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Abstract 

 

University-Community Partnerships: A Strategy to Strengthen Urban 

Texas Neighborhoods Adjacent to Universities and Break Down 

Existing Barriers Through Urban Reinvestment 

 

Corey Rothermel, M.S.C.R.P / M.S.U.D 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2016 

 

Supervisor:  Jacob A. Wegmann 

 

A common historical pattern that arose across America in the early and mid-20
th

 

century was the location of public and private universities inside or immediately adjacent 

to the urban core. This pattern was primarily driven by the historical proximity to jobs, 

transportation, economy, and population. Neighborhoods grew around these universities 

thriving on a symbiotic relationship with them. America saw a shift mid-century 

however; these once affluent neighborhoods saw their residents fleeing to the suburbs. 

Depopulation and loss of property value led to the abandonment and disrepair of 

properties, spikes in crime, socio-demographic changes, and the loss of commerce. 

Reacting to these changes, today the edges of universities often play the physical 

or symbolic role of a walled city or castle; a fortified island of resources and assets 

disconnected from their surrounding communities. Often situated in impoverished and 

underserved inner-city areas, these neighborhoods often have a reputation for being 

unsafe and blighted. Recent national trends include an influx of population and economy 
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back into our urban centers, but often this revival is accompanied by displacement of 

longstanding community members who can no longer afford to remain in place. 

Developments strictly tailored to students are destroying neighborhoods one block at a 

time and are not the foundation of a resilient community. An alternative pattern exists 

that will allow for a diverse and thriving community capable of social, economic, and 

environmental sustainability: University-Community Partnerships (UCPs). 

This report looks at the potential to foster positive relationships between urban 

universities in the state of Texas and their local communities by partaking in UCPs. 

Universities can leverage their assets (knowledge, capital, and manpower) to enhance 

community safety, healthy, economic vitality, housing affordability, and other factors 

while also mutually benefiting themselves with increased perception, safety, support, and 

even financial gain. The report explores case studies to understand the opportunities and 

potential afforded by UCPs as well as their limitations. The report then demonstrates this 

potential in Texas with a hypothetical UCP scenario in San Antonio. 
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INTRODUCTION 

A common historical pattern that arose across America in the early and mid-20
th

 

century was the location of public and private universities inside or immediately adjacent 

to the urban core. This pattern was primarily driven by the proximity these areas offered 

to jobs, transportation, economy, and population. Neighborhoods grew around 

universities thriving on a symbiotic relationship. America saw a shift mid-century 

however; once affluent neighborhoods saw their residents fleeing to the suburbs. 

Depopulation and loss of property value led to the abandonment and disrepair of 

properties, spikes in crime, socio-demographic changes, and the loss of commerce. 

Reacting to these changes, today the edges of universities often play the physical 

or symbolic role of a walled city or castle; a fortified island of resources and assets 

disconnected from their surrounding communities. Often situated in impoverished and 

underserved inner-city areas, these neighborhoods often have a reputation for being 

unsafe and blighted. Recent national trends include an influx of population and economic 

activity back into our urban centers, but often this revival is accompanied by 

displacement of longstanding community members who can no longer afford to remain in 

place. Developments strictly tailored to students are destroying neighborhoods one block 

at a time and are not the foundation of a resilient community. An alternative pattern exists 

that will allow for a diverse and thriving community capable of social, economic, and 

environmental sustainability: University-Community Partnerships (UCPs). 
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THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY 

Historical Context of Higher Education in the United States 

Discussion about the current placement and role of higher education in the United 

States and its urban centers must begin with an understanding of where we came from 

and how we got here. Tracing this ancestry back to English colleges, we can begin to 

identify certain themes and attitudes that have persisted through time. Today, we are 

beginning to better understand these themes and attitudes as well as their lasting effects, 

both positive and negative. This report will highlight a few of these commonalities 

through the lens of town-gown relationships and then propose a solution to enhance 

campus and community. It is also worth noting that although marked differences have 

existed in their meanings at different points in history, this paper will use the terms 

university and college interchangeably when discussing institutions of higher education. 

MEDIEVAL COLLEGES 

Medieval universities in England were based on a cloistered design concept where 

an internal courtyard, or quadrangle, was formed by flanking buildings on all sides.1 This 

cloistered form is rooted in the fact that most early universities evolved directly out 

monastic orders which had acted as repositories of knowledge during much of Europe’s 

history. The evolution from church to university was made by the intermediate formation 

of church-operated schools that focused strictly on theology and basic vocational skills.2 

Operating similar to these first monastery schools, the first universities housed unmarried 

boys and men pulled from societies elite families who were committing their lives to the 

                                                 
1 Robert Willis and John Clark Willis, Architectural History of Cambridge vol. 3 (The University of 

Cambridge Press), pg. 247-282. 
2 Richard M. Lerner, University-Community Collaborations for the Twenty-First Century (Garland 

Publishing, Inc.), pg. 26. 
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pursuit of knowledge. These scholars would eat, sleep, teach, learn, experiment and 

attend religious services all within the walls of the college. In addition to this religious 

descent, land use efficiency also played a major role in this early cloistered form. Placing 

buildings around the entire perimeter of a lot allowed for optimal use of land and also 

created long corridors which were greatly desired due to their association with thought 

and reflection. Even more important than these two factors is that the cloistered form 

functioned as both a physical and intellectual wall protecting scholars from outsiders.3 

Despite their religious roots, early English colleges often seemed at odds with theological 

doctrine which created conflict with local residents who were overwhelmingly members 

of the church. Turner notes that “the early histories of Oxford and Cambridge abound in 

incidents of town-gown antagonism leading to fighting, warfare, and murder on both 

sides.”4  

The role of the college within the city gradually became accepted, albeit 

gradually. Oxford and Cambridge both experienced significant growth and expansion 

during the 16
th

 century as they transformed into substantial urban institutions.5 Physical 

expansion typically added directly on to current structures to maintain one centralized 

complex. Following the form of the existing building, new structures would be built as a 

“C” latching on to one existing facade to create a new quadrangle and an overall complex 

with multiple cloistered courtyards.  

                                                 
3 Paul Venable Turner, Campus: An American Planning Tradition (Cambridge: The MIT Press), pg. 10. 
4 Paul Venable Turner, Campus: An American Planning Tradition (Cambridge: The MIT Press), pg. 10. 
5 Paul Venable Turner, Campus: An American Planning Tradition (Cambridge: The MIT Press), pg. 12. 
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Illustration 1: Plan of cloistered courtyards and street frontages at Corpus Christi 

College, Cambridge.6 

In 1557 this pattern was broken, marking a significant change that eventually 

influenced university form in the New World. John Caius endowed a new expansion to 

Cambridge which represented an innovation in the design of the quadrangle. Still 

building off the side of an existing cloister, Caius Court created a new quad that was open 

on the street side bound by a wall and monumental gate instead of a building facade. In 

plan, this expansion formed an “L” rather than the “C” which had been typical before. 

Caius’ stated reasoning was medical in nature, to ensure adequate air flow and access to 

daylight, but it has also been suggested that he was influenced by contemporary 

Renaissance forms he experienced abroad.7 This opening presented opportunities for new 

programmatic organization and architectural identity based on views. Even more 

                                                 
6 Wikimedia, Historical Plan of Corpus Christi College Cambridge (1897), digital image. Web. 6/26/2016 
7 Robert Willis and John Clark Willis, Architectural History of Cambridge vol. 3 (The University of 

Cambridge Press), pg. 176. 
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importantly, this opening, in spite of the wall that still separated the courtyard from the 

street, began to break the defensive barrier posed by early collegiate forms. As a result, 

this design came to symbolize the creation of a more sympathetic and inviting attitude 

between universities and their urban surroundings. 

 

 

Illustration 2: The courtyard at Cauis College, Cambridge circa 1688. Constructed 

between 1560 and 1580, the courtyard was a departure from earlier 

enclosed courtyards such as the one seen in the background.8 

 

 

                                                 
8 Wikimedia, Caius College Cambridge by Loggan (1690), digital image. Web. 6/26/2016 
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EARLY COLLEGES IN COLONIAL AMERICA (1640-1820) 

Early academic institutions in America relied on the traditional English collegiate 

model for early planning and establishment. This is no surprise considering that the early 

colleges were set up by men who had attended English colleges prior to immigrating to 

the New World. The first curricula were heavy with theology and early structures were 

planned around the three-sided courtyard. As these universities grew and flourished 

however, these early patterns began to evolve into a new distinct model shaped by 

blossoming American ideals and principles. Early American colleges would grow to 

serve broader social needs and integrate more holistically into their communities.  

Decentralization: a nation of independent colleges 

Contrasting with the large central universities in England, America featured many 

smaller colleges that were distributed across the colonies in order to serve a broader and 

more diverse population.9 This distribution allowed for each college to tailor itself more 

closely to the needs and interests of local communities, creating a stronger social bond 

between the institution and its physical geography. Colleges were able to construct 

curricula to match the theological beliefs and population of their regions.10 The themes of 

decentralization and individualism displayed by early American universities closely 

parallel the broader American democratic ideals of self-governance and self-

determination taking shape at the time. These early colleges were located both within the 

confines of early cities as well as out in the wilderness. Over time, curricula would 

increasingly incorporate a greater degree of specialized topics not found in traditional 

English education. American colleges also welcomed and fostered a greater sense of 

discovery and scientific endeavor than their English counterparts which helped lay the 

                                                 
9 Paul Venable Turner, Campus: An American Planning Tradition (Cambridge: The MIT Press), pg. 18. 
10 Paul Venable Turner, Campus: An American Planning Tradition (Cambridge: The MIT Press), pg. 18. 
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foundation for the innovation that would become synonymous with America over the 

coming centuries.11 

By the time of the Declaration of Independence America had nine degree-granting 

colleges.  Compared on a per capita basis, this far exceeded the number found anywhere 

else in the world.12 A fundamental belief of the colonists was the importance of 

democratization of knowledge allowing for the pursuit of education by more than just a 

small elite class. By the 1820s, just half a century after the revolution, the number of 

American colleges had grown to 45.13 While early colleges were still fairly exclusive, 

they presented growing opportunities for a broader class of individuals to determine their 

own fate. Following the American Revolution colleges also trended towards larger 

classrooms which allowed for the inclusion of more students.14 This belief in broad 

access to education continues to this day as the United States has the highest number of 

individuals enrolled in some form of higher education as well as the highest number of 

aggregate degree holding residents in the world.15 

Planning and Design 

Architecturally, early colleges were planned on the same principles as the three 

sided courtyard, then the most recent evolution of their English counterparts. First 

buildings were built and plans assumed courtyards would eventually be achieved through 

phasing of additions over time. In practice however, almost all of the early colleges grew 

in a different way than had been planned during their early formation. Unlike English 

                                                 
11 Paul Venable Turner, Campus: An American Planning Tradition (Cambridge: The MIT Press), pg. 17-87 
12 Frederick Rudolph, The American College and University: A History (Athens: University of Georgia 

Press), ch. 1 and 2. 
13 Donald G. Tewksbury, The Founding of American Colleges and Universities Before the Civil War (New 

York: Columbia University Press) p. 1 
14 Ashton Willard, The Development of College Architecture in America (The New England Magazine, 

July 1897), pg. 513-535. 
15 UNESCO, Education : Enrollment by Type of Institution, Web. 3/15/2016. 
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colleges, which were growing in existing cities amidst conditions scarce land, America 

offered an abundance of cheap land. Many of the earliest colleges were established in the 

wilderness in an attempt to help teach and convert indigenous populations. Colleges 

founded in the wilderness were able to receive large tracts of land often comprising 

dozens or even hundreds of acres. Meanwhile, other early American colleges elected to 

locate themselves on the edges of existing towns. This afforded them the benefits of town 

services with the opportunity to purchase and assemble multiple vacant lots. Funding for 

construction however was less abundant.  

 

 

Illustration 3: Early look at Harvard’s campus with open three-sided courtyard and 

large detached buildings16 

Due to financial limitations, colleges often established larger double loaded 

buildings on simple rectangular footprints as their first structures due to the cost savings 

                                                 
16 Historie De L’Education, Early Look at Harvard’s Campus, digital image. Web. 6/27/2016 
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realized by such a simple type of construction. Rather than pursuing costly expansion to 

complete early courtyard plans, many universities embraced these large single structures 

meeting their space needs for the near and mid-term. University structures were often 

among the more ornate buildings in a city and frequently stood as the largest edifices in 

town, demonstrating the cultural value Americans placed on what these bastions of 

education represented.17 18 19 Often, these structures were set back from the street edge. 

The leftover green space between the street and building quickly became a communal 

gathering spot. This is where the idea of a “College Green” was formed, blending 

academia and community. As colleges, and the towns around them, grew these greens 

often became informal quads as single additional single buildings were faced on to them. 

 

 

Illustration 4: Lithograph of community members using the Dartmouth College Green 

as an open gathering space interfaced with the town. 20 

                                                 
17 Hugh Morrison, Early American Architecture: From the First Colonial Settlements to the National 

Period (Dover: Dover Press), pg. 84-85. 
18 Frederick Rudolph, The American College and University: A History (Athens: University of Georgia 

Press), pg. 33. 
19 Richard Dober, Campus Planning (New York: Society for College and University Planning), pg. 30. 
20 Wikimedia, Dartmouth College, digital image. Web. 6/27/2016 
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Unlike in England where structures were typically continuous and attached 

creating a commonality between institutions, building forms in America were 

independent and plans diverse between institutions, which helped create unique local 

identities. Strong axes and large open and vibrant greens became a trademark of 

American colleges. Early American universities were building a strong relationship with 

their communities and often were central to the identity of the towns growing around 

them. A distinct new word, campus, began to be thrown around to describe this new 

collegiate condition. 

The Academical Village and Campus Identity 

The term campus defined as a geography of learning and community is in fact an 

American appropriation first used at Princeton in the 1770s.21 Prior to this the terms yard 

or grounds, stemming from the cloister identity, were favored both internationally as well 

as in the Americas to refer to the physical boundary of a higher education institution.22 

The American campus is rooted in the identical Latin campus meaning field.23 

Historically, the word had implied an openness of green in nature with minimal or no 

construct. Instead, the early adaptation in America was inclusive of the larger idea of 

blending nature, community, and learning. Nowhere is this term more evident than 

Jefferson’s “academical village” which brought landscape, knowledge, community, and 

structure together into a concentrated campus geography that would morph into the 

model for the Anglo American pastoralism that came to embody the American university. 

A new definition implying the combination of the virtue of nature, ideals of community, 

purity of health, and value of knowledge was formed. 

                                                 
21 Paul Venable Turner, Campus: An American Planning Tradition (Cambridge: The MIT Press), pg. 4. 
22 William J. Mitchell, Imagining MIT (Cambridge: The MIT Press), pg. 130. 
23 William J. Mitchell, Imagining MIT (Cambridge: The MIT Press), pg. 2. 
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Beyond even this, campus implies a genius loci, a heart and soul.24  

 

 

Illustration 5: Early rendition of University of Virginia campus form nested within the 

virtues of nature25 

When discussing the evolution of college campuses in America it is important to 

discuss the role of Thomas Jefferson, his ideals, and how he combined them into a 

compelling American model of a university. Conceptually, Jefferson believed in the 

creation of an “academical village” with a fully integrated social community of students 

and professors. Jefferson believed learning to be a lifelong process in which the 

interaction between scholars and students enlivened and enhanced the pursuit of 

knowledge by both. Jefferson believed in educational access for a broad range of 

Americans, but he believed in the importance of a supportive academic community 

largely removed from the larger community. The “academical village” would offer a 

                                                 
24 Paul Venable Turner, Campus: An American Planning Tradition (Cambridge: The MIT Press), pg. 4. 
25 Wikimedia, University of Virginia Lawn, digital image. Web. 6/27/2016 
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contained haven free from the deviance of the city allowing for students to learn in a safe, 

quiet, and healthy environment. Up until this point, American colleges had largely 

consisted of single large buildings. A student of medicine, Jefferson believed there were 

psychological and physical health benefits to smaller solitary structures set in nature. He 

modeled his design after what were then considered cutting edge plans for hospitals. His 

concept was also intended to offer a model for the university to grow organically over 

time, meeting its needs incrementally, similar to that of a village, rather than previous 

models which attempted to predict future enrollment and space needs with a formal 

master plans.  

The concept revolved around modules of three story pavilions (B) which 

combined both familial living quarters, where professors would live and teach, clustered 

in a row with long colonnades sheltering smaller single story student dorms (A). Two of 

these modules together would form a mall flanking a communal lawn. In theory, 

construction costs would be cheaper than the larger buildings seen at other colleges 

because the physical space was so closely tied to the spatial needs of the current 

population rather than overbuilt for anticipated future needs. As the university grew, an 

appropriate number of additional pavilions and colonnades would be built. 

 

Illustration 6: Alternating modules of faculty living/teaching pavilions and student 

living colonnades26 

                                                 
26 Paul Venable Turner, Campus: An American Planning Tradition (Cambridge: The MIT Press), pg. 82. 
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 In 1817 construction began on what would come be to known as the University 

of Virginia located on a small hill, just several miles away from Jefferson’s estate. 

Functionally, Jefferson’s plan fused teaching and living space around a unifying linear 

public space. On one end, Jefferson punctuated a view with a monumental building that 

served as a communal library. The other end was left open linking the “academical 

village” to nature. The Jeffersonian “academical village” would become the theoretical 

basis for many new American universities established over the next two centuries. While 

no longer designed to be defensive structures like their cloistered predecessors, 

universities were once again becoming inward facing and intellectually isolated from 

outside communities.  

INDUSTRIALIZATION IN THE UNITED STATES (1821-1945) 

Technology, expansion, progress: these three words capture the combined fervor 

of the nation through a majority of the 19
th

 and early 20
th

 centuries, transforming America 

into an industrialized society. Innovations in energy production, transportation, work 

machinery, and crop sciences radically altered how Americans lived and worked. 

Coinciding with this boom, America’s higher education landscape also experienced rapid 

growth. New territories were opening for settlement, and old territories were becoming 

states. Absorbing growing demands brought forth by the Manifest Destiny driven push 

west, substantial population growth fueled by ongoing immigration, and the continued 

democratization of education, hundreds of new universities were opened during this 

period filling in local and regional gaps across the growing nation.  Some estimates place 

the number of colleges in the United States at the start of the Civil War as high as eight 

hundred.27  

                                                 
27 Paul Venable Turner, Campus: An American Planning Tradition (Cambridge: The MIT Press), pg. 89. 
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As populations grew, so did America’s urban centers. Universities that were once 

located on the outskirts of early colonial towns were now in the inner city. Universities 

that previously had been located in nature now had their own towns that had built up 

around them. Towns around universities thrived on the flow of human capital out of the 

university as students graduated, but universities still remained fairly insular from the 

communities around them in an effort to protect the student learning experience.  

