiP. 'I. 

corporat iOn ro acquire and dc:,·clop propert ies as needed. This 
enm~·· rhc- Uni,·ers icy of Virgin ia Real Esrare Foundation. would 
also be allowed co acquire land for invesrmenc purposes. S ince 
the university IS a scare-governed inscirucion and therefore 
exempt from any local l:lnd-use controls, che panel rc-cogntz.c:d 
tl1e importance of community-sanctioned growth. 

The panel recommended rhc: unh·ersiry draft a memonndum 
of undc:rsnnding wich rhe cit}' and councy chat would compare 
long-range pbns and alleviate the tensions inev1rable in a 
uni,•e rSity-<:ommunity relationship. T he agreement, though 
more :1 gcsrurc of good will chan legally binding, called on the 
unh·crsiC)' co submit any consti"Uction plans to the: cicy or 
coun~· for review of .:ompliance with local !and-use plans and 
regulations. Designed co foster a spirit of cooper:uion, the 
agreement asked the university to m:lke a good faith effon ro: 

• Abide by all loc:~l land-usc laws 

• Pay real esrate uxes on properties purchased through the 
developmem corporation (chose: not solclr dc:d.icared to 
acadc:m1c usc) 

• Srop rhe rransfcr ofland ro che newly formed real estate 
fournimt>n specifica1lffo·r the purposeoTavoidiilg raiauon· 

• Have local government represenrarives on itS own planning 
com mince 

• lnvolv.t: the City and counry in sicc selection srudies for major 
new Facilides 

In curn. local jurisdicriom promised w make reasonable 
efl"orrs co work wirh che university by pcrmicdng alternatives 
co ~ice p lans chat may nor be in accordance wirh local 
regulations o r development objecrivc:s. They also Jgreed to 
define rheir own long-range goals and growth plans :md 
make them known to rhc university. F inally. a universicy 
representative was invited co sir on borh rhe city and counry 
planning commissions as a nonvoting member. In its final 
secrion. the agreemenr requires rhat all three panics work ro 
adopt uniform development objccri,·es, definitions. planning 
schedules, and land-usc darabascs. 

Saryendra Singh Huja, who has been director of planning 
and devdopmcnr for the city of Charlouesville since the 
memorandum was iniriarcd, bdit"l·cs it's been a £rcr success. 
"Before we: used to communicate th rough the n.;vspapers ... 
now we: ha.vc a PACC (Planning and Coordination Council) 
PoJicy Commirtee. made up of rhe mayor, council members . 
and che universiry president, which meets q uanc-rly to address 
policy issues. We a.lso have a PACC Technical Commitcc:c that 
is made up of planning sraff from the cirr. councy. and 
universt()'• which mec:cs monthly to revie" the progress of 
individual srudies 3nd projects.~ 

The technical committee has just com pieced a series of 
neighborhood assessmentS and communi!)• forums for all 
neighborhoods thar surround rhe campus. From chose srudics 
they will be preparing a comprehensi,·c: plan and visiOn 
scaccmc:nr tha< is c:xpecred to be done in 1995. Collaboration 
has also helped them 10 implement a bike ro,tre plan. for which 
they successfully p rocured ISTEA fund ing. Also in the works is 
a transit planning and development mmati ·;c. and :1 scud~· of rhc­
Wcsr M.Un Street srnp, for which the universicv and cicy have:' 
hi red a consultant. 

Though no legal lcrion ~n b" taken co enforce rhc: 
mcmor:.tndum. spcnbc ?rovisions were mad~ in the- event of irs 
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F.iilure: All JY.Irti<:S agree: :o accepr O••••lm•d n:- ..... , .. , n •:o .11 cr, 
<:'"<:nt of d~faulc, and if an:· parry wish,, t•> h.,,·l, <>Ill , , "'II~· 
present written intention "ith one: y,·;~ r' noli, .. '"' t.l r -),,, 

provision ha.~ been unnc:-~ry. 

