






















CONCEPT 1
Pros
1. Builds momentum quickly through reactivation of key buildings in strong physical 

condition.
2. Retains much of the existing campus fabric, supporting continuity and minimizing 

initial costs.
3. Creates a foundation for public trust and market confidence through achievable 

near-term outcomes.

Cons
1. Limited in long-term flexibility once initial reuses are established.
2. Generates modest fiscal return compared to later-stage redevelopment options.
3. May not fully advance community-serving or catalytic uses in early phases.





CONCEPT 2
Pros
1. Offers a strong balance between fiscal recovery and community benefit.
2. Expands partnership potential with educational, public, and private users.
3. Enhances neighborhood connectivity and mixed-use vibrancy along key corridors.
4. Positions the campus for phased growth while maintaining adaptability to market 

shifts.

Cons
1. Requires higher upfront coordination and investment to align multiple users.
2. Involves moderate renovation complexity for adaptive reuse of institutional 

structures.
3. Some near-term costs precede measurable revenue generation, demanding 

careful phasing.





CONCEPT 3
Pros
1. Creates a new civic and community identity for the site.
2. Maximizes open-space and public-realm improvements, advancing 

environmental and quality-of-life goals.
3. Provides flexibility to integrate future public or private anchors as 

conditions evolve.

Cons
1. Highest capital cost and longest implementation horizon.
2. Requires extensive demolition or reconfiguration of existing facilities.
3. Dependent on sustained funding, policy alignment, and market confidence 

to achieve full build-out.





CONCEPT 4
Pros
1. Integrates large-scale public or institutional anchors to stabilize 

redevelopment.
2. Strengthens identity and visibility for the site as a destination and 

diversifies uses.
3. Creates opportunities for long-term lease or ownership revenue.

Cons
1. High dependency on an anchor user or public-sector commitment and 

additional support uses.
2. Longer user recruitment, negotiation, and funding timelines could delay 

implementation.









CONCEPT 5
Pros
1. Emphasizes a comprehensive, mixed-use community vision blending housing, 

civic, and commercial uses.
2. Encourages public-private partnerships to leverage investment.
3. Aligns most closely with the guiding principles of fiscal responsibility, community 

connection, and reinvestment.
4. Maximizes flexibility and long-term value creation across multiple use types.

Cons
1. Most complex to coordinate and finance across multiple partners.
2. Requires sustained leadership and management capacity over time.
3. Implementation depends heavily on earlier-phase successes and market 

performance.



5.0 IMPLEMENTATION

• Potential Buyer and Partner Types:
• Private Developers
• Private Entities (Institutional or Corporate Users)
• Public Entities
• County Uses
• Non-Profit Organizations
• Ongoing Discussions

• Mixed Use Redevelopment Site Next Steps
• Shared Amenities
• Priority Items
• Coordination and Oversight
• Potential Grant & Funding Options



Questions and Comments
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