During the first half of this era, most existing universities still favored the 

classical curricula and broad vocational subjects that had been staples at their institutions 

for decades. While one of the great strengths of the early American higher education 

structure was certainly that it responded to regional vocational needs, this vocational 

training had remained broad, failing to create the specialized niches necessary to support 

an industrialized economy. While slower to respond, more established universities would 

eventually evolve during this period to meet the growing needs of the nation. A major 

cause of this eventual shift appears to have been the pressures applied from the 

establishment of new universities and opportunities for students to receive the education 

required to be competitive in the workforce. New universities began to shift their 

curricular focus towards science, agriculture, and other specialized educational programs 

necessary to address the changing needs of an industrialized society. This shift might 

appear to have simply been an example of institutions responding to economies of market 

supply and demand, but behind this curricular shift was a revolution far more important. 

A new model for higher education was born, and with this model came a commitment to 

social responsibility towards the broader community. 
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The Land-Grant University 

With growing political frustration from the lower and middle classes over access 

to higher education, which was predominantly privatized at the time, and the social need 

for workers with the skill and education necessary to sustain an industrialized society, a 

new idea was born: the Land-Grant University. In 1862, after five years of political 

entanglement, the Morrill Act was passed by Congress creating a mechanism for the 

creation of new Public universities.28 New “Land-Grant” universities were formed by the 

conveyance of federally owned land to individual states who would then sell off portions 

of the land to raise funds for the establishment, and endowment, of a new state operated 

university.  

Because many of these universities were founded on large tracts of land formerly 

owned by the federal government, many of these new campuses were nested within 

nature in isolated areas. Unlike their previous colonial predecessors, which were private 

and lacked funding upon creation and were typically limited to one “first” building, 

Land-Grant universities had substantial initial funding to develop their new campuses and 

often built numerous buildings within the first few years. With the opportunity for such 

rapid development also came a substantial interest in campus planning.  Architects and 

landscape architects were engaged to craft long term visions of how buildings and 

greenspace would be laid out before the initial funding had even been set aside. In fact, 

Frederick Law Olmstead was the chief planner for many of these new universities. 

The wording of the Morrill Act was crafted to mandate that these universities, 

which were receiving a remarkable investment from the federal government, offered a 

great benefit for the full spectrum of society. Wording included provisions that these 

                                                 
28 Richard M. Lerner, University-Community Collaborations for the Twenty-First Century (Garland 

Publishing, Inc.), pg. 26. 
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universities specialize in the training and education of professional workers for an 

industrial society, provide broad access to higher education irrespective of wealth or 

social status, and work to improve the welfare and social status of the most disadvantaged 

people.29 By the late 1970s, nearly every existing state had formed at least one land-grant 

university or designated existing universities to receive funding, adjusting their curricular 

and administrative processes to meet the Morrill Act.30 With increased access to a larger 

spectrum of the community and tuition costs lower than their private counterparts, Land-

Grant universities helped provide Americans of modest means with opportunities for 

upward mobility.  

Early Land-Grant universities however did little to affect racial inequalities in 

access to higher education. In the wake of the Civil War in 1890, a second Morrill Act 

would be enacted requiring that states prove that race was not an admission criteria, or 

otherwise designate a separate land-grant university for persons of color.31 The idea of 

the land-grant university became embedded within the American consciousness: the idea 

that the university’s role was to both support society and be supported by society, that the 

two could achieve mutually beneficial goals. With seemingly perfect timing, new 

architectural and planning movements were arising that were capable of marrying these 

ideals with a built form. 

City Beautiful and the “Traditional” Campus 

In response to the changing conditions across the nation, universities were forced 

to undergo a series of structural and pedagogical changes that would greatly impact their 

built forms. Replicating a concept imported from Germany, post-graduate degree 

                                                 
29 Richard M. Lerner, University-Community Collaborations for the Twenty-First Century (Garland 

Publishing, Inc.), pg. 29. 
30 Paul Venable Turner, Campus: An American Planning Tradition (Cambridge: The MIT Press), pg. 146. 
31 1890 Land Grant Universities, The Morrill Acts of 1862 and 1890, web. 6/26/2016 
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programs were introduced as a way to enhance research based learning and innovation in 

specific fields. These programs required additional laboratory spaces, classrooms, 

faculty, and other support spaces. Towards the end of the 19
th

 century, a growing number 

of female students were also making their way onto campuses. New dormitories were 

created and older buildings, which often had not been built in anticipation of female 

students, were renovated to include female bathrooms. Faced with the need for 

specialized academic programs and departments, housing this growing and diverse 

population, demand for recreational and athletic programs, and increased administrative 

burden, university footprints grew in size to accommodate these changes. Prior to this 

point, many campuses had modeled upon the principles of Jefferson’s “academical 

village,” insular living and learning communities removed from the vice and distraction 

found off campus. This physical and social growth however is surely analogous to the 

evolution from the university as a “village” to the university as a “city.” 

One of the most influential events in American planning history occurred in 1893 

when Daniel Burnham designed a master plan for the World’s Columbian Exposition in 

Chicago. The White City, as it would come to be known, was built as a new campus built 

from the ground up and located along a picturesque three-mile stretch of Lake Michigan. 

The exposition covered more than 600 acres and featured nearly 200 buildings built 

primarily in Beaux-Art and Neo-Classical architectural styles.32 The fair showcased new 

technologies such as the Ferris wheel, electrical street lighting, moving walkways, and 

motion pictures.33 34 In total, over 27 million visitors from across the globe would 

experience the White City before the exposition closed. 

                                                 
32 World Digital Library, Bird’s-eye View of the World’s Columbian Exposition, Chicago, 1893 (Rand 

McNally and Company) 
33 Norman Bolotin, The World’s Columbian Exposition (University of Illinois Press) 
34 Quentin R. Skrebed, George Westinghouse: Gentle Genius (Algora Publishing), pg. 135-140 
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 Burnham’s plan is considered the first large scale manifestations of City 

Beautiful principles, evoking beauty and monumentality as a way to promote harmonious 

social order. These principles were meant to embody and reflect the very essence of 

American progress and prosperity at the time, capturing the national pride that existed at 

the turn of the century within a grand form and displayed for the world to see. The built 

form of the Columbian Exposition portrayed a strong image reflective of the confidence, 

innovation, advancement, and culture of the civilization that created it. Clear, strong, 

formal axis’ were created across the site containing landscape and civic space. These axes 

were defined by building facades of uniform dimensions on two sides and were 

punctuated with either a monumental building or transcendent landscape view on each 

end. The ideology behind the movement was about marrying civic virtue and 

enlightenment. Critics, however, argue that the movement became about forced order 

rather than enhancing society, culture, and community with place-specific design.35 

Regardless, the City Beautiful movement left a powerful lasting impression on the nation 

and immediately became the model appropriated for many of the new universities being 

founded during this period. This birthed what is today is commonly referred to as the 

traditional campus. 

 Replicating City Beautiful ideals, the Traditional Campus was typically 

represented by Beaux-Arts or Neo-Classical architectural styles. In some cases, campuses 

expressed Gothic Revival or early American Modernism motifs, which were two other 

architectural movements during the era. Campuses were defined by highly structured 

plans, ordered either in a strictly orthogonal manner or with picturesque elements 

embedded through architecture in the landscape. Strong formal axes, large central 

                                                 
35 Jane Jacobs, The Death and Life of Great American Cities (Random House Publishers), pg. 375 



 19 

campus greens, and monumental buildings created a clear hierarchy. It is quite easy to see 

how the ideals of virtue, order, and enlightenment as manifested through the Traditional 

Campus and City Beautiful plans were a desirable appropriation for these new Land-

Grant universities when constructing a new campus.  

 

 

Illustration 7: 1910 Cass Gilbert master plan for the University of Minnesota (Land-

Grant) based on City Beautiful principles36 

While this new iteration of higher education was in fact providing additional 

social opportunities, these forms and locations had a detrimental effect on the interface 

between town and gown. Due to the tendency for of Land-Grant universities to be located 

on large previously undeveloped tracts of land, many of these new institutions continued 

to function as isolated and self-contained enclaves removed from the city. Further, the 

                                                 
36 Cass Gilbert Society, University of Minnesota Campus Plan (1910), digital image. Web. 6/27/2016 
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forced order and sharp edges of the Traditional Campus were typically a stark contrast to 

the surrounding fabric, even at universities in urban settings. This interface helped foster 

a sense of intellectual elitism, creating a barrier between campus and community. 

POST-WAR SUBURBANIZATION AND URBAN FLIGHT (1940-1990) 

Following the Second World War, the context surrounding universities underwent 

a period of rapid change. As triumphant soldiers returned home to their loved ones, 

marriage and birth rates spiked. Established in a swell of national pride and gratitude, 

service members were greeted with dozens of new federal policies and programs, such as 

the 1944 G.I. Bill, which encouraged them to move out of cities and into newly forming 

suburbs to live the emerging and quintessential “American Dream.” Pushed by the fervor 

of this collective vision, the new social norm was for every (white) man to want to own 

his own house, own an American made car, have a happy family with just the right 

number of kids, and be capable of self-realizing career opportunities and riches regardless 

of birth circumstances just by rolling up their sleeves and putting in a little bit of good 

old-fashioned American hard work. Searching for this new quality of life, the suburbs 

offered a quiet place to raise a family in a safe environment and public and private 

investment responded to this out flux by funding new highways, transit systems, and land 

uses to support a mobile population removed from the central city.37 38 

                                                 
37 Kenneth T. Jackson, Crabgrass Frontier: The Suburbanization of the United States  (Oxford University 

Press) 
38Robert Fishman, Bourgeois Utopias: The Rise and Fall of Suburbia (Basic Books) 
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Illustration 8: Suburbanization: Population shift from core to periphery and 

proliferation of owner occupied detached housing 39 

Following the migration of their employees to the edges of existing cities, many 

industrial and service jobs also relocated to the edge. Left behind were many large 

historic factories, warehouses, and office buildings that were too antiquated for any other 

use and already aging residential structures starved of investment. Many central city 

blocks became completely devoid of life. Areas immediately adjacent to urban 

universities that had once been prospered became characterized by depopulation and low 

occupancy, loss of economic activity and commerce, abandoned and dilapidated 

buildings, high poverty and unemployment rates, political disenfranchisement, and 

crime.40 Stigmatized by perception and social theories of the time, these areas would 

come to be known as blighted. 

                                                 
39 ThinkPic, Suburbanization, digital image. Web. 6/27/2016 
40 Robert Caro, The Power Broker: Robert Moses and the Fall of New York (Knopf Publishing) 

https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiA1_iJmuXNAhVl04MKHbXAAzYQjRwIBw&url=https://www.thinglink.com/scene/483863695147925504&bvm=bv.126130881,d.amc&psig=AFQjCNEQ8gykKPW3RYjitywc7wbHjziKLg&ust=1468113137774894
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Within the college campuses themselves however, this period was proving to be a 

substantial boost to business. Facilitated by the federal government through the 1944 G.I. 

Bill, returning soldiers who had served at least 120 days during the war were able to 

receive cash payments for tuition and living expenses to attend the college of their 

choice. By 1956, roughly 7.8 million veterans had utilized G.I. Bill benefits to attend a 

college or vocational school.41 Further, American youth were no longer being funneled 

immediately into the military following high school as the American workforce redefined 

itself. Conforming to the increasingly mainstream notion of the “American Dream,” 

many young men sought out a college education as the assumed next step in their lives. 

Anything less could be perceived as a disappointment by family and friends, and was 

counter to what it meant to be an upper or middle class American at the time.  By the 

mid-1950s, the number of universities in America had grown to roughly 2,000 in number 

with hundreds more planned.42 

Concurrent with this enrollment growth, and the tuition revenue increase that 

came along with it, brand-new funding opportunities helped pioneer new university 

functions that were not strictly educational in nature. Government and industry were each 

investing heavily in research facilitated by universities, their students, and their faculty. 

This research based funding increasingly gained importance to institutional operation. 

Universities developed exclusive partnerships with corporations and government entities 

which facilitated the creation of specialized programs and spaces. New departments in 

niche fields such as pharmacology and mechanical engineering became common in order 

for colleges to receive their portion of the wealth of research funding available. Diverging 

from the roots in the early American colleges, which were relatively unified in program 

                                                 
41 John Bound and Sarah Turner, Going to War and Going to College  (JSTOR), pg. 784-815. 
42 Paul Venable Turner, Campus: An American Planning Tradition (Cambridge: The MIT Press), pg. 249. 
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and purpose, universities were now morphing into multiversitys, a collection of widely 

divergent components with varying aims and often conflicting interests. 43 In the 1960s, a 

Harvard faculty member jokingly described the university as “a loose confederation of 

departments held together by allegiance to the central heating plant.”44  

By this time, most campuses had also maximized use of their existing boundaries 

and run out of available space to grow due to being land locked on all sides by the towns 

and cities that had grown around them. Faced with accommodating new dorms, 

classrooms, lab spaces, athletic venues, wide use of the automobile and its need for 

parking, and other support programs, universities were forced to either find innovative 

ways to reprogram their existing campuses or find new land onto which to expand. 

Unfortunately, the “blighted” state of neighborhoods immediately next to their campuses 

presented a seemingly simple answer for many administrators who shared concerns with 

city leaders over what these post-flight conditions meant. With governmental power and 

financing at their disposal, the simple answer was for universities to look outward rather 

than inward. Eminent domain and federal urban renewal funds were leveraged to help 

institutions grow out and acquire substantial new territory, typically contiguous to the 

existing campus, and replace the perception of blight with new large modernist edifices in 

celebration of the ivory tower. 

URBAN RENEWAL AND THE MODERN ERA (1954-1974) 

Accommodating new complexities that included transportation, technology, and 

politics, the modernist era signifies the transformation of campuses from “cities” into 

“worlds.” The Swiss architect Le Corbusier, a stalwart of modernist ideology that would 

become the foundation of planning during this era, observed that the American university 
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was becoming a “world in and of itself,” integrating new components and expanding their 

physical and social presence to new realms. 45 Traditional campus planning had been 

shaped by formal master plans with rigid frameworks and prescriptions for the stylistic 

appearance of buildings. Modernism rejected this. Architects and planners argued that 

growth could not be accommodated within the rigid specifications of the traditional 

master plan. Progressively, universities adopted this notion that renounced their 

traditionalism in favor of the more informal and functional planning that modernism 

seemed to present as the solution to their rapidly changing needs. 

Modernism 

Modernism refers both to a philosophical and an architectural movement, each of 

which saw the past as obsolete and encouraged breaking away from established religious, 

political, and social viewpoints to define a new way of life. Architecturally, the 

movement was intended to reconcile rapid technological advancement with these social 

changes, using architecture as a way to improve quality of life. This new way of 

designing was intended to eliminate unnecessary detail, contrasting with the ornate neo-

classical and gothic forms of the traditional campus which were rooted in Enlightenment 

thinking, and instead provide programmatic clarity through form. Frequently, these 

buildings had a visual expression of structure and sought to express truth in materiality. 

Buildings ignored their context and surroundings, focusing instead on their specific “here 

and now” programmatic needs. Key to all this, however, was the machine-like thinking 

that strived for efficiency above all when it came to programming buildings and planning 

campuses. Louis Sullivan epitomized this with his famous dictum that became 

synonymous with the era: “form follows function.”46 
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Arising from the flood of students and funding, a consciousness arose that it was 

the duty of a modern nation to broaden and strengthen higher education and tear down 

the elitism long associated with traditional education. This very idea was a philosophical 

“function” that predicated the “form” of modernist planning and design on campuses in 

the US. Faced with great change and many of the traditional aspects of campus design 

becoming obsolete, the swift rise of the automobile, and the new programmatic needs, 

modernism was embraced for its functional application. Richard Dober in his seminal 

book Campus Planning, published in 1963, describes this new planning paradigm for 

building campuses. He described the modernist campus as one built through logical 

building increments of academic, residential, and administrative units that should be laid 

out in relatively flat settings and at scale in order to facilitate pedestrian and automobile 

linkages.47 This functional form was believed to be adaptable to the contemporary society 

and created a framework for quick and efficient expansion as additional needs arose in 

the future. 

 Completed in 1950, Walter Gropius’s Graduate Center at Harvard cemented these 

ideals into a distinct era of campus planning. The Graduate Center consisted of eight 

plain rectangular blocks planned based on the practical considerations of achieving 

maximum access to light and air combined with efficient functional operation. Being the 

first endorsement of the modern style by a major university in the United States, the 

project signified a new manifesto and paradigm shift for campus planning: institutional 

heritage and context should not impinge upon campus design.48 The fact that Harvard and 

its rich tradition could embrace this new modernist way of thinking became a turning 

point for modernist acceptance within the collegiate community. The distinct identity and 
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sense of continuity that was so prized on pre-war campuses was renounced, yet the 

fundamental socio-educational value still remained the same. Universities still claimed 

the self-assumed and mandated core values that promoted providing social benefits and 

service to their broader communities. The campus was also to still be a place of 

cooperative activity and the exchange of ideas, but Gropius argued that living and 

working in this new modern design of buildings would allow students to “unconsciously 

absorb ideas and principles that would seem abstract and remote in the classroom, but 

which translated into concrete, glass, light and air assume a convincing reality.”49 

 

 

Illustration 9: Walter Gropius’ Harvard Graduate Center was the first major integration 

of modernist ideals into campus planning 50 

 While modernism presented an efficient way to address the programmatic needs, 

many universities unfortunately misinterpreted their social responsibility as a mandate 

that encouraged largely unquestioned growth of the institution. Combining their new 

found power and money, a dark new trail was blazed. 
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Urban Renewal 

Consistent with the triumphant post-war American attitude of the time, modernist 

visions of “progress” and “tomorrow” fueled fervor to revitalize and renew central cities 

by replacing the seemingly decayed remnants of the past with new constructs in line with 

visions of the future. In America, nowhere is this transformation more evident than the 

Urban Renewal projects of the 1950s and 1960s. 

