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Case Questions 
 
Question 1  
In what ways does the location of the library 
contribute to the greater community (i.e., how 
does the library relate to housing, transit, etc. in 
San José)? Is the library serving as an anchor 
institution in San José?  
 
Question 2 
Analyze the financing, outlining the 
contributions of the various parties. Assess 
which factors are unique to this case and which 
are replicable.  

 
Question 3 
Discuss the building program and space 
allocation within nine stories, assessing how the 
City/University should be allocated. What 
methods would you use for determining space 
usage?  
 
Question 4 
What are the pros and cons of each of the 
following land ownership scenarios? 

• Actual scenario: SJSU owns the land, 
and grants the City of San José status of 
Tenants in Common with an easement 
allowing access over the entire property. 

• SJSU owns the land, and ground leases 
the land to the City of San José.  

• The library is built on private land. How 
should the land be acquired, owned, 
and leased (if applicable)? 

• The library is built on City property. 
How does this change the financing? 

 
Question 5 
What are other ways the City could have 
contributed to the library? Let’s say the 
redevelopment agency could only pay $50M, or 
the University could only come up with $80M: 
Where could, or should, the other $20M come 
from? If San José did not have a strong 
Redevelopment Authority, what are other ways 
in which the library might have been funded 
and built?  

 
Question 6 
What are the ways in which universities 
influence the built environment, ranging from 
low-risk intervention to acting as lead 
developer? What are the pros and cons of a 
university acting as developer? How would the 
MLK development process have changed if the 
University had acted as lead developer?  
 
Question 7 
In what other ways could this model of joint 
City-University development be applied? How 
would the roles of the City and University have 
changed if the building being developed was an 
income-producing property?  
 
Question 8 
In what ways were the political issues that arose 
addressed, and how were so many players able 
to come to agreement? What tools could be 
used to enable such varied stakeholders to work 
together? 
 
Question 9 
If your city and a major university within it 
undertook such a venture, what are some ways 
in which the challenges would be different? Do 
you think a joint City-University library, or a 
collaboration on another type of building, 
would be possible in your city?   
 
Question 10 
What problems might be expected for the 
MLK Library in the future that have not been 
an issue so far (five years after completion)? 
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Case Answers 
 
Question 1 
In what ways does the location of the library 
contribute to the greater community (ie, how 
does the library relate to housing, transit, etc. in 
San José)? Is the library serving as an anchor 
institution in San José?  
 
Answer 1 
The library is serving as an anchor institution in 
San José because it relates to the greater 
community in many important ways: 

• Housing 
o The library will be further 

supported by an increase in 
downtown population due to 
the new construction of 
residential buildings in the area. 
At the same time, the library 
may help increase area land 
values and home prices.  

o The new 314-unit condominium 
building built across the street 
from the site enhances the idea 
that the area is redeveloping and 
is becoming a stronger node of 
activity and investment. 

• Transit – The library is well served by 
public transportation and is close to the 
Amtrak station and light-rail stops. The 
site is also within walking distance to 
thousands of area residents and 
university students. There is a parking 
garage adjacent to the library, and the 
site is in close proximity to the highway 
(as seen in the map in the exhibit 
section).   

• Shopping and entertainment – The 
proximity to restaurants and shopping 
options provides library users with a 
place to go after leaving the library and 
brings more money to the 
restaurants/retailers.  

• Economic development – Creating a 
cultural venue and anchor institution in 
the heart of a designated economic 

development area aids the development 
of the other uses planned for the area 
(civic, commercial, and residential). 

• Regional context – The downtown area 
has good car, train, and light-rail access 
from elsewhere in the city of San José, 
and the outlying areas.  

• City-University interaction and 
engagement – The location at the edge 
of campus and at a node of civic 
buildings—near the civic center and the 
city hall—helps symbolically and 
physically bring the University and 
public worlds together.  

 
 
Question 2 
Analyze the financing, outlining the 
contributions of the various parties. Assess 
what factors are unique to this case and what 
are replicable.  
 
Answer 2 
City Funding     

• Redevelopment Agency:  $70M. 
Relatively replicable. San José was very 
fortunate in that real estate values had 
ballooned during the 1990s, leaving the 
SJRA with large sums of money from 
TIF financing. However, this amount 
and type of funding is not highly 
unusual.   

