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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 followmg. 

The testimony presented to date h8$ established that many of the "town-gown" problems 

identified by the Board C>fZoning Adjustment in its 2000 Campus Plan decisio11 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 l~king 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 M\SS\ON 
:zoNlNG COM Ia 

makes grants to fund ~ttempts between universities and their neighbors to forge "st~ Co\umb 
p(J-Il- -ci\SE NQ., __ __;.~;__.---
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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 ofHousing and Urban 

Development's Office of University Partnerships ("OUP"), which in turn 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 ~vailable. 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 ]Ianning activities th~t 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 fat 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 within applicable 

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

from any further adverse university impacts. 

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

1 Only a university can seek such funding ftom HUD. Obvio~ly FBA and the ANC would be 
wil_ling 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 Jmow what GWU wants to look like in 2025. But wha~ 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 auD 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 Planning 

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

2006 PAS MEMO on the topic (Exhibit 2). Simil~ly the American Institute of Certified 

Plailners (''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, an4 establishing a legitimate partnership in 

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

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

undertake a truly collaborative process for planning the futwe both for GWU and fot 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 Squllfe 54 is within the campus boundaries of 

George Was_hin~on University, any community-based, best-practices approach should examine 
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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 of the Zoning 

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

14 November 2006 

Respectfully submitted, 

~ ~.dJMM,..t-. 
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 wa_s served this 14th day ofNovember, 2006 

upon Maureen E. Dwyer, Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman, 2300 N Street, NW, Washington, 
DC 20037, maureen.dwyet@pillsburylaw.com. 
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About COPC 

Home >> OUP Programs 

FY06 Update 
Related Information 

• Other OUP Programs 
The Community Outreach 
Partnership Centers program will 
not be funded during the FY06 
grant cycle. Please check back in 
FY07. 

• COPC Technical Assistance 

• COPC NOFA 

• Search for COPC Grantees 

Since 1994, CUP'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. 

Eligible 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 successfu l 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. 
• Training or technical assistance that builds the capacity of 

community groups and increases the leadership skills of 
neighborhood residents. 

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

• Projects to fight disease, crime, and environmental degr.adation. 
• 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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Program Contact 

Kinnard D. Wright 
Grant Specialist 

•mp:11 www .oup.orgtprogramsfabOUtt.:UP<..:.a:s] 

U.S. Department of HolJslng and Urban Development 
Office of University Partnerships 
Room 8106 
451 Seventh Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20410 
Telephone: (202) 708-3061, ext. 7495 
Fax: (202) 708-0309 
E-mail: kinnard wright@hud.gov 

Last updated: Wednesday, April 12, 2006 
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and Urban Development 
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WashlnQt9n, DC 20410 
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l?~MEMO 
May/June 2006 

Town-Gown Partnerships for Success 
By Dan Sitler, Michael Rudden, Rob Holzman AICP, and George Homsy 

J~ Print Now 
1m 

In the 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 wa~ found 
the next day, dumped in a field. The murder put a spotlight on the academic island that OSU had become 
in a troubled 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 ec:lucation, began to 
realize that efforts to isolate themselves from host communities were failing. For a few decades many 
urban institutions had tried (sometimes literally) to wall themselves off and tum a blind eye to the 
deteriorating community around them. But attemp~ to separate academic from dvic 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 the 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 with their host communities. The goal 
of this PAS Memo is to help community and university planners understand their environment. Brief case 
studies from urban a_reas and small towns Illustrate innovative ways the two have partnered for the 
betterment of both. 

Und~rstanding Town Gown Relations 
Historically, the university Idea was Imported from Europe, where most Institutions are woven into the 
fabric of ancient cities such as London, Paris, and Rome. However, in America, colleges and universities 
proliferated in communities of all sizes. The large land area and decentralized system of government in 
the U.S. meant many institutions were required to educate the scatte.red population, according to 
geographer Blake Gumbrecht, a University of New Hampshire professor. He writes that most American 
colleges were founded before the rl!!e of big cit:les. These young villages and towns, each believing itself 
to be the most important frontier location, needed a college to complete Its community identity. Many 
university founders believed rural settings were more conducive to education than l!rban areas with their 
distractions. Over time, however, t_he urban fabric grew to surround many of these Institutions. 

The history of town-gown tensions Is as old ~s 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 the students. 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, violent, or foundational as the Oxford incident. 
Instead they stem, over time, from misunderstandings, the lack of communication, and differing 
priorities. As the communities deteriorated, the schools' efforts to isolate themselves grew and problems 
became more acute. 

While suburbanizatlon pulled people and buslnesses.from urban cores, colleges and universities stayl!d. 
Although some did open suburban campuses, few, if any, packed up and followed the sprawl. Unlike 
corporations, the physical investments made by universities, along with a strong sense of history, have 

EXHIBIT2 

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 06-12
206



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 Schenectady, 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 cities and the recognition by universities that their fate Is closely tied to their 
communities has helped break down physical and 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 val~es and goals lies at the source of conflict between 
communities and universities. Younger residents, often experiencjng life on their own for the first time, 
have no desire to set down roots and become long-term residents. The transient na_ture 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 st~cture than their host communities. Although the tenures of 
university presidents have shortened In recent years, school administration tends to be more consistent 
than community leadership. 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 administrators 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 decision­
making process to the public as well as members of their own co-mmunity. 

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 realiZe that students are fundamentally 
different than long-term residents. They tend to ~y 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 overlooked, difference: The campus Is typically friendlier to pedestrians and 
bicyclists than the surrounding communities. 

Infrastrl.lcture 

Universities are large consumers of power, telecommunications service, roads, public transit, and 
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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 diregly 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 prioritized and often compromised. The 
landscapes in communities typically have their pea_k use during the summer. University grounds have less 
summ!!r use when students are away. In some cases, the open snaces at universities e~re 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 modem fadlltles 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 commu_nlty. 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 campus planning with the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. Despite their size and impact, she 
says, comm1,1nitles 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 awarc;ls from 
the u.s. Environmental Protection Agency for its transportation dem~nd 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 tr~nsportation demand management." 

Stories of Success 
In many, but riot all, cases, universities driV~ 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, requl~s an honest exchange of Information 
between municipalities ~nd neighborhood groups on one hand and the school on the other. 

In two of the following case studies, the universittes (Ohio State University and Cornell University) drove 
the relationship that evolved Into a true partnership. In the third case study, the cQmmunity 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 
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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 plcmnlng 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 
choosing 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 ovwsee the preparation of a comprehensive plan for 
the university district. In 1995, the school and City created Campus Partners for Community Urbi!n Redevelopment, 
and the university provided a $1 million endowment to guarantee 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 pl~nner 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 admi~ 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 advocates for affordable 
housing. It administers the school's homeownershlp 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 ftems for disposal, keeping the mou.nds of trash 
off of the district's narrow streets. The City regularly comes to cart away the trash. 