Urban Renewal itself was a concept that was rooted in the “successes” of earlier 

large-scale urban redevelopment projects such as the design and construction of Central 

Park and early freeway clearance in New York City. Prior to its legislative birth in the 

United States, the concept was also playing out in Europe where slum clearance in 

England was attempting to replicate the transformative results that Pope Sixtus had 

achieved in Rome and Haussmann in Paris.51 Riding the success of these early 

prototypes, support grew for a federally supported urban renewal program that would 

help reshape American cities for the better. In 1949, a Housing Act was passed that 

provided substantial federal funding to cities in the form of matching grants to help cover 

as much as two thirds of the cost of acquiring and clearing blighted areas through the 

power of eminent domain. While the perception of those in power was that these 

programs were bettering cities, the practical effect of the program was the displacement 

of minority residents by the thousands with no consideration of the effects on their 

lives.52 Once cleared, these properties would then be sold off to private developers to 

redevelop under the assumption that new development would increase a city’s tax base as 

well as attract or retain the model citizens that these cities wished to have. 
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Illustration 10: Urban Renewal in Pittsburgh, PA displacing over 8,000 minority 

residents to clear land for new civic structures 53 

Universities however were largely unable to tap into these programs and receive 

the benefits of early urban renewal efforts. Cities did not wish to sell the land that they 

had spent substantial sums clearing in the hopes of reaping growth to their tax base to 

institutions that were exempt from paying property taxes. The costs did not justify 

whatever tertiary benefit city leaders they felt they would receive. Seeing a system that 

was not benefitting them, but could provide solutions to their space needs, a core 

leadership group began a push to reform national legislation to create opportunities for 

institutions to grab their share of land. 
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The legislation which enabled participation of universities in urban renewal 

efforts, which ushered in new powers for campus planning, was introduced as national 

legislation by a coalition consisting of representatives from the University of 

Pennsylvania, the University of Chicago, and New York University.54 Each of these 

institutions was facing land scarcity issues and growth pressures that encouraged them to 

turn to political involvement to explore new solutions. During a legislative review session 

of their initiative before the House Committee on Banking and Currency, John More, 

Vice President of Business at Penn, told the Committee that “like many other urban 

universities, the University of Pennsylvania… cannot expand unless it is given some 

instrument to assist it in its endeavors.” He went on to state that Penn required 63 acres of 

land beyond its current boundary to remedy its “deficiency in land” created from the new 

programmatic demands required of universities.55 During the very same hearing, Julian 

Levi, President of the South East Chicago Commission who had strong ties to the 

University of Chicago, testified that “the story over the entire country is that it is virtually 

impossible for such institutions to assemble usable construction sites through the 

acquisition of needed land by negotiation. He went on to argue that “environments of 

slum and blight or near blight” were undermining “the community of scholars” by 

driving them into the suburbs.56 

Passed as a part of the Housing Act of 1959, Section 112 built upon prior versions 

of urban renewal legislation by providing additional federal credits for urban renewal 

projects that included properties being acquired by a university. No longer seeing a 
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negative balance for partnership with universities, cities were now willing to join with 

institutions in efforts to clear adjacent “blighted” neighborhoods and then provide the 

acquired land to universities for campus expansion.57 With pressing programmatic and 

space needs, this new tool was quickly utilized to cut large swaths of devastation through 

often politically powerless surrounding communities. By the middle of 1962, projects 

from 38 different institutions were in the project development phase and receiving federal 

funding under Section 112. Another 51 projects were in the planning phase or receiving 

preliminary relocation expenses.58 

Most of the institutional expansion catalyzed by urban renewal funds created 

large new modernist buildings that dominated entire blocks. Institutions would work with 

cities to secure land to meet their current space needs and often portions of their future 

projected needs in one fell swoop. At the University of Texas, funds were used to clear 

space for new athletic stadiums, parking, a conference center, and land that would 

eventually host a presidential library. Penn, one of the universities that had pushed for the 

legislation, was able to secure a dozen blocks that it combined into three super blocks 

with monolithic structures. Beyond the physical destruction of neighborhood and 

pedestrian fabric, these forms continued to enhance the wall between community and 

university.  

Not all of the university partnerships for urban renewal were land grabs on the 

edge of campus however; entirely new campuses were also formed using urban renewal 

funds. Perhaps the most famous example of a new campus construction, the University of 

Illinois at Chicago (UIC) was created in 1965 on a 105-acre site in the heart of Chicago’s 

                                                 
57 Kenneth Ashworth, Urban Renewal and the University: A Tool for Campus Expansion and 

Neighborhood Improvement (Journal of Higher Education 35), pg. 493-496. 
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Near West Side. The site had formerly been one of the most vibrant and diverse 

neighborhoods in Chicago with residents thriving as a result of their proximity to Jane 

Addams’  Hull House and the strong community bonds it fostered. Cleared with federal 

funds, then Mayor Richard Daley displaced 200 businesses, 800 homes, and 5,000 

residents to make way for the new edifice to modernity: the UIC campus.  

 

 

Illustration 11: Chicago’s Near West Side being cleared to make way for the UIC 

campus. The Hull House is one of the last buildings standing. 59 

Designed by Skidmore, Owings & Merrill, the campus master plan expressed all 

of the central modernist ideals. Circulation, as it increasingly was on all campuses during 

this era, played a key role in the plan. Elevated pedestrian corridors that led from the 

peripheral parking lots to the center of campus separated pedestrian flows into two levels 

in order to achieve greater efficiency. Instead of organizing departments into their own 

buildings, as the traditional campus had done, UIC clustered like functions into the same 

building. All administrative offices were in one tower, with faculty offices in another, 

laboratories in a third, and so forth. Classroom spaces were packed together and designed 

to be generic, providing them the flexibility to be assigned to any department. Although 

this created long walks between activities and weakened the identity of the individual 
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departments, it was thought that this arrangement would stimulate wider communication 

and connections within the university.” 60 Building on this concept, the plan was intended 

to create many spaces for informal social contact. Central to this idea, the UIC plan 

attempted to revolutionize the quadrangle by creating a large central gathering public 

space on the roof of a monolithic building located at the heart of the campus. This stark 

and bold form however turned out to be cold and impersonal, two adjectives that would 

come to be synonymous with modern architecture. The entirety of the UIC plan served as 

a perfect characterization of the modernist ideology, which had been used to justify a 

hostile takeover and bulldozing of a neighborhood, as well as the state of university 

leadership that was allowing this to happen all across the United States. 

 

 

 

                                                 
60 Paul Venable Turner, Campus: An American Planning Tradition (Cambridge: The MIT Press), pg. 274. 
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Illustration 12: Monolithic central core for the new University of Illinois at Chicago 

campus, showcasing elevated walkways, separated building programs, 

the rooftop quadrangle, and parking around the campus edge isolating 

the campus from the surrounding community.  61 

Lingering Effects 

While their intentions at the time might have seemed noble, and might have been 

viewed with a positive light, the contemporary perspective is that urban renewal harmed 

large numbers of people. These programs left urban centers with inhospitable campus 

forms dominated by large closed-off blocks, seas of parking, and poor land use mixes. 

Many campuses turned their backs on adjacent communities by twisting their social 

mandates into justifications for actions that led to the symbolic disenfranchisement of 

neighborhood residents within their own communities. In the name of meeting their 

                                                 
61 UIC Archives, UIC Campus Under Construction, digital image. Web. 7/13/2016 
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needs, and thus advancing society, institutions destroyed large swathes of the historical 

neighborhoods abutting their edges that had once flourished on reciprocal relationships 

with the campuses to make way for internal needs at the expense of what should have 

been a critical relationship.  

Expanses of parking now served as distinct barriers between town and gown, 

transforming campuses into urban fortresses. Many students and faculty who attended 

and worked at the university were no longer tied to the local community through 

residence nearby, but instead were commuting from afar. Losing the foot traffic from 

students and faculty nearby and being separated from academic life on campus, 

commerce along the campuses’ edge withered as stores and restaurants went out of 

business. What had once been vibrant “main street”-esque commercial strips were 

nothing more than skeletal remains. 

These expansion policies exemplified the problems that have plagued America’s 

social power structure for all of its history. They failed to fully consider the livelihoods of 

the predominantly minority racial groups who had populated the adjacent neighborhoods 

in the wake of suburbanization. Systemically stuck in an underclass with minimal social 

recognition, economic influence, or political power, these groups could do little to 

prevent the destruction of their communities. The residents who remained in the wake of 

urban renewal developed collective frustration and distrust towards the adjacent 

universities. 

AMBIGUITY AND THE STRUGGLE FOR IDENTITY (1974-2000’S) 

The period following urban renewal was marked with relatively little construction 

when compared to previous eras. Technology allowed for greater efficiencies in teaching 

and research which reduced the physical programmatic space demands faced by colleges. 



 35 

By the mid-1970s, the design professions were experiencing an ugly divorce from 

modernism. Designers condemned the starkness and lack of contextual awareness that 

had characterized modernist construct and expressed a desire to restore lost open space, 

reintroduce the human-scale, and playfully celebrate historical forms. This movement 

would give rise to the postmodern era.  

Institutions similarly realized that the decisions made during the preceding 

decades had destroyed the unified campus identity that had once existed on their 

traditional campuses during the preceding decades.  Instead, as the modern era came to a 

close campus identities had come to be defined by their inappropriate scales, segregated 

program patterns, and hostile design styles. Rising from these ashes, a renewed interest in 

comprehensive campus planning arose. Seeking to once again create holistic 

organizational thought and campus legibility, the “free for all” planning of the post-war 

era was rejected as professionals sought to reintroduce engaging spaces and character 

defining buildings into campus plans.  

Architecturally, Postmodernism was about abstract reinterpretation of styles and 

space expressed through form and ornamentation.62 Though not initially intended, the 

drastic contrast postmodern buildings provided from all previous architectural forms 

yielded postmodern landmarks and icons. University administrators quickly realized that 

these icons could become a powerful branding tool. These forms have the ability to not 

only generate headlines that attract top faculty and students, but also inspire, encourage 

creative expression, and promote scholastic achievement. Attempting to capture this 

potential, many universities engaged in an arms race through the 1980s and 1990s by 

hiring star architects to design architectural landmarks on their campuses. Curves, jagged 
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contours, blobs, bulges, high-tech materials, and vivid colors became commonplace for 

new construction, inserting the perception of life into areas that felt dead in the wake of 

modernism.63 Nowhere is this more evident than at the Massachusetts Institute of 

Technology, where one can experience iconic works by starchitects Eero Saarinen, 

Steven Holl, and Frank Gehry.  

 

 

Illustration 13: Frank Gehry’s postmodern Stata Center, MIT.  64 

 

                                                 
63 Jonathan Coulson, University Planning and Architecture (Routledge Publishing), pg. 33. 
64 Belle Artwork, Hydrotech – The MIT Stata Center, digital image. Web. 7/18/2016 
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Illustration 14: Steven Holl’s postmodern Simmons Hall dormitory, MIT. While 

expressing a more adventurous aesthetic, it can be argued that 

postmodernism on the college campus still clashed with its 

surroundings.  65 

Although designers purported to reintroduce contextual awareness into their 

designs, often postmodern edifices received backlash for continuing to disassociate from 

their surroundings. Large, ornate, and distinctive, these buildings were stark contrasts 

from adjacent neighborhoods and did little stylistically to recapture the traditional 

campus identity, despite attempting to communicate in a similar language. The 

automobile, now entirely engrained into American daily life, also continued to take 

priority over the pedestrian. When it became available, land was continuously converted 

into parking. Responding to increased traffic, the streets along the periphery of campuses 

also grew in width. This continued the century long trend of destroying the interface 

between campus and community, thus making institutions seemingly inaccessible to 
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those outside. Displeased with the aesthetic image these conditions were casting on 

institutional prestige, colleges reacted by investing heavily in landscape buffering along 

campus edges to engineer positive impressions.  

HISTORICAL SUMMARY AND IMPACT ON PROJECT 

Despite all of the growth and change, most campuses have kept a special 

character, their own genius loci, which has endured across time regardless of the shifting 

landscape that has surrounded it. This heart and soul is meant inspire the best of 

humanity, fostering community and advancement. Turner outlines this dynamic 

embodiment best:  

 

The American campus possesses qualities and functions different from those of 

any other type of architecture or built environment. One of its most important 

qualities is a peculiar state of equilibrium between change and continuity. As a 

community, it is like a city – complex and inevitably subject to growth and 

change – and it therefore cannot be viewed as a static architecture monument. But 

it is not exactly a city; it requires a special kind of physical coherence and 

continuity. The planners of recent decades who advocated treating the campus 

like any urban entity – epitomized by Ian Brown’s call for obsolescence planning 

and the “least possible nostalgia” – ignored the special nature of the college and 

university. As institutions, they have purposes and ideals, whether explicit and 

specific (such as the doctrinal creeds of early American colleges), or more general 

(the search for truth, the training of people for careers, or the fostering of “college 

spirit”). The campus serves the institution not only by satisfying physical needs, 

but by expressing and reinforcing these ideals or goals. 66  

 

To reach the present day, where we are beginning to acknowledge these patterns 

and assess how we can serve the core goals of the American university that have been 

neglected, we can trace the evolution back to its early European roots. Imported along 

with the nation’s first settlers, the campus began as the open quadrangles of colonial 

colleges, which openly engaged with their neighboring towns and of the society whose 
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values and ideals they expressed. They then grew into the secluded academic villages of 

the nineteenth-century college, removed to nature to isolate students in distraction free 

environments. Around all of these colleges however grew supportive towns and the 

campus took on the role of expressing populist values in reaction against the elitist 

formality of the classical colleges that had birthed them. Institutions flourished amidst a 

rapidly advancing society and sought to express these collegiate values in form. The City 

Beautiful birthed the Traditional Campus which asserted its form through a sense of 

forced order and experience.  

Though expressive, these forms began to create a clear separation between town 

and gown. As the conditions around campus shifted and institutions were met with 

growing needs, far-reaching powers bestowed by governmental policies in the mid-

twentieth century enabled universities to partake in massive land grabs that destroyed 

whole neighborhoods and replaced them with large contextual irreverent modernist 

monstrosities. This fostered distrust which was only enhanced by the rising integration of 

the automobile, which effectively severed the campus from community through seas of 

parking and the arterial roads necessary to serve campus. The interface between town and 

gown was becoming inhospitable. As campus leaders realized the destructive power of 

these decisions, a new era was born that attempted to repair some of the effects left from 

prior years. However, the expensive icons of postmodernism seemed to only reinforce the 

“us” and “them” mentality that had been fostered between campus and community. 

Turner notes that the historical succession of these and other planning patterns can often 

be seen even, in some cases, within a single college. In that sense, the American campus 
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embodies the story of America, of its triumphs and failures, and its people’s dreams and 

aspirations.67 

The result is the creation of the unique construct before us, the American campus. 

Representing a microcosm of society, it has been forged by the desire to create an ideal 

community, and has often been a vehicle for expressing the utopian social visions of the 

American imagination. Beyond even that of the market, the American campus has 

provided a proving ground for architectural movements, showcasing and embracing the 

idea of new knowledge through the acceptance of change. Technologies have been 

absorbed and showcased, creating a platform for inquiry and innovation with a capacity 

that exists nowhere else. And above all, as Turner noted in 1984, the campus reveals the 

power that a physical environment can possess as the embodiment of an institution’s one-

of-a-kind character.68 These lessons can inform us of the dangers of rash action and the 

elements that are necessary to produce the once again engaged campuses that we desire. 

As we continue to move forward, we must understand the impacts and embrace the 

resulting circumstances of these patterns, both the good and the bad, in order to shape our 

campuses into the social beacons that we aspire for them to be. 
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UNIVERSITY-COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS 

The traditional, historical stance of institutions has been to close themselves off to 

surrounding communities to the point that some have become fully self-contained 

communities. Core to most higher education institutions, however, is a mission to serve 

the public and better the world. Today there is a growing trend among universities to 

return back to their core values and tear down the economic, social, and physical walls 

that have been constructed between them and their surrounding communities. Because of 

their unique situation as regional thought leaders in a society shifting towards a 

knowledge-based economy, institutions are ideally situated to become actively engaged 

in community and economic development. Because of this, universities are beginning to 

become more active with their neighbors and working to restore these once vibrant 

relationships. Many institutional leaders are experiencing the new conviction that the 

heart of a university’s mission is inseparable from social engagement and public service.  

OVERVIEW 

University-Community Partnerships (UCPs) are collaborations between 

universities and their surrounding communities forged to achieve mutually beneficial 

goals though the deployment of university assets (knowledge, funding, and human 

capital). Shared goals often include topics of enhanced safety, health, housing 

affordability, housing availability, local economic vitality, availability of jobs, service 

learning educational opportunities for students, enhanced educational opportunities for 

residents, arts and culture, and community development. One of the greatest strengths of 

these partnerships, however, is that they are not a one size fits all model. Each is unique 

and intended to be tailored to the conditions and needs present in local communities.  
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Illustration 15: Common themes of concern shared between town and gown which can 

be addressed by engaging in University-Community Partnerships.69 

Central to these partnerships is a high level of engagement and dialogue between 

all stakeholders. This emphasis on communication and involvement is vital to rebuilding 

trust between town and gown. This new trust can lead to mutual understanding which can 

become the foundation to guide future growth that is beneficial for all. 
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WHY THEY CAN WORK 

 

 

Illustration 16: Diagram showing potential opportunities for shared goals between 

university and community when working together as a University-

Community Partnership.70 

When communities face conditions of physical, social, and economic hardship, 

the human ingenuity and partnership that universities can offer are capable of being the 

most valuable, dependable, and limitless resource on which neighborhoods can rely for 

positive renewal. UCP’s are a mechanism that allows for universities and adjacent 

communities to heal the accumulation of distrust that has built up due to the lack of 

cooperation over recent decades. Institutions are realizing that community revitalization 

projects are not only the “right” thing to do, but are also economically essential for 

universities and their local governments. These partnerships can transform a university’s 

location from a liability into a competitive advantage, capitalizing on the richness of 
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community that can exist in an urban context. University-Community Partnerships also 

support the developing national interest in project-based and service-based education. 

This pedagogical model provides students with opportunities to engage communities and 

gain valuable professional experience by merging classroom based education with real 

world projects.  By engaging students and faculty in the facilitation of these partnerships, 

these partnerships meet dual educational objectives by simultaneously educating students 

to affect positive change in the world and empowering communities to shape their own 

future. 

The leading justification for these partnerships is the shared interests in 

addressing issues and achieving goals related to safety, education, economic vitality, 

health, community culture, and housing.  In the face of diminishing public funding for 

economic development, social programs, and community education, less affluent central 

city neighborhoods are being starved of ways to address their needs. Universities offer a 

partner capable and willing to mobilize their intellectual, human, and financial assets to 

help lead revitalization efforts. Success in these partnerships depends on translating these 

assets into positive change and consensus. For communities, opportunities to address 

these themes can include the preservation of assets that market forces will likely destroy, 

expansive cleanup of contaminated brownfield sites within the neighborhood, 

preservation of neighborhood affordability, avoiding the destruction of cherished 

neighborhood fabric, enhancing trust and collaboration between stakeholders, improving 

neighborhood safety, and improving local perception and community pride. For 

institutions, opportunities can include efficiencies realized through local purchasing, 

housing for staff and faculty, increased safety for students living off campus, the 

attraction of world class students and faculty, service-learning and professional practice 

opportunities, arts and culture, and prestige.  
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Illustration 17: Diagram showing potential community interests in UCP themes71 

 

Illustration 18: Diagram showing potential university interests in UCP themes72 
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By acting on their core values, universities are capable of becoming socially 

conscious developers by placing value on non-monetary and positive externalities. Where 

a private developer might require a 10-20% return on their investment, a university might 

consider a project with a 3-5% return if it improves safety for its students at night or 

provides attractive housing options for prospective faculty. Universities are also capable 

of being more patient than the typical investor depending on the situation. A market 

investor is typically looking for a return within 10 or 15 years of their initial investment, 

universities, however, are physically tied to their communities and might have a time 

horizon as long as 50-years or even 100-years. Further, universities are uniquely situated 

to help stretch the value of their investment further to ensure the project’s success. 

Depending on the state and municipality where a partnership is operating, and how the 

partnership is organizationally structured, UCP development may be eligible for tax-

exemption on construction materials during construction and then property-tax or 

income-tax exemption during operation. 

Academic institutions are well positioned to help spur economic revitalization in 

great part because they are a sizable business anchored in their current locations. With 

proper planning, partnerships also have a multitude of other factors to help ensure success 

that private development cannot typically offer. Universities are capable of prioritizing 

local purchasing to immediately provide a boost to local commerce. Higher education 

institutions are also typically one of the largest employers in a region and are inherently 

well connected to transportation infrastructures, creating a nexus of jobs and providing a 

confluence of potential customers to a city district. Perhaps most important of all 

however, universities and communities have a familiarity with local conditions to a 
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degree that developers, even if local, do not typically have.  Working together, 

institutions and communities have all the tools to symbiotically build each other up. 