University Funding 
• University Funds:  $5M. Easily 

replicable. This is not a lot of money 
for major universities.  

• Private Fundraising:  $10M. Easily 
replicable. SJSU raised $16 million in 
total private funds for the MLK 
Library. The additional $6 million went 
towards the library “wish list.”   

• Proposition 1A Bond:  $86M.  
Relatively replicable. The source of the 
university funding depends on a lot of 
factors, including whether the 
institution is private or public, the size 
of its endowment, the mission of the 
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university, etc. While SJSU was 
fortunate to secure $86 million from the 
California State University system, the 
idea of a major university spending a 
total of $101 million dollars on a cutting 
edge library is not unheard of. The 
timing was very fortunate for SJSU, 
however. Without the funding from the 
Proposition 1A Bond—which was 
contingent upon demonstrating greater 
need for the funds than the other 
projects from the other California State 
Universities with which SJSU was 
competing—the project would not have 
been possible.  

Total Cost    $171M 
  

 
Overall, the funding of the project is relatively 
replicable. The university financing would differ 
depending on the state in which the project is 
located, whether the university is a public or 
private institution, and the size and nature of 
the university itself. The city funding would 
differ depending on the availability of funds to 
a city’s redevelopment authority (or other 
agency that manages public economic 
development projects), as well as the 
willingness of the City and its taxpayers to have 
significant financial contributions.  
 
 
Question 3 
Discuss the building program and space 
allocation within nine stories, assessing how the 
City/University should be allocated. What 
methods would you use for determining space 
usage?  

 
Answer 3 
Issues considered in space allocation: 

• There were numerous differences 
between the space needs of the City 
Library and University Library. Issues 
varied from the City needing facilities 
for young children, access for the 
homeless, and the need for some 

collections to be circulated while others 
could not be checked out.  

• One aspect that made the merging of 
the two libraries a possibility was the 
similar missions of the two libraries—
the inclusion and education of all 
people. Because of this, both sets of 
collections were open to all users –  
preventing what could have ended up 
being a difficult situation where certain 
areas of the library are only accessible to 
certain people.   

Aspects of the building program, and the ways 
in which space and operational issues were 
solved:  

• The overall square footage devoted to 
the City and University was based on 
the needs of the two entities. 

• There were four types of space in the 
building: City, University, common 
space, and shared space. The shared 
space was flexible to allow for future 
change in use. This flexibility was 
controlled by ensuring that whichever 
part sought a change in allocation of 
shared space would have to pay for 
requisite changes/improvements. 

• The University remained the sole owner 
of the land, but granted the city an 
exclusive easement over the entire 
property. The easement was irrevocable 
and will remain in place as long as the 
operating agreement is not terminated. 
All personal property on the site was to 
be jointly owned as tenants in common.   

• Each party retained the right to govern 
over their own area’s selection of 
materials, collection management, 
budget, program services, and lending 
policies. In shared sections of the 
library, the two parties acted as co-
managers.   

Means of determining space allocation: 
• Observational surveys 
• User surveys 
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• Communication with librarians and 
workers from both libraries 

  
 

Question 4 
What are the pros and cons of each of the 
following land ownership scenarios? 

• Actual scenario: SJSU owns the land, 
and grants the City of San José status of 
Tenants in Common with an easement 
allowing access over the entire property. 

• SJSU owns the land, and ground leases 
the land to the City of San José.  

• The library is built on private land. How 
should the land be acquired, owned, 
and leased (if applicable)? 

• The library is built on City property. 
How does this change the financing? 

 
Scenario A 
Actual scenario: SJSU owns the land, and grants 
the City of San José status of tenants in 
common with an easement allowing access over 
the entire property. 
 
Answer 4A 
Pros 

• The land doesn’t have to be acquired 
from a third party. 

• The land doesn’t have to be bought or 
sold by either party. 

• The tenants in common lease 
agreement allows joint ownership and 
decision-making by both parties 
without having to transfer title. 

• The easement allows both parties access 
to the land. 

Cons 
• The status of tenants in common and 

the access easement over the property 
become voided if the Operation 
Agreement is nullified. In that case, 
because there was never a transfer of 
title, SJSU will retain ownership of the 
land and the City of San José might not 
end up with the residual value (or long-

term ownership) of the property. 
However, this is not likely to be a 
contentious issue because of the non-
profit nature of both entities. 