Through such programs, Sterrett says that many reside_nts 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 of this former retail core as a key component in turning around the university 
district. The plan uncovered several problems. First, the area lac;:ked parking. It had been developed for 
students before they had cars. Second was a poor diversity of businesses. Fast food restaurants, bars, 
and recprd stores served the student population, but they did not draw shoppers from a greater area. 
Third, the existing buildings CO!Jid not accommodate modern retail because of their s_mall 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 affiliate organizations, assembled 30 properties and relocated 25 businesses. 
The university spent $20 million acquiring the properties, and the city of Columbus agreed to use eminent 
domain 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 fall 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 retail 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. 

Rebui lding a V illage'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 miles 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 
1mportant to attracting and retaining world-class faculty as well as top students. 

The village, along w ith the surrounding Town of Hamilton (2004 population estimate: 5,779), began a 
long-term plann ing process that, Shwartz says, "got the whole community excited about the village's 
potential." 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: 
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• supporting existing businesses and farms 
• attracting new community-minded businesses and talent 
• developing an attractive and commercially viable 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 M;adison County Industri;al Development Agency 
uses a portion of their bond underwriting fees to fund the 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, 
vi llage, 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 municipalit ies, too small to fund community development or planning positions on their own, rely on 
the partnership to organize all 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 
SO 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 them 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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:;: Figure 3: C·:Jlgate l.inlvc:rsl~y S·:·oksto:·re Sefo~.e 
Rt~!lovat<o:l 

(<!1 Figure 4: C:tiqatol lmiversitv Bookstore Afte~ 
Rflnovation 

S<lt:rce; Co!vate University 

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 establishments proVide 
important student and faculty services. ''The way we look at It, we could have built a bigger student union 
on campus. We woul(l never have considered costs like rent if we did that,'' she says. "Now we have a lot 
of the student union functJons 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 lmlverslty's peace studies department 
holds a public film series, but many community residents didn't feel comfortable attending in a school 
building. Now ~udents 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 worklng-dass 
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 Cori'lel_l 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 
areas. 

Until the 1990$, 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 c;ampus. The City system ran around the city and to 
the c;:ampus. The county buses ran to the more rural areas, through the city, and to the campus.'1 He 
recalls the system being a real mess. 

Iri 1990, the university took the Initiative and organized Omnlride- 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 e<»nsolldatlon 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 Consolidate.~ Area Transit (TCAT) system. A year ago, after a 
fatal accident exposed liability problems for the university, ttte 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 Lleb. 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. 

L.Jeb says the partnership has been worthwhile for both the university and the community. In 2003, the 
system carried more than 2.8 million passengers on about 40 rout~ (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 
P,_articipation of the thousands of Cornell students, staff, and faculty. Ueb says the system has saved 
Cornell tens of millions of dollars In surface ._nd structure parking that would have been needed if aU of 
the facurty 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 A lone 

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 re.sidential 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 
campus. 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, t he 
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 University 
Neighborhood Overl~y Zoning District ordinance for t he West Campus district (see figure 6). The new rules 
permit greater density, w ith buildings allowed to climb as high as 15 stories. To take advantage of the 
greater density, developers must fo llow a strict set of streetscape design standards, which include 12-foot 
wide sidewalks and the installation of specif ied 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 Walters. ''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 with a number of other community 
planning and air pollution reduct.ion 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 ci ty. " 

:>: Figure 6: University Neighborhood Overl~y M~p . . Figure 7 : T?':'! T(•>:, a .o\ll<Htm;:::t ~;J ::.~sng, />.,r,tiol. 
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Sotm:e: Mark Waiter:; 

Walters admits that managing the neighborhood-driven process was not always easy. At one point, he 
recalls, the dty put representatives from different stakE!holders in a room and told them to come up with 
a vision statement. The tactl~ worked, and the vision ended up guiding the planning 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 top officials: In most successful town-gown relationships, the higtlest 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 should 
have equal voice. Paternalistic relationship,s create bitterness. 

Involve the public: As with every other good planning project, public partidpation 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 mo"ney and attention to projects and Important Issues. Local governments 
can be consensus builders and have public resources and powers needed to create 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 long 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 
goal. 

Find points of synergy: Too often town-gown relationships focus on particular st_ressors. 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 issue. 

Resources 
The Office of University Partnerships is a project of the U.S. Oepartment 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 download from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, is 
a book of case studies about ways that campuses and communities c.ome 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 51.8-587-2550 or g~omsy@saratogaassociates.com. 

©Copyright 2006 American Planning Assodation All Rights Reserved 

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 06-12
206



~ . \ ' 
• t•. \l r or1lt • 'u'• ' 

\ r 1'1 • I : ' ' , 1 ~ 

ASEBOOK 
Town and Gown 

Coming to Terms in Tucson 
B~ Paul C. Zuclw-, AlCP 

T he University of Arizona 
in Tucson was created in 
1891 on 40 acres of land. 

By 1995 the campus had expanded 
to 325 acres with 35,000 students. 
Another 178 acres were included 
in the Arizona &ard of Regents' 
:1dopted future expansion area. 

Through the years, this expan· 
sion, along with other traditional 
town/gown conflicts, created a 
sometimes hostile environment 
between the university and its 
neighbors. The poten tial for 
university e:xpansion into sur· 
roundin~ residential and commcr· 
cial districts discouraged private 
investment, creating a steadily 
deteriorating physical environ­
ment with transitional land uses. 

Background 
In early 1993, university President Manu:1l T. Pacheco, with urging from Molly Mcl<asson, the city 
council representative for the a rea, decided something h::~d to be done to resolve long festering issues 
related to the universi ty's physical development south of its campus. The university had continuous 
expansion needs but the abutting commercial and residential uses were vcxatly rc:sistant. Bringing things 
to a head were the university's continuing property acquisition, the desire by the tmivcrsity to acquire 
and demolish eight historic houses, and a university proposal to build a new three-story, 1,340-space 
parking structure bordered on two sides by a historic district of one-story, single-family homes. 

Our of this s iruation w:ls created a Joint Planning Process to be managed by a 13-member Joint 
Planning Committee. The univer~ity and rhe city e:1ch agreed to contribute $20,000 to the effort. 

Facts of the case 
The joint committee mer monrhly for more rhan a year attemprin~ to define issues in preparation for 
hiring a consultant. Each group prepared a white paper outlining its position on various issues. While 
the papers defined the issues, they also clarified the wide gap between the university and the associa­
tions. At time.':! it :1ppc.-an:d the committee would be unable to decide what it was going to do and how it 
would go :1hout ic. 

EXHIBIT 3 
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PLANNERS' CASEBOOK 

E.ventually, the committee hired a consulrant, 
Zucker Systems, with sub-<onsultants University 
Planning Associ;~tes, Inc., both of San Diego. 
The selection process itself was tense, with the 
participants wary of each other and expressing 
some uncertainty about the process. 

