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INTRODUCTION 
 

This report is intended to enhance the understanding of the role that urban colleges and 

universities have in local economic development through university real estate 

investment activities.  Colleges and universities across the country are becoming more 

involved in property acquisition and development; however, there is limited research 

that explores the decision-making processes that are employed and the implications of 

these decisions on the larger community. 

 

This research has been funded by the Lincoln Institute of Land Policy.  The project 

includes case studies of five universities:  the University of Pittsburgh, The University of 

Arizona, Marquette University, Portland State University, and Wayne State University.  

The University of Pittsburgh is a state-related institution located in the heart of 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.  The University of Arizona is a public institution located in 

Tucson, Arizona.  Marquette University is a private institution located in Milwaukee, 

Wisconsin.  Portland State University is a public institution located in Portland, Oregon.  

Wayne State University is a public institution located in Detroit, Michigan. 

 

Information for each case study was gathered from in-person interviews1 with 

individuals associated with the university and community groups as well as a number of 

secondary sources including newspaper articles, Internet sources, and planning 

documents.  The case studies will provide an overview of the university and surrounding 

neighborhoods and discuss the decision-making processes employed by the university 

and the mechanisms utilized to finance real estate acquisition and development.  In 

addition, the case studies will describe university-community relations and how 

university real estate investment activities affect the larger community. 

                                                 
1 Pittsburgh interviews were conducted in November 2001; Tucson interviews were conducted in March 
2002; Milwaukee interviews were conducted in April 2002; Portland and Detroit interviews were 
conducted in August 2002.  A list of persons interviewed is included in Appendix A. 
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URBAN UNIVERSITIES AND REAL ESTATE DEVELOPMENT: 
 

AN OVERVIEW OF DEVELOPMENT PRACTICES 

 

To understand the role of the university as developer, it is important to be aware of the 

issues that affect a university’s acquisition and development practices and how these 

issues manifest themselves in day-to-day activities.  This section provides an overview 

of universities’ real estate investment practices by first identifying the broad issues that 

influence development activities and then discussing more specifically how universities 

structure decision-making processes and financing arrangements to address these 

issues.   

 
 
FACTORS INFLUENCING REAL ESTATE ACQUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT  

 

The motivation for development, the characteristics of the physical environment, the 

degree of policy oversight, and style of leadership influence all phases of the real estate 

development process for universities.  The combined effect of these factors determines 

the type of projects undertaken and methods of finance. 

Motivation 

Recognizing the motivation for university real estate development activities is important 

in studying the development process.  For many universities, steady growth in student 

enrollment has necessitated physical expansion.  A greater emphasis on postsecondary 

education, accompanied by broader access, have resulted in dramatic increases in the 

number of people attending institutions of higher education.  Over the last three 

decades (1970 to 1999), total fall enrollment in degree-granting institutions in the United 

States increased over 70 percent.2  Increased enrollment leads to higher demand for 

classrooms and laboratories, office space, student housing, and recreation facilities.  In 

                                                 
2 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Higher Education General 
Information Survey (HEGIS), “Fall Enrollment in Colleges and Universities” surveys; and Integrated 
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), “Fall Enrollment” surveys. 
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addition, recognition of the need for top-notch facilities to attract and retain faculty and 

students has prompted a considerable amount of construction.  This scenario is only 

part of the story, however.  Other colleges and universities have voiced concern over 

student recruitment and retention, despite the large gains in student enrollment.  Some 

institutions, once part of vibrant urban centers, saw their neighborhoods decline 

(primarily from the 1960s to the 1980s) and are now surrounded by urban blight.  The 

initial response of universities to neighborhood decline was often to construct physical 

and symbolic barriers around the campus in an attempt to isolate themselves from the 

conditions plaguing those outside the academic community.  This response generally 

failed to satisfy students and their parents, who wanted a safer and more stimulating 

environment for learning, and led to a greater willingness among institutions to engage 

in large-scale efforts to improve the surrounding physical landscape. 

 

The type of project being developed by a university, or more generally, a university’s 

real estate needs, has implications for the decision-making process and project 

financing.  For example, a university focused on expansion of academic facilities would 

be less apt to include outsiders in the planning process.  Construction of student 

housing may or may not invite public participation.  On the other hand, a university that 

hopes to improve a neighborhood would likely develop a more public process and 

consider the needs of local residents and business owners.  The financial implications 

are more straightforward.  A university that is building academic facilities must account 

for the fact that most do not generate revenue.  Usually financed through bond sales, 

these facilities do not directly produce revenue to repay the debt; this must be 

considered in the planning phase.  Student housing does not create the same burden; 

the collection of rents makes housing financially self-sustaining; therefore it carries less 

risk for a university.  Institutions that undertake projects to improve the neighborhood 

will face different issues with respect to financing.  For instance, they may rely more 

heavily on endowment funds or the commercial loan market than the bond market.  

Community development programs that offer special financing arrangements may be 

available, but the university must be willing to accept a considerable amount of risk if 

they invest directly in residential or commercial properties in a distressed neighborhood. 
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Physical Environment  

The physical setting in which an institution is located has the most obvious and direct 

influence on the property acquisition and development process.  If a university needs 

additional space, is there sufficient room to grow or will expansion put pressure on the 

surrounding land area?  The answer to this question again determines what types of 

projects are possible, what funding mechanisms are available, and who will be involved 

in decision-making.  Rural and suburban campuses often have land available for 

development, but this is less likely for urban universities.  Urban campuses are often 

land locked; surrounding property has been developed for other purposes or campus 

expansion is hampered by such boundaries as expressways, waterways, or railroads. 

 

Surrounding land uses can present a variety of problems.  As might be expected, 

universities adjacent to residential neighborhoods will often encounter the greatest 

obstacles in acquiring and developing real estate.  Residents may appreciate 

universities for the many amenities they bring (e.g., cultural and sporting events and 

community outreach services), but the dominant presence that universities can have in 

a residential neighborhood often leaves neighbors feeling wary.  When a university is in 

a growth mode, this wariness intensifies since residents may believe their homes and 

quality of life are threatened by campus expansion.  Community opposition can affect 

the development process in various ways, depending on how the university chooses to 

respond and whether residents have political power to fight the university.  Some 

universities (e.g., University of Pittsburgh and University of Arizona) are bounded by 

both upper-income and lower-income neighborhoods.  Stable, upper- income 

neighborhoods are less vulnerable to university expansion.  They generally have the 

resources and political influence to fight encroachment, and the higher market values 

make it more difficult for universities to acquire properties.  Lower-income 

neighborhoods face a greater struggle and often bear the brunt of the negative impacts 

associated with university expansion. 

 

The potential for opposition is just one difficulty associated with acquiring and 

developing land in a residential neighborhood.  Assembling tracts of land is also 
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particularly challenging.  It is usually impossible to find large parcels in such an area; 

universities must aggressively pursue properties when they become available and wait 

patiently for others.  Since residential lots in urban areas tend to be small, it can take 

years to assemble enough land to build a needed facility.  This not only makes it difficult 

for the university to meet its objectives, it may add fuel to an already contentious 

situation.  Residents rarely like to see properties land banked for future development.  

One complaint is that universities sometimes demolish houses only to leave the lots 

vacant or use them for surface parking.  Even if residential structures are maintained for 

other purposes, a scattered pattern of university versus resident ownership changes the 

character of a neighborhood. 