University of California, Berkeley: 
Confl'ontatlon and Negotiation 
Un•versinr-communicv relations r:ueh· gc: as tumu l cuou~ 3~ ;h.:,· 
have in s 'crkcley, Cali.fornia. Historic~ lly vi..-wc:c as rhe crildlc oi' 
rhe Free Speech movcmenr :md the site of the: Pc:opk s P:uk 
Riot, this school ha.< been b:tnterinl! wirh rhe k>cal rt·sidems wd 
govemmcm since rhe earl)' 1960s. ~ 

The campus was bmlt II years before the rown of Berkeley 
was incorporated and its development goals have long trampled 
O\"er the town's goals. In fact, oommunity groups and the city 
coundllilcd suit againsr rhe universi ty in the i 970s co block rhe 
const ruction of a srudcnt 
housing proJect alontt an 
active seismic F.!u lt. In che 
1980s, when che Unl\'(:rsicy of 
California unveiled its n ine­
c:~mpus, srarewide 
comprehensive pbn-whieh 
included many projects for the 
Bc:rkcley c:~mpus--<:onsulcancs 
were brought in to facilir:ne a 
long suins of community 
forums. M with many 
univc:rsocy rowns. Berkeley was 
rapidly losing irs ta.xablc land 
co an c:<cmpr institution. In 
November 1988, voters passed 
:t "Public Accountability 
MC<~Sure: which would 
require all public agencies to 
adhere ro local zoning and pay 
thc:1r share of tax<:$ and fees 
for city services. The measure:. 
however. is mc!rclr ad,•isory. 

"'pl.:n :<> · ~ducc c:-nml " ""'" '"" ' ; 1 .ronn co 29,-! 50 " 2fh:', 

• . .l..-, a!!Jt•emc!olr en .:ollahnr;uc: "orh t he .:in· <>n a ol01n to 
p n"$e-f"\'C People: s Park :1o1d .. ~p:wo S<-rvic~~ lo• t'he homde,s 

In relutn che Cit)' agreed 10 continue: pro,•Jdong basic ~~weo. 
hr, .. 1nd police services Jnd to negotiate with the llnl\"ersory on 
smdcm housing compli:1nce wnh local codes. f hese pro''ISIOns 
w~r.: formalized in a " mitigation implementatiOn agreemenc," 
wh1ch also r~qui red chc university tO pay rhe city S 1.2 mill1on J 

year through 2005-06 for a package of ndditional sef"\•iccs 
According co Kar~·n Haner-Owcns, senior pl3nner with 

Bc:rkdev's advanced planning division, city lnd univccsJtv\ 
cfforu to cooperate are being workc:d om on a "project-by­
project basi~. because the university has alre:~dy diverged from 
che 1990 pbn m:1ny times." But she adds char the university h~~ 

hJrC:d a new campus plannin~ 
d irector ~who pbces a much 
greacer emphasis on dialogue 
with che communin·." The 
unh•ersi r;• just rece~cly 
consulted thc city and rhe 
adjacent neighborhoods on 
the siting of a proposed 
haurdous materials scor3ge 
faciliry. Commumcy concerns 
wc:re heeded, and altc:rnanve 
sites arc being considered. 

Also in ~ovc:mbc r I 988. 
rho! citr cou ncil 3ppointed a 
u noversity p lanning 
ccmmmec ro review rhe 
uni\'ersi~··s long-rnnge plan~ 
and prepare 
recommendations ro DC 

adopted br rhe council. One 
rc:commendanon that was 
implemented wa~ co hire a 
city·univcrsi ry pl.mncr ro ae1 
.1~ ;! li.lison oerwcen <he 

U•lverslty of Illinois 
at Chlcagol Flea 
Market Must Move 
The Uni~rsicy of Illinois .11 
Chicago was buih on the City's 
near wesr side in the 1960s 
wich the aim of providing 
access co higher cducanon tor 
r he ci n ·' s rc:sidcms. It) 
development v.-as pl.tguc:d by 
conrroversy from rhe 
beginning as :1 th riving !ral :at~ 
nci~hborhood and the now 
famous Jane Addams Hull 
House: had ro be pushed llid.: 
w make W:ll' for the: campu~. 
Thi11v vcars !mer. rhc­
ulllve.rsin• is Rt the center,,; 
debate ai:\tn O\'tt .l1\ 

expansion plan rhar h~ 
supplamcd o ne of rhe ctt•·', 

A publu ,;.coumnbiluy mr.um·r approt·~d ~;· &rk~i()' cirf:::mJ 
r.d'I1Uc~1 :/rr- !IJ:!I'~;,i,•t tt1 .ttlltt'rt" !(J Jo,·~r/ ::.t>llilif. ,11/t/ ptli' il! SIJttr( 
oj·n~ ":rt·t·:·: . 