Precedents 

Early research for this report focused on the accumulation and study of precedents 

of universities that have formed partnership with communities on physical development 

projects. Utilizing various sources, including partnership websites, literature, and 

previous academic reports, information on nearly 50 precedents involving collaboration 

on physical development projects was gathered into a spreadsheet-based matrix. The 

matrix details the higher education institution is, the name of the community partnership, 

the targeted community, the city, the city’s population, the form of the physical interface 

between campus and community, the partnerships organizational structure, what the 

focus issues are, and key outcomes for each of these precedents. Though studying this 

matrix, a few common themes emerged. 
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University Community Development Arm City Pop. 
Clark University University Park Partnership Worcester, MA 182,544 

Colgate University Partnership for Community Development Hamilton, NY 4,070 

DePaul University Board of Regents Chicago, IL 2719000 

Drexel University Dornsife Center for Neighborhood Partnerships 
West Philadelphia Initiative – University City District 

Philadelphia, PA 1,553,000 

Duke University Duke-Durham Neighborhood Partnership Initiative Durham, NC 245,475 

Georgia State University Georgia State University Foundation (GSUF) and The 
University Financing Foundation (TUFF) 

Atlanta, GA 447,841 

Georgia Tech University Technology Square – Georgia Tech Foundation Atlanta, GA 447,841 

Howard University LeDroit Park Initiative 
Howard University Community Association (HUCA) 
Center for Urban Progress 

Washington, DC 658,893 

Trinity College Southside Institutions Neighborhoods Alliance (SINA) Hartford, CT 125,017 

University of Chicago South East Chicago Commission 
Office of Community Affairs and Real Estate Operations 

Chicago, IL 2,719,000 

University of Illinois at Chicago Great Cities Institute 
University Village Partnership 

Chicago, IL 2,719,000 

University of Pennsylvania West Philadelphia Initiative – University City District Philadelphia, PA 1,553,000 

Worcester Polytechnic Institute UniverCity Partnership Worcester, MA 182,544 

Table 1: A condensed version of University-Community Partnership precedent 

matrix showing a selection of key case studies. 

Often these partnerships can be complex and involve many participants. Common 

participants might include one or more universities (as with the West Philadelphia 

Initiative), healthcare institutions (Southside Institutions Neighborhood Alliance), 

lending institutions (LeDroit Park Initiative), local non-profits (University Park 

Partnership), community groups, and a range of government entities. This list, however, 

is certainly not exhaustive and it is important that any partnership constantly analyze 

what parties should be engaged in the process. 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

University-Community Partnerships can be structured through a number of 

different organizational frameworks. While partnerships are typically structured in ways 

that allow them to take advantage of their tax-exempt status, which can help achieve a 
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greater impact without increasing funding, and distribute power structures through joint 

leadership frameworks, providing equity to non-university stakeholders, successful 

partnerships exist that do not follow this mold. Common structures include: 

1) University-Community development arm/office internal to campus 

2) Community Development Corporation (CDC) 

3) Non-profit Organization 501 (c)3 (NPO) 

4) Limited Liability Corporation (LLC) 

5) Partnership with a Neighborhood Improvement District (NID) 

6) Joint-venture run through local government – Public Private Partnership (P3) 

FUNDING 

Universities typically facilitate all funding in a partnership, whether directly 

through their endowment and operating budgets, or indirectly by bringing outside funding 

sources to the table.  

Defined by Duke University, “an endowment fund is a permanent, self-sustaining 

source of funding. Endowment assets are invested. Each year, a portion of the value of 

the fund is paid out to support the fund’s purpose, and any earnings in excess of this 

distribution are used to build the fund’s market value. In this way, an endowment fund 

can grow and provide support for its designated purpose in perpetuity.” 73  

Institutions typically represent their endowment as one lump sum figure which 

encompasses the entire university or system; this can often be deceptive, however, as 

frequently these funds are designated for specific uses and not generally available in their 

totality. Often, much of a university’s endowment growth comes from individual fund 

raising efforts to raise money for one specific cause. Funds raised in this manner are 
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generally given with conditions and stipulations that tie their use to targeted programs, 

uses, investments, or even people. For instance, many scholarships are funded through 

the interest gained on an endowed fund that the initial donor designated to pay out only to 

a student who meets certain criteria, such as being a first-generation petroleum 

engineering major or a member of the track and field team. Often, however, universities 

prefer donations be directed into a general endowment fund to give the university the 

unrestricted ability to allocate and invest the finances to meet the specific needs and 

conditions in any given year.  

It is important to underscore the critical role that endowments play in providing 

security to universities. Historically, public universities have operated under the 

assumption that their capital budget needs would be provided for by taxpayers, a notion 

that has remained true since the formation of the first land-grant universities. Over the 

last decade, however, many states have begun to cut funding to higher education which 

has forced public institutions to operate in a manner more similar to private institutions. 

Many universities have begun to strategically alter how they operate through refocusing 

endowment funds to support annual operations and growth to ensure their campuses are 

secure to operate in perpetuity. Even with these changes, endowments have continued to 

grow based on wise fund management and continued donations from those exterior to 

campus (most notably local alumni and private corporations).  

Although they represent a complex financial structure that is central to university 

operation, endowments offer a mechanism that could allow for universities to readily 

address issues commonly faced by them and their surrounding communities. The key 

driver in this is the understanding that investments into the community are investments 

into the university, and that the return on these investments can meet or exceed the ROI 

that invested endowment funds might receive elsewhere. For example, if an institution 



 51 

invested endowment funds into the creation of a for-sale affordable housing project on a 

vacant lot in the adjacent community, it might expect a return of between 4 and 8%, 

which is competitive with the growth the funds might see in a different investment 

portfolio. But in addition to that financial growth for their endowment, which will help 

the institution to operate in perpetuity, the university has also fulfilled its core mission to 

serve the community and will see a plethora of other positive externalities. 

In addition to leveraging their endowments for financial and cultural returns, 

universities are also uniquely situated to attract outside funding sources to help finance 

the partnership. Most often, these include competitive and non-competitive federal grants 

from sources such as HUD, the US Department of Education’s Title XI program, and the 

federal Joint Community Development program. At the local level, many municipalities 

are willing to assist with tax mechanisms such as tax-increment finance (TIF) zones and 

homestead preservation districts as well as assisting directly with new infrastructure.  

Non-governmental sources, such as corporate foundations, can also play a central 

role in the financing for partnerships. The Ford Foundation, Kellogg Foundation, and the 

Fannie Mae Foundation were each financial partners in multiple case studies. These 

foundations are attracted to the transformative impacts these partnerships can have on 

their communities and they often express an interest in, and sometimes even mandate, 

donating to and investing in projects that enhance community arts, culture, and welfare. 

Non-profits such as Habitat for Humanity and Boys and Girls Club, that focus on serving 

under-privileged families and youth also can be key sources of equity in a UCP. Outside 

funding can be highly variable and subject to the specifics of what a partnership is hoping 

to accomplish, but it represents a way to build up communities through the infusion of 

new equity and achieve more impactful partnerships. 



 52 

THEMES OF GEOGRAPHY 

By mapping the cataloged precedents, a few clear geographic themes arose. First, 

nearly all of the precedents involve urban universities that are located within inner-ring or 

first-ring urban neighborhoods. Within these neighborhoods, nearly all experienced the 

historical mid-century decline which is outlined in the sections above. This decline 

helped produced the physical, social, and financial conditions which became the impetus 

for partnerships to form. Second, there is a strong correlation between the largest 

metropolitan statistical areas (MSA) in America and these existing partnerships. Lastly, 

there is a strong concentration of the precedents that exist in the northeast United States. 

 

 

Illustration 19: Maps illustrating the correlation between the largest MSAs in the United 

States and precedents of development based UCPs 74 
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APPLICATIONS 

Below are summaries of a selection of noteworthy University-Community 

Partnerships precedents which are organized based on categories of the provision or 

service they worked to achieve. From these examples we can better understand the 

capabilities and opportunities that can be provided by these partnerships. It is worth 

reiterating, however, that one of the greatest attributes UCPs offer is their flexibility. 

They are capable of adapting to the unique circumstances and responding to the 

conditions that exist in specific locations. As more institutions begin to reengage the 

context around their brick and mortar campuses, partnerships will assuredly evolve to 

find innovative new responses. These case studies should be used to inspire action, but by 

no means should they serve to constrain the potential for what a new UCP can become. 

Historic Preservation 

The DePaul Center: DePaul University 

 Looking to transform its perception from that of a small private university into 

one of a major Catholic university situated in one of America’s largest metropolitan 

centers, DePaul University began to explore new opportunities to meet its programmatic 

and student body growth demands for its Chicago campus inside the Loop in the late 

1980s.75  As with most other major urban centers, the cost of real estate and new 

construction presented an economic hurdle that could not be effectively solved within the 

constraints of the university’s budget without a creative solution. This solution presented 

itself in the form of a University-Community Partnership by purchasing and transforming 

the 1911 Goldblatt department store from the city of Chicago and using creative 

financing mechanisms to benefit the university, city, and local residents.  

                                                 
75 David C. Perry and Wim Wiewel. The University as Urban Developer (Lincoln Institute of Land 

Policy), Pg. 238 
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Goldblatt’s was once a “battleship” anchor department store that lined the 

commercial State Street in Chicago. The 700,000 square foot store located inside the 

Chicago Loop was designed by Chicago architects Holabird and Roche and opened in 

1912. After closing for business in 1982 and selling to the city at the behest of Mayor 

Jane Byrne, who intended to use the Goldblatt building as a new center city library, the 

structure sat vacant and decaying for over a decade in the face of political opposition and 

concerns over the cost.76 77  Understanding the value of this historical structure, with the 

city’s blessing, DePaul led an effort in 1989 to list the building on the National Register 

of Historical Places. Having purchased the property for $10 million and spent an 

additional $15 million on surveys investigating the possibility of renovating the interior 

to meet the functional demands of a library over the decade since acquisition, new Mayor 

Harold Washington was ready to rid himself of his predecessor’s controversial project in 

the face of no public support and a growing cost projection.78 Seeing the opportunity, the 

City of Chicago and DePaul University entered into negotiations to achieve a mutually 

beneficial agreement. 

 

                                                 
76 DePaul Library, Bygone DePaul Center, Web. 12/08/2015 
77 David C. Perry and Wim Wiewel. The University as Urban Developer (Lincoln Institute of Land 

Policy).  pg. 240-241 
78 David C. Perry and Wim Wiewel. The University as Urban Developer (Lincoln Institute of Land 

Policy), pg. 240 
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Illustration 20: The DePaul Center, a renovated department store. Today, the center 

hosts retail uses on the ground floor, city of Chicago offices on four 

floors, and university functions on the top floors.  79 

Similar to the university’s need for additional space, the City of Chicago was 

burdened by the need of new administrative space and the budgetary restrictions of being 

able to afford neither inner city office rents nor a bond proposal for new city owned 

space. In 1992 the city sold the Goldblatt building to DePaul for a controversial sum of 

$1 million.80 While on the surface this transaction seems to have been a major loss for the 

city, deeper elements of the deal allowed this transaction to work for both parties. In 

addition to the purchase cost, DePaul University agreed to create an annual scholarship 

fund of $250,000 out of its operating budget for a duration of 10 years that would 

                                                 
79 DePaul University, Life at DePaul, digital image. Web. 8/3/2016 
80 David C. Perry and Wim Wiewel. The University as Urban Developer (Lincoln Institute of Land 

Policy), Pg. 243 
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exclusively fund the education of disadvantaged Chicago residents attending the 

university. Additionally, the city would receive up to $1 million extra for any value 

engineering DePaul was able to realize from the initial cost estimate realized through 

efficiency in collaboration with the city. Last, the largest gain to the city was the 

agreement to devote 225,000 square feet of the redevelopment to office space for the city, 

leased below market rate and not escalating, in an “estate for years” agreement spanning 

30 years providing an upward estimated savings of $177 million to the city over the 

projected contract.81 

The final restoration of the department store yielded a vertically mixed-use 

building that contained revenue-generating commercial space on the ground floor with  

academic and municipal spaces above. Emphasis was placed on preservation of the 

building’s shell, while the interior saw significant changes to meet structural and 

functional demands of the new uses.82 The community gained benefit through significant 

budget savings for the city and new life given to a dying city block. Chicago was able to 

find a new life for an iconic historic building and transform a money pit into a long term 

administrative solution. Most importantly, DePaul was able to create economical new 

academic space in Chicago’s core expanding the university’s mission and presence. In 

1994 the project was awarded the “Best Adaptive Reuse” by the Landmark Preservation 

Council of Illinois; in retrospect, it’s easy to see how everyone won big.83 

                                                 
81 David C. Perry and Wim Wiewel. The University as Urban Developer (Lincoln Institute of Land 

Policy). 245 
82 David C. Perry and Wim Wiewel. The University as Urban Developer (Lincoln Institute of Land 

Policy).  Pg. 248 
83 DePaul Library, Bygone DePaul Center, Web. 12/08/2015 
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University Village: University of Illinois Chicago 

Located in the neighborhood known as the Near West Side (NWS) in Chicago, 

the University of Illinois at Chicago (UIC) has long been at odds with the rich history of 

the community. Throughout its history, NWS has housed the social reformer Jane 

Addams’s Hull House, Chicago’s Little Italy, various working class immigrant 

populations, and the Maxwell Street Market. The market was formed by economically 

depressed working class residents who needed additional income to support their 

families. Maxwell Street was an informal open air market where residents sold 

everything from shoelaces to luxury clothing. At its peak it could occupy every block for 

one square mile. During the 1950s, 60s, and 70s a sharp decline took place in the 

neighborhood as the city and university actively tore it apart under the guise of urban 

renewal. New highways bifurcated blocks, university expansion forced families out of 

their homes, and businesses were forced to relocate, leaving a strained relationship 

between the university and the community.  

In the 1990s UIC recognized its institutional need for new recreation spaces, 

student housing, academic space, a lack of land to grow, and the need for safety on the 

edges of campus. By this point, the NWS neighborhood district was the site of 

deteriorating and abandoned industrial, commercial, residential facilities as well as an 

overall depressed economy. Its leaders well aware of the tumultuous past, the university 

began actively engaging community stakeholders opening a dialogue. From this dialogue, 

all parties agreed efforts should be made to increase neighborhood safety, boost the 

neighborhood’s economy, and increase housing. Cautiously, the NWS community was 

willing to endorse UIC expanding under the assumption that UIC would provide 

opportunities for increased green space, preserve local businesses, create new job 
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opportunities, and provide desperately needed new affordable housing. This project 

would come to be known as University Village. 

 

 

Illustration 21: Historic 12
th

 District Police Station preserved and renovated by the 

University of Illinois Chicago. Today, it headquarters the campus police 

located within the neighborhood adjacent to campus.   84 

University Village sits upon 68 acres acquired by the university and city in the 

late 1990s, many of which were industrial brownfields which the university remediated 

for public health. UIC was transparent with the community and receptive to what 

development should look like. The community was keen on preserving the brick and 

mortar shops associated with the Maxwell Street Market as well as the National Register 

of Historical Places listed Maxwell Street police station. After studying the conditions of 

structures across the site, it was determined that most buildings simply were not in shape 

to be appropriated for their new intended uses. Instead, the development team elected to 

preserve key facades on a building-by-building basis as building shells while creating 

                                                 
84 UIC, Some Fields are in the City, digital image. Web. 8/3/2016 
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new internal structures.85 Focused largely on Maxwell Street, 21 historic building fronts 

were preserved and an additional 13 buildings had their historic materials appropriated to 

construct new buildings.86 These structures define the primary commercial axis giving a 

new life to a contemporary Maxwell Market representing the history embodied and 

creating a clear sense of place. A second central project by the university was the 

Maxwell Street Police Station which saw a complete interior, exterior, and programmatic 

restoration to serve as the new UIC police headquarters.87 Some stakeholders were 

displeased that the university did not take on a wholesale restoration and adaptive reuse 

approach, but overall the community is supportive of the approach taken by UIC to 

respect the historical nature of the neighborhood. 

Georgia State Village: Georgia State University 

A third example of a University-Community Partnership which explores a 

different facet of historic preservation is the purchase of the Olympic Village by Georgia 

State University (GSU). GSU separated itself from its commuter school reputation by 

purchasing the Olympic Village after the 1996 Olympic Games from the city of Atlanta 

for $85 million in order to house 2,000 student residents.88 Although removed from 

campus, the Village was deemed to be an ideal housing solution as it sits only a mile and 

a half away from campus and is directly connected to the downtown campus via rail 

transit. The housing development was also symbolic of a portion of Atlanta’s cultural 

heritage. By purchasing and operating the structure, GSU celebrated its position as an 

urban institution, linking its image to that of the broader community’s.  

 

                                                 
85 Phoenix Award Application: South Campus Project. Martel, Chris. 2007. 
86 Interview: Forgione, Vince. Vice President of Finance Harlem Irving Companies. 10/16/2016 
87 Community Impact Overview: South Campus Project. Martel, Chris. 2007. 
88 David C. Perry and Wim Wiewel. The University as Urban Developer (Lincoln Institute of Land 

Policy).  Pg. 136 
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Illustration 22: Georgia State Village, student housing located in the 1996 Olympic 

Village housing complex that was purchased from the city following the 

games.  89 

 

While the Olympic Village itself was not a part of any historical designation due 

to its age, the legacy of the 1996 Olympics is a part of the collective cultural conscious of 

not only the city, but of the entire country.  As time progresses, it is likely that this 

structure will be considered a historical property. Preservation is not limited to just bricks 

and mortar, but it also carries the weight of preserving culture and heritage. GSU 
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provides an example of how University-Community Partnerships can accomplish these 

broader goals. 

Community Reinvestment and Development 

University Park Partnership: Clark University 

Called the University Park Partnership, this UCP began as a grassroots 

partnership between Clark University, a local community development corporation, local 

churches, government officials, public schools, and the business community to transform 

the declining Main South neighborhood in Worcester, MA. Starting in the mid-century, 

the neighborhood experienced serious decline and by the 1990 census, 78% of 

neighborhood residents were of low or moderate income.90 The partnership was born 

with the belief that achieving mutual benefits and maintaining close ties between the 

campus and the community would stimulate growth for all involved. Together, the 

partnership was founded with a vision of authentic partnership, mutual respect, and 

shared responsibility. 

 

                                                 
90 FIND 
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Illustration 23: Recreational field at Clark University. The university operates under a 

no fence policy and invites the surrounding community to utilize campus 

resources and spaces. 91 

The first words of the body text on the partnerships website are “There are no 

fences here.” These words epitomize the relationship that has developed between the 

campus and community. One of Clark’s first actions was to tear down all fences 

surrounding the campus and its assets, trading in barriers for community and fellowship. 