 

Universities located in commercial districts encounter different issues in the acquisition 

and development process.  There may be less controversy associated with campus 

expansion, but they face another set of obstacles.  In vibrant commercial zones, 

competition for land can be intense.  Universities must be able to compete on the open 

market for available properties, which means garnering the financial resources needed 

to match offers of private developers.  This has very direct implications for the 

development process.  Furthermore, as large bureaucracies, universities are not always 

structured to make decisions quickly, which is a serious disadvantage in a competitive 

market.  For these reasons, universities have developed efficient decision-making 

processes for acquiring and developing real estate. 

 

While surrounding land uses can present obstacles, they can also provide opportunities.  

Universities located in declining urban areas may be able to benefit from underutilized 

land by converting vacant buildings or industrial sites to meet their needs.  This 

generally causes little opposition since any form of investment is usually favored over 

no investment and acquisition costs can be low.  Wayne State University in Detroit has 

benefited from this situation.  The challenges are in the development phase, where the 

time and expense associated with demolition, conversion, and environmental clean-up 

can derail projects.  There can also be challenges for members of the community who 

would like to see high quality projects.  The attitude that some development is better 
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than no development often results in poorly designed buildings that are out of character 

with the neighborhood.   

 

The physical environment introduces another set of difficulties for universities if the 

campus has a natural boundary, such as a major thoroughfare, expressway, waterway 

or railroad.  This has led some to consider creative development strategies.  Several 

universities have attempted to reroute streets.  Portland State University is exploring the 

possibility of capping a low-level highway to allow construction overhead and is 

considering an aerial tram as a river crossing.  These types of proposals involve high 

costs and can generate vocal opposition, but they indicate the important role that 

universities can play as developers and illustrate how the physical environment affects 

the development process.   

 

State and Local Policy 

State and local policies relating to real estate acquisition and development have a less 

visible, but equally significant impact on the development activities of universities.  The 

extent to which policies facilitate or restrict universities’ ability to operate in the real 

estate market varies considerably.  Furthermore, oversight of university activities can 

originate from multiple sources at the state and local level.   

 

There are often significant differences in the extent to which formal policies govern a 

university’s actions with respect to real estate development.  Private universities are 

generally subject only to the restrictions placed upon them by their board of trustees.  

While the possibility exists for disagreement between board members and 

administrators, both are ultimately responsible only to the university, lessening the 

likelihood that other considerations would interfere in the decision-making process. This 

reduces delays, facilitates funding approval, and makes it much easier for the university 

to compete in the real estate market. 

 

The level of autonomy granted to public institutions differs from state to state.  Some 

public universities enjoy the same type of independence characteristic of private 
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universities; they do not have to go beyond their own board for project or funding 

approval.  Others face restrictions from administrative bodies at the state level.  In many 

cases, the state board that governs all public institutions of higher education (e.g., 

Board of Regents, Board of Higher Education) must approve capital budgets, agree to 

property acquisitions over a specified amount, and authorize the sale of bonds.  In some 

cases, universities must also obtain approval from the state legislature before they can 

move forward with real estate acquisition and development plans.  The time delays 

involved in obtaining approval can present a substantial obstacle in the development 

process.  Some public universities may also face restrictions with respect to the price 

they can pay for real estate.  They are often required to get multiple appraisals from 

certified appraisers, and based on those figures, are limited to the amount they can offer 

for the property.  This can significantly limit their ability to compete in the private market.  

Universities may also face restrictions on the amount of bond debt they can issue (or 

can be issued on their behalf), which clearly influences development plans. 

 

State policy can be particularly restrictive if it limits where a university can acquire 

property.  There are cases in which universities are required by a governing body at the 

state level to restrict property acquisition to a clearly defined area.  This is true for all 

public universities in the state of Arizona.  As a result of these restrictions, greater 

importance is placed on acquiring land when it becomes available within the planning 

area and universities are forced to carefully consider optimal land uses.  

 

Local governments have little direct control over university real estate acquisition and 

development plans, but may be able to influence how projects are developed through 

the design review process.  As state agencies, public universities are generally not 

subject to city design standards and zoning ordinances, but private universities are 

often required to submit their plans to the local planning board for review.  This gives 

residents an opportunity to voice concerns about how proposed projects might affect 

their community and may help ensure that proposals are sensitive to surrounding 

architecture and land uses.  Design review can also be used as a tool to ensure 

community involvement and acceptance of university development activities.  The city of 
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Pittsburgh has effectively used this as leverage to encourage universities and other 

large developers to involve residents and community groups in their decision-making 

process. 

 

University Leadership 

The direction that a university takes with respect to real estate acquisition and 

development ultimately depends upon its leadership.  The university president and top-

level administrators set the agenda for physical development.  Their vision for the future 

of the university and perception of the role of the university as a civic partner determine 

what they do and how they do it. 

 

Real estate development is sometimes driven by a new vision for the university.  There 

are cases in which a change in administration has resulted in a dramatic shift in the 

focus of the institution, and development plans reflect the priorities of the new leader.  

For example, an increased emphasis on the biosciences may create the need for new 

high-tech laboratory facilities, or the desire to transform from a commuter campus to a 

more traditional residential campus can lead to the construction of university-owned 

housing. 

 

Leadership also plays the key role in determining how the university moves through the 

development process.  Leaders who see the university as an important part of the 

neighborhood, city, or region may be more responsive to the needs and concerns of the 

larger community.  Some universities assess their plans in light of broader community 

goals, partner with public agencies for mutually beneficial outcomes, and provide 

avenues for community participation in decision-making. Others move quietly, hoping to 

avoid complication and controversy.  The approach that a university selects appears to 

be a direct reflection of how the core leadership views the role of the institution in civic 

affairs.   
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DECISION-MAKING AND FINANCING:  HOW DEALS ARE MADE 

 
The influence of motivation, physical environment, state and local policy, and university 

leadership is evident in the day-to-day operations of universities engaged in real estate 

acquisition and development.  This section describes how universities make decisions 

concerning real estate and how they finance deals.  The first part discusses the 

decision-making process, such as what guides decisions, who is involved in the 

decision-making, what barriers need to be circumvented, and what is the degree of 

involvement by the surrounding community.  The second part describes the financial 

tools that are used to acquire and develop properties. 

 

Decision-Making Process  

As mentioned previously, most universities invest in different types of real estate 

properties, including student housing, office and academic buildings, research labs, 

parking garages, recreation and athletic facilities, and mixed-use facilities.  Many 

universities are admitting a growing number of students, increasing academic offerings, 

recognizing the need for cutting-edge research facilities to attract top students and 

researchers, and wanting to offer students a strong academic and safe residential 

experience.  Since all of the universities studied are located in central cities, and many 

are in or near the downtown area, they are land-locked by residential neighborhoods, 

other large institutions, freeways, or other physical barriers.  Some of the universities 

are located in growing cities where all real estate is in high demand, while others are 

located in areas going through rebuilding and redevelopment, where there is 

competition for new or rehabilitated buildings.  Consequently, universities are all active 

players in the real estate market, buying, developing, and constructing new facilities. 