Verdict  
• This form of ownership works very well 

for both parties. 
 
Scenario B 
SJSU owns the land, and ground leases the land 
to the City of San José. 
 
Answer 4B 
Pros 

• A ground lease would state a specific 
period of time during which the joint 
ownership would continue.  

• A ground lease would allow the 
University to take back full control of 
the property once the lease expired if 
they desired or to extend the lease if 
they preferred.  

Cons 
• The University would be relinquishing 

control of the property for the duration 
of the ground lease. 

• The City would lose ownership of the 
building once the ground lease expires. 
This is especially true in shorter term 
ground leases.   

Verdict 
• A ground lease would not be conducive 

to joint ownership and control of the 
library. 

 
Scenario C 
The library is built on private land. How should 
the land be acquired, owned, and/or leased (if 
applicable)? 
 
Answer 4C 
Pros 

• Each party’s contribution towards the 
cost of land would be easy to quantify.  

Cons 
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• The project would require additional 
capital for the acquisition of the 
property. 

• Acquiring a parcel of the necessary size 
would likely involve acquiring multiple 
adjacent parcels and would involve 
many transactions, ultimately increasing 
the length of time, complexity, and 
amount of money involved. 

• If built on private land, the library 
would probably not be so seamless a 
part of the SJSU campus.  

Verdict 
• If the library was built on private land, 

the eventual land ownership structure 
could (and probably should) be similar 
to what did end up happening. SJSU 
could purchase the land (potentially 
with financial help from the San José 
Redevelopment Agency), and then 
share ownership of the building with 
the City through a tenants-in-common 
agreement and an easement granting the 
City access to the land.  

• The City and the University could also 
purchase the land under a joint 
ownership. Here, the two entities could 
also share the property as tenants in 
common, and the access easement 
would not be necessary. However, it 
would be unclear who should retain 
ownership of the land in the future if 
the Operation Agreement is voided.  

 
Scenario D 
The library is built on City property. How does 
this change the financing? 
 
Answer 4D 
Pros  

• The City would have to contribute less 
towards land acquisition costs. 

Cons 
• The University would have to 

contribute more towards acquisition 
costs. 

• If the University had more interest in 
long-term ownership of the library land, 
the University might want to acquire 
the property outright from the City. In 
this case, the rest of the development 
and ownership agreement could reflect 
what happened in actuality.  

• If the City retained ownership of the 
title, the University is not guaranteed to 
retain ownership or occupancy of the 
building.  

Verdict 
• If the City owned the land as opposed 

to the University, the University would 
contribute a greater share of finances 
relative to their library space allotment 
to make up for the cost of land.  

 
 
Question 5 
What are other ways the City could have 
contributed to the library? Let’s say the 
redevelopment agency could only pay $50M, or 
the University could only come up with $80M: 
Where could, or should, the other $20M come 
from? If San José did not have a strong 
Redevelopment Authority, what are other ways 
in which the library might have been funded 
and built?  
 
Answer 5 
Other ways that the City could have paid for 
the library (if the SJRA wasn’t able to pay for it 
single-handedly from the public side): 

• Municipal bonds 
• More private fundraising 
• Other city public-private development 

entities. However, this might not work 
because it is not a revenue-generating 
land-use. Therefore, public funds would 
absolutely have to be involved. 

• Private financing. Private investment 
could be involved if additional retail 
space was created and rented out. 
Another way to create revenue 
generation—and, thus, potential private 
investment—would be to add 
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additional land uses to the deal, such as 
apartments, condominiums, office 
space, retail space, or paid parking.   

• From the University side, the project 
may have been able to attain additional 
funding through the Proposition 1A 
Bond through the California State 
University system.  

 
 
Question 6 
What are the ways in which universities 
influence the built environment, ranging from 
low-risk intervention to acting as lead 
developer? What are the pros and cons of a 
university acting as developer? How would the 
MLK development process have changed if the 
University had acted as lead developer?  
 
Answer 6 
Most universities do not have the expertise to 
act as lead developer and manage the many 
components of the real estate development 
process. Additionally, the goals of a university 
often do not coincide with being the developer. 
A university is typically unwilling to take on as 
much risk as a developer, nor is it looking to 
make money from land development. 