This monumental removal was both physical and symbolic, reintegrated town and gown 

overnight and created an open and welcoming environment which has helped to foster an 

ongoing relationship between Clark and South Main. Leveraging over $100 million, 

Clark’s community investment to date has yielded the following notable community 

based programs: 

                                                 
91 Clark Athletics, Lacrosse/Soccer Turf Field, digital image. Web. 8/3/2016 
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 Free summer recreation program 

 Free year-round music program where students provide music lessons to 

neighborhood children 

 Free college education to area youth who meet Clark’s admission 

standards at the end of their senior year in high school 

 Free continued education, workforce training, and job placement services 

for neighborhood residents 

 Funding for a new public school serving grades 7 to 12 

 Funding for a new Boys & Girls Club building within the neighborhood 

on university owned property, including a gymnasium, learning center, 

athletic fields, and swimming pool 

 Revolving small business loans for new business owners living within the 

neighborhood. 

 “No fence” access to the campus library and athletic center 

 University supported basketball league for 500 area youth 

 Construction and operation of a community center 

 

The partnership also has a substantial housing component. The involvement in 

housing began with the partnership directly investing in specific neighborhood 

multifamily development projects in the form of second and third mortgages as well as 

providing free planning and development advice. This investment was intended to 

encourage conventional lenders, who previously had refused to lend on projects in the 

Main South area, to finance projects in the neighborhood. Out of this initiative, Clark 

University and the Main South CDC elected to act even more directly, purchasing, 

renovating, and building new infill housing. 
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Over the past fourteen years, the Main South CDC has renovated more than 200 

units of housing and sold 18 homes to first-time homebuyers. Over 22 Clark faculty and 

staff have purchased homes in the neighborhood through an employer-assisted housing 

program.92 

Dornsife Center for Neighborhood Partnership: Drexel University 

The Dornsife Center is the cornerstone of Drexel’s physical program hub 

designed to coordinate knowledge and academic resources from the university to create 

integrated programs that meet the needs and interests of the community. The historical 

relationship between Drexel and its resident neighbors has been contentious and 

distrustful, with many families retaining memories of losing homes as the university 

expanded its footprint through eminent domain, and experiencing the effects of nearby 

university students who can often be less than ideal neighbors. Residents also remember 

the bonds of family and acquaintanceship that once crossed the town-gown border but 

that have remained dormant for decades. Attempting to rekindle this historic relationship, 

Drexel created a stakeholder driven planning process which asked the fundamental 

question of “how can we serve the community?” From this, residents created a vision for 

the Dornsife Center, a joint University-Community center located within the 

neighborhood. Residents envisioned the center as not only addressing their immediate 

interest in  job access, health and wellness, arts and culture opportunities, and legal 

support, but also as a mediating force that could help to transform the contentious history 

into a future of creative collaboration and constructive problem solving. 

This strategy grows from the recognition that mutual benefits for both the 

university and local neighborhood residents can emerge from a coordinated development 

                                                 
92 Center for Urban and Regional Policy, A Primer on University-Community Housing Partnerships 
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process, even in an environment that has minimal outside investment. The Dornsife 

Center was established in 2013 through an initial $2.5 million dollar donation from a 

prominent university supporter which helped to secure a property with three homes on it, 

located within the heart of the community. This donation has since grown into $10 

million, from a variety of sources, which supports continued operation. The center is 

fitted out with meeting, workshop, teaching, and technology spaces which provide a 

space for Drexel students and faculty to engage the community in the topics outlined 

above through service learning. Events such as community meals, movie nights, and 

neighborhood meetings frequently take place within the center. 

 

 

Illustration 24: Technology Center / computer lab at the Dornsife center providing 

access to technology for neighborhood residents. The center was born 

out of a stakeholder-driven engagement process with each program 

fulfilling needs requested by the community.  93 

                                                 
93 BetterBikeShare, Drexel University Dornsife Center for Neighborhood Partnerships, digital image. 

Web. 8/3/2016 
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Buy West Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania 

Through its “Buy West Philadelphia” program, the University of Pennsylvania 

has focused on increasing local purchasing and hiring from the surrounding 

neighborhoods that surround its campus. Penn contractually requires its large national 

venders to joint-venture with local firms for sourcing and the university partners with 

community organizations to help identify qualified vendors and contractors for 

standalone service contracts. Due in large part to this initiative, local spending increased 

from just over $1 million in 1986 to over $57 million in 2000. 

Brownfield Redevelopment 

University Village: University of Illinois Chicago 

The University Village Partnership located at the University of Chicago Illinois 

(UIC) was a collaboration between the university, the adjacent communities, the city of 

Chicago, and the state of Illinois to remediate and redevelop 68 acres immediately 

adjacent to campus. Historically, the neighborhood was one of the most diverse in 

America and thrived off the strong communal bonds and progressive spirit of its 

residents. The establishment of UIC through eminent domain in 1965 however destroyed 

much of the neighborhood, leading to disinvestment, crime, and distrust. 

In the early 1990s UIC recognized their institutional need for new athletic 

facilities, recreational spaces, student housing, academic programs, and a performing arts 

center. Recognizing the tumultuous past and distrust that existed with the community, 

UIC decided to approach the community with dialogue to understand how the two could 

grow together. The community expressed the desire to have more affordable housing, 

increased neighborhood safety, public green space, and local commerce. Cautiously, 

these parties decided to partner together in order to achieve all of these goals, identifying 
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68 acres adjacent to campus which were primarily commercial and light industrial, 

leading to fears of contamination. 

 

 

Illustration 25: University Village (foreground) and downtown Chicago (background). 

The 68-acre redevelopment was a former brownfield site and includes 

23-acres of park land and affordable housing. 94 

Chief among the properties generating contamination concerns were two gasoline 

stations, three automotive repair facilities, metal salvage yards, a print shop, a glass 

company, a coal company, rail road infrastructure, a car battery reclamation waste 

facility, and a paper box factory. A broad Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) 

identified potential contaminants, including large expected deposits of lead and 

polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, on 24 of the 68 acres. Because the properties were 

                                                 
94 UIC Biomedical Program, UIC Campus Resources, digital image. Web. 8/3/2016 
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never on a federal priority list, UIC was able to enter into a voluntary cleanup program 

(VCP) with the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) without any legal 

obligation. 

Using the partnership to leverage a variety of funding sources, the project utilized 

a combination of revenue bonds, tax exempt bonds provided by the city, tax increment 

financing, endowment investment, and private investment to produce a $600 million 

transformation of the neighborhood over the span of a decade. In addition to meeting all 

of the university’s programmatic needs, University Village achieved full remediation of 

the site, affordability for 21% of units for families earning 80% of Median Family 

Income (MFI), and inclusion of a 23 acre park accessible by the public.95 

Gateway Park / UniverCity Partnership: Worcester Polytechnic Institute 

Historically, Worcester flourished as one of the nation’s leading industrial centers 

as far back as the start of the Industrial Revolution. However, the national decline in 

manufacturing beginning in the 1960s took a toll on the city and left this site largely 

abandoned and contaminated. In 2005, the Worcester Business Development Corporation 

(WBDC) created a master plan for the 55-acre brownfield site which had a stigma 

associated with its industrial past which so far had prevented market redevelopment. The 

plan called for the site to be redeveloped into a mixed-use, educational, research, 

commercial, and residential center.96 
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Illustration 26: Worcester Polytechnic Institute Life Sciences and Bioengineering 

Building was the catalyst for the Gateway Park redevelopment project. 

The university selected and cleaned the most contaminated portion of 

the site.  97 

At the time, Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI), which is conveniently located 

immediately adjacent to the site, was looking for new laboratory space. Seeing the 

opportunity, WPI worked with the WBDC to select an 11-acre site to construct the new 

WPI Life Sciences and Bioengineering Institute. The site was one of the most 

contaminated parcels within the overall master plan and was deliberately selected as a 

way to catalyze remediation and redevelopment of the broader Gateway Park by 

demonstrating commitment from WPI as an anchor tenant and infusing substantial 

investment into Gateway Park. If successful, the University-Community Partnership was 

going to be the mechanism to attract additional private investment to complete the 

project. Committed to the collective vision, the partnership moved forward through the 
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Gateway Park, LLC corporate entity which included representatives from WPI, the 

WBDC, and the city.  

Rather than utilize eminent domain, the partnership was able to negotiate a 

purchase price for all parcels and then legally assemble them with the support of the city. 

Remediation on the 11-acre site began in 2007. The site had formerly been a steel mill 

and Phase 1 and Phase 2 ESAs suggested heavy lead, arsenic, chromium, and VOC 

contaminations existed on the site.98 Financed through a combination of cash equity from 

the university, loans, and grants from the EPA, Gateway Park LLC was able to clean the 

site and construct the anchor WPI facility in just 18 months. Although the entire master 

plan is not yet built out, Worcester has already seen a $1.4 million increase in annual 

property tax revenue attributed to the Gateway Park project.99 

Real Estate Development 

Technology Square: Georgia Institute of Technology 

Opened in 2003 to serve as a new urban “main street” connecting the Georgia 

Tech campus to Midtown Atlanta, the Technology Square is a five-building collaboration 

between the university, community, and regional businesses in order to achieve goals of 

revitalization in Midtown Atlanta and meet the university’s expansion needs. The district 

was designed to be a mixed-use innovation hub which would bring together education, 

research, hospitality, office, business-start up, laboratory, and retail spaces together all 

supporting of reconnecting the campus with the local community. 

The partnership is anchored by Georgia Tech which has invested a total of $380 

million into the project through the Georgia Tech Foundation, a private university-
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governed organization that handles a significant portion of the schools endowment. The 

university also made the commitment to become an anchor tenant for the project by 

committing to long-term leases to occupy space in every building, a commitment totaling 

over 1.4 million square feet.100 Georgia Tech programs include relocation of its College 

of Business onto the site, an Advanced Technology Development Center which incubates 

high-tech business start-ups and student projects, a university run Executive Conference 

Center and hotel, a Global Learning Center with flexible educational spaces utilized by 

multiple departments and the public, a jointly operated research building which combines 

institutional and corporate resources, and a university-partnered book store. Working 

closely with the city, Georgia Tech also helped to fund the creation of a new $10 million 

park bridge spanning over the highway that separates the campus from the Technology 

Square. By creating this new linkage, the university has reinforced its desire to blur the 

lines between town and gown through a welcoming gateway to draw the community to 

the campus.101 
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Illustration 27: Technology Square (foreground), 5
th

 Street Pedestrian Plaza Bridge 

(midground), and Georgia Tech (background).    102 

The investment of human capital and financial resources has proved 

transformative for Midtown Atlanta.  Technology Square has catalyzed the revitalization 

of 8 blocks in Midtown Atlanta which had previously been abandoned buildings and 

vacant lots. Leveraging the initial $380 million dollar investment and long-term lease 

agreements to be an anchor tenant from Georgia Tech, the project has attracted over $1 

billion dollars in private investment into Midtown Atlanta from companies such as 

AT&T, Coca-Cola, and NCR to create over 3 million square feet of new development 

located at Technology Square. Riding the success of Phase 1, a second phase is currently 

is in the development process targeting a 2018 opening for an additional 750,000 square 
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feet of mixed-use space, anchored once again by Georgia Tech, which has leased space 

for a high performance computing center. 

53
rd

 Street / Hyde Park Project: University of Chicago 

After being at odds with the Hyde Park community for decades, the University of 

Chicago (UC) Commercial Real Estate Operations (CREO) department elected to form a 

partnership with the 53
rd

 Street Business Improvement District and surrounding 

communities in the early 2000s to enhance the economic vitality of the 53
rd

 street 

corridor through investment in local businesses and construction of new real estate 

projects to attract new jobs and visitors to Hyde Park. UC and CREO are committed to 

supporting the unique vitality of the surrounding community and believe that strategic 

management of the university’s assets and holdings can be mobilized in a way that both 

adheres to the long term academic and research mission while also supporting the needs 

of students, faculty, staff, and the local community. 

Working with the community and city to stimulate economic growth, the 

partnership coordinated TIF investments with strategic real estate purchases by the 

university. After being unoccupied for over a decade, the historic Harper Theater was 

purchased by UC in 2002 with the intent to leverage its identity to catalyze new 

investment within the district. After restoring the structure and signage for the landmark 

building, UC entered into agreements with third parties to maintain and operate the 

theater. Over the next decade, the university would purchase a number of other buildings 

in the district, transforming them into new retail spaces and providing opportunities for 

local businesses and startups to establish themselves with programs that subsidized 

already affordable rents.  
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In 2013, the university collaborated with the City of Chicago and two 

development companies to produce Harper Court, a 12-story 600,000 SF mixed-use 

building at the heart of the 53
rd

 street district. UC invested $30 million into purchasing 

3.18 acres of land for the project as well as a $21.5 million loan for construction of the 

131 room hotel on the site. Upon completion, UC elected to exercise a purchase option to 

acquire the office, retail, and parking components of the development for $98 million. 

Less than a year later, the university was able to sell this share off for $112 million while 

maintaining a 20-year lease on commercial and office spaces, as well as future 

development rights for 425 residential units. 

 Operated as a for-profit real estate venture despite substantial investments in the 

community with no expected return, UC has seen an overall return on investment of 

between 3% and 8% on all of these projects according to an anonymous staff member. 

 

 

Illustration 28: Renovated Harper Theater and new commercial store fronts along 53
rd

 

Street. The University of Chicago has been an active real estate player 

investing in Hyde Park.  103 
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 75 

Public Infrastructure Development 

Partnership for Community Development: Colgate University 

Founded in 1998 as a partnership between Colgate University and the Town of 

Hamilton, New York, the Partnership for Community Development is a nonprofit which 

has fostered economic growth through the provision of design expertise and funding to 

improve building facades, public green spaces, and streetscapes within a five-block 

downtown business district. To date, Colgate has invested $630,000 into the district 

which has been leveraged into over $1 million in additional investment from government 

and private sources. 

 

 

Illustration 29: Commercial district in Hamilton, New York showcasing façade and 

sidewalk improvements funded by Colgate University.104 

                                                 
104 Wikimedia, Colgate, digital image. Web. 8/3/2016 
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West Philadelphia Initiative: Drexel University and the University of Pennsylvania 

In 1997 the University City District (UC or UCD) was created as a coalition of 11 

key institutions to serve as an independent, nonprofit, management entity for a 2.2 square 

mile area in West Philadelphia that encompasses multiple neighborhoods housing a 

combined 47,000 residents, 60,000 employees, and 40,000 students. Spearheading a 

collaborative partnership with community groups, the University of Pennsylvania and 

Drexel have invested over $1 billion into the region as a part of an aggressive 

multifaceted service district. Two specific components of this partnership are the UC 

Green and UC Brite programs.105 

The UC Green program funds, coordinates, and promotes neighborhood greening 

projects with the expressed mission of “building community through greening.” The 

project began with a survey of existing trees within the UCD. From this, the partnership 

worked together to produce a set of key principles for the program which include 

neighborhood consensus-building to select greening projects, the consistent application of 

design guidelines and standards to guide project implementation and district identity, and 

the matching of UC Green funds with donated goods or “sweat equity” from students and 

residents. These principles help bring the entire community of institutions, businesses, 

and residents together to work alongside each other to improve the quality of their shared 

streets.106 Since 1997, the partnership has invested over $5 million to support signage, 

landscaping, sidewalk networks, and public space improvements within UC. Resulting 

from this investment, more than a million pounds of trash has been removed, 25 

residential blocks have been renewed, eight public gardens have been created, 10,000 

spring bulbs have been planted, 450 street trees introduced to main streets, an average of 
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2,500 graffiti tags are removed each year, and 1,200 volunteers from the university and 

community have given their time to help improve their shared neighborhood together.107 

 

 

Illustration 30: University of Pennsylvania student working alongside a community 

member to install street trees in their shared neighborhood.  108 

UC Brite is a separate initiative which was designed to increase neighborhood 

safety by improving the lighting of public spaces throughout the community. The 

program reimbursed homeowners and rental property owners for up to half the cost of 

purchasing and installing lighting at the sidewalk level, complementing existing street 

and house lighting, in an effort to promote safer pedestrian access. A unique innovation 

of the program was the provision that only whole blocks, and not individual home 

owners, could apply for the matching funds. This requirement led to the formation of new 

block associations, increased community contact, and new friendships as residents 
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worked alongside their neighbors to improve the collective community.109 The 

partnership provided assistance when requested through the International Brotherhood of 

Electrical Workers and the Philadelphia Electric Company, each of which donated time. 

To date, the program has led to the installation of more than 2,500 sidewalk and house 

lights at over 1,200 properties, creating safer and more welcoming nighttime conditions 

on 123 square blocks throughout the UCD. By 2003, just seven years after program 

initiation, overall crime had dropped in the neighborhood by 53%. 110 

Educational Partnerships 

The Learning Corridor: Trinity College 

The Learning Corridor is a 16-acre campus in Hartford, Connecticut that contains 

three public schools covering grades PreK to 12, a Montessori magnet school, and 

community facilities. In all, the development consists of 516,000 square feet and serves 

over 1,500 students.  

Adjoining the edge of the Trinity College campus, the development serves as a 

gateway facilitating outreach by the university and into the community. The Corridor was 

developed by a consortium of Trinity College, the city of Hartford, Connecticut 

Children’s Medical Center, Connecticut Public Television & Radio, Hartford Hospital, 

and the Institute of Living which joined together to form the Southside Institution 

Neighborhood Alliance (SINA). Together, this partnership funded the $112 million dollar 

development, including a $5.1 million dollar grant from the Kellogg Foundation, to 

remediate the brownfield site to levels acceptable for children and the new school 

buildings.111  

                                                 
109 John Kromer, West Philadelphia Initiatives: A Case Study in Urban Revitalization, pg. 23 
110 John Kromer, West Philadelphia Initiatives: A Case Study in Urban Revitalization, pg. 24 
111 Andy Hart, SINA: The Learning Corridor and Beyond (The Hartford News) 
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Illustration 31: The Learning Corridor in Hartford, CT partially funded by Trinity 

College. The Corridor provides local youth with a K-12 education while 

offering Trinity opportunities for service-learning. 112 

The driving force behind the action was a desire to enrich the lives of community 

members in all facets of life. Recognizing that educational programs can reach beyond 

the physical, influencing resident health, economic development, and other topics of 

interest, the partnership elected to approach community development through investing in 

the youth. For Trinity and the partners, the development provides opportunities for 

students and staff to gain valuable hands on learning while also building overall trust and 

collaboration across the city. 

 

                                                 
112 JCJ Architects, The Learning Corridor, digital image. Web. 8/3/2016 
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Illustration 32: The Learning Corridor acts as a physical and cultural gateway between 

campus and community. 113 

Urban Education Institute: University of Chicago 

Recognizing that a majority of the nation’s public schools fail to prepare students 

from low-income families to succeed in college and life, including on the South Side of 

Chicago, the University of Chicago (UC) elected to take matters into its own hands. In 

1998, the University of Chicago Urban Education Institute (UEI) embarked on a mission 

to build a model of public education that created success for these children in school, 

college, and life by opening the North Kenwood Charter School. Utilizing university 

resources, the charter school provided a living learning laboratory where students and 

faculty could partner with the full time teaching staff to explore innovative teaching 

theories and methods.114 

                                                 
113 JCJ Architects, The Learning Corridor, digital image. Web. 8/3/2016. 
114 The University of Chicago Urban Education Institute, About UEI, web. 8/3/2016. 
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Seeing the success of the first school, UC UEI has expanded with the construction 

of three additional charter schools between 2005 and 2008, all located in South Side 

neighborhoods, to allow the system to serve a total of 1,900 student each year. The 

schools are non-selective and admit all students by lottery.  