 

University real estate decisions are guided by long-term academic needs as well as by 

short-term opportunities.  Long-term decisions are primarily guided by a university 

master plan.  Most master plans are the result of a lengthy and cumbersome process of 

collecting information from internal and external stakeholders.  For example, Wayne 

State University completed its master plan in 2001, after conducting interviews and 
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focus groups with many internal and external stakeholders including elected officials, 

civic leaders, representatives of development organizations, neighborhood residents, 

students, faculty, and staff.  The plan calls for new facilities to focus outward towards 

the surrounding communities.   Portland State University also engaged in a lengthy 

planning process, but their case illustrates an interesting relationship between the 

university and the city.  The Central City Plan, initiated by the City Council in the mid-

1980s, involved almost 10,000 citizens and divided the city into eight different planning 

districts.  Portland State University was included in the Downtown District, but the plan 

called for the creation of a distinct university district.  A few years later, the Central City 

Plan was updated to include the University District Plan, which focused on the university 

as the leader in developing the area.  Portland State University led the planning process 

for the University District, but worked alongside residents and other stakeholders.  The 

result of this process was a coordinated vision for the development of the university and 

the district. 

 

Although most universities follow the direction set by their long-term plans, they are 

faced with local real estate market conditions, which offer opportunities that may or may 

not be directly in line with the plan.  In either case, the university frequently needs to act 

quickly to take advantage of these opportunities.  How do universities structure 

decision-making processes that guide real estate acquisition and development?    

 

Since most institutions compete with private sector developers, or other large 

institutions, they find ways to streamline their decision-making process to respond 

quickly to opportunities.  Although universities are known as slow-moving bureaucracies 

when it comes to curriculum changes, educational innovations, and hiring practices, the 

studied institutions developed quick response mechanisms concerning real estate.  In 

both public and private institutions, the decisions are usually made by a handful of top 

administrators who have easy access to the university president.  For example, at the 

University of Pittsburgh, a state-affiliated (quasi-public) university, the Assistant Vice 

Chancellor for Business continuously receives information on real estate opportunities 

and has a easy access to the Vice Chancellor, who can approach the President at any 
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time.  The administrators have the authority to approve deals of less than one million 

dollars.  More expensive deals require approval from the Board of Trustees’ Property 

and Facilities Committee, but this group also works quickly to authorize deals.  Because 

the university is located in a densely populated area where real estate is relatively 

scarce and other large institutions compete for the same properties, the current 

university’s administration and board of trustees have structured themselves to act 

quickly on real estate issues.      

 

As described in the previous section, universities are guided by different policies 

concerning real estate acquisition.  Universities frequently need to circumvent the 

restrictions imposed on them and develop mechanisms that enable them to be active 

players in the real estate market.  Some universities also involve other organizations in 

their real estate activities.  These organizations are needed to facilitate the process 

either because state policies force the university to go through a lengthy approval 

process or prohibit the university from buying property in certain areas.   For all 

universities, at least some real estate investments require approval by the university’s 

board or one of its committees.  In public universities, the statewide governing board 

may need to approve many of the real estate transactions.  For example, the Arizona 

Board of Regents owns properties on behalf of all public universities, and any property 

sale or purchase over $250,000 requires board approval.  In addition, Arizona’s state 

legislature approves the bonding capacity of the Board of Regents.  In Oregon, the 

State System of Higher Education must approve real estate purchases that exceed 

$100,000, and properties for over $1 million require state legislative approval as well. 

 

A university foundation can be an important partner for a public university in acquiring 

property.  Public universities are state government agencies and, as such, are typically 

restricted to making offers at or below the average of two appraisals.  In localities with a 

competitive real estate market, increased demand may push market rates beyond 

appraised values, making it impossible for a university to compete with the private 

sector.  As an independent organization, a university foundation does not face the same 

type of restrictions, and with the appropriate resources, can bid at market rates.  The 
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University of Arizona and University of Arizona Foundation have used this to their 

mutual advantage.  The foundation purchases properties of interest to the university, 

then enters into an agreement whereby the university leases the property for a period of 

time.  At the end of the lease, the foundation deeds the property to the university. The 

foundation benefits because rent payments are structured to provide a good rate of 

return on the investment, and the university benefits because it gains immediate access 

to the property and eventual ownership.  This arrangement has also been used when 

the university has been interested in property outside its planning boundary.  This type 

of partnership is only possible when the foundation has adequate financial resources.  

Portland State University, for example, has not been able to rely on its foundation.  

Because the university is relatively young and does not have a large, well-established 

alumni base, the foundation’s assets are fairly limited. 

 

Community Involvement in University Decision-Making 

Universities are large and powerful institutions with their own visions, goals, plans, and 

agendas.  It would be safe to say that all universities make decisions on real estate 

acquisition and development based on their own needs.  Where they might differ is in 

regard to their sensitivity toward neighbors, especially if the university is located in a 

residential neighborhood.  Most universities today recognize that they should at least 

inform neighbors about their plans in order to avoid a rumor mill that could be worse 

than reality.  Because a university is often the most powerful entity in the neighborhood, 

neighbors fear its expansion.  In most cases, the university recognizes the value of 

good community relations and, at a minimum, provides some lip service to neighbors, 

but in no case did the studied universities change their development agendas because 

of neighborhood concerns.  However, neighborhood and community organizations can 

divert university plans for a specific property by waging a negative public relations 

campaign through the media, which could then cause the city or the state board to 

reject a proposal  (for example, the Arizona Board of Regents failed to approve the 

University of Arizona’s purchase of an apartment building just outside its boundaries 

because of community protest).  The extent to which community groups can affect the 

process is partly a function of their sophistication.  Well-organized groups with highly 
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skilled leaders are better able to exert pressure and more equipped to negotiate with the 

university.  Neighborhoods are more vulnerable where strong community leadership is 

lacking. 

 

Good communication between the university and nearby community groups can provide 

benefits for both parties.  For example, the university can benefit from neighborhood 

knowledge of the real estate market.  A community group in Pittsburgh’s Oakland area 

notified the university of a run-down bar that might be going on the market because they 

preferred to have the university acquire it rather than another bar owner.   In addition, 

professional community groups with a focus on planning could provide useful comments 

on specific design aspects.  One example is a student housing complex built by the 

University of Pittsburgh; residents attending community forums suggested designing the 

apartment-style units to face the street instead of an inside courtyard.  The design 

change, intended to make the student-housing complex more integrated with the 

neighborhood, was accepted by the university.  In Pittsburgh, the mayor believes in 

empowering the neighborhoods and his policies encourage collaboration between large 

institutions (including universities and health systems) and residents affected by their 

development patterns.  In some cases, where the affected neighborhoods are low-

income areas, institutions have provided grants for youth programs, workforce training, 

and façade improvements.3  These programs create some good will with the 

neighborhood.  

 

In all of the studied universities, the current leadership is believed to be more 

progressive and forward thinking than previous administrations.  Some of it stems from 

the fact that universities have realized the importance of a healthy neighborhood and 

that information sharing can go a long way toward improving a university’s relationship 

with the surrounding community.  The university that received the highest marks from its 

neighbors did three things to achieve this:  it established a single point of contact within 

the university so neighbors know where to direct their concerns, it eliminated internal 

                                                 
3 The University of Pittsburgh Medical Center allocates $100,000 annually to fund a residential façade 
improvement program for the areas surrounding its main medical campus. 
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communication gaps by making one person responsible for the university’s real estate 

activities, and it gave that person adequate authority to represent the university and 

make decisions on its behalf.  It should be noted that building trusting and consistent 

relationships with a neighborhood organization takes time; the baggage of past wrongs 

can linger for a long time.  Moreover, one controversial act by a university can erase 

years of progress.  