 
For joint university-private sector or university-
public sector jobs, or for projects off campus, 
many universities would prefer to steer or 
influence development on or near campus so 
that their desired outcome can be reached, 
without taking on the financial responsibility 
for projects. 

 
SJSU as lead developer 

• This arrangement would be impractical 
because RA had experience managing 
large-scale, complex development 
processes and SJSU did not. It was an 
obvious fit for RA to take on that role. 

• If SJSU were to have acted as the lead 
developer, it would probably have had 
to hire a developer to help manage the 
process on a fee basis.  

• Levels of University involvement in the 
real estate development process: 

University as sole developer 
• University takes on all development risk 

and responsibility 
University as development partner 

• Joint venture between University and 
Developer (or other private entity). 
University contributes financially or by 
donating land and may be involved in 
some of the development process. 

University as manager 
• University acts as project manager or 

controls development through 
agreements in a ground lease. 

University as influencer on project 
• University involved in the project 

planning process but is not involved in 
the development process. 

University as influencer on area 
• University influences the development 

and land uses within a larger area by 
owning/managing existing properties; 
being on the board of area CDCs, 
BIDs, or other private community 
development entities; or by being 
politically connected with governing 
officials. 

 
 
Question 7 
In what other ways could this model of joint 
City-University development be applied? How 
would the roles of the City and University have 
changed if the building being developed was an 
income-producing property?  

 
Answer 7 
The main factor allowing for City-University 
collaboration on a building would be mutual 
need for a facility that the two entities could 
share. Another selling point would be the ability 
to create an economy of scale—where the 
finished product created would be more 
valuable to the university population and 
community population than the combined sum 
of two individual projects would have been. 
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Possible examples:  
• Community relations or community 

education space 
• Gym 
• Theater 
• Campus expansion taking over blighted 

land 
• Design improvements to campus 

perimeters, infrastructure 
improvements, or economic 
development 

• Park space 
If the property was income-producing: 

• Pro forma analysis and financial valuation 
would become a key determinant as to 
the proportion of City and University 
financial contribution. 

• The selfless, big-picture attitude 
towards financial contribution and 
operational control might no longer 
exist 

 
 
Question 8 
In what ways were the political issues that arose 
addressed, and how were so many players able 
to come to agreement? What tools could be 
used to enable such varied stakeholders to work 
together? 
 
Answer 8 
Issues were addressed through compromise and 
clear, open communication. With almost no 
exceptions, no stakeholder was prevented from 
participating in any step of the planning 
process. 
 
Everyone was able to get something out of the 
project. This helped each party to remain 
positive and optimistic about the project.  
 
The planning and communication process was 
transparent and kept changing as it needed. 
Experts, like ABA, were hired to preside over 
the planning processes.  
 

Question 9 
If your city and a major university within it 
undertook such a venture, what are some ways 
in which the challenges would be different? Do 
you think a joint City-University library, or a 
collaboration on another type of building, 
would be possible in your city?   

 
Answer 9 
Example answer (for Philadelphia and the 
University of Pennsylvania): 

 
The Philadelphia Redevelopment Authority is 
not as large a player for Philadelphia as the San 
José Redevelopment Agency is for San José. In 
addition, the Philadelphia Redevelopment 
Authority (RDA) does not have the financial 
reserves that the RA possesses. It is likely that 
RDA would not be able to contribute as much 
money towards the project as allotted by RA.  

 
If RDA were not involved in the project, or 
were not able to account for the city’s entire 
needed contribution: 

• Funding might have to come from the 
city via municipal bonds. This probably 
would require a bill subject to tax payer 
approval. Voters might be resistant to 
spending money on a library (or 
another public good) on Penn’s campus 
because (a) Penn is seen as insular, and 
people would likely suspect that it 
would be used more by the university 
than by the public and (b) because Penn 
is perceived as rich by the public, and 
they might expect the university to pay 
the majority of costs. 

• Development/investment through the 
Philadelphia Industrial Development 
Corporation (PIDC) or The 
Reinvestment Fund (TRF).  

 
The City of Philadelphia and Penn probably do 
not have similar library needs. Therefore, the 
joint development of a library is probably 
unlikely. 