In m:gotiaring the consultants' contract, the 
commirree insisted on what proved to be two key 
elements. First, they wanted altcm<ttiv~'S much 
earlier in the process than proposed by the 
consultants so that the committee, rather than the 
consultants, would be in control of the d<tta <tnd 
debate. Secondly, they set as the primary goal of 
the sn.1dy "agreement" by all parties on university 
expansion and neighborhood revitalization. 

The out-of-town consultants were working 
with an extremely right budget. To make the 
ptoject work, the consultants traveled ro Tucson 
once a month and combined work trips with a 
monthly committee meeting. It was also agreed 
there would be three public meetings, which 
were scheduled over a six-month period. Once 
the last meeting was held, the budget would be 
exhausted, with or without agreement. 

Undet' Arizona law, the university has full 
independent powers. Historically, it has also had 
considerable political power both in Tucson and 

, PLANNERS' CASEBOOK 

Executive Dlrector 
Fr.W. S. So, NI.T 
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in the state. The consultants told the committee 
during the sdection process that they would 
spend a considerable amount of time working 
\virh the university. They knew that if the 
university would not change plans, the ptoject 
would fail. It was because of this need that an 
expert campus planner (Pat Aguilar, formerly 
head of campus planning for the University of 
California, San Diego) was part of the coosultin 
team. Although somewhat wary of this univer­
sity emphasis, the residents agreed. 

"This agreement 
could not have been accomplished 

without each party believing 
they had something to gain, 
without 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, T14CSOil City Planner 

The actual process used by the consultants 
was only partially known by the full committee 
A lthough the commicree knew the consultants 
were talking to the participating parties, the 
extent of those meetings and conversations were 
not revealed. The consultants met with univer­
sity officials and city officials in separate meet­
ings before every committee meeting. At times, 
draft written material or maps were faxed to tht 
universicy and city prior to being finalized for 
distribution to the committee. Draft ideas were 
also discussed privately with residents and 
businesses. 

The University 
The consultants quickly learned that the 
university did not speak with one voice. A 
variety of power centers within the university 
would need ro be persuaded, including campm 
planning, economic development, vice-presi­
dent for development, vice-president for 
academics, and numerous other players repre­
senting parking, inter-collegiate athletics, 
student recreation, and housing. On numerous 
occasions rhe consultants were told, in no 
uncerta in terms, that univ~·rsitv interests were 
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statewide, long-term sp:ace needs could not be 
proj1.-ctcd, and no change to the campus plan­
ning area should be considered. 

The consultants b ecame com.;nced rhat rhe 
university 's own campus planning had not 
sufficiently addressed how m uch future 
recreation space was needed or how much 
academic square footage could be accommo­
dated on existing land without expanding 
further into the neighborhoods. The ~onsult­
ants began to do rheir own detailed analysis of 
campus development needs. Alrhough rhe 
university took offense 3t som e of the consult­
antS' intervent ion , this activity was backed by 
the knowledge and experience of the consult­
ants' seasoned campus planner . Gradually, the 
university heg<an to reexamine its own needs 
and lonG-term plans. 

The Residents 
The three resident assodarions were gc..~T<llly 
united in their opposition ro university exp:lnsion, 
hut e:Kh proved to have ir:o; own aeeoda. 
One of the neighborhoods was not directly 
impacted by the university Cxp:lnsion boundaries, 
but was affected by a variety of o ther univel":iity 
proposals. Tilis group became more concemed 
with cutting their own deal wirh the university 
and, while they continm.:d to attc..-nd the mc.:ctings, 
they hc..oogan to pl;ty a more JX•~"ive role. 

WINTER 1998 

M£RRII\M CENfER U BfMRY 
AME/liCAN Pli\NN/NG ASSJCJi\TION. 

City council m~mbf!r Molly Me Kasson celebrates 
the signing of the agreement. 

A second neighborhood, Pie Allen, was 
nomin:lted as a historic d iscrict on the National 
Register. It had only a small portion of the 
plannine area, bur it included the eight historic 
houses that the university wanted to acquire and 
demolish. This issue had been underway long 
before the Joint Planning Project and was 
politically very expl~ive. The participants 
agreed to keep the eight historic houses outside 
the joint planning process. 

The third neighborhood, Rincon H eights, 
was the key neighborhood impacted by the 
university c."<pansion plans. Tile university had 
already expanded into the neighborhood with a 
large student recreation building, scattered 
surfuce parking lots, and a small greenhouse 
complex. Tile area was also impacted by student 
parking :md traffic and the usual problems 
associated with student rc...ontal housing. Some of 
the residendal proper ties were showing signs of 
m:glcx:t. 

TI1e residents felt they were not getting 
adequate attention o r t:ime, so the consultants 
met with them the day after the committee 
meetin~ and, when possible , in the evenings. It 
became clear to the consultants that, just like the 
univcn.;ty, the ~;dents did not speak with one 
voice. T he leadership was split on how far they 
should go in compromising with the university. 
Additionally, factions arose among the residents 
based on whose house was scheduled for univer­
sity acquisition. 

Ourin2 the course of the project, the residents 
continued to lobby sympathetic Arizona Board 
of R1.:gcnts members, rallc negatively to the press, 
and apply pressure in other ways. Th<.ose acrivi· 
ties were objected to by the university but helped 
the residents achieve a certain balance of power 
in t he process. 

The Businesses 
The affected commercial area consisted primarily 
of two blocks of older storefronts on both sides 
of a major, four-lane arterial. Curbside parking 
had been removed a number of years earlier, and 
the university had been gradually acquiring 
properties, n.-sulting in a transitional area in 
stc..o:ady ck•dine. 

The reviraliution of the commercial area had 
been one of the lccy desire.~ of the ciry council 
mo:mher rcpre:o;enting this disrrkt. As the stuc.ly 
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progressed, however, it became cleat to the 
consultants that the university had little interest 
in returning the commercial area to its former 
self and that, at best, this issue would need to be 
placed on the back burner. 

The Committee 
TI1e committee met monthly with good atten­
dance. A former aide to dle ciry council member 
was selected as chairperson. One of the first issues 
was whether meetings would be recorded. This 
was an issue because, in the first year of commit­
tee operations, there was debate about who said 
what or had agreed to what. It was agreed that the 
meetings could be filmed by a nonprofit organiza­
tion that was planning a documentary. Thus the 
n:'Cording issue became irrelevant. 

It was originally thought that each meeting 
would consist of discussion, negotiations, and 
decisions but it quickly became apparent that 
this would not work. None of the parties was 
comfortable agreeing to anything for its group 
and no group wanted to show its hand first. 

The City 
The ciry ofT ucson was represented on t.he 
committee by a planner from the planning 
department, J.T. Fey, who served as project 
manager, and by a city council member. The 
plarmer proved to have excellent political 
sensitivity skills and was a great sounding board 
for the consultants. The city council member 
wanted ro push further with the university than 

Residential areas are close neighbors to 
the campus. At left the U of A stadium is 
visibl~ ~hind the houses. 

the consultants felt was feasible, but this perspec­
tive gave a useful balance to the effort. 