  

Financing Tools 

Universities rely on a variety of methods to finance real estate acquisition and 

development.  Tools vary from general obligation bonds and sophisticated buy-lease 

arrangements, to standard bank loans, general operating funds, and endowment funds 

and gifts.  The type of financing tool utilized depends in part on the policies regulating 

the university, whether it is a private or public university, the size of its endowment, and 

its credit ranking.  The most popular means of financing real estate development is the 

issuance of bonds, underwritten by either the university’s general accounts or specific 

revenues from the new project.  The remainder of this section describes specific 

financial mechanisms and tools used by universities.  Also, a distinction is made 

between financing mechanisms for property acquisition and financing tools for facility 

development. 

 
Financing Mechanisms for Property Acquisition 

Most universities acquire property by negotiated agreements with sellers.  Eminent 

domain is very seldom used, but all of the public universities studied had authority to 

condemn property.  Only one or two instances were cited where they or another public 

agency resorted to eminent domain to acquire land from an owner who refused to sell 

and interfered with land assembly. 

 

For some universities, most of the major real estate gifts were given many years ago, 

and generally not in the immediate area of the campus.  Receiving properties as gifts is 

more complicated today because of the need for environmental testing (universities 

must occasionally refuse gifts because owners are trying to rid themselves of 
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contaminated properties).  In some cases, universities accept and then sell gifts of 

property to raise funds for a purpose determined by the donor.  Private gifts are 

sometimes used to acquire land and buildings, although they mostly pay for naming 

rights for new facilities. 

 
Some universities partner with the private or nonprofit sector to acquire real estate.  In 

these cases, the partner will acquire the property, lease it to the university, and, after 

receiving  the agreed upon rate of return, transfer the property to the university.  The 

University of Arizona has such partnerships with the university foundation, a local 

foundation, and a private developer.   

 

Financing Tools for Real Estate Development 

Several financing tools are used to fund development costs.  These include general 

obligation bonds, revenue bonds, state capital budget allocations, tax increment 

financing, public/private partnerships, special-purpose entities, commercial loans, 

endowment funds, and gifts. 

 

General Obligation Bonds 

Universities or the state system of higher education issue debt based on the full faith 

and credit of the institutions.  General obligation bonds can be tax-exempt if used for 

academic purposes or taxable if used for a for-profit function, such as a university-

affiliated hotel.  For most public universities, the state legislature must approve general 

obligation bonds.  For example, the Arizona legislature authorizes the amount that the 

Arizona Board of Regents (ABOR) can bond in a given period of time.  When the debt 

limit is reached, ABOR must go back to the legislature to request more bonding 

authority.  The University of Arizona uses general obligation bonds, issued by ABOR, 

primarily for property development.  In contrast, the University of Pittsburgh, a state-

related but not a public university, issues its own general obligation bonds.  The 

university does not have a specific cap on its bonding capacity and it does not have to 

go through an authority to issue bonds.  The university issues as much debt as it needs 

and its credit rating allows.  About 70-75 percent of the institution’s buildings were 

funded through tax-exempt bonds. At Wayne State University, as in other public 
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universities in Michigan, the university issues its own tax-exempt bonds – it has its own 

credit rating and is responsible for the debt service.  In Oregon, similar to Arizona, 

public university debt appears on the financial statement of the Oregon University 

System.  The system has two types of bonding authority: Article XI G Bonds, for which 

the state pays the debt service, and Article XI F Bonds, which place responsibility for 

debt service with the university for which the bonds were issued.     

 
Revenue Bonds 

Revenue bonds are legally secured by a specific revenue source.  Universities, or state 

agencies, issue debt secured by the project being developed.  This financing tool is 

mainly used with revenue-producing projects such as student housing or parking 

garages.  In Arizona, because of limitations on general obligation bond authority, the 

University of Arizona (and Arizona’s other public universities) uses instruments similar 

to revenue bonds called Certificates of Participation (COPs) for which a specific project 

serves as the collateral.  These bonds have a slightly higher interest rate, but they do 

not put the institution at risk since they only pledge the building being financed.  The 

state legislature has to approve the system bonds but not COPs; COPs have to be 

approved by the Board of Regents and reviewed (but not approved) by the legislature.  

Debt issued through COPs does not reduce the amount of debt that the Arizona Board 

of Regents can issue on behalf of the university in the form of general obligation bonds.  

All universities studied use some form of revenue bonds to finance their real estate 

development.     

 

State Capital Budget 

All public universities use some state capital funds to finance their real estate 

acquisition and development.  For example, in Michigan, public universities submit a 

five-year capital outlay request to the state each year.  Over the last ten years, the state 

funded five or six major projects at Wayne State University, although it has not 

budgeted any money for capital expenditures in the past two years.  Michigan has a 

75/25 rule, which means that for approved capital outlay projects, the state provides 75 

percent of the cost and the university must finance the remaining 25 percent.  In the 

case of the University of Pittsburgh, its status as a state-affiliated university allows it to 
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fund real estate acquisition and development through the capital budget of the 

commonwealth.  Every year, the university identifies its top ten capital budget priorities. 

In the past, the governor’s approval was needed and the legislature had to appropriate 

funding.  In 1997, Pennsylvania’s governor adopted a new approach to allocating 

resources to universities that receive state funding for capital improvements.  The 

universities must continue to submit a priority list, but the governor guaranteed a 

specific amount over a period of time (the University of Pittsburgh was guaranteed $100 

million over five years).  This introduced predictability and stability in the capital budget 

process, which is very helpful to universities’ planning efforts. 

 
Tax Increment Financing  

Tax Increment Financing (TIF) allows property tax receipts that governments receive 

from new development in a defined area to be diverted to pay for the area’s 

development costs.  Any future growth in property tax revenues is used to pay for the 

development.  Once a district is formally designated as a TIF district, the initial 

assessed property valuation is held constant for a period of time (usually about 20 

years).  As the area is developed and property values increase, the tax increments pay 

for the bonds that were issued to finance the improvements.  Some universities enlist 

the support of the city in which they are located to establish a TIF district to finance 

development costs.   The project must involve some public purpose for a university to 

utilize tax increment financing. 

 

Marquette University was the only university studied to use TIF.  In the early 1990s, 

Marquette, a private Jesuit university in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, embarked on a 

significant effort to revitalize its neighborhood.  Their strategy was to purchase and 

renovate residential properties, attract stable tenants, and then sell to responsible 

landlords.  They also attempted to improve the business climate in the neighborhood by 

engaging in commercial development.  One of its largest projects was a $33 million 

mixed-use development that included apartment-style student housing and ground floor 

retail.  The development organizations established by Marquette to manage the effort 

worked with the city of Milwaukee to arrange for TIF to support the commercial 
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development portion of the project.  The TIF was only one source of funding for this 

project, accounting for about 13 percent of its cost. 

 

Public/Private Partnerships 

Many universities form partnerships with private sector developers to finance 

development costs and use lease back agreements to transfer property in the future.  