cultu ral treasure>. chc: 1\l,~.xw~l 
Strecr opcn-.1ir Ael :narkcc. The market gen<:r3tc> .1 net .ll\ntt~ 
income of about $3.::1 mtlhon. and has prov1ded oppormntr'" ! .. : 
1mmig,:.nc~ and lll:lf!(ln:tl-meomc: vendors fo1 more chan i 2'> 
n:Jr<. T hough r h~ rnarketeers have c:sscnuaJiy bc:en sq;.a t:i•~f! ··r. 
the ..:in··owned la;,d ~ ~~ rhts , . .,ars. n1:1111 of chc market s 
'.tf'p••;t.:r~ vic\\ 1c as,\ historic l:mdmuk 1h:u should h:wc b~~·r 
pre'e1\'1'd u:\ irs ongrn:~l me. 1r was clo~ed b1 the cit~ in :\qrm• 

univeislt~;s long-range! plan and rhe .;-omm:11\J!\ ~ ~O.l<Cr l• 
J'h~ planner operated Olll of rhe cir\' pb:1n1ng dcp3 r:no.?n: 
<~nd the position was funded b~· 1he uni'o!ISlC: Jn lu :·· I ,,~ltl. 
the Unl"crsi tl" released a ne•.1 l'crsion of ,r, t'l.u: '" hi:h 1: 
made chc foliowmg concessions: · 

"\nnual .sc:wcr .md 1mprm•cmcnr r·cc~ of ::'.~'H t,\i:ll l 

• An add <non.t l $~(1(1 .,urdll1~~ t<.,r ,'v{'r. "'''' ''·"·'·': 
untr comcrucrc:d 

• Oon.uion' to l:.nd Sf'<'CIJ.Ii:>.o!d h~,· r rc>tc• " ' 
lr:t\11111~ rc:qU ifO:d t-\· !1C:W 00U~I :l~ 

II'J' 1.\. :1 t .• -.1 

Thc U:J J\'Cf$1 t\' badll' n~eds ch~ land. wh1ch ,, the IJ~t 
Ullt.l< \C!Opc<..i J.rc.t i ll''~ immedi.lrc •·ic:1l1t'Y \'<'11h intcnoon:. • 
l'>ud..! ,, -l '-a.:rc: r~earch .1nd rt'Crc~uon~ l (OJnJ'Ilc\. chc .u:hc:w 
t'l! .r,,,,.,J tl'< ,ir, from :1:~ em· for :h .~'i mill ion. lr Jl~ ... l:·r~:l 
;, a~u nn: h-'1'; w <i<'\',1;'1 ;t 1\e\'. m:Hkt•rpiJcr r. 1rt• ·nor~ 
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~mcntiiC> :~h<1111 a mile from the original me. S<>me neighbors 
believe the rdocaoon will "legitimize- rhe market, which in rhe 
pasr h:tS also served as a trading post for drugs and stolen goods. 
Bv rcquaring ,·endors to apply for permits br loue~·· the city 
hopes to ensure a safer. more structured cn,·ironment. The new 
market opened just after Labor Day and now has a staff to 
coordinate its operation. 

University of Colorado: 
University as Health Care Conglo•erate 
Universi ty hospirals and health science facilities arc 
particularly difficult neighbors because their growth plans are 
ofun cominglcd with those of other health care provider~ 
and srate or federal instirurions. Th&J is the scenario in 
Denver, where the Universirv of Colorado Healrh Sciences 
Center ts rrying to expand it~ f2cihties. The center is one of :1 

powerful consoruum of four m2jor hospat:Us: Univc:rsit)· 
Hospital . the Vctef:lns Hospital, Rose Medical Center, and 
C.U. Healrh Sciences Cenrer. The medic:U district 
conc2intng these hospita.ls is currently confined tO the c:asr 
side of Denver's Colorado Boulevard. The consortium plans 
ro expand west of the boulevard, onto property already 
owned by the: university. 

Local residents vchemencly oppose the expansion, plagued 
a.s they 2lready arc by traffic congestion and parking 
problems generated by rhe currenr siu of rhe health campus. 
In :addition. the: expansion would displace the rcsadents of 
two aparrmenr buildings. The university would like ro 
con"ert the units co offices. The Denver planning 
deparrment, city council, and rhc mayor all oppose the 
c:xpansaon, and seriously question the university's lc:~l righr 
co expand without loc:U approval. Helen Hogue. manager of 
the neighborhood planning senion and the planner assigned 
tO th:u section of the ci ty. says rhe planning depanmem is 
uying co facilira cc communication among neighborhood 
groups and the cor&Jonium, wich the go:U of containing the 
complex on tbe cast side of che boulevard. 