 

 

Illustration 33: Classroom inside a University of Chicago charter school. The UC 

program is aimed at providing under privileged area youth with a quality 

education and opportunities that wouldn’t otherwise exist post-

graduation.  115 

The charter school is structured to provide students with a rigorous education with 

comprehensive academic and social supports to accelerate learning, develop college 

readiness, and cultivate self-responsibility and leadership. Upon graduation, UC partners 

with the students to provide priority admittance and scholarships if they elect to stay 

home and attend UC. For the fourth year in a row (2012-2016), 100% of graduating 

seniors from UC charter schools have been accepted to college, helping students who had 

                                                 
115 UChicago Charter School, UChicago Teach, digital image. Web. 8/3/2016. 
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once lived in neighborhoods with some of the lowest persistence rates in the city achieve 

greater educational achievements.  

Loans, Grants, and Resident Assistance 

Duke-Durham Community Partnership: Duke University 

The Duke-Durham Neighborhood Partnership (DDNP) is a collaboration between 

Duke University and the twelve communities that surround the campus. It focuses on 

housing affordability, home ownership, educational achievement, youth outreach, and 

neighborhood safety. The partnership was founded in 1996 through an effort to repair 

relationships between town and gown and create a richer and more diverse Durham that 

everyone would be happy to call home.  After extensive stakeholder engagement, the 

university and community established a series of action items that would achieve the 

shared goals that campus and community both desired. One of those action items was 

neighborhood stabilization through housing. 

To help the nearby communities address housing issues, Duke has loaned money 

to local community development financial institution Self-Help enabling it to buy and 

renovate a large number of homes. Once renovated, homes are sold to low-income 

residents and first time home buyers at affordable prices. Duke also has also partnered 

with other non-profit groups specializing in home construction, such as Habitat for 

Humanity, supplying them with funding to acquire vacant properties and volunteer hours 

to construct new housing within the twelve neighborhoods.  

The partnership has proven to be so successful that the University of North 

Carolina – Chapel Hill has enlisted Self-Help’s experience and expertise to start up a 

similar partnership, the Northside Neighborhood Initiative. To date, Duke has invested 

over $100 million into the partnership which has provided the community with 150 new 
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affordable housing units and the renovation of nearly 300 more. Duke also has also made 

the commitment to continue funding DDNP with $350,000 every year to assist with its 

continued operation.116 

 

 

Illustration 34: Infill housing produced by the Duke-Durham Partnership.  117 

LeDroit Park Initiative: Howard University 

In partnership with the Fannie Mae Foundation, the District of Columbia, and 

leaders within the adjacent LeDroit Park neighborhood community, Howard University 

                                                 
116 The Rensselaerville Institute, Duke-Durham Neighborhood Partnership: Results from the First Decade 
117 Duke University Office of Durham & Regional Affairs, Duke Neighborhoods, digital image. Web. 

8/3/2016. 
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launched a collaborative effort to revitalize the distressed area surrounding campus in the 

late 1990s. Working together to address mutual concerns over safety and housing, the 

partnership has redesigned streetscapes, prepared a series of neighborhood plans, 

launched a number of safety programs, and been an active real estate developer and agent 

to help positively transform the neighborhood. 

Phase 1 involved the infusion of a $65 million investment by the partnership to 

rehabilitate 28 existing homes that were vacant and abandoned as well as construct new 

infill housing on 17 vacant lots owned by the University.  In all, this initial investment 

transformed 45 crime-ridden properties into over 300 units of occupied housing. The 

program was established to provide home ownership opportunities for university 

employees, municipal employees, and area community members. The projects represent a 

healthy range of housing types, from narrow 12-foot-wide town homes to large Victorian 

houses from the turn of the 20
th

 century, with the aim of attracting a diverse community. 

Affordability was a major concern for both the university and the LeDroit Park 

community. Tackling this issue head on, Howard University achieved this affordability 

by writing off its cost to acquire, carry, and market the properties in the name of bringing 

new life into the neighborhood, enhancing community, and providing opportunities for 

employees to live near work. 

In addition to the physical real estate development, Howard actively invests in 

people by helping residents and employees achieve home ownership through down 

payment assistance. The university offers its employees, as well as  local police officers, 

firefighters, and teachers who agree to live in a home for five years, a subsidy equivalent 

to 7% of the purchase cost, making their required down payment as low as 3%.118 

                                                 
118 James Hardcastle, Howard University Looks to Its Neighbors (The New York Times – April 4, 1999) 
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Established local residents are also eligible for home buyer assistance programs. With the 

support of revenue bonds issued by the District of Columbia Housing Finance Agency, 

Fannie Mae is able to provide 30-year financing below market rate. The initiative is an 

ongoing process with revenue from sales being reinvested into the acquisition and 

construction of additional projects in the area.  

 

 

Illustration 35: New construction built by Howard University in LeDroit Park on vacant 

lots to provide affordable home ownership opportunities for employees 

and community members and bring new life to the neighborhood.  119 

 

                                                 
119 Nichols Creative Solutions, The LeDroit Project, digital image. Web. 8/3/2016. 



 86 

TEXAS UNIVERSITIES NESTED WITHIN THESE THEMES 

Despite the existence of a clear void in precedents for UCPs in the Southern and 

Southwestern United States, Texas is home to four of the nation’s largest metropolitan 

areas. Dallas, San Antonio, Houston, and Austin each contain one or more universities 

located inside or immediately adjacent to their urban cores which potentially could 

signify conditions that would make for productive partnerships between these universities 

and their surrounding communities.  Many public institutions in Texas are also able to 

access a variety of additional funding mechanisms through the state to assist with growth 

and development. The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB) supports 

universities with tuition revenue bonds (TRBs), the Permanent University Fund (PUF), 

the Higher Education Assistance Fund (HEAF), and the National Research University 

Fund (NRUF).  

 

 

Illustration 36: Texas Universities within these themes; maps illustrating the 

opportunity for potential UCPs in Texas to fill the precedent void. 120 

                                                 
120 Corey Rothermel, Terminal MDS Project: University-Community Partnerships as a Strategy to 

Strengthen Urban Texas Neighborhoods Adjacent to Universities and Break Down existing Barriers 

through Urban Reinvestment (unpublished), Presented May 15, 2016. 
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TARGETED DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 

This section represents the integration of my Masters Design Study (MDS) 

project into this report. The MDS produced the design of a scenario to illustrate what a 

University-Community Partnership could look like in Texas. Presented as a collection of 

printed graphics in May of 2016, elements of the MDS are included within the narrative 

of this report. While any partnership action taken by a university or collection of 

universities must be tailored to local conditions, this demonstration scenario could also 

serve as a model for other universities within the state of Texas faced with similar issues 

to build upon. 

Initially my methodology included investigations into universities and 

communities located in San Antonio, Austin, Waco, Houston, and Lubbock. Between 

August and November of 2015 I visited multiple sites across the state, exploring their 

present and historical interfaces between universities and adjacent communities. This 

exploration revealed that numerous locations across Texas are ripe with conditions that 

would allow for a University-Community Partnership to flourish.  

Introduction to Selected Site 

Ultimately, I elected to focus on a cluster of neighborhoods just north of 

Downtown San Antonio, that are located within close proximity to a number of 

universities. Study of precedents revealed that often some of the strongest University-

Community Partnerships involve collaboration between multiple partner universities.  

Growing up in San Antonio just a few miles away from this site has provided me 

with a familiarity with this area, the community, and some of the businesses within them.  

Because of this personal connection, I have started with a deep understanding of the 

problems faced by the community as well as some of the efforts being made my local 
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institutions. Despite the legacy of community distrust of the universities in these areas, 

there is a clear opportunity for a UCP to take place and help enrich and strengthen the 

area as a critical nexus balanced in proximity to multiple institutions and the larger trends 

taking place in town. 

SAN ANTONIO 

San Antonio is one of the oldest Spanish settlements in Texas and has served as 

both a provincial and national capital during the course of the city’s history.   Growing 

out of the San Antonio de Bexar Presidio, founded in 1718, and her accompanying 

regional missions, San Antonio has always fostered a strong regional identity around 

which community identity formed.  

In 1836 an American land surveyor established “the original 36” a 6x6 mile 

square centered on the dome of San Fernando Cathedral in downtown San Antonio which 

the city shortly adopted as its first official boundary. This boundary would hold until the 

decades following World War II, when San Antonio became a quintessential American 

city sprawling out in all directions from the central city. Today the city has grown to 

encompass 465 square miles within two highway loops. As of the 2010 census, 1,327,407 

residents called San Antonio home making it the seventh largest city in the United States. 

Future growth estimations predict regional growth to be as high as 8.12% over the next 

five years.121 

HIGHER EDUCATION GEOGRAPHY 

Despite seldom being thought of as a town with a large student population, San 

Antonio is home to over 16 two-year or four-year institutions citywide which collectively 

                                                 
121 San Antonio Economic Development Foundation, Demographics, web. Accessed 8/3/2016. 
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host over 115,000 students. These institutions represent a range of institutional types, 

which are as diverse in their characteristics as is the broader city as a whole.  

 

Illustration 37: Map of higher education institutions located across San Antonio.  122 

                                                 
122 Corey Rothermel, Terminal MDS Project: University-Community Partnerships as a Strategy to 

Strengthen Urban Texas Neighborhoods Adjacent to Universities and Break Down existing Barriers 

through Urban Reinvestment (unpublished), Presented May 15, 2016. 
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Illustration 38: List of colleges and universities located in San Antonio.  123 

San Antonio and its higher education institutions are highly intertwined, with 

interactions, impacts, and economies realized all across the city. Following the common 

historical development patterns that existed at many institutions of higher learning across 

the nation, the interface between town and gown at San Antonio institutions has been 

largely neglected over the past century. These institutions have typically been inward 

facing, addressing issues internally rather than considering what effects decision might 

have on the broader community. While strains exist across the city, clear opportunities 

are also identifiable where institutional leadership could engage in partnerships to address 

topics of mutual concern such as safety, housing affordability, housing provision, service 

learning, continued education, neighborhood economic vitality, local goods purchasing, 

and many others with their adjacent communities. 

TRI-NEIGHBORHOOD AREA 

The three neighborhoods of Five Points, North of Downtown, and Tobin Hill are 

clustered just to the north of downtown San Antonio. Tobin Hill and Five Points together 

                                                 
123 Corey Rothermel, Terminal MDS Project: University-Community Partnerships as a Strategy to 

Strengthen Urban Texas Neighborhoods Adjacent to Universities and Break Down existing Barriers 

through Urban Reinvestment (unpublished), Presented May 15, 2016. 
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form a clear geography flanked by Interstate Highway 10 to the west, Interstate Highway 

35 to the south, and State Highway 281 to the east of these three neighborhoods. North of 

Downtown is sandwiched south of Interstate 35 between downtown San Antonio and 

these other two neighborhoods, loosely identified by a blurred line where the density 

shifts from the downtown high rises to institutional, residential, and light industrial scales 

of development. 

Historically, these neighborhoods were settled as two of the first streetcar suburbs 

in San Antonio, housing some of the city’s early business elites. However, by mid-

century the composition of the neighborhood took a drastic shift as it followed many of 

the national trends outlined in sections above. In the wake of World War II, many 

residents fled to the suburbs, lured by federal mortgage subsidies. Following this out 

migration, the tri-neighborhood area declined in prosperity, lacking public and private 

investment, and began to contain aging structures that lacked adequate upkeep. 

Today, vacancy rates are high, many structures are dilapidated and under 

maintained, crime rates are high, and many residents fall below the poverty line. Based 

on 2014 five-year American Community Survey data, the median household income for 

these two neighborhoods is approximately $24,000 and the overall poverty rate is 

somewhere between 26% and 28%.124 All three neighborhoods are primarily comprised 

of resident of color, many of whom have lived in the neighborhood for decades and have 

formed strong social bonds with their neighbors. Rich neighborhood character can be see 

permeating every street corner, despite conditions that might be considered “blighted” to 

outsiders and spray paint art which some consider offensive. Even faced with the district 

                                                 
124 United States Census Bureau, 2011-2014 American Community Survey 
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wide decay and disinvestment, residents are proud of their community and the people 

who live there. 

 

Illustration 39: Context map showing formal neighborhood boundaries in relation to the 

boundary for partnership action. 125 

                                                 
125 Corey Rothermel, Terminal MDS Project: University-Community Partnerships as a Strategy to 

Strengthen Urban Texas Neighborhoods Adjacent to Universities and Break Down existing Barriers 

through Urban Reinvestment (unpublished), Presented May 15, 2016. 
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Demographics 

 

Census Tract 
/ Boundary 

Tri-neighborhood 
Area 

Bexar County United States 

Total Population 

 
7,893 1,789,088 314,107,084 

Hispanic or 
Latino and Non-

white 

 
82.93% 70.37% 37.20% 

Median 
Household 

Income 

 
$22,742 $50,867  $53,482  

Families Below 
Poverty Line 

 
20.50% 14.02% 11.50% 

Unemployment 
Rate 

 
9.43% 7.96% 9.20% 

Table 2: Demographic table for the tri-neighborhood boundary compared against 

county and national averages. The tri-neighborhood dataset includes values 

weighted by population from census tracts 1107, 1108, 1109, and 1901. 126 

Current Problems and Pressures 

This tri-neighborhood area is home to a predominantly minority and lower 

income population that is facing extreme gentrification pressures. Bounded by the 

historically affluent city of Alamo Heights as well as the Monte Vista neighborhood to 

the north, the rapidly redeveloping Pearl Brewery and Uptown Broadway districts to the 

east, and downtown San Antonio and the CBD, the neighborhoods sit at a critical 

juncture within San Antonio. Although San Antonio has largely lagged behind other 

major Texas population centers in terms of influx back into the central core, 2010-2014 

five-year ACS data indicates that significant population growth is beginning to take place 

in the center 

                                                 
126 United States Census Bureau, 2011-2015 American Community Survey 
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Illustration 40: Context map illustrating gentrification and redevelopment pressures 

faced by the neighborhood.  127 

 

                                                 
127 Corey Rothermel, Terminal MDS Project: University-Community Partnerships as a Strategy to 

Strengthen Urban Texas Neighborhoods Adjacent to Universities and Break Down existing Barriers 

through Urban Reinvestment (unpublished), Presented May 15, 2016. 
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Sitting at this prime juncture, which is walking distance to downtown and 

adjacent affluent districts, the tri-neighborhood area is facing extreme outside 

redevelopment pressures. These redevelopment pressures are quickly escalating to a point 

where existing residents are being priced out of their homes by being unable to meet 

greater cost of living demands, such as higher property taxes and escalating rents, 

effectively tearing the existing community apart. Based on an average calculated from 

data on 40 randomly selected properties within the neighborhood, property values have 

risen by an average of 60% on average within the neighborhoods over the last 24 months 

accounting for an average increase of $269 owed to Bexar Central Appraisal District 

(BCAD). While this sampled data is not an absolute for all properties within the 

neighborhood, it does provide a snapshot into the growing affordability issues faced by 

long standing residents who increasingly will struggle to meet the tax burden, or will see 

hikes in their rent to compensate. Without intervention, this tri-neighborhood area will 

likely see wholesale redevelopment within the next 10-15 years which will include many 

existing historic homes torn down in favor of higher density development, long standing 

residents displaced, and local businesses forced to close. 

Community Assets 

The neighborhood is currently blessed with a few assets which make it a desirable 

place for residents to live and raise families. San Pedro Springs Park is the second oldest 

public park in the United States (Boston Common is the first) and contains a spring fed 

swimming pool that is open to the public during the summer months.128 The 46-acre park 

is situated in the heart of the neighborhood along the San Pedro Avenue corridor. 

Historically, the park has played a critical role in San Antonio’s development. Original 

                                                 
128 The City of San Antonio, San Pedro Springs Park, web. 7/16/2016 
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Spanish settlers chose to locate in present day San Antonio based on the freshwater 

springs that exist on this site. The site also has been host to military encampments, a race 

track, and even the city’s first zoo over the past two centuries. Other present day 

programs within the park include tennis courts and a baseball field, a library, and a 

community theater. According to the city’s website, the park is well used by residents 

who enjoy the recreational opportunities. While it provides a multitude of valuable public 

services to existing residents, it is important that the partnership’s leaders also understand 

that San Pedro Springs Park is also viewed as an asset by prospective outside developers. 

Properties located in close proximity to the park will likely experience additional value 

increase as valuations across the entire neighborhood rise. 

 

 

Illustration 41: San Pedro Springs Park pool.129 

                                                 
129 Corey Rothermel, photographer, 2015 
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A second great asset is the strong sense of community identity that exists in the 

area. One of the most noticeable features of the neighborhood is the art that exists 

throughout expressed in the form of murals. Many local businesses and property owners’ 

support foster this identity by providing canvases for artists on the side of their buildings. 

In fact, one local art supply store and calligraphy school hosts multiple festivals 

throughout the year which brings local and international spray paint artists together to 

create and showcase new works of art. Having visited one of these festivals myself, it 

was exciting to see a diverse generational and socio-demographic turn out of 

neighborhood residents supporting this art and the value that it brings to the community. 

 

 

Illustration 42: Example of collaboration between local businesses and community 

artists to decorate facades within the neighborhood.130 

                                                 
130 Corey Rothermel, photographer, 2015 



 98 

 

Illustration 43: Community-produced art located on the site of local bank.131 

 

Illustration 44: Mural located on the site of the historic Community Services 

Association building.132 

                                                 
131 Corey Rothermel, photographer, 2015 
132 Corey Rothermel, photographer, 2015 
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Illustration 45: Zoomed in context diagram showing public space and higher education 

campuses in proximity to the neighborhood boundary.  133 

 

                                                 
133 Corey Rothermel, Terminal MDS Project: University-Community Partnerships as a Strategy to 

Strengthen Urban Texas Neighborhoods Adjacent to Universities and Break Down existing Barriers 

through Urban Reinvestment (unpublished), Presented May 15, 2016. 
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Intervention 

With seven higher education institutions having campuses or facilities within a 

three mile radius of the tri-neighborhood area, including one campus contained entirely 

within, opportunity exists to form a multi-institution partnership with the existing 

communities to achieve mutually beneficial goals of housing, safety, and affordability to 

help preserve the existing character and populations while also growing in an acceptable 

way. Due to their proximity, proposed partnering institutions include Trinity University, 

the University of the Incarnate Word, San Antonio College, the University of Texas at 

San Antonio (downtown campus), Our Lady of the Lake University, St. Phillips College, 

and Texas A&M San Antonio (downtown cultural center). 

 

 

Illustration 46: Diagram showing the proximity of higher education institutions to the 

tri-neighborhood area.  134 

                                                 
134 Corey Rothermel, Terminal MDS Project: University-Community Partnerships as a Strategy to 

Strengthen Urban Texas Neighborhoods Adjacent to Universities and Break Down existing Barriers 

through Urban Reinvestment (unpublished), Presented May 15, 2016. 
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Additionally, Metropolitan Methodist Hospital System, and Baptist Medical 

Center each have health care campuses within the neighborhood boundaries and could 

become partners based on their interest in this region.  