One example is the University of Arizona, which aggressively uses partnership 

arrangements.  Since the university is in a growth mode and its real estate activities are 

restricted by state policies and regulations, it uses partnerships with private sector 

entities and foundations to help meet its academic needs.  One example is a 

partnership with a private developer to build graduate student housing on university-

owned land.  The developer will finance the building’s construction, receive student 

rents, and pay the university for the ground lease.  Ownership of the building will 

transfer to the university after the 20-year lease expires.  This is off-balance sheet 

financing for the university and is preferred to floating additional bonds.  The University 

of Arizona is also planning a large development around the medical campus and is 

looking to partner with a private developer in a lease back arrangement.      

 

The University of Arizona entered into a unique partnership with the private sector when 

it purchased its research park.  The park, located several miles from the main campus, 

was built by IBM as a research and production center.  The university purchased it from 

IBM in 1994 for $98 million.  The purchase was financed by bonds floated by the 

Arizona Research Park Authority, a nonprofit organization created to help acquire, 

develop, and finance research parks.  IBM agreed to lease 60 percent of the space in 

the park for 20 years; the annual lease payments received from IBM are sufficient to 

repay the annual debt on the bond.  At the end of the 20-year period, the park will 

belong to the Arizona Board of Regents.  

 

Portland State University provides another interesting example of the benefits of 

partnering with the private sector.  A private company financed and installed the 

electrical, heating, and telecommunication distribution systems in the building that 
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houses the College of Urban and Public Affairs.  The company retained ownership of 

the equipment and distribution systems and the university entered into a 30-year lease 

for their use.  At the end of the lease, the university takes ownership. 

 

Special-Purpose Financial Entity 

A new financial vehicle used by universities and private developers to build student 

housing is a special-purpose entity established solely for this purpose.  An example is 

the Arizona Capital Facilities Financial Corporation, which was created by Arizona State 

University as a 63-20 corporation, an Internal Revenue Service designation that allows 

it to sell tax-exempt bonds.  The 63-20 corporation has a three-person board (all private 

sector individuals), each of whom receives a minimal annual stipend for attending board 

meetings.  The University leased land to the corporation.  The corporation issued bonds 

and hired a developer to build a student housing complex for a development fee of five 

percent of the project development cost.  At the end of construction, the corporation 

hired a management company to promote the housing, collect rents, pay expenses, and 

service the bonds.  The debt from such deals does not appear on the universities’ 

balance sheets; however, some believe they will increase the universities’ cost of capital 

if analysts are aware of these special deals.  Under these innovative financial 

arrangements, the university does not register these transactions on their balance sheet 

and the developer works for a pre-negotiated fee, thereby eliminating their risk as well.  

These projects are very new and their risks are untested.  In the short term the deals 

pay off since students fill the new housing development.  However, some analysts 

question the degree of risk over the long term.  The risk to investors (bond holders) 

could increase if demand for student housing declines, which might occur if new 

housing projects were developed in the area without a comparable growth in the student 

population. 

 
Commercial Loans 

Most universities do not use commercial loans to finance their real estate investments.  

However, the organizations working on behalf of Marquette University used standard 

commercial loans and mortgages for the properties they redeveloped.  In several cases 

they agreed to 15 or 20-year mortgages at market rates.  However, most universities do 
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not borrow money for acquisition or development; the only instances of bank financing 

occurred in Milwaukee, where all the development activities were conducted by 

organizations set up for the purpose of redeveloping the neighborhood around the 

university. 

 
Endowment Funds 

Some universities, especially those with large endowments, use endowment funds to 

finance portions of their real estate investments.  During the 1960s, the University of 

Pittsburgh’s Board of Trustees decided to designate one-half of all unrestricted 

endowment funds for property acquisition.  These funds accumulate over time and have 

been used to acquire some buildings in the past.  They were used more recently to 

finance the for-profit portion of a multi-purpose academic building otherwise funded by 

tax-exempt bonds.  Marquette University invested nine million dollars from its 

endowment to initiate the revitalization of its neighborhood.  Marquette’s Board of 

Trustees authorized the use of these funds for residential and commercial development 

and community outreach.  It would be fair to state that among the universities studied, 

Marquette University invested the most money from its own resources for the sake of 

neighborhood revitalization, which was considered critical to the university’s efforts to 

stem declining enrollment and stabilize the university. 

 

Donations and Gifts 

All universities rely on donations and personal gifts for specific real estate projects.  

Many have buildings named in honor of major donors.  Donors’ names are used for 

academic buildings, colleges, research labs, athletic and recreation facilities, and other 

buildings.   

 

CONCLUSIONS 

 
Over the last few decades, universities have been faced with considerable challenges in 

meeting their academic mission.  Ironically, it is either exploding enrollment or declining 

enrollment that have forced some institutions to expand their role as educator to include 

the role of developer.  Universities’ involvement in real estate development has primarily 
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stemmed from the need to expand to meet the demands of a larger student body or the 

need to reinvest in a declining neighborhood in order to stabilize or recapture 

enrollment. 

 

The process by which universities acquire and develop real estate is influenced by 

motivation, characteristics of the surrounding physical environment, the degree to which 

policy facilitates or restricts their actions, and the leadership style of top administrators.  

This is clearly illustrated in the detailed discussion of the decision-making practices and 

financial tools employed by the studied universities. 

 

The value in studying the role of universities as developers lies in the fact that it has 

important implications for neighborhoods, cities, and regions.  Universities have become 

key players in the physical development of their communities, and their actions affect 

future opportunities for growth.  Furthermore, a university’s real estate investment 

practices can strongly influence relationships between the university and community 

members.  
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
 

 

In 1885, the 13th Territorial Legislature named Tucson the site of a new university.  The 

first classes were held in 1891 with 32 students.  The University of Arizona now enrolls 

nearly 33,00 students (full-time equivalent).  Graduate and professional students slightly 

outnumber undergraduates.  The university offers more than 150 bachelor’s degree 

programs and more than 200 master’s, doctoral, and specialist degree programs.  It 

operates with the support of approximately 11,000 full-time employees. 

 

NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 

 
The University of Arizona is situated on 352 acres northwest of downtown Tucson and 

is surrounded by residential neighborhoods. The neighborhoods are home to more than 

36,000 people.  They are majority white (77%), but incomes range substantially.  The 

large student population is clearly reflected in the fact that 39 percent of the population 

in the neighborhoods surrounding the campus is between the ages of 15 and 24, while 

citywide, only 18 percent are within this age group.  More than half (55%) of the housing 

units in the area are renter occupied, but this number increases significantly in specific 

neighborhoods. 

 

The area west of the campus is a historic district.  Despite having a high rental 

population, the neighborhood has been fairly stable and benefits from strong community 

organizing efforts.  The Sam Hughes neighborhood, east of the university, is the most 

stable neighborhood bordering the university.  Although there are a substantial number 

of rental households, the majority of housing units are owner-occupied and income 

levels are much higher than in other neighborhoods that surround the university.  The 

area north of the campus and the Rincon Heights neighborhood to the south are 

dominated by renter-occupied housing, much of which serves the student population.4 

 
                                                 
4 The census tracts encompassing the university and surrounding neighborhoods include:  tracts 4, 5, 6, 
7, 14, 15, and 16.  For further demographic information, see Appendix B. 
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University of Arizona Campus 

 
 

ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK  

 
There are four primary factors that influence the real estate investment practices of 

universities: the motivation for development; the characteristics of the physical 

environment; the degree of policy oversight; and the leadership style of top officials 

influence all phases of the real estate development process.   