The Public Meetings 
Three well-attended public meetin~s were all 
similar. The consultants presented research, 
ideas, and alternatives, then citizens got up and 
spent the rest of the meeting criticiziog the 
university. The residents t:aised every conceiv· 
able issue from police problems and low elemen· 
tary school test scores in areas surrounding the 
university to impacts from the university's 
nuclear research. 

Making Progress 
As the study progressed, it became dear that the 
size of the university expansion area was the key 
issue that must be resolved before many of the 
other issues could be settled. However, ro open 
the dialogue on the boundary, it was necessary to 
make headway in a few other areas. For example: 

1. University actions 
The university agreed to put the parking 

garage on hold and not acquire any additional 
propeTty in the study area for six months. 

2. Narrowing the focus 
The committee agreed that the study would 
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not try to address: 
• Po lice issues 
• Public school test scores 
• An airpon no ise zone 
• University rights of eminent 
<lomain 
• Nudc:~r reactors 
• Research versus teaching 
• The entire campus plan 

3. Goal and str:ucgy 
In no aucmpt tO bring the com­

miuee cogethcr, the consultants 
proposed a goal, as well as a s trategy 
to achieve the goal. After several 
meetings and considerable discus-­
sion, the committee agreed on the 
following: 

Goal. To preserve and enhance the 
existing resid\.'1ltial and locally owned 
small business community in a way 
that complements the univci"Sity and 
~rmlts the u"ivcrsiry to :-.~hieve its 
programmatic needs. 

Strmegy. 
• Keep the university expansion area 
:lS small as possible while still 
accommodating compatible univer­
sity use. 
• Pre:k.7Yc as many owner-occupied 
residential s tructures as possible. 
• Preserve as man\' single-family 
rene:~ I houses all possible for later 
conversion to owner-occupied. 

~. University issues 
Tile residents wanted to attack 

the university on its academic, 
recreation, and parking needs in 
order to t:educe th e university's 
expansion area. But, after reviewing 
the university's needs in detail, the 
consul tants felt spending rime on 
these i~sues would be coumerpro­
ductive. The committee's agr'--cmcnt 
to the fo llowing s tatement :~llowed 
the focus to shift to the expansion 
boundary issues: 

The overall university approach 
to academic space, n:scarch space, 
joint partnerships, parking, housing, 
inter-coll~:.~ate athletics and recre· 
arion ;~ rc nor unusual and arc in line 
with nonnal univci"Sity practices. 
While considerable time could be 
spcnc Jchacing individual numbers, 
we hclicvc such debates would be 

WINTER 1998 

Homeowners and th~ university had very diHerent 
ideas about an acceptable expansion area. The final 
adopted area is part of the agreement reached by. the 
negotiating commfftee. 
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"The agreement was the result 
of a protracted, complex and 

difficult planning 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. n 

Bmce A. Wright, U of A, Senior Officer 

' counter-productive. Universities are and muse be 
dynamic, changing inscirutions. Thus, che 
numbers are likely to change in the future 
anyway. 

Breaking the Log Jam 
Committee discussions of d\e university's expan­
sion area boundaries were not successful. Neither 
the university nor the residents wanted to publicly 
reveal their hand. In an attem pt to break the log 
jam , the consultants developed a most, middle, 
and least e..'Xpansion scheme. Each scheme was 
designed to attempt to preserve fearures of 
interest to each party. 

Then the university and the homeowners each 
developed their own schemes as shown on page S. 

The consultants fel t the university and the 
residents were posruring with their alternatives. 
So, hased on private discussions with both 
parties, the consultants prepared yet another 
alternative. 

Outcomes 
As the end of the consultants' contract 
approached, it became clear that an agreement 
could not be negotiated in an open p ublic 
meeting. Instead, a special negotiating com­
mittee was formed consisting of two represen­
tatives from the university, two from the 
primary neighborhood a~sociation most 

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

impacted by the university, and the consultant. 
The university's attorney also participated and 
drafted l..:gallanguage for the agreement. 

The negotiating committee was interesting in 
that both sides had, in a sense, a "good guy," 
"bad guy" member. O ne was willing to ~nd, the 

other rook a harder stance. Each side always had 
an out by saying they had to sell the agreement to 
their group. 

The negotiating committee eventually agreed 
on an amazing 29-page agreement, officially 
adopted by the Arizona Board of Regents, the 
city of Tucson and che Rincon Heights Neigh­
borhood Association. The agn.~mcnt: 
• Removed eight city blocks from the university 
expansion area. 
• Added 2 1/: city blocks for university family 
housing. 
• Moved the proposed parking strucrure away 
from chc historic district. 
• Specified that the neighborhood association 
will not object to any university property 

. acquisitions or development that meets the land­
use and development guidelines of the agree­
ment. 
• Set forth chat d1e part ies wiU work together on a 
future commercial redevelopment project because 
the Joint Planning Project faik"<< to resolve the 
commercial area conflicts, which continue. 
• Directed the city and neighborhood association 
to implement programs for the stabilization and 
improvement of the residential area. 
• Sets forth a variety of university acquisition 
procedures as well as university divestirure of 
property owned outside che new expansion area. 
• Establishes locations for a new parking struc­
ture, gymnasium. recreation fields, and academic 
research space. 
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LESSONS LEARNED 

Successful n,e.go~tib~s n=quirt to --;ink ehe ~t(~ proj::~ ·!' i· ;. ' that altemativ~·~•p;e~eni : .,. o~ 
~ualization; ofJK>w~. Al· ' . · ·' , · ~''.. early in. t4c prQject'p~d'eW:.' 
though the umveriitY ~d all ~ Data are. !Still impolt:an~Wlille. needed foeue .. T~e'i:oniml~~1 <. 
the lepl power, the :residents the committee spent litt!~ ~roe . also agreed to drop i~s-called 
created power by guerrilla with data, the consultanta' data for in the initial contract;" \. -
warfare> getting the university wer..e necessary to event.Oiilly ~ ; t 
to consent to a;gublic Joinr: ~:;onvince th~ univerai~· that .· , A limited ~ud~t·hcli?S forc~;a . 