 

 

Illustration 47: Diagram illustrating three primary categories of partners who could join 

together to form a UCP with the tri-neighborhood area. 135 

Precedents for University-Community Partnerships that have involved multiple 

institutions have proven to be a successful.  Two great examples are the West 

Philadelphia Initiative which involved universities and three healthcare institutions and 

the UniverCity Partnership in Worcester, MA which involved five local higher education 

institutions. 

                                                 
135 Corey Rothermel, Terminal MDS Project: University-Community Partnerships as a Strategy to 

Strengthen Urban Texas Neighborhoods Adjacent to Universities and Break Down existing Barriers 

through Urban Reinvestment (unpublished), Presented May 15, 2016. 
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STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION 

The first step in forming a partnership is identifying who might be involved, what 

their shared interests and goals are, and bringing them all to the table. It is imperative to 

acknowledge that historically there has been a high level of distrust and a lack of 

communication between universities and communities, universities and other universities, 

and universities and their cities. Trust will not come automatically, but getting everyone 

to sit together around the same table to discuss shared interests and concerns is the first 

step in forming a partnership capable of leading investment through a joint-decision 

making structure. 

It is easy to think about the partnership in terms of the broad categories of 

university, community, and local government. However, it is important to understand that 

each of these groups contain many affected stakeholder groups. It is also important to 

understand that while some groups will be active participants in the leadership of the 

partnership, others are passive members. Passive members will be directly affected by the 

decisions made and should be given a voice in planning the neighborhoods future and 

remain informed of all developments. Key stakeholder groups are shown below, 

organized by the broader categories they fall under. It is vital; however, that this 

partnership continues to identify other affected stakeholders on an ongoing basis for the 

lifetime of the partnership. 

Community: 

1. Residents: Residents need to feel that their community is not threatened by 

new higher education involvement and that local institutions are coming to the 

table in earnest to address mutual interests. Trust between university, 

community, and city needs to be built over time. Transparency during the 

process is perhaps the most critical element. Engaging residents during all 
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phases of planning and administration will help to ensure success, and it is 

encouraged that residents have an equal representation in the decision making 

process. 

2. Business Owners: The Tri-neighborhood area is comprised of many locally 

owned and operated businesses that are major contributors to the area’s 

character and identity. Future development patterns have the potential to be 

perceived as a threat by these groups, however engagement of local business 

owners could also produce collaborations that lead to shared economic 

vitality, fostering of neighborhood character, and purchasing opportunities. 

3. Land Owners: There are a variety of land owner types. Three primary types 

include land speculators and developers, off-site landlords, and current 

residents who are being priced out of the neighborhood. Each of these groups 

is critical to promote a shared vision with or direct collaborations on the 

redevelopment of specific parcels. 

Government: 

1. Local Council Members: Present council boundaries for these three 

neighborhoods include portions of council districts 1 and 9. Council members 

Roberto Treviño (District 1) and Joe Krier (District 9), as representatives of 

both the citizens and the city, should be engaged with the formation and 

operation of the partnership. 

2. San Antonio Planning Department: Members of the planning department 

oversee land use patterns within the neighborhood and assist with long range 

planning efforts at the neighborhood, district, and city-wide scales. 
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Collaboration with the planning department is crucial to ensure successful 

planning and goal formulation. 

3. San Antonio Tax Increment Financing Unit: Members of San Antonio’s Tax 

Increment Financing Unit should be invited to the table to explore the 

opportunities that exist to leverage increasing property values into 

neighborhood infrastructure. Nancy Sheppard (Economic Development 

Manager) and Jonathan Lane (Economic Development Coordinator) currently 

head up this department. 

4.  VIA – Public Transit: Transportation access is vital to residential equity in 

the Tri-neighborhood area, all three of which have incomes lower and car 

ownership levels than the city average. VIA, San Antonio’s public bus system, 

has its largest bus depot located within the boundaries of Five Points. As a 

major land owner, employer, and service provide, VIA has a vested interest in 

the neighborhoods future success. 

5. San Antonio ISD: Neighborhood safety and crime reduction are both topics of 

great importance for San Antonio Independent School District (SAISD) as it 

relates to students walking to and from their homes. SAISD operates a number 

of public and city operated charter schools within and immediately adjacent to 

these neighborhoods. Further, opportunities for SAISD to engage the 

partnership and higher education institutions in student teaching curricula, 

continued education programs, and resource sharing makes SAISD a central 

partner. 

6. Bexar County: As a member of the local tax jurisdiction, Bexar County 

receives a portion of the property tax collected within the neighborhood. The 

county has a marked interest in the economic success and vitality of the 
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neighborhood, but is also currently serves broader regional interests which 

could shape its role in the partnership including housing affordability and 

resident safety. 

7. State of Texas: While precedents of successful University-Community 

Partnerships exist elsewhere in the nation, the concept is fairly new within 

Texas. State officials can help the partnership navigate political and financial 

hurdles that might arise, offer resources to benefit the partnership, and gain 

valuable experience which can be exported to other communities across 

Texas. 

Institutional: 

1. Students: Many students are currently living in these central neighborhoods. It 

is important that students not only feel they can integrate and contribute to the 

community around them, but also understand how to be stewards of the rich 

history that exists within these neighborhoods.  

2. Staff: Staff are the lifeblood of universities and healthcare institutions, 

ensuring that campuses and buildings run, operate, and are maintained. Many 

staff positions receive incomes that make living near work difficult. 

3. Faculty: Attracting world class faculty is becoming increasingly difficult as 

higher education institutions are actively competing against each other 

through creative recruitment packages that often include options for housing 

near campus. Safe and attractive environments to live near their place of work 

will help local institutions attract and retain world-class faculty. 

4. Administrations: Along with community members, the administrators of local 

institutions will be responsible for leading the partnership and engaging the 
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broader neighborhood stakeholder groups. Campus leaders will be responsible 

for helping to define clear goals, expressing shared priorities, and leading 

fundraising efforts. 

5. Alumni/Donors: Much of this initiative will be leveraged based on existing 

endowment funds and future fund raising campaigns, both of which must be 

endorsed by the alumni writing the checks. Effectively communicating the 

vision and gains to alumni is critical to the partnership’s success. 

STRUCTURE 

There are many possible structures that have been utilized for previous 

University-Community Partnerships across the nation. Based on the existing pressures 

and needs that exist between campuses and community, as well as the need for joint 

management and engagement to build trust, the creation of a jointly run midtown 

community development corporation (MDTCDC or CDC) would be an ideal structure for 

the partnership.  

 

Illustration 48: Workflow illustrating how the proposed UCP will operate. A coalition 

of institutions will partner together to form and finance a community 

development corporation which will then become the mechanism for 

engagement and investment within the neighborhood.  136 

                                                 
136 Corey Rothermel, Terminal MDS Project: University-Community Partnerships as a Strategy to 

Strengthen Urban Texas Neighborhoods Adjacent to Universities and Break Down existing Barriers 

through Urban Reinvestment (unpublished), Presented May 15, 2016. 
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ACTIONS 

I have preliminary identified six potential actions that the partnership could take 

to address topics of mutual interest. Each action is individually outlined in the section 

below with conceptual roadmaps for how the partnership can facilitate the action. 

Ultimately, each of these strategies will play into the formation of a land trust maintained 

by the CDC that will help enable current residents to remain in place by reducing their 

property tax burden. By holding a significant portion of land through a jointly run 

decision-making structure, the community will have greater control over what happens in 

their community moving forward and be less susceptible to the market forces that have 

destroyed other similarly situated communities across Texas.  

1) Purchase Vacant Land & Dilapidated Structures 

The first action is the purchasing of vacant land and dilapidated structures within 

the neighborhood boundary. Vacant land and dilapidated structures are concerns for the 

neighborhood because they attract crime and are often unsightly being magnets for trash 

and overgrown landscaping, and concerns for local institutions because they detract from 

the perception of where the university is located and provide unsafe environments for 

students. These sites are attractive to market forces that will likely redevelopment parcels 

in ways that will alter neighborhood character. Together, the partnership can work to 

transform these spaces from unsafe eyesores into new housing which supports local 

residents, students, staff and faculty, neighborhood safety, and customer traffic for local 

businesses.  
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Purchase Phase 

The first step of the purchase vacant and dilapidated structures process is 

acquiring these properties within the neighborhood boundary as they hit the market and 

finances become available.  

Planning and Land Development Phase 

Certain factors will limit the pace of development, especially early on. Once a 

property is acquired by the CDC there are certain planning, legal, and development steps 

the partnership will have to take. The CDC will be responsible for clearing land in 

preparation for new development, demolishing any existing dilapidated structures, 

working with the city to ensure that zoning and land use codes allow for the specific 

desired building type, and working with the city to assemble or subdivide land to create 

larger or smaller parcels. 

 Due to the time sensitive nature of real estate markets, the partnership will likely 

acquire vacant parcels or parcels with dilapidated structures that they will have to 

warehouse for a few years waiting for available finances or waiting to acquire adjacent 

parcels to assemble land into a large site. In cases where the CDC warehosues the land, 

parcels can be transformed into temporary neighborhood pocket parks or community 

gardens to provide positive value to the community at a minimal cost. These sites 

represent a professional practice learning opportunity for local students at partnership 

universities, who can be engaged to provide design and construction expertise to create 

movable wooden planters, benches, and play equipment as well as master plans for 

individual pocket parks. 
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Design and Construction Phase 

The provided roadmap outlines eleven infill development types that I believe are 

scaled appropriately to match existing neighborhood character. Once financing becomes 

available, the jointly-run CDC can then strategically design and construct new infill 

housing to meet its targeted goals and needs. Nine of the eleven types, which are labeled 

“infill types” on the illustrative roadmap, have been modeled to fit onto the 50’x125’ 

parcel which is typical of the tri-neighborhood area based on historic platting. These 

types largely represent thinking of Opticos Design, Inc.’s “Missing Middle” movement, 

producing housing options between 1 and 3 stories in height including single family 

homes with accessory dwelling units or garage apartments, duplexes, narrow lot homes, 

quadplexes, bungalow courtyards, townhomes, and small garden or courtyard apartments. 

To help inform decision-making, the roadmap includes the average number of total units, 

density in units per acre, and the average floor area for each unit type within the various 

housing structures. These types are each intended to promote an appropriate and healthy 

neighborhood density that will reinforce, rather than destroy, neighborhood character. 

Missing Middle housing types also promote walkability, attract multi-generational 

tenants, appeal to a range of household types, and support local commerce.  

The second category of types will take place along the Flores, San Pedro, Main, 

McCullough, and Mary Street corridors where land assembly can take place to build 

more dense types. Along these corridors, the CDC can assemble multiple parcels to 

create building types that will serve as a transitional buffer to scale down into the 

neighborhood. The potential “assembly types” along these corridors include four story 

mixed-use apartments with ground floor retail and large bungalow courtyards that have 

attached live/work townhomes fronting the roadway. 
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Collectively, this portfolio of infill housing can be a mechanism for the 

partnership to achieve greater housing availability and density within the neighborhood 

while avoiding market trends that might entail wholesale redevelopment and destruction 

of the area as can be seen in other similarly situated areas in Austin, Dallas, and Houston. 

It is important to note that although I believe each of these housing types to be 

appropriate as infill within the existing neighborhood, it will be critical that the CDC 

engage neighborhood stakeholders to create consensus around the form of new 

development. 
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Illustration 49: Illustrative roadmap for action #1  137 
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Operation 

After development, the CDC can elect to either sell or lease the structures it 

builds. In both cases, the partnership will retain ownership of the land transferring it into 

a CDC controlled land trust which helps to preserve relative housing affordability as well 

as control over future development patterns within the neighborhood. Sale of structures 

should be prioritized to eligible local residents, institutional staff and faculty, and first 

time home buyers. Covenants will be utilized to ensure that sold structures that are sold 

remain affordable if or when they are sold again in the future.  

Rent thresholds on leased structures should remain affordable based on the 

Median Family Income of the neighborhood and a portion of the units, including garage 

apartments and accessory dwelling units, can be placed into a student rental network to 

help match student renters reasonably-priced housing options near their campuses. 
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Framework 

 

Illustration 50: Illustrative framework diagram for action item #1 138 

The framework diagram above highlights potential sites that are currently eligible 

for redevelopment under action #1. All values come from a GIS dataset provided by 

Bexar County Appraisal District. Navy blue parcels have structures with a value of 

$15,000 or less, which I have deemed to be dilapidated based on my own experience 

which suggests that these homes are likely beyond rehabilitation. Solid blue parcels have 

a structural value of $5,000 or less which suggests that the site is currently vacant of any 

use. Blue parcels with black stripes are contiguous vacant parcels located along the five 
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corridors within the neighborhood boundary that are potential locations for land 

development types that rely upon larger sites resulting from land assembly. 

2) Purchase Existing Homes and Historic Structures 

Existing homes that are at risk for redevelopment can be acquired from willing 

sellers to instead be rehabilitated by the partnership with improvements that will promote 

affordability through energy efficiency and reduction in monthly bill expenses. The 

homes can then be leased back to current residents as a part of a long-term affordable 

lease agreement, further renovated and leased, or renovated and sold off to eligible 

buyers. Programs to help educate current residents about the opportunity to eliminate tax 

burdens by selling land and use the sales price to help reduce existing debt will take place 

concurrent with the exchange in order to help long standing residents.  

Purchase Phase 

Single and multifamily properties within the neighborhood boundary are 

purchased as they hit the market and finances are available. Circumstantially, some of 

these may have continued lease obligations to current renters which will dictate that 

renovations take place in stages. 

Working closely alongside the City of San Antonio’s Preservation Department, 

the CDC can also explore legal and financial mechanisms to preserve vital neighborhood 

structures. These mechanisms include, but are not limited to, listing on the national 

register, listing on local and state historic property lists, and applying for local, state, and 

federal funding for renovations. One particular program of interest is that the state of 

Texas will provide corporate income tax-break vouchers for renovations over $5,000 that 

meet the Secretary of the Interior Standards on structures that are national register 
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eligible. While not directly of interest to the CDC, non-profits are allowed to sell of these 

vouchers to interested corporations for cash considerations.  

Transition/Identification Phase 

During this phase of the action sequence, the CDC will manage continued lease 

obligations until it can gain access to structures or units to provide upgrades. For single 

family structures, this will require current residents moving out. In multifamily structures, 

improvements can be done incrementally as individual units become vacant. 

Once iconic structures are acquired, the partnerships may or may not wish to list 

them on the National Register if eligible based on the potential funding sources that wish 

to be used to renovate and improve the structure. 

Structure and Site Improvements Phase 

Improvements to individual properties will target efficiency to keep utility and 

maintenance costs down, helping preserving neighborhood affordability through 

investments that will lower monthly expenses by residents. The illustrative roadmap 

provides an “improvement catalog” that offers five potential interior and five potential 

exterior improvements, their costs, and their associated benefits, which would help to 

achieve cost efficiency goals. Exterior improvements include installation of rainwater 

harvesting systems for watering lawns, installation of solar panels, new exterior paint in 

colors with high albedos, energy efficiency exterior lighting upgrades, and income 

generating accessory dwelling units. Interior improvements include replacing old doors 

and windows with higher efficiency insulated models, new wall insulation with greater 

thermal efficiency, daylighting of rooms, energy star appliance upgrades, and bathroom 

conversions to provide for ADA access and water efficient fixtures. 
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Illustration 51: Illustrative roadmap for action #2    139 
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Neighborhood icons will be improved to help cultivate and reinforce 

neighborhood identity. The exterior spaces around these buildings can be redeveloped to 

create community gathering spaces which include urban furniture and platforms for 

community and student art. One of the strongest and most engaged local businesses is 

The Paint Yard (TPY), an urban art and calligraphy school, which hosts multiple art 

festivals throughout the year involving local and international spray paint artists creating 

works of varying scales on participating buildings across the entire neighborhood. Certain 

facades, or surfaces laid on top of them in the case of National Register structures, on 

these iconic buildings can be utilized to facilitate and support this distinct local culture. 

The interiors of these local icons will be rehabilitated to feature community programs 

such as art galleries, technology and information centers, community kitchens, and office 

space for the CDC to operate out of. 
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Illustration 52: The former Aurora Heights Hotel, an example of a character defining 

local icon. Today the hotel houses federally subsidized Section 8 

affordable housing. 140 

 

Illustration 53: 1947 Otto Dukes machine shop, closed for business in 2013 141 
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Operation 

After improvement, the CDC can elect to either sell or lease the structure. In 

either case, the partnership will retain ownership of the land by transferring it into a 

CDC-controlled land trust which helps to preserve relative housing affordability as well 

as control over future development patterns within the neighborhood. Sale of structures 

should be prioritized to eligible local residents, institutional staff and faculty, and first 

time home buyers. Covenants will be utilized to ensure that sold structures will remain 

affordable if or when they are sold again in the future.  

Rent thresholds on leased structures should remain affordable based on the 

Median Family Income of the neighborhood and a portion of the units, including garage 

apartments and accessory dwelling units, can be placed into a student rental network to 

help match student renters with housing options near their campuses which have 

reasonable rates.  
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Framework 

 

Illustration 54: Illustrative framework diagram for action item #2  142 

One of the primary intents of this action is to preserve the local residential 

housing that defines the neighborhoods character rather than have it be demolished and 

redeveloped by market forces. Utilizing a simple calculation of data collected from Bexar 

County Appraisal District (BCAD), a value to help predict where this might happen is 

produced through dividing the current improvement value by the current land value (I/L). 

This quotient is a tool that can be used to forecast which properties might be prime 

redevelopment sites based on the potential perceived value for a developer to acquire, 
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demolish, and rebuild on the site. This tool is far from perfect as it cannot account for any 

other market considerations beyond this valuation that may or may not make a site 

attractive. As a rudimentary tool, however, it is perfect for constructing a starting 

framework to understand how the neighborhood might redevelop and identify, when 

combined with local knowledge and ground based scouting, priority sites to preserve 

through acquisition and rehabilitation. Based on the results from the BCAD data, the 

framework diagram for action number 2 maps these I/L calculations into a gradation of 

purple, from light to dark, based on of three categories: 

1) I/L value of <.5 (Highest market interest) 

2) I/L value of  .51-1 (High market interest) 

3) I/L value of 1.01-1.5 (Moderate market interest) 

The framework diagram also shows current National Register structures in red, 

locally listed landmarks in yellow, and other potential structures of interest, which help to 

define local character, in orange. 

3) Purchase Improved Land (Land Bank) 

Land will be purchased from existing homeowners who are willing to participate 

in the formation of a neighborhood land trust operated by the CDC. These residents will 

retain complete ownership of their structures while the land beneath their homes will be 

added into a community land bank – a fully or partially tax-exempt entity – run by the 

partnership. This will help protect home owners from being priced out of the 

neighborhood by eliminating land costs from their annual property tax burden. 
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Illustration 55: Illustrative roadmap for action #3 143 

Purchase Phase 

Land is acquired in good faith from willing local home owners. For the first few 

years of operation, the CDC will have to invest in marketing campaigns and community 

information sessions to outline why residents would want to participate in a land trust 

program and the opportunities it provides, such as the ability to pay down debt or 

improve their structure, by selling their land to the CDC. 
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Management 

Land will then be leased back to the home owners as a part of a 99 year ground 

lease at a cost of $1 so that residents can rest assured that this exchange will not result in 

in their forced eviction down the line. As a part of this exchange, homeowners will agree 

to place a combination of deed restrictions and covenants on their property to ensure that 

rents will not exceed a certain indexed price point should the owner elect to lease the 

house and that the partnership gets first right of purchase on the structure should it ever 

become available for sale. 