 

The real estate investment activities of the University of Arizona have been motivated 

by the need to meet demands created by steady increases in student enrollment.  The 

university grew substantially over the last several decades, and this put pressure on 

existing facilities.  Furthermore, as the university enhanced its research capabilities, it 

found the need to update its laboratories and other research facilities in order to attract 

top-level faculty.  The physical environment has provided challenges for the university in 

pursuing these goals.  Because the university is surrounded by residential 

neighborhoods with small lots, it has been difficult to assemble land to meet expansion 

needs.  State policy has only compounded this problem by restricting how and where 
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the university can acquire property and by instituting lengthy approval processes.  

University leadership has played an important role in shaping university-community 

relations throughout the university’s expansion phase.  In the past, top administrators 

implemented aggressive land acquisition strategies that alienated members of 

neighboring communities.  More recently, community leadership has been instrumental 

in forcing the university to take a more sensitive approach to property acquisition, 

although tensions remain. 

 

The combined effect of these factors influences the type of projects undertaken, the 

decision-making processes employed, the availability of various financing methods, and 

the extent of community involvement in university activities.  Each of these issues will 

be discussed in detail in the sections that follow. 

 

RECENT REAL ESTATE DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 

 

Recent Real Estate Development Projects 

Over the last few years, the university initiated a number of major development projects.  

Some have been recently completed, however, many are still in the construction phase.  

The following provides an overview of several of the larger projects. 

 

Integrated Learning Center  

The Integrated Learning Center (ILC) was designed to bring together students, 

instructors, advising, technology, and librarians in a resource-rich environment of 

classrooms, study facilities, and the library, all equipped with state-of-the-art technology.  

It is intended to increase student retention.  The project was first discussed in 1992, but 

construction did not begin until August 1999.  The ILC opened in January 2002. 

 

The 119,000-square-foot facility was built below ground at the center of the campus, 

maximizing very limited available space.  The total cost was approximately $26 million, 

and the majority of the project was funded with a state appropriation. 
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Student Union Memorial Center  

Construction of a new student union and bookstore has recently been completed and 

opened in November 2002.  The new building replaces the one that once housed these 

facilities, however, is more than 100,000 square feet larger.  It includes a multi-purpose 

auditorium, meeting rooms, ballrooms, an expanded food court, improved lounge areas, 

student government offices and career services.  The project was financed with 

Certificates of Participation, gifts, and other resources.  

 

Park Student Union Expansion and Renovation 

The Park Student Union was built to serve students at the west end of campus.  The 

1965 facility is undergoing renovation and expansion.  Nearly 22,000 square feet will be 

added to the current building and more than 29,000 square feet of existing space will be 

renovated.  The new student union will allow for additional retail space, improved dining 

services, and outdoor activities.  The total cost of the project is $4.74 million.  To finance 

the project, debt was issued in the form of Certificates of Participation ($3.3 million) and 

the university drew upon other resources, including auxiliary funds.  Work is expected to 

be complete by mid-2003. 

 

Sixth Street Parking and Office Building  

Construction of a parking facility and office building along Sixth Street began in early 

2002.  The project includes a parking garage that will provide approximately 1,600 

spaces and a 16,700-square-foot office building for the university’s Parking and 

Transportation Services division.  It is being built on the north side of Sixth Street 

between Freemont Avenue and Santa Rita Avenue.  The facility will function as a 

transfer point between various citywide transportation modes to the campus circulation 

network. 

 

The cost of the project is approximately $17 million.  The majority ($16.2 million) will be 

financed by Certificates of Participation, however a small amount of auxiliary funds will 

be utilized as well.  Work is expected to be complete by early 2003. 
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Euclid Housing  

The Euclid Housing project is a 163-unit residential complex intended to house graduate 

students and older undergraduates.  It is being  constructed on the west end of campus 

between Euclid Avenue and Tyndall, north of Fifth Street.  It will accommodate 323 

students.  The Euclid housing complex is being developed in partnership with a private 

developer, Ambling Companies Inc.  Students are expected to move into the facility in 

August 2003. 

 

Highland District Housing  

The Highland District Housing complex will provide 770 beds for undergraduate 

students.  It is being constructed on Highland Avenue between Fourth Street and Sixth 

Street and is one of several improvements to the Highland District.  The total cost is 

estimated to be $39.7 million and will be primarily funded through the sale of Certificates 

of Participation.  Work is expected to be complete by early 2004. 

 

Highland Commons  

Highland Commons is a three-story, 85,000-square-foot facility being constructed on 

Sixth Street between Highland and Santa Rita Avenue.  The building will house Campus 

Health Services, the Center for Disability Related Resources, and Life and Work 

Connections.  Campus Health Services provides medical and related services to 

university students, faculty, and staff.  The Center for Disability Related Resources 

provides support services to individuals with a variety of disabilities.  Life and Work 

Connections provides education, information, referral services, and prevention 

programs to university faculty and staff.  The new facility is intended to improve service 

delivery to the campus community. 

 

The anticipated cost of the project is $19.1 million.  To finance construction, the 

university will issue Certificates of Participation in the amount of $17.63 million and use 

tuition payments, auxiliary funds, and other resources to cover the remaining costs.  

The building is expected to open in late 2003. 
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Science and Technology Park  

The university’s most valuable real estate holding outside the main campus is the 

University of Arizona Science and Technology Park.  This business and research park 

is located several miles from the main campus at the outer edge of the Tucson city 

limits.  It was initially developed by IBM as a site for research and manufacturing.  When 

the company decided to sell, it had difficulty finding a buyer willing to purchase the 

entire facility.  It consisted of two million square feet of space on 340 developed acres, 

with a additional 1,000 acres available for expansion.  The university seized upon the 

rare opportunity to own a research park without having to develop one. 

 

The university purchased the park from IBM in 1994 for $98 million.  The purchase was 

financed by bonds floated by the Arizona Research Park Authority, a nonprofit 

organization created to help acquire, develop, and finance research parks in Arizona.  

IBM agreed to lease 60 percent of the space in the park for 20 years; the annual lease 

payments received from IBM are sufficient to repay the annual debt on the bond.  At the 

end of the 20-year period, the entire debt will be retired and the Arizona Board of 

Regents will own the park (the board owns all university property).  The arrangement 

with IBM reduced the financial risk associated with the deal and meant that little upfront 

investment was required from the university.  UA took possession of the property for 

$700,000 in closing costs and fees.  The park is valued in excess of $200 million.  

 

The Science and Technology Park is managed and operated by the university, whereas 

many universities contract with a third party to provide management services.  The 

Board of Regents designated the president of the university as chief executive officer 

and the president selected the chief operating officer.  A nonprofit organization, the 

Campus Research Corporation (CRC), was created to market and lease the space not 

occupied by IBM, but significant decisions require approval of the university president.  

Park operations are also guided has an executive committee that includes top 

administrators from the university.   The park office is staffed by university employees.  
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The university sees the research park as another campus tied to its research mission.  