In this case, rhe universiry's affili:arion wirh other ir&J ritutior&J 
has uninrendon:Uiy served the neighborhoods. The: process of 
expansion has been complicated because traffic studies and 
health care district plans cannot move forward without analysis 
and approval from e::tch member of rhe consort ium. Becaw.e of 
~~~ process, the residentS of rhe area have had time to organize 

· ....... upposicion. 

Univenity of Coloratlo, Boulder: 
Networkjng for Solutions 
The Univc:rsa~ of Colorado ~·stem is pressuring irs Boulder 
am pus ro exp:utd. This Aics an the face of the city of Boulder's 
efforts tO tighten growth m:mag<!rnent conrrols ovu 
development \\ithin rt:s jurisdiction. Despite the: univc:rsiry's 
incrC:tSing enrollment, there are no plans ro develop more 
student housing in the nar furu re. This coupled with the f:lct 
rhat Boulder's housing costs arc extremely high. has left many 
studentS wirh no option bur ro locate in neighboring 
muntctpalitic:.~. In turn, the: cit~· is f.zccd with increased 
commuter congestion and (XIrking problems. Recently the two 
bcg;~n a process to examine how their conflicting goals could be 
achieved simultaneouslv. 

Pcrer Pollack. dircct~r of the communiry pl:znning division, 
~ys the cuy has had drfficulry in findmg a nc:w direcuon fo r its 
planning process because "there was :a tendency to compare 
c>ur.dvcs w11h other communi ties m Color:aclo nf ,,imal~r Sl7.c:. 

agnonng the f.Kt that none of those communiries (wtth the 
exception of Fort Collins) had the same ser of problems uniq ue 
to college towns.- To help solve this d ilemma, rhey surveyed 
orhc:r unh·erstt}' commumtics around the nation chat have the 
same characteristics as Boulder. The 1993 City of Bouldn- Pur 
Ciry ?lamting Surocy ident ified 10 ciucs that had rhe following 
similar ch:ar:actc:risu~: 

• Toral ciry popul:uion 

• T ocal university student population 

• Pc:rcc:nragc of the city populat ion that is college student~ 

• Percentage of the counry th:at resides in a he city 

• Disrancc to the nearest metropolitan area with a population 
greater than 100.000 

Using these criteria rhey ident ified rhe following cities: 
Eugene. Oregon: Palo Alto, C:~liforn i:t; S3nt3 Cruz, C:aliforni:t: 
S:anra B:arb3ra. C:Uifomr.~; Provo, Utah; Tempe. Arizona; Fort 
Collins. Colorado; Norman. Oklahoma; Madison. Wisconsin: 
and Ann Arbor. Michig:tn. 

Though rhis list bcg.tn as::. Simple comparative tool. it quackly 
cvoh•cd rnto a information network. Though Boulder initiated 
the: list, it has informally become known as a "sister cities forum.· 
Planners from ea.ch town exchange ideas. problems, and solutions 
on an ad hoc basis, and ha,•e even entertained the idea of meeting 
annuallr ro formaliu their support system. 
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The Welcome Neighbor 

In prickly Cambridge, Mass., good relations clear a path for Lesley U. to g1 

By PAUL FAIN 

Cambridge, Mass. 

Boston's subway system, the T, stops at four stations in 
Cambridge. One is named for Harvard University, another 
for the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Now a 
third station, at Porter Square, is likely to be emblazoned 
with the name of Lesley University . The recognition is an 
indication of the growing prominence of the university, 

:-·~···· R~:.;ats~l ~r1a~ed1:;:~s 

Article: Penn Seen a; 

for Community Part• 

Printer 
friendly 

Subscribe 

··:.·.· 

.··· .. ::· .. :; .. · 

which until recently was known primarily for its small, liberal-arts college for v 

Times have changed for Lesley, which many local residents once viewed as the 
people sent their daughters to ensure that they married a Harvard Jaw student. T 
university has ambitious plans for growth on its two campuses here. The plans i 
making the college co-ed, almost doubling its resident undergraduate populatio1 
its Art Institute of Boston to Porter Square, and building a complex of dormitori 
academic buildings over a 775-foot long stretch of commuter rail lines nearby. 

Lesley is expanding in the middle of some of the densest, most expensive urban 
estate in the nation. What's more, the people of Cambridge have 370 years of e> 
in fighting universities' real-estate development. But thanks to the behavior of l 
leaders, few here seem to have a problem with its plans. 

In an era when many institutions, including some in and around Boston, have h; 
engage in public-relations campaigns and often costly litigation to expand their 
campuses, Lesley appears to have hit upon a simple but effective strategy for a\ 
all of that: cultivating a reputation for being fair and open with the surrounding 
community. 

"There's no animosity toward them," says David Reed, president of the PorterS 
Neighbors Association. "They have made substantial , sustained efforts to be op 
the neighbors." 

When Opportunity Knocks 