, J?roj'c<;t, at\d .t~~gh the; . ·' ~; could live ~ltb t~1~ c.onoiUSi0Jr, 'lih~ \'OI1S\fl~nm:'i ~ •• 
cormdtants .. con"~tion that th( .ariil'acco.aunQdate need.•ka j indiea~:~phey &i~~~~fh ! . 
goal ofmaint3ininga ~ble and wa.)'!rtha&was less d~ctive to fut\{']S .fqE:ow:y f\'(O mo(e , : .. 
$il{Q midcotial 'bQff~ around adjc:iining n(:ighbQdlood$. meetingS: N:o on~ wanted-tO 
the universitV c:Ould not be · .• ~ allocate additional doUari;.so. F. 

achieved i.f current acquisition few organiza9ons speak wit'b an urueney was aiven. tQ ... .; ~-
,gonls were <:.'\tried ou~. one voice. Tlic consultantS t reaching an:agreerilent • . ;. • lf.Jm , x· _..}........ . .1.~- t ... ,_;,... ,, ~ .. ,$'l 

~ ••. , -~ , • , ~< V~.m:U ma~y P,,~et~cenu::,n 1 '· ~ · ., . i ,_, · 
The indeperidcnec of a media~ . 'thi,o. ~e univers4cy.'I:ikewise F~ilure tS not an option.lt 01 .. r , ' 
tor is cssenti,aL The l()ng· ' theueighborh~ had t& ptill ' s~ned' li~ this pi'Ojec~ cam~~ ~ 
standing di$t:r.ust between totethe,r dlv~ fal:liol'l5 'within cl0$8 to faillnr on numerous · 
partie.could he: addressed ~heir own membttship. oCcasions. Re$identa accused 
only b1 a. neuml third party, the university of reneginJ on a 
an out-<>f•tOWD consultant. pPblic nteetinga_ C.'\D ac~p.lish varieti,of pi'c?mlsee. 'the ' c"' 

{ The univereiry w~ put'i'n n' ~~ gq,als; hut not others. • univ~ty ~~ a~ attfteJ; '{ · 
/' COMn DY,i~eei~ro.eiJ1p~0)" , ,_~1tJ~CfU4~ .~tw~ Jh~i.~' , TC$i(i~~·!fiJ0 '¢0,0~h.'!,~t~<tm~r}i 

·the third. parey. When it pames,wns·~ grff't th~t~~ . . JobbJ ;~~.~,es.'~• ~puss.:,t~; ~· 
threa_reo~ to u:rminnte ~e • pui]Jf<: negon~dng ses&le>&\S were and anyone else who \yolJld~·~ • ! 
project because of unhap~im.'S& ~ producrive. J'he co~t-- liaten via,gUerriJla ~lite.1lu~. · 

- with whot ~ happeifing, -the . ants practiced .shuttle,_diplo- mercha!'tS threatened tatlrov.,.._ 
llnivertlty faetd.Jl public m~. worki~g privatelv with ou,t. ohhe entire' p~ • ·, , 
reJntions prOblem. . : ,

1 
~, ,all•pantes and trying to.4.~•, becalise.fbeif ~SSUeS were no~" •t'! 

l • ' t: ' fP>,:~ L~ .;,.,.A ' • '•ld dd';<' ' j\1 ...:> I •' ' . .., \ · •·(!~, ~ ~ · ·• ~ . .-rr-"\\11mt'h1~~~~ts t9~ heimra . ressecl •. Cfti~II~J'; ~~:·~ 
L. I '!'C" :( .ll. II",_ t. l w1l ~ ' '.i(. •\ ' • \..(• I • . ·~ !!>1 ~ :fl.\, vr s t t ( r . ... =-~ 4 "'·r 

1midng the scope wortcn• ~ ead to an ~eern~t'.' 'i .:. , ·· c6nthl~~ to atreqtl ,puon~~., • 
~rv for 8\l~ess .. Many • 1 1\leedop 1llld berate rhe • . 1 ·· ,n 
thought the p1'0Cis.s could CooSuttants work betrer"\Vith univerSity' ove11 pa.St<-Wro~;~p f ' 

. accomplish much more than cteat goals. The original"· and tried, tO 0~~~08~ the st'U~.f 
was reasonabl~ ln·Qrdet to Request for Proposals con· with even.more U.Ue.s. But, in· 
succeed, the $COpe was condnu-- ~ t~e u6uallirany o{~t'~ 'the end, none of the parties 
-ally n.arrQwed with 'l:aao.v wuee t~ar would be hard to adileve • wan~~ fa.il.lfh~ effort t' 
set .Uide for fuc~ 'resolutjon. wi~ a limit~ budgt~!;The . c~~t:i.Qhlid, ra ~see~~ P'e ·• t 
'lhe.lack of re$oludan on the '·«>mmitt~s later insistehce or\ly game in,town, the Only: ~ 
commercial~es wa.S·clearly a tb'it "agr'eement" between·:. viable oPtion for ~lution 'of 
failure, and at 'times threatened .pames was the kev goal and' the-issues~ 
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Universities as Neighbors 
By MidJtUr Grf'KO'J 

Universities and their host communities often h:wc stormy 
relationships. The pressure for universities to expand to meet 
the dem:~nds of incroscd enrollment and to compete for 
rcsc:uch monies an have major impactS on the surrounding 
community. At the ume time, those communities depend on 
the universities for their economic sustenance. As a major 
employer and contractor, !he institution simultllneou.dy creates 
:tnd decracts from th~ comnwnity'$ q~lity of life. 

Among the: problems common tO univc:rsiry communi ties 
:arc: parking. overcr~wding. deteriorated off-ca!lleus rc:.!!_ta l 
housing, noise, economic instability due tO transient 
popul:uions. displacement through campus expansion, 
declining tax revenue after university expansion, and lack of 
any local jurisdictional control over campus dc:vc:lopmc:nr. 
This issue of the PAS M~mo :~ddresses the problem of 
defining the: appropriate: role for a university in a community 
and presents case studies from several university communities 
rhar arc currcndy facing growing pains or have successfully 
esrablishtd ground rules for working together. 

Th ......... . 
U11lverslty i 
Universities h~ve been known q 
ro make: bboratorics out of ~ 
thc:i r host neighborhoods, j 
usually to fulfill their own 
social, eduotional , or 
economic research agend:u. 
Furthermore, when 
universi ties dedicm: research 
money :~nd faculty co solving 
local problems, they :arc ofcc:n 
aughr in a kind of 
insritu tional denial, 
unprepared ro acknowledge 
rhat the university itself is 
frcqucnr ly parr of the problem. 

in problems of distressed communities. From an administra tive: 
prospective. che risk$ arc great and rhe benefitS :uc: few." He adds 
chat. "Faculty and srudc:na have: little: applied c:xpcrience." 
Funner. beouse "academic rewards and incentives are mostly 
attached to teaching and basic re.sc:uch, very few faculty 
participate: in applied research and community problem solving. M 

M•"l••tte U•lversltya 
Propo .. GI Street Closure 
Marquette University (11.000 .studcnu), h:u experienced a 
dedint in enrollment over the last s ix years. ItS main campus 
in <!own town M~lwaukcc: is split by Wisconsin Avenue:, one 
of rhc: c iry's major arterial strc:c:u. Marquette is seeking 
pe_rmission from the: city ~!ose rhe portio!l_of J he s treet .. _ 
rhat divides the campus tO make room for a public green. 
ProponentS believe: chc: green space: would give rhc school a 
more cohesive, traditional campus idc:ncity that would appeal 
to prospective students. Thc:y also argue that street closure 
would inaease the: safety of travel between the: two sections 
of the campus. The insrallation of pedestrian malls is in fact 
credited with boosting enrollment by more than six percent 
ar Crcighron Univcuity in Omaha and 16 percent a1 St. 
Louis University in St. Louis over the p:Ut five yurs. 