Because of the connection to the university, classes and university services are offered 

on site, including an MBA program, Spanish classes, engineering certification courses, 

library and Internet access, lectures, and seminars.  Faculty serve as mentors and 

consultants and students serve as interns for resident companies.  Although there are 

tax benefits for companies that locate in the park, most are drawn by the quality 

services, facilities, and infrastructure.  The park provides space for over 30 high 

technology companies with over 6,000 employees.  It is also home to several 

companies that provide business services and a charter high school that emphasizes 

school-to-work programs and high technology education. 

 

Proposed Real Estate Development Projects 

Although the university has recently completed or initiated many real estate 

development projects, several more projects are in the planning stage.  Two of the 

larger projects involve the medical campus (located at the northern end of the main 

campus), where the university expects make many changes in the coming years.  

 

Drachman Hall/Arizona Health Science Center (AHSC) Academic Facility  

Drachman Hall will be designed as an interdisciplinary academic building to provide 

office and instructional space for the College of Public Health and College of Pharmacy 

and classroom facilities for the College of Nursing.  Plans call for a building with 

approximately 103,000 square feet and an anticipated cost of $30 million.  The building 

will be primarily funded through donor support and the sale of bonds.  Construction is 

expected to begin in mid-2003. 

 

Institute for Biomedical Science and Biotechnology 

The Institute for Biomedical Science and Biotechnology is planned as a 160,000 square 

foot technology laboratory facility that will bring together researchers from the College of 

Sciences, College of Agriculture and Life Sciences, College of Medicine, College of 

Pharmacy, and College of Engineering and Mines.  It will house an interdisciplinary 

molecular life science initiative and is intended to strengthen research in the basic 
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sciences.  The estimated cost is $60 million.  The university will draw upon multiple 

funding sources to finance the project.  Construction is expected to begin in late 2003. 

 

Factors Motivating Real Estate Acquisition and Development 

Steady growth in student enrollment has been the primary factor motivating the 

university’s real estate acquisition and development activities.  In 1950 the University of 

Arizona enrolled approximately 6,200 students; by 2001 the number had reached nearly 

33,000.  This rapid increase led to greater demand for classrooms, offices, laboratories, 

student housing, and other facilities.  The university has struggled to meet the growing 

needs of its students, faculty, and staff.  Real estate acquisition and development has 

become a vital function of the institution. 

 

The university’s increased emphasis on the sciences has also prompted a considerable 

amount of real estate development.  The need for state-of-the art laboratories and 

research space has forced the university to improve or replace older facilities.  In order 

to attract top researchers, the university must provide the quality facilities they require.  

 

 

DECISION-MAKING PROCESSES  

 

State Policy 

In Arizona, public universities must adhere to policies adopted by the Arizona Board of 

Regents (ABOR).  This body governs the state’s three public universities, including the 

University of Arizona.  ABOR influences the real estate development process in two 

important ways:  it must approve most acquisition and development plans and it restricts 

property acquisition to a specified area. 

 

Approval Processes 

All real estate development projects undertaken by Arizona’s public universities must be 

approved by the Board of Regents, and the board reviews each project at various 

stages of the process.  Each university must submit a Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) 
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to the board, which includes projects the university expects to initiate within the coming 

12 months.  The board must approve preliminary plans for each project before the 

university can move forward.  Assuming approval is obtained, the university will develop 

a more detailed plan that must be again presented to the board.  The board will review 

the project once more before granting final approval.  Only after receiving final approval 

can the university go to bid on a project.  If projects are not initiated within the 12-month 

period, the project must move through the entire approval process again. 

 

A Board of Regents staff member with real estate expertise reviews the university’s 

financing plans to assist the elected board members in evaluating projects.  The primary 

issues that the board must consider when making decisions are the strategic 

implications of the project, cost, and impact on university resources (particularly tuition 

payments- the board generally does not favor using tuition payments to retire debt 

incurred for capital projects).  Another key consideration in the bond approval process is 

how the university will finance future operations and maintenance of new facilities.  

Representatives from the university must be prepared to address these issues. 

 
The Board of Regents’ involvement in real estate development decisions is not limited 

to major capital improvement projects.  The board must approve the sale or purchase of 

property if the price exceeds $250,000.  There are rules guiding the appraisal process 

as well.  The sale, purchase, or exchange of property with an anticipated sale price of 

less than $1 million requires one appraisal.  If the anticipated sale price is $1 million or 

greater, two appraisals must be obtained.  All appraisals must be conducted by pre-

qualified appraisers.  The appraisals then restrict the university with respect to the price 

it can pay to acquire property.  In addition, leases that have a period of more than 10 

years and an annual base amount of at least $250,000 must also be approved by the 

board.  Finally, the board approves all public-private partnership agreements entered 

into by the universities.  

 

While the Board of Regents holds primary responsibility for the real estate development 

activities of Arizona’s public universities, the state legislature also plays an important 
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role.  The legislature must not only approve the sale of tax-exempt bonds, but it also 

authorizes the amount of debt that the Board of Regents can issue on behalf of the 

universities for a given period of time.  When the debt limit is reached, the universities 

must rely on alternative funding strategies to finance real estate development.  The 

Board of Regents would like to see a policy change that would base the debt limit on a 

percentage of the university’s total expenditures rather than a set amount.  If this were 

to occur, ABOR could then “recover” debt authority as debt payments were made.  

ABOR pays off a significant amount of debt each year, but still cannot issue more 

bonds. 

 
The level of state involvement in the real estate development activities of Arizona’s 

public universities ensures a degree of accountability, however, it also introduces 

obstacles to the development process.  The time involved in moving through the 

approval process and restrictions on offers can make it difficult for universities to 

acquire property.  The ability to compete in the real estate market often requires quick 

action on the part of prospective buyers. 

 

University Planning Boundaries 

Each public university in Arizona has clearly defined planning boundaries.  The planning 

boundaries for the University of Arizona were agreed to by the Board of Regents and 

the city of Tucson.  They are intended to ensure that the university’s land acquisitions 

are confined to meeting the needs of the institution and are conducted in a manner that 

is considerate of adjoining neighbors and the community.5  The designation of planning 

boundaries concentrates activity within specific zones, providing area property owners 

with some degree of certainty as to the university’s expansion plans.  The university 

planning area is divided into acquisition zones and owner-initiated purchase zones.  

Within the acquisition zones, the university can acquire property as opportunities and 

resources permit; within the owner-initiated purchase zones, the university can acquire 

property only if the owner initiates the sale.  All leases for property outside the planning 

                                                 
5 University of Arizona 1988 Campus Plan. 



Urban Universities and Real Estate Development – University of Arizona 

 
Center for Economic Development, Maxine Goodman Levin College of Urban Affairs, Cleveland State University  32 

boundaries or revisions of planning boundaries require approval from the Board of 

Regents. 

 

While the adoption of planning boundaries alleviates tension between the university and 

its neighbors, it limits the opportunities available to the university.  The university may 

not be able to purchase property that would otherwise meet its needs or it may be 

forced to employ strategies to gain use of the property without taking ownership. 

 

University Policies and Procedures 

University real estate acquisition and development activities are guided by a 

comprehensive campus plan.  It provides guidelines for the physical growth of the 

university planning area by addressing a range of issues relating to physical 

development.  The last comprehensive plan was adopted in 1988, but the university is 

currently developing an updated plan.  Specific development proposals are detailed in 

the capital improvement plan that is submitted to the Board of Regents. 