Livingston Case Study in Urban Development 38 

• Penn does not have the need for 
dramatic library improvements. 
Additionally, Penn has so many libraries 
and such a large collection that creating 
one central library is impractical. 
Converting just the Van Pelt library to a 
joint library might make more sense 
than creating a new library, but since 
the library is already built, the city might 
not be contributing much to the deal. 
In addition, the design of the Van Pelt 
library is closed off from the city on 
Walnut St., but is open and inviting to 
the student body along the southern 
side of the building.  

• Philadelphia does not have a need for a 
new main library. 

• Penn library collections do not have the 
same accessibility of those at SJSU. 
Some materials—such as much of the 
holdings at the Fisher Fine Arts 
Library—cannot be checked out. There 
would be resistance from the Penn 
community towards sharing all materials 
with the greater public.  

 
A joint building would be contingent on the 
mutual needs of the city and university, as well 
as their willingness to rely on each other to 
meet those needs.  

• One potential area where this might 
work would be a community education 
space. If a teaching space that mixed 
Penn students and community 
members were deemed to be beneficial 
to both the city and Penn, then they 
would be much more likely to work 
together on finding a way to make it 
happen.  

 
 
Question 10 
What problems might be expected for the 
MLK Library in the future that have not been 
an issue so far (five years after completion)?  
 
 

Answer 10 
• Growing space needs. What happens if 

the library needs to expand? What 
happens if one entity runs out of space 
before the other? Would additional 
space come in the form of another joint 
project, or would one entity buy out the 
other? 

• Termination of Operating Agreement 
by one of the parties 

• A change in vision or mission of one of 
the entities. Problems could arise if 
either the City or University became 
less collaborative in nature or if the 
University became less concerned with 
its City.  

• Possible changes in space needs on the 
part of either party. For example, due to 
future changes in library technology, the 
City may want a lot of multimedia space 
while the University wants more quiet 
study or research space. 
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Exhibit 1 
Site Location 
Source: GoogleMaps 

 
San José University is located within close proximity to other San José anchor institutions. 
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Exhibit 2 
Neighborhood Map 
Source: King Library Archives 
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Exhibit 3 
Subject Site Pre-Demolition 
Source: King Library Archives 
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Exhibit 4 
Preliminary Project Budget 
Source: King Library Archives 
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Exhibit 5 
Program Allocation 
Source: King Library Archives 
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Exhibit 6 
Usage Summary 
Source: King Library Archives 
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Exhibit 7 
Planning Organizational Chart 
Source: King Library Archives 
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Exhibit 8 
Meeting Coordination Chart 
Source: King Library Archives 
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Exhibit 9 
Building Renderings 
Source: King Library Archives 

 
Design elements of the library included contemporary architecture and large, open public spaces. 
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Exhibit 10 
Building Model 
Source: King Library Archives 

 
The axis of the Martin Luther King, Jr. Library is positioned at an angle, creating a line that connects 
the campus to the city. 
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Exhibit 11.1 
Site Photographs 
Source: sjsu.edu 

Library site after Walquist Building demolition. 
 

Martin Luther King, Jr. Library facing the SJSU campus. 
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Exhibit 11.2 
Site Photographs 
Source: sjsu.edu 

Martin Luther King, Jr. Library from 4th and San Fernando streets. 

 
Martin Luther King, Jr. Library Interior.
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Exhibit 12.1 
Ground Floor Plan 
Source: King Library Archives 
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Exhibit 12.2 
Second Floor Plan 
Source: King Library Archives 
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Exhibit 13.1 
Ground Floor Space Allocation Plan 
Source: King Library Archives 
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Exhibit 13.2 
Second Floor Space Allocation Plan 
Source: King Library Archives 
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Exhibit 14 
Project Schedule 
Source: King Library Archives 
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Exhibit 15 
King Library Fact Sheet 
Source: http://www.sjredevelopment.org/ 
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Exhibit 16.1 
Administrative Opinion 
Source: King Library Archives, San José Mercury News 
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Exhibit 16.2 
Student Opinion 
Source: King Library Archives, San José Mercury News 
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Exhibit 16.3 
Student Opinion 
Source: King Library Archives, Spartan Daily (SJSU Daily Newspaper)
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