Man)' of Marquette's 
neighbors oppose: the street 
closure because of W iscons in 
Avenue's impornnct for 
circulation throughout the 
city. Sheila Aldrich, a 
rc:presentlltivc: of the: Me rill 
Park neighborhood and vice­
chairwoman of the Mass 
Transit Commirtce for · 
Milwaukee County, said thar 
closing Wisconsin Avcnut' 
would 3ffcct I. I 39 daily bus 
trips and would require 
24.400 p:usengers to be 
rerouted daily. She also 
repon $ that the ongoing cost 
ro Milwaukee: County 
taxpayers would be $613.000 
ar :1 minimum each yc::a r. 

One: positive :upcct of chc 
controversy h:u been :a 
collaborat ive elforr by the city 
3nd rhc university ro address 
citizen concerns. The: city held 
two public hc:1rings for 
residentS co voice concerns 

According to Terry F. Buss. 
professor and director of the 
doc10ral program in urban 
studies at the University of 
Akron. an educuional 
instirulion is orcc:n unable 10 

address local problems because: 
of their fundamental nature. 
Buss wrices. "Recawc: of rhei r 
theorericoal oricnration. 
university :~dminiStr:ltOr:< arc 
rducranr co ha,·e faculty and 
srudenrs become roo involve'<'~ 

n,,. Llllit·rniry of\/irgi11in111ui Ciry ofCharlormmlk hat'~ 
formrd tlu f'!twning 1111d Coordination Council. ll'l11ch muts 
qunrrrr~l' to addrns polity IISIU'S that II}Ji'rt borb mtitin 

and frustrations. These were 
followed bv rwo informational 
forums Jtt~nded b1· 
rC"prc:scntari,·cs fro~1 
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Marquette and Milwaukee's planning. public works, ciry 
development, and police and fire depuunems. Local residents 
could approach the representatives' rabies co discuSs specific 
issues informally. 

Tom Miller, Milwa~'s planning director, is currently 
conducting a poll to get a more scientific measure of local 
attitude coward che p roject. The poll will proponionaccly reAect 
the Marquette student population. Miller says the university has 
formed the Avenue Commons Task Force, which is involved 
with the design of rbe mall, pending city approval. In addition 
che Milwaukee public works dcpuuncnt is in the midst of a 
traffic impact study to evaluate the various costs and 
configurations associated with rerouting traffic. That study is co 
be completed by the -end of November. 

Ualwenlty of lhw Mexico l11 Al.._fiiHH'tlltte: 
World119JT ........ 
The main campus of the Univctsity of New Mexico is in 
downtown Albuquerque. The city and the campus have a hiscoty 
of working collaborarively. For the last 30 years the university has 
been guided by the 1960 Warnecke Plan, which projected 
enrollment to incrcue to approximately 25,000 over 30 years. 
Right-on.*hcdulc1che university began co outgrow the plan 
about rwo years ago and began an evaluation process to deter­
mine the school's expansion needs. Campus planner Steve Borbas 
says that although che university is bound by no agreement or 
local regulations co consult with the city. he and other university 
staff meet informally with the various depanmcnrs whenever 
eimer parry deems it necessary. The campus has also hired a 
consultant to conduct charcttes with university personnel, 
students, and neighbors, out of which will oomc new goals and a 
shared vision of the role of the universicy- in the communicy-. 

The city reli6 on ·the university for input on city projects as 
well. The cicy- is currendy working on an open space and trails 
plan and recendy asked Borbas co participate in chc planning 
efforu. ·The unive~ity owns so much of the open space in the 
city mat it just makes sense to avail our resouroes to the rest of 
the communicy-, naturally w~ want to be involved in what thC)' 
arc doing and vice versa." Borbas adds that the filet he \vas a 
planner with the city of Albuquerque for I 0 years and has lived 
in the city for as long. increases his sensitivity to the impact of 
campus growth. 

Borbas poimed ro several areas in which he sees room for 
improvement in the university's relationship wich the commu­

r:!": .. .;"' :' 'ri-icve! universitY administratOrs arc 
. -. · .. • -- : •. c • · ::~ :.1 - :'l :ty. s.::hooll~dership tends ro think of 

.. : ... . v~r~•=:· .san isoiatc:d cmicy-. "They only get involved when 
rnings gee sticky," says Borbas. Second, communicy- organiutions 
rend to be misrepresented by one or cwo very vocaJ residents 
whose opinion is distorting chc sentiments of the larger commu­
niry. And finally, he says, "srudents don't really seem to consider 
themselves as part of the communicy-, and it would be nice to 
hear from them more often." 

U111Yonlty of Vl ... l•la' 
A Mo•o...._• of U•tiOI'st-•111191 
In the &ce of increasing pressure to expand in the mid-I 980s, 
the University of Virginia sought help from an Urban Land 
Institute Ad\-isory Panel to plan its growth harmoniously with 
ics host communicy, Charlottesville, in Albem;lrle Councy. The 
p:md adv~d the univerSiC)• co set up a nonprofit development 

Mirhrllt Grtgory is a rtstmrh USJMiau with APA. 
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corporation to acquire and develop properties as needed. This 
entity, the Univcrsicy- of Virginia Real Estate Foundation, would 
also be allowed to acquir~ land for investment purposes. Since 
the univcrsicy- is a state-governed institution and therefore 
acmpt from any local land-use controls, the panel recognized 
the imporrance of communi ty-sanctioned growth. 

The panel recommended the: university draft a memorandum 
of undc~randing with the city and county that would compare 
long-range plans and alleviate the tensions inevitable in a 
university-<:ommunicy- relationship. The agreement, though 
more a gesture of good will than legally binding, called on the 
university co submit any construction plans to the city or 
county for review of compliance with local land-use plans and 
regulations. Designed co foster a spirit of coope:r:uion, rhe 
agreement asked the university tO make a good faith effort to: 

• Abide by all local land-usc laws 

• Pay real esme raxes on properties purchased through the 
development corporation (chose not solely dedicated to 
academic usc) 

• Stop the rruufer ofland to the newly formed real estate 
footn:UtitslfsJ>ec1nd11yfor 'iKe purpose ·onvoiaing uxanon 

• Have local government representatives on its: own planning 
committee 

• lnvol~ the city and county in sire selection studies for major 
new f.tcilit.ies 

In turn, local jurisdictions promised to make rea.sonablc 
efforts to work with the university by pcrmitring alternatives 
to sire plans chat may not be: in accordance with local 
regulations or development objectives. They also :~greed to 
define their own long-range goals and growth plans and 
make them known to che university. Finally. a university 
representative was invited to sit on both rhe city and county 
planning commissions as a nonvoting member. In iu final 
section, the agreement requires that all t hree parties work to 
adopt uniform development objecth•es, definitions, planning 
schedules, and land-usc databases. 