 

A relatively small number of top-level university administrators are involved in making 

day-to-day decisions about real estate acquisition and development.  The university 

formed a space committee to assess needs and establish priorities.  The key 

participants are the Senior Vice President for Business Affairs, Director of Space 

Management, and Provost.  Business Affairs oversees the offices of Space 

Management, Facilities Management, Campus and Facilities Planning, and Facilities, 

Design and Construction, among others.  Space Management has the most direct role 

in day-to-day decisions because the office is responsible for the allocation of space as 

well as the sale and purchase of all real property.  The Office of Community Relations is 

housed within University Advancement, a department that also oversees such functions 

as government relations, corporate relations, and public relations.  Community 

Relations staff become involved in real estate acquisition and development to address 

concerns of residents in surrounding neighborhoods. 
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DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: 
UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH NEIGHBORHOODS AND CITY OF PITTSBURGH 

 
 

Demographics 
University of 

Pittsburgh 
Neighborhoo

d 1990a 

City of 
Pittsburgh 

1990 

University of 
Pittsburgh 

Neighborho
od 2000b 

City of 
Pittsburgh 

2000 
Population 20,073 369,879 20,417 334,563 
Families 2,226 87,455 1,984 74,104 
Households 7,562 153,483 8,754 143,739 

White 14,959 (75%) 
266,791 

(72%) 14,576 (71%) 
226,258 

(68%) 
Black 3,401 (17%) 95,362 (26%) 3,330 (16%) 90,750 (27%) 
American Indian, Eskimo, or 
Aleut 46 (<1%) 671 (<1%) 76 (<1%) 628 (<1%) 
Asian or Pacific Islander 1,557 (8%) 5,937 (2%) 1,858 (9%) 9,306 (3%) 
Other race 110 (1%) 1,118 (<1%) 106 (1%) 2,218 (<1%) 
15-24 yrs 10,749 62,846 11,803 60,451 
        % Total of Population 54% 17% 58% 18% 
Persons per household 2.4 2.4 2.6 2.2 
Total Housing Units 8,361 170,159 8,754 163,366 

Occupied 7,562 (90%) 
153,483 

(90%) 7,888 (90%) 
143,739 

(88%) 
Vacant 799 (10%) 16,676 (10%) 866 (10%) 19,627 (12%) 
Owner occupied 1,901 (25%) 80,199 (52%) 2,036 (26%) 74,927 (52%) 
Renter occupied 5,661 (75%) 73,284 (48%) 5,852 (74%) 68,812 (48%) 
Median household income  $26,895 $27,801 $28,868 $28,588 
Median family income  $36,752 $36,829 $54,822 $38,795 
Per capita income  $15,627 $16,857 $14,273 $18,816 
a Includes 1990 census tracts 402, 403, 404, 405, 406, 409, 411, 507, 701.97, 810.97, and 1401.97. 
b Includes 2000 census tracts 402, 403, 404, 405, 406, 409, and 507. 
1989 dollars were inflated to 1999 dollars. 
Source:  1990 and 2000 Census of Population and Housing. 
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DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH NEIGHBORHOODS 
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DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: 
PORTLAND STATE UNIVERSITY NEIGHBORHOODS AND CITY OF PORTLAND 

 

Demographics 

Portland State 
University 

Neighborhood 
1990a 

City of 
Portland 

 1990 

Portland State 
University 

Neighborhood 
2000a 

City of 
Portland 

2000 
Population 3,433 437,319 3,753 529,121 
White 2,760 (80%) 370,135 (85%) 2,741 (73%) 412,241 (78%) 
Black 71 (2%) 33,530 (8%) 100 (3%) 35,115 (7%) 
American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut 24 (1%) 5,399 (1%) 30 (1%) 5,587 (1%) 
Asian 535 (16%) 23,185 (5%)  636 (17%) 33,470 (6%) 
Other 43 (1%) 5,070 (1%) 65 (2%) 20,753 (4%) 
Age         
15-24 1,110 58,217 1,399 72,500 
       % of Total Population 15-24 32% 13% 37% 14% 
Average household size 1.4 2.3 1.4 2.4 
Families 381 103,967 369 118,447 
House units 2,683 198,368 2,583 237,307 
Occupied 2,479 (92%) 187,268 (94%) 2,426 (94%) 223,737 (94%) 
Vacant 204 (8%) 11,100 (6%) 157 (6%) 13,570 (6%) 
Owner occupied 98 (4%) 99,206 (53%) 122 (5%) 124,767 (56%) 
Renter occupied 2,381 (96%) 88,062 (47%) 2,304 (95%) 98,970 (44%) 
Median household income  $13,434 $25,592 $17,574 $40,146 
Median family income  $37,520 $32,424 $37,760 $50,271 
Per capita income  $17,354 $22,643 $19,327 $22,643 
a Includes census tract 56.     
1989 dollars were inflated to 1999 dollars.     
Source:  1990 and 2000 Census of Population and Housing.    

 
 



 Urban Universities and Real Estate Development – Appendix B  

 
Center for Economic Development, Maxine Goodman Levin College of Urban Affairs, Cleveland State University  B-9 

 
 

DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF PORTLAND STATE UNIVERSITY NEIGHBORHOODS 
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DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: 
WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY NEIGHBORHOODS AND CITY OF DETROIT 

 

DEMOGRAPHICS 
Wayne State 

University 
Neighborhood 

1990a 
City of Detroit 

1990 

Wayne State 
University 

Neighborhood 
2000a 

City of Detroit 
2000 

Population 16,692 1,027,974 16,877 951,270 
Families 2,065 244,327 2,488 218,483 
Households 9,578 374,057 8,427 336,428 
White 4,401 (26%) 222,316 (22%) 3,236 (19%) 116,599 (12%) 
Black 10,747 (64%) 777,916 (76%) 11,784 (70%) 775,772 (82%) 
American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut 103 (1%) 3,655 (<1%) 77 (<1%) 3,140 (<1%) 
Asian or Pacific Islander 1,346 (8%) 8,461 (1%) 1,295 (8%) 9,519 (1%) 
Other race 95 (1%) 15,626 (2%) 126 (1%) 24,199 (3%) 
15-24 yrs 2,785 166,278 2,785 134,361 
       % of Total Population 17% 16% 17% 14% 
Persons per household 1.7 2.7 2 2.8 
Total Housing Units 12,423 410,027 10,124 375,096 
Occupied 9,578 (77%) 374,057 (91%) 8,427 (83%) 336,428 (90%) 
Vacant 2,845 (23%) 35,970 (9%) 1,697 (17%) 38,668 (10%) 
Owner occupied 236 (2%) 197,929 (53%) 251 (3%) 184,647 (55%) 
Renter occupied 9,342 (98%) 176,128 (47%) 8,176 (97%) 151,781 (45%) 
Median household income $ 11,456 $25,114 $14,571 $29,526 
Median family income $ 17,944 $30,238 $20,787 $33,853 
Per capita income $ 10,647 $12,654 $12,255 $14,717 
a Includes census tracts 5174, 5175, 5176, 5180, 5202, 5203, 5204, 5205, and 5206.  
1989 dollars were inflated to 1999 dollars.     
Source:  1990 and 2000 Census of Population and Housing.    
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DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY NEIGHBORHOODS 
 

 