Lesley's push to become a bigger player in Cambridge stems from a long-range 
it started drafting in March 2003 . 

The university, founded in 1909, has long had an entrepreneurial spirit. Lesley, 
grew out of the movement to introduce kindergarten classes to elementary scho· 

EXHIBIT4 
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originally trained women as preschool teachers. Its mission expanded to includ( 
liberal arts in 1944. That curriculum has always been open-ended, with a focus 
responding to the individual student. 

Lesley began its teacher-education program --and became an early entrant into 
of distance education, of a sort -- 35 years ago, when it accepted a request to set 
members to Martha's Vineyard for three-day weekend training sessions for toea 
teachers. It now runs graduate programs for teachers at 150 sites in 19 states, an 
prepared more teachers than any other private institution in Massachusetts. 

Although Lesley's distance-education program is well established, officials ther 
concluded in the early stages of their latest facilities-planning process that they 
help fill a need for more small, residential, liberal-arts colleges in urban areas, a 
they should do more to serve undergraduates on the campus. 

They decided that Lesley, with a total enrollment of 6,300, most of whom are g 
students, should go co-ed in its undergraduate college and expand its total unde 
enrollment from 1,100 to at least 1,400. They also resolved to move the Art Ins1 
Boston from the Fenway neighborhood, about four miles away, to the Porter Sq 
campus, to provide more opportunities to art students and to improve the cultun 
environment. 

"You can't do that without facilities," says Richard A. Jalkut, chairman ofLesle 
of Trustees and a member since 1988. "We need space." 

Margaret A. McKenna, Lesley's president, seems well suited to the job of overs 
university's expansion. She has led the university for 20 years, before which siH 
in Washington as a deputy counsel to President Jimmy Carter and a deputy 
undersecretary of education. 

She describes her management philosophy as one of adaptability. "The goal has 
growth," she says, but, rather, nimbly attempting to fill "unmet needs." 

Lesley's efforts to meet such needs require growth, however. And space is tight 
the two small campus centers, which are separated by about lO blocks of Victor 
homes, some ofwhich have sold for more than $1-million. The southern campu 
bordered on three sides by Harvard. 

Ms. McKenna says she, unlike the presidents of many colleges in pastoral surro 
cannot deal with a need for new dorms and classrooms by saying, "We're goi ng 
it on the back 40." 

As a result, Ms. McKenna-- who lives a couple of blocks from the campus -- h: 
the university's evolution as a friendly neighbor. 

"We can't control our environment," she says. "We try, but we can't" 

Smoothing Feathers 

Few places present more challenges to a university with designs on growth than 
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Boston metropolitan area. Scores of institutions vie for real estate in neighborhc 
where citizens have often been burned by the slights of college officials. 

In May, for example, angry residents of the Fenway neighborhood marched tot 
of Northeastern University's president to complain about a proposed plan to red 
property, including a recently shuttered church, that it had just purchased. Mich 
Ross, a Boston City Council member, issued a written statement that said: "Nor 
had the opportunity to work with its neighbors and plan a campus for the future 
Northeastern launched its own version of a California Gold Rush right in our m 
backyard." 

Harvard has faced resistance to its major planned expansion into the Allston sec 
Boston, and to the secretive way in which it bought some of the 341 acres of lar 
owns there. 

Some nearby resistance to campus construction is probably inevitable. 

But if neighborhood opposition turns into a groundswell, Northeastern and Hai"' 
the resources, including substantial endowments and teams of lawyers, to hold 1 
Lesley do~s not 

Ms. McKenna and other Lesley officials know well the need to play nice in Car 
"You only earn the right to be doing these sorts of things if you've been a good 
neighbor," Mr. Jalkut says of the university's ambitious growth plans. 

Representatives ofLesley attend almost all of the meetings of the two neighbor] 
associations involved with the university's locations. Marylou Batt, vice preside 
administration and point person for the construction plans at Porter Square, say~ 
who are used to seeing glossy presentations from developers and campus plann• 
surprised by the simple documentation that Lesley brings along. 

"We have a little sketch," she says. 

Although the lack of specifics in Lesley's plans can be disconcerting to some re 