Sacyendra Singh Huja, who has been di rector of planning 
and development for the cicy- of Charlottesville since the 
memorandum was initiated, believe~ it's been a great success. 
~B-efore we used to communicate through the newspapers . .. 
now we: have a PACC (Planning and Coordination Council) 
Policy Comminee, made up of the mayor, council members, 
and the university president, which meets quarterly to address 
policy issues. We also have a PACC Technical Committee thac 
is made up of planning staff from the city, coun~ty, and 
universicy-, which meers monthly to review the progress of 
individual studies and projects." 

The technical committee has just completed :a series of 
neighborhood assessments and communi()' forums for all 
neighborhoods chat surround the campus. From those studies 
they wiJI be preparing a comprehensive plan and vision 
statement chac is expected to be done in 1995. Collaboration 
has also helped them to implement a bike route plan, for which 
they successfully procured ISTEA funding. Also in the works is 
a transit planning and development iniciatiYe, and a study of the 
West Main Street strip, for which the university and cicy have 
hired a consultant. 

Though no ltgalaction can b.e t:tken to enfo~e th.: 
memorandum, specific provisions were made in the event of its 
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&ilure: All parties agrc:c to accept nonhimllllf. .orhitr:lliorl in chc 
('vent of de&ulc, :md if any part}' wish•"' It> h.Kk mrt. it mu~r 
pr('scnt written intention wich one yc:lr·., rlolic.:. St> t:.r. rhis 
provision has been unncccssary. 

U•hrenfty ef C.lifontla, Berkeley: 
Coefrontatl .. aiHI Newotfatlon 
University-community relations nrely get :u tumultuous JS they 
have in Berkeley, California. Historically vi~wed as rhe emile of 
the Frtt Sp«eh movement and che .site of the People's Park 
Riot, this school has been bantering with the local residents .lnd 
government since the early 1960s. 

The campus was built 11 ye:~rs before che cown of Berkeley 
was incorporated and its dt'·dopme.nt goals have long trampled 
over the cown's goals. In &ct, community g roups and the c ity 
council filed suit against the university in the 1970s tO block r.:he 
construction of a' srudcnt 

bowing projtct along an 
active seismic f.tulc. In the 
1980.s, when the Unh·c:rsity of 
California unveiled its nin~ 
campus, statewide _ 
comprehensive plan-which 
included many projectS for the 
Berkdey campus-<oruulants 
were brought in to facilitate a 
long string of community 
forums. As with many 
university towns, Berkeley was 
rapidly losing its caxable land 
to an exempt institution. In 
November 1988, voters passed 
a "Public Accountability 
Measure,~ which would 
require all public agencies to 
adhere ro local 'toning and pay 
their share of taxes and fees 
for city strvices. The measure, 
however, is merely advisory. 

• ,.l, plan to reduce cnrollnh.'lll from .~ 1.000 ro 29.4 51) by .!Oil 'I 

• :\n agreemcm ro tollaboratc with tit.: .:i ty on a plan to 
prtservc People's Park and e:"pand services for the homeless 

In return the city agreed ro cominuc: pro,•iding basic sewer. 
lin: .. tnd ,police services and to negotiate with the university on 
student housing compliance: with local codes. These p rovisions 
were: formalized in a "mitigation implemcnta!ion agreement," 
which ;~Jso required the university to pay r.:he city S 1.2 mill ion ;1 

year through 2005-06 for a package of additional services. 
According co Karen Haney-Owens, senior planner wi th 

Berkeley's advanced planning division, city and university's 
etforcs to coopcrnre are being worked out on a ~project-by­
project basis, because the u niversity has alre;ady diverged from 
the 1990 plan many rimes. • Bur she adds that r.:he university h:lS 

hired a new campw planning 
director ~who place$ a much 
greater emphasis on dialogue 
with the communitv." The 
university just rece~tly 
consulted the city and the 
adjacent neighborhoods on 
r.he siring of a proposed 
hazardous materials storage 
facility. Community concc:ms 
were heeded, and alternative 
sires arc being considered. 

Also in November 1988. 
the ciry council appointed a 
university planning 
cvm miuee ro review rhe 
uni\·ers ity's long-range plans 
and prepare 
rccummendalions to be 
adopted by the council. One 
recommendation rhar was 
implemented wu to hire a 
city-univcrs iry planner ro act 
.u a liaison berween rhc 

Ullhenfty of llllnola 
atCIIIcagoaJiea 
Market Mvst Movo 
The University of Ill inois lt 
Chicago was builr on the c icr's 
near west side in the: 1960s 
with rhc: aim of providing 
access to higher education to r 
the dey's residents. Its 
developmenr was plagued by 
controversy from the 
beginning as a thriving h :abn 
neighborhood and rhc: now 
F.tmous Jane Addams Hull 
Howe had to be pushed :uide 
to make 'YaY for rhe c:~mpus. 
TI1iny )'cars later, rhc: 
universin• is at the center o{ 

debate :Ita in over :m 
expansion plan that has 
supplanted one o( rhe ciry·~ 

A public tlCcowunbility nmuurt 11J>provtd by &rlulry driu11J 
nd1•ists tf,,. m1i111.'1>i~J' tn adhrrr to 1om/ ::.onint, 1111d f>t1Y itJ sbnrt 
of rif)' st'rvim. 

culrunl treasures, the M :uwcll 
Srrccr open-air Ae:a market. The: marker gener:ues a ncr .utnu:rl 
income of about S3.2 miJii01l, and has p rovided opportunity to~ 
imrnigr:~nrs and m;~rgin:~l-incomc vendors for more than i 25 
''t".lrs. Though rhe marketeers have: essentially been squ:~rcing on 
che .:icy-owned l:md ;~() this years, many of rhc market's 
>apporrers view it as a historic landmark rhat should h:~,·c beer 
prc!Scrv~d on irs origin~! sire. Ir was elost!d by the cil}' in :\ugu~· 

university's long-range plan and the communit);S ~onccrns. 
The planner operated out of the city planning dep:lttmenr 
and che posicion was funded by rhc university. In Jul~· I 991). 
che universi ty released a new \'crsion ot irs plan in which it 
made rhc: following contc:ssions: 

• .-\nnual sewer and improvcmem fees of$350.000 

• An additional $200 sun:har c.: for 1.'\'C'I'\' n(."" $tuucr:c h•)t!.,i:'l;: 
unir consrrucred - . ' 

• Don.uiom tO ll:od sp.:cialiud hrc prot~:.:tivn c:yuipm.::ll :l:hJ 

rr:Jining rtlluir<'d b~· new housirl)t 

The uni,·c~it\' b:tdlv needs the land. which is rhe last 
unuet c!opcd Jtc; in it; immedi:Jte vicinit)·. With intentions~· 
huild r. "t}·a.:rc research and recreational complex. rhc: uni\'c:sir~ 
l'url'h.t~eJ rht> ,;ire from the ci ty for $4.2'5 million. h Jlso hired.: 
,-,,n,ulnng lirm ro t!csign ~ nt!w m::trkerpbrc wich more 
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~meni{ies al.x>ut a mile frQm the original site. Some neighbor$ 
believe the rdocuion will ~l~itimizc:"' the market, which in dte 
past has also serv«l as a trading poSt for drugs and stolen goods. 
By requiring vendors to apply for permits by lonery, the city 
hopes to ensun: a safi:r, mon: strucrur«l environment. The new 
market open«! jwt after Labor Day and now has a suff to 
coordinate irs operation. 