In certain areas located near transit lines to partnering institutions, the CDC might 

work with willing residents to construct income generating accessory dwelling units on 

land trust sites which can provide housing for students as a part of a partnership operated 

student rental network. 

Vision 

Ultimately, this strategy plays into a vision that works to achieve goals of housing 

affordability and preservation of the existing community’s future living in place. By 

helping residents to remain and age in place, rather than be priced out by rising property 

values and the subsequent property tax increases, the partnership encourages the 

preservation of existing communal bonds and enables residents to make substantial 

principal payments to reduce existing debt. Over time, the partnership will assemble a 

significant patchwork of land ensuring that the neighborhood has control over future 

development and can prevent the undesirable development patterns that might take place 

if outside developers are able to acquire and assemble large tracts of land. 



 124 

Framework 

 

Illustration 56: Illustrative framework diagram for action item #3  144 

The illustrative framework diagram for action item #3 highlights eligible parcels 

containing single family homes and small multifamily (containing 8 or fewer units per 

local land use designations) structures in green. In later years, once the land trust is well 

established, consideration can be given to expanding the list of eligible parcels to include 

the commercial and industrial uses along corridors represented by the black hatched lines. 
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4) Home Buyer Assistance 

Low-interest loans and down payment assistance will be provided to current 

residents who are leasing within the neighborhood boundary, institutional staff, and 

institutional faculty to help them purchase homes within the neighborhood. Traditionally, 

many of these individuals have been unable to secure traditional financing. This program 

will open up an avenue to home ownership, encourage living in close proximity to jobs, 

and help encourage residents to stay and grow with the community. 

 

 

Illustration 57: Illustrative roadmap for action #4  145 
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Community 

For the near and mid-term of CDC operation, this program will be targeted 

exclusively to institutional staff and faculty and established local residents. Restrictions 

on local residents might include criteria such as income restrictions, proof of standing 

income, and length of time the household has lived in the neighborhood or immediately 

adjacent areas as renters or dependents. For institutional staff, restrictions might require a 

duration of full-time employment depending on position, tenure or tenure track, or longer 

standing non-tenured academic position.  

Funding will only be made available for investment within the defined partnership 

boundary to help ensure equity is being directed into the local community. 

Program 

Programs to support this action might include lower interest loans to existing 

residents to help assist with reduction on the principal of their primary mortgage, down 

payment assistance for local first-time home buyers and university staff or faculty, and 

closing cost assistance for home buyers or sellers meeting defined criteria.  

Return 

In contrast with traditional financial institutions, UCPs can look at loans and 

grants through a less market-driven lens. Greater emphasis is placed on community 

building and other indirect financial returns, such as increased home ownership rates for 

local residents and institutional employees, helping to keep the existing community 

intact. These values give the partnership the ability to offer down payment assistance 

grants and low interest loans, forgive residents for missed payments when applicable 

without hiking interest rates, and even offer overall loan forgiveness under certain 

conditions. In precedent UCPs, grants have typically been contingent upon conditions 
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such as remaining in the home for a designated period. Interest rates on loans should be 

below or competitive with market rates, primarily designed to provide enough of a return 

to cover administrative costs. The chief opportunity here is to provide an avenue to home 

ownership for those who might not have enough savings to afford a down payment or 

have poor credit preventing them from receiving traditional financing. 

Framework 

 

Illustration 58: Illustrative framework diagram for action item #4  146 

The framework directly above maps all of the properties within the defined 

neighborhood boundary which contain single family homes or small multifamily 
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buildings which would be eligible for homebuyer assistance from the CDC under this 

action. 

5) Home Improvement Loans and Grants 

Low interest loans will be provided to existing community members in order to 

improve the energy efficiency of their homes to reduce monthly utility costs. Loans will 

be prioritized for projects that improve safety, such as the removal of lead and asbestos, 

or projects that improve the energy efficiency of homes, such as purchasing Energy Star-

certified appliances and replacing windows with poor insulating qualities. The goal of 

this program is to help residents reduce their monthly utility bill. 

Additionally, small grants will be given to homeowners for projects, such as 

porch and walkway lighting installation that will help to improve the safety of both their 

households as well as the neighborhood as a whole. 

Access to Credit / Financing 

This action is intended to connect local residents, who might not have the savings 

to maintain their homes or the credit to receive financing for home improvement projects, 

to financing in the form of loans to help improve their homes. The inability to properly 

repair and upkeep their property leads to the degradation of structures within the 

neighborhood and higher utility bills for residents as the energy efficiency of their homes 

decay. In exchange for a zero interest or low interest home loan, the CDC receives a 

purchase option on the home which provides it with the first right to purchase the home at 

fair market value should it ever become available. 

In order to receive financing, residents will submit a proposal outlining how the 

funds will be used. To help facilitate these applications, the CDC will market this 
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program, provide access to technology in the neighborhood based CDC office, and 

allocate staff time to assist with creating proposals.  

 

 

Illustration 59: Illustrative roadmap for action #5 147 

Improvement Phase 

The roadmap highlights an improvement catalog which is a condensed version of 

the catalog provided for action #2. Priority financing will be provided for projects that 

directly provide monthly cost savings for residents. 
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Repayment 

Contrasting with traditional financial markets, UCPs can look at loans through a 

different lens. Greater emphasis is placed improving the livelihood of community 

members and other indirect financial returns, helping enhance the local community. 

These values give the partnership the ability to offer low interest loans, forgive residents 

for missed payments when applicable without hiking interest rates, and even overall loan 

forgiveness under certain conditions. In precedent UCPs, grants have typically been 

contingent upon conditions such as remaining in the home for a designated period. 

Interest rates on loans should be below or competitive with market rates, primarily built 

to provide enough of a return to cover administrative costs.  
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Framework 

 

Illustration 60: Illustrative framework diagram for action item #5  148 

The framework mapped above illustrates single family homes that are eligible for 

loans in light orange and multifamily homes that are eligible for loans in dark orange. 

6) Neighborhood Scale Infrastructure and Community Development 

The CDC will also help to facilitate internal and external investment into public 

infrastructure. Improvements will be made to street lighting, sidewalk connections, street 

trees, and transit routes within the neighborhood boundary to help improve safety, 

perception, connectivity, and encourage further private investment. 
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Additionally, substantial investment will be made into community development 

programs, such as free nighttime continuing education programs and full-ride 

scholarships for local youth to partner institutions, to help build up and empower local 

students. 

Financing 

One of the primary sources of funding for creating new neighborhood 

infrastructure will be the potential partnership between the CDC, Alamo Community 

College District, and the City of San Antonio to establish a Tax Increment Reinvestment 

Zone (TIRZ) to collect and reinvest the incremental increase in property tax value from 

rising property values in the neighborhood. Based on local and state laws relating to tax-

increment financing, these TIRZ funds can be legally assigned to the CDC to spend on 

improvements, however restrictions largely limit their use to infrastructure 

improvements, making them an ideal source of funding for these purposes. 
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Illustration 61: Illustrative roadmap for action #6 149 

Construction Phase 

Financing will largely be directed towards improving neighborhood landscaping, 

lighting, and mobility. Local residents and students will be invited to actively improve 

their own community by helping install or construct many of these projects. 

Landscape will be improved through dedicated funding for the planting of street 

trees and improving the sidewalk network. Street trees can offer numerous benefits such 

as improving air quality and community health, reducing storm runoff through increased 
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infiltration opportunities, creating shade to encourage residents to walk and be active, and 

promote interaction and engagement between community members. Additionally, 

investment will be focused on providing lighting and community branding to create clear 

gateways where the five corridors meet the I-35 underpass leading to downtown. 

Presently, many of the local residential streets are unlit and the five corridors are 

inadequately lit to support safe travel and evening business uses. The creation of new 

street lighting will help to reduce crime and promote health by enabling residents to feel 

safer about getting out and walking within their own community. The CDC can also work 

to bury power lines along key commercial corridors to enhance the pedestrian experience 

and streetscape quality. 

Funding will also be provided to enhance multi-modal mobility options in the 

neighborhood. Matching current transportation goals laid out by the city, bike lanes will 

be developed along corridors connecting the neighborhood to downtown, nearby 

institutions, and regional job centers. Additionally, the CDC will partner with VIA to 

create a new university shuttle with stops concentrated within the neighborhood, which 

loops between the University of the Incarnate Word, Trinity University, San Antonio 

College, UTSA’s downtown campus, and the Texas A&M Cultural Center. 

Value Added 

Through these infrastructure investments the partnership hopes to promote safety, 

improve the area’s perception, increase connectivity, and attract additional investment. 
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Framework 

 

Illustration 62: Illustrative framework diagram for action item #6  150 

In the illustration above, thick blue axes highlight priority infrastructure right of 

ways that will receive the first available TIRZ funding to create new bike lanes, lighting 

improvements, and landscaping. Thinner dashed blue lines denote secondary right of 

ways that can be improved as additional financing is secured in future years. The dashed 

circles represent the five key gateways that will create a clear threshold connecting 

downtown to the Tobin Hills and Five Points neighborhoods. 
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Financial Model of Intervention 

Funding for the partnership will be distributed between the multiple higher 

education and health care institutions that elect to participate in the partnership as well as 

from government sources. Because this is a coalition rather than a single entity, the 

burden placed on each participating institution will be more moderate than if one was 

acting alone. In order to act quickly in the face of extreme market pressure, it is 

recommended that the partnership front-load its finances with a strong initial investment 

into the CDC, which might come from general endowment funds, which will then be 

supplemented with smaller ongoing investments, small enough to be pulled from 

operating budgets.  

 

Illustration 63: Proposed funding from partners into the CDC. 151 
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One proposed distribution would call for an initial combined investment of $5 

million from partner universities, $1 million combined from local non-profit and health 

care institutions, and an additional $1 million from government sources (Illustration 63). 

In total, this would give the CDC an initial $7 million pot of money to engage the 

community through the previously outlined 6 actions. This investment can also be 

leveraged through borrowing money at an expected LTV of between 50% and 75%, 

depending on the willingness of the lending institution the CDC borrows from.  

Ongoing annual contributions between $15,000 and $50,000 will be provided by 

each partner institution to help ensure that the CDC is capable of continued operation, has 

the ability to make new investments, and can continue community development efforts. 

Eventually, it is expected that the CDC will be able to sustain itself based ON revenue 

from leased and sold properties. 
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DEMONSTRATION SCENARIO 

In order to test the potential for an intervention in San Antonio and provide a 

proof of concept, I elected to take my proposed intervention actions outlined in the 

previous section and develop a demonstration scenario tied to a pro forma. For this 

scenario, I limited the partnerships actions to a 15 year period. I assume, however, that 

the partnership would operate long beyond that. 

Pro Forma and Financial Model 

The pro forma involves a few critical assumptions. First, I forecasted that real 

estate values would grow by 10% annually from 2015-2017, 7.5% annually from 2017-

2020, and then level off at 5% from 2021 and on. This assumption was rooted in the 

current undervaluation of land in the neighborhood based on those in the surrounding 

areas, as well as the growth rates experienced by similarly situated neighborhoods in 

Dallas and Houston. Second, I assumed that the City of San Antonio and the Alamo 

Community College district would participate in the TIRZ district, making for an 

incremental tax rate 0.64. This rate could be lower if only San Antonio or ACC 

participated, but also could be higher if Bexar County elected to participate as well. 

Third, floor areas for the various housing types were modeled based on averages supplied 

by the Missing Middle website, but ultimately were tweaked within my physical model to 

fit specific lots. Construction costs for each building type are based on this assumed 

average and do not perfectly reflect the actual cost of the building that might be built on 

the site. Fourth, infrastructure costs were based on per linear foot estimates extracted 

from online resources. Because I do not have the knowledge to defend these figures, I 

must describe them as rough order of magnitude estimates. Fifth, my entire model is 

predicated on the CDC leveraging investments by taking on additional debt at a rate of 
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60% LTV. Without leveraging investments with debt, the impact will be smaller in scale. 

Last, I assumed that the CDC would be entirely tax exempt. 

My methodology involved working between the pro forma spreadsheet, ArcGIS, 

and Google Sketchup. Within the pro forma, I balanced cash flows with operation and 

development expenses to help inform the actions I could take in a given year. Each of the 

six actions had its own separate tab detailing the supporting operation finance data. In 

ArcGIS, I extracted land and structure values from the BCAD shapefile metadata for 

individual sites and referenced my I/L calculations to employ a strategic acquisition 

approach. Working in Sketchup, I modeled infill development on each site. Building 

types for each parcel were selected based on the available funds and site conditions, such 

as width and rear alley access for parking. Every decision was fed back into the 

spreadsheet to create a robust model that reflects, with great specificity, how partnership 

investment could catalyze a renewed future for the tri-neighborhood area. 

Timeline for Demonstration Scenario 

July-December 2016:  

The partnership will begin to facilitate weekly public meetings between all 

stakeholders to discuss issues and concerns. Exercises such as SWOT (Strength, 

Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats) analyses, neighborhood tours, and guest 

speakers from successful partnerships across the nation will be integrated into the 

meetings. The key take away from this phase should be an understanding of the various 

perspectives at play and highlighting where there are opportunities for the institutions and 

community to come together in partnership. 
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January-May 2017:  

Continue weekly public meetings. A task force comprised of representatives from 

all stakeholder groups will be formed that will meet biweekly. This task force will begin 

to form clear goals that align with identified opportunities. Minutes and deliverables from 

the task force will be presented during public meetings to ensure transparency and 

continued input. 

 Partnership institutions will begin to secure financing to fund the partnership and 

the CDC will legally be formed and registered. The CDC will be comprised of a 

leadership team with power shared between the partnering universities and the 

community. It is likely that the same individuals heading up the task force will comprise 

the ongoing CDC leadership board. Once formed, the CDC will also work closely with 

all involved to apply for state and federal grants, securing additional outside funding 

during this early stage. 

2017-2020:  

The CDC will purchase vacant properties (Action item #1), begin infill 

development (Action item #1), acquire properties that are at high risk of being purchased 

and redeveloped on the open market (Action item #2), invest in neighborhood safety 

(Action items #5 and #6), and invest in education programs (Action item #6). Investment 

in marketing campaigns and neighborhood events to communicate progress and 

opportunities is very important during this phase and will require a significant portion of 

the CDC’s operating budget during these early years. New infill development will be 

below-market and will balance for-rent and for-sale units prioritized for existing 

community members, institutional and health care staff, and institutional faculty. 

Purchased land will be held in perpetuity by the CDC as a part of a land trust. 
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2021-2025:  

The CDC will continue acquisition of land and infill development (Action item 

#1), but also focus on identifying and purchasing iconic local buildings and historic 

commercial structures that contribute to neighborhood character (Action item #2). By this 

period, the CDC should be experiencing a modest revenue stream that will allow the 

CDC to begin purchasing land from owners to directly deposit into the land trust. 

2025 and onwards:  

Internal and External assessments of the partnership should be undertaken to 

understand the strengths, weaknesses, successes, and failures to date. Revenue from 

owned, operated, and leased properties will continue to be invested into acquiring land 

for the land trust, but portions of the revenue should also be saved to invest in high 

profile neighborhood icons or diverted to provide a return on investment to funding 

institutions based on pre-defined agreements. 

Results 

By the end of the 15 year period, this hypothetical demonstration scenario was 

able to accomplish the following by leveraging the initial $7 million investment discussed 

earlier in this paper: 

 386 new units of housing built 

 122 homes purchased and renovated 

 276 lots introduced into the land trust (approximately. 15% of 

neighborhood parcels) 

 $5.6 million in infrastructure improvement 

 $11.3 million in community investment (loans/grants/scholarships) 

 Establishment of a new university shuttle route 
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The total financial input into the CDC includes $10 million from partnering 

institutions and government agencies, $35 million from the TIRZ, and $63.3 million in 

loans taken out to leverage investment.  

 At the end of the 15 year period, the CDC will control and estimated $52.25 

million in structural value, $53.4 in land value held within the land trust, $1.9 million in 

outstanding loads to the community, an annual cash flow of $8.3 million from leased 

properties, annual operating expenses of $4.8 million, and a balance of $32.6 million in 

debt principal still owed. 
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Illustration 64: Axonometric showing the 15 year impact of the demonstration scenario. 

Infill sites show newly constructed infill buildings in grey, parcels in the 

land trust are highlighted in dark green, and the new university shuttle 

route and stops are marked in red. 152 

                                                 
152 Corey Rothermel, Terminal MDS Project: University-Community Partnerships as a Strategy to 

Strengthen Urban Texas Neighborhoods Adjacent to Universities and Break Down existing Barriers 

through Urban Reinvestment (unpublished), Presented May 15, 2016. 
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Illustration 65: Demonstration Scenario progression and framework diagrams. 153 

                                                 
153 Corey Rothermel, Terminal MDS Project: University-Community Partnerships as a Strategy to 

Strengthen Urban Texas Neighborhoods Adjacent to Universities and Break Down existing Barriers 

through Urban Reinvestment (unpublished), Presented May 15, 2016. 
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CONCLUSION  

Although individual campuses have their own rich personalities and circumstance 

which had defined how they have grown, collectively the American University is a very 

distinct identity which has been shaped over the past three centuries by common 

historical, programmatic, and development themes. Though initial campuses were an 

integral part of their communities, institutional development patterns over the last century 

have created a clear rift in the town-gown relations at many universities, breaking this 

once symbiotic relationship. In many cases, isolation and distrust has arisen out of these 

rifts leading to conflict and strains within communities. Fortunately, these broken 

marriages can be repaired by the emerging UCP trend. 

Through comprehensive analysis and on site field studies, my project has 

highlighted the conditions that exist in one San Antonio community that would enable a 

UCP to take shape. This hypothetical partnership outlines six actions that could provide 

immediate and long term reinvestment into the community in order to meet shared 

concerns over housing availability, housing affordability, community preservation, 

health, safety, transportation, and identity. Perhaps most important, my demonstration 

also provides a financial pro-forma which models a targeted investment strategy over a 

15-year period, proving that an immediate impact can be made by a collection of 

institutions acting together with a very modest initial investment. My early research into 

other universities and urban areas across Texas indicated that these same conditions exist 

elsewhere in Texas. While this report does not look directly at these regions, it is 

intended to serve as a call to action by providing this evidence that UCPs could be 

successful within the state. 
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Although they are a relatively new concept, a critical mass of precedent for UCPs 

is beginning to take shape. This collection of precedents can provide a series of critical 

lessons learned in order to help future partnerships build upon, adapt, and refine these 

processes and interactions to successfully engage their communities, investing in 

solutions to the issues currently facing their region and shaping a shared future desired by 

all. As the higher education landscape continues to shift towards renewed relationships 

with surrounding communities and integration into their physical surroundings, 

University-Community Partnerships are primly situated to become the defining feature of 

the next era of the American University. 
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