the neighborhood groups say the university's approach is preferable to being ast 
rubber-stamp plans despite having little input. Whether it is embarking on an ex 
renovation of its student center.or improving the landscapfng around a DumpstE 
university listens to their concerns. 

For example, in seeking to develop two vacant lots, Lesley agreed to build retai 
on the ground floor of any buildings it eventually puts up. And in renovating its 
center, it relocated an exhaust vent on the roof at neighbors' request. 

"They've given us terrific access to their plans," says Robert Watson, comn1uni1 
for the Agassiz Neighborhood Council, in Cambridge. "The more dialogue that 
the happier everybody is." 

Nowhere to Go but Up 

Lesley's careful currying of its neighbors' favor has paid off. The wide window~ 
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Batt's corner office overlook Porter Square's commuter-rail and T station. Short 
she took the job, in early 2003, Lesley officials heard that the Massachusetts Ba 
Transportation Authority would lease the air rights to construct buildings over t 
lines. They responded by conceiving of a building atop a deck built directly ov€ 
tracks, which could be up to four stories (ot 60 feet) tall, and could include dorr 
and academic buildings. 

The facilities plan focuses on "making sure that we're maximizing the small am 
space that we have," Ms. Batt says. 

Lesley, which owns several parcels around the T station, offered $2-million for 
year lease on the property. But a private developer, Oaktree Development, dout 
offer with a bid of $4-million to build about 90 housing units. With Oaktree de€ 
"highest responsible bidder .. by the transportation board, Lesley was out of the 1 

However, Lesley had an ace up its sleeve: the powerful neighborhood groups oi 
Cambridge, which decided to go to bat for the university. 

The groups complained to the transportation board that they had not been given 
time to air their concerns about the way the bid had been awarded. The board a! 
delay its final decision on the lease and held several meetings with residents an< 
officials. 

Mr. Reed's association organized one of those me~tings, which was held in a ch 
the fall of 2003. About 400 people attended, and the Porter Square association i 
that Lesley's bid be on the agenda. Mr. Reed, who has been president of the 
neighborhood group for seven years and often takes calls from City Council me 
seeking to get a feel for what residents are thinking, says it was easy to discern · 
at the meeting: "There was a strong public sentiment in favor of the Lesley pror 

With many residents backing Lesley for what, as Carol Weinhaus, who lives ne 
university, describes as its "refreshingly open11 approach, the transportation boa1 
Oalctree to share the air rights with Lesley. 

By April 2004, the developer had dropped its bid, leaving Lesley to renegotiate 
transportation board. The tertns have yet to be established, but Lesley officials~ 
are near an agreement with the bocu-d and are hopeful that they will be awarded 

Beth Rubenstein, Cambridge's assistant city manager for community developm1 
the transparency of Lesley's plans clearly gave the university an edge in the bat1 
"There's a choice about being forthrigl1t, and they've chosen to be forthright, 11 st 

Small Fish, Big Pond 

Sitting in her office, which is in the former living room of a Victorian home, M: 
McKenna points through a window at the crimson-trimmed dormitory of Harva 
School, across the street. Though only a few steps apart, Lesley and Harvard ha 
radically different problems and approaches when attempting to add to their car 
Ms. McKenna says her expansion plans would be less daunting if Lesley had sc 
Harvard's $22-billion endowment. "I'm not greedy," she says with a laugh. "I'd~ 
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the interest for a day." 

Lesley's endowment stands at $48-million. That relatively small sum increases 1 

financial risk for a project like the dormitories that may someday straddle the tr. 
Porter Square. But this is not the first time Lesley has made such a leap. In 199l 
university weathered tricky negotiations and issued bonds to buy a commercial 
the Porter Exchange, for $12.5-rnillion. The price tag dwarfed Lesley's endowm 
even rivaled its annual budget. But the risky, bond-enabled project has paid off, 
renovation-- producing a mix of retail shops, restaurants, and Lesley classroom 
offices -now anchors the Porter Square neighborhood. Lesley will claim more 
the building next year, when offices of the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for 
Astrophysics, the building's. largest tenant, moves out. 

"We have major things going on," says Ms. McKenna. "I don't want to be a sect 
everybody to know who we are." 

http://chronicle.com 
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