U.lvenlty ef Cel ...... a 
Ualvenlty •• Hea ... C.... C.•gle ....... 
University hospira1s and health science:: f.acilicics a rc:: 
particularly difficult neighbors bcause their growt h plans are 
often comingled with those of ocher health care providers 
and state or federal institutions. This is the:: scenario in 
Denver, where the University of Colorado Health Science.s 
Center i.s trying to expand its facilities. The center is one of a 
powerful consortium of four major hospitals: University 
Hospi tal, the Veterans Hospital, Rose:: Medical Center, and 
C.U. Health Sciences Center. The m«lial distriCt 
conraining these hospitals is curtendy con6ned to the east 
side of Denver's Colorado Boulevard. The consortium plans 
co expand west of the boulevard, onto property already 
owned by the university. 

Local residentS vehemently oppose the expansion, plagued 
as chey already arc by traffic congestion and parlcing 
problems gcncraccd by the current size of the health campus. 
In addition, the expansion would displace:: the:: residentS of 
two apartment build ings. The university would like to 
convert the units co officc::s. The Denver planning 
department, city council, and the mayor all oppose the 
expansion, and seriously question the univc::rsit}''s legal right 
to expand without local approval. Helen Hogue, manager of 
the neighborhood planning section and the planner assigned 
co chat section of the city, says the planning department is 
trying to facilitate: communicacio.n among neighborhood 
groups and the consortium, with the goal of containing the 
complex on the east side of the boulevard. 

In this case, the university's affiliation with other instirucions 
has unintentionally setvcd the: neighborhoods. The procc::ss of 
expansion has been complicated because traffic srudic:s and 
health care disuict plans cannot move forward without analysis 
and approval from each member of the consortium. Because of 
rhe process, the residents of the area have had time: co organi~ 

••occr opposition. 

Unive rsity of Col.,...., Bo•l•r: 
Networlclng for Sol.tloaa 
The University of Colorado sysrc:m is pressuring iu Boulder 
campw to expand. This RiC'S in the: f.ace of the: city of Boulder's 
efforts to tighten growth management conrrols ove.r 
dcvdopmenr within ia jurisdiction. Dc:spire r:he university's 
increasing enrollment, there are no plans to dcvc:lop more 
srudenc housing in rhe near future. This coupled wirh the f.act 
that Boulder's housing costs arc c:xtrcmdy high, has left many 
students with no option but co loc:~ce in neighboring 
municipalities. In turn, the city i.s facc::d with increased 
commuter congestion and parking problems. Recently che two 
began a process co examine: how their conlliccing goals could be 
achieved simultaneously. 

Pcrer Pollack, director of rhe community planning division, 
~ys the:: city has had difficulty in lindjng a new direction for its 
pbnning process b«ause "there was a tendency co compare 
ou~h·es with or her communities in Colorado of similar size, 
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ignoring th~ f.act that none of those communir~ (wiili me 
exception of Fort Collins) had the same set of p roblems unique 
co college rowns." To help solve chis dilemma, they surveyed 
other university communities around the: nation that have the 
same characteristics as Boulder. The 1993 City of &ultkr Pur 
City P/4nnint Surwy identified I 0 cities that had rhc following 
similar ch:aracreriscics: 

• Total ciry population 

• Total university srudenr population 

• Perccmagc: of the city population chat is college students 

• Percentage of the county char resides in the city 

• Distance ro rhe nearest metropolitan area wich 3 population 
greater chan I 00,000 

Using these criteria they identified the following cities: 
Eugene, Oregon; Palo Alto, California; Santa Cruz, California; 
Santa Barlnra, California; Provo, Utah; Tempe, Arizona; Fort 
Collins, Colorado; Norman, Oklahoma; Madison. Wisconsin: 
and Ann Arbor, Michigan. 

Though chis lise began as 3 simple comparative tool, it quickly 
evolved inco a informacion ricrwork. Though Boulder iniriacc<f 
the lise, it has informally become known as a "sister cities forum.~ 
Planners &om each town exchange ideas, problems, and solutions 
on an a~ hoc basis, and have even entertained the idc:a of meeting 
annually ro formalize 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 ofthe university, 
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Article: Penn Seen u: 
for Community Part1 

*r::~~.:.:\ Subscribe ·-.. )' 
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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 law 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 populatiot 
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 thei r 
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 he 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· 
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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 -- 3 5 years ago, when it accepted a request to se1 
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 [ns1 
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 culturi 
environment. 

"You can't do that without facilities," says Richard A. Jalkut, chairman of Lesle 
ofTrustees 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 sh( 
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 10 blocks of Vi ctOJ 
homes, some of which 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 surra 
cannot deal with a need for new donns and classrooms by saying, "We're going 
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 Galifornia Gold Rush right in our O\ 

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 oflar 
owns there. 

Some nearby resist~ce to campus construction is probably inevitable. 

But if neighborhood opposition turns into a:groundswell, Northeastern and Har 
the resources, including substantial endowments and teams of lawyers, to hold 1 

Lesley does 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 of Lesley attend alro.ost 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 pl~nn1 
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 un_iversity's approach is preferable to being as~ 
rubber-stamp plans despite having little input. Whether it is embarking on an e:x 
renovation of its student center or improving the landscaping around a Dumpst€ 
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, communit 
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 comer 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 overt 
lines. They responded by conceiving of a building atop a deck built directly ove 
tracks, which could be up to four stories (or 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 of 
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 at 
delay its final decision on the lease and held several meetings with residents an< 
officials. 

Mr. Reed's association organized one of those meetings, 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, wbo has been president of the 
neighborhood gro1,1p 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 prof 

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

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

Beth Rubenstein, Cambridge's assistant city manager for community developmt 
the transparency of Lesley's plans clearly gave the university an edge in the batt 
"There's a choice about being forthright, and they've chosen to be forthright," 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-bilJion endowment. "rm not greedy," she says with a laugh. 11I'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 199~ 
university weathered tricky negotiations and issued bonds to buy a commercial 
the Porter Exchange, for $1Z.5-million. 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 sec1 
everybody to know who we are." 

http:/ /chronicle. com 
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