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Background  
 
In August of 2015, Fort Wayne Council members Geoff Paddock and Tom Smith contacted the 
Department of Public Policy and the Mike Downs Center for Indiana Politics, both at IPFW, 
about gathering specific ideas from the public about how the GE property on Broadway might be 
reused.  The councilmen were motivated to create this partnership, in part, by the significant 
interaction they were having with the public about this property.  A proposal was drafted and 
delivered to Councilman Paddock.  He secured funding from Greater Fort Wayne for this public 
input project.   
 
 
Development of Values and Approaches To Be Discussed During this Public Input Project 
 
Andrew Downs met with members of the General Electric Property Task Force (GEPTF) to 
discuss redevelopment ideas they had identified previously.  The conversation revealed what the 
members valued in a redevelopment of the property and a variety of ways to go about 
redevelopment.  Eventually, nine values and five approaches were defined.  Lists of advantages 
and disadvantages for each approach were identified.  This information was compiled in a 
“placemat” and served as the basis for the public discussions.  The placemat can be found on 
page 10.   
 
 
Public Discussions 
 
Public discussions were held:  

• Thursday, February 11th at 5:30 PM in the Omni Room of Citizens Square 
• Saturday, February 13th at 10:00 AM in the dining all at The Summit at 1025 West 

Rudisill, Blvd 
• Thursday, February 18th at 6:30 PM in the Omni Room of Citizens Square  

 
There were approximately 55 people who participated at each public discussion for a total of 
approximately 165 participants.  There were a number of other people who were present for part, 
or all of a discussion, but who did not participate in the facilitated discussions which put overall 
attendance at over 200.   
 
Discussion groups of 10 to 15 people were arranged around each room.  IPFW students and 
faculty served as facilitators for each discussion group.   
 
A slide show about GE and the property produced by ARCH was shown as people arrived and at 
the start of the meeting.  After the slide show, the format for the evening was explained to the 
participants.   
 

1. The participants were asked to rank the value statements and then there was a facilitated 
discussion of the value statements in each discussion group.  After those discussions, the 
participants were asked to rank the value statements again if there were any changes 
brought on by the discussion. 
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2. The first approach was introduced to the participants and then there was a facilitated 
discussion of the approach in each discussion group.  This was done for all five 
approaches. 

3. After all of the approaches had been discussed, each discussion group revisited all of the 
approaches looking for consensus within the discussion group on a preferred approach 
and the advantages and disadvantages that made approaches more or less appealing.   

4. The public discussions ended with summaries from each discussion group.   
5. Each public discussion took approximately 2 hours.   
6. The facilitators kept notes and submitted written reports after the public discussions.   

 
 
Findings 
 
Value Statements  
 
There are a number of methods to determine which value statements were identified as the most 
and least important during the meetings.  For purposes of this report, two methods were used.  
First, the group facilitators closed each group discussion by looking for consensus among the 
participants and then reported those results to all those in attendance.  Second, the people in 
attendance were asked to rank the value statements on the placemats they received at the start of 
the meeting.  Seventy-seven of the participants turned in a placemat with ranked value 
statements.  Averages, modes, and standard deviations were calculated for those rankings.   
 
The group facilitators reported that the value statement regarding historic preservation was the 
value statement that appeared most often among the participants’ most important values.  This 
was followed closely by the statement about creating a destination location.  The statements 
regarding creating revenue producing projects, leaving flexibility for future development, and 
environmental safety were clustered in a second tier of value statements.  The value statements 
about scalability, green projects, and initial visible changes were not identified by the group 
facilitators as the most important value statements.   
 
The value statements about historic preservation and environmental safety appeared most often 
on the placemat rankings as the most important value statements.  The statements about creating 
a destination location and creating revenue producing projects were the value statements that 
appeared most often as the second most important statements.  These four also made up the top 
four value statements when averages were ranked.  Destination location, historic preservation, 
and revenue generating projects also had three of the four smallest standard deviations.  The 
value statement regarding scalability also had a small standard deviation, but its mode was seven 
and its average was the second highest.   
 
Approaches 
 
As was the case with the value statements, there are a number of methods to determine which 
approaches are viewed most and least favorably.  For purposes of this report, two methods were 
used.  First, the group facilitators reported out to all those in attendance any consensus that each 
group managed to reach.  Those reports will serve as the primary methods for identifying the 
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most and least favored approaches.  Second, seventy-seven of the participants returned the 
placemats they were given at the beginning of the meetings.  Not all seventy-seven of them 
wrote comments on the placemats, but the comments that were written were used as a secondary 
source for identifying the most and least favored approaches.   
 
Summaries of each approach are included below.  They are followed by the overall summary. 
 
Approach 1  
 
This approach calls for the buildings to be stabilized so that deterioration can be kept to a 
minimum.  While there were two groups that saw this approach as a possible best approach, there 
also was at least one group that saw this approach as the worst approach.  Several groups thought 
that the best thing about this approach was that it was inexpensive in the short run.  Several 
groups also saw this approach as a back-up to other more preferred options.  Understandable 
groups would like to see progress and there was general concern that mothballing the buildings 
would cause a loss of momentum.  One group did specify that if this approach is taken, then 
there should be a shelf-life for how long the buildings are mothballed.    
 
Approach 2 
 
This approach calls for small, low-cost projects to be done that put the buildings back into 
productive use, but don’t limit future uses.  This approach was the third most popular approach, 
but there was at least one group that was opposed to this approach.  The most popular benefit to 
this approach was that it bought time and allowed for opportunities to emerge.  It also was 
popular because it was inexpensive.  There were concerns that this approach would set a tone 
that limited future development and that the small projects could get in the way of future 
projects.   
 
Approach 3  
 
This approach calls for the completion of a major project that leaves substantial square footage 
of space for future use when opportunities emerge.  This was the most popular approach.  The 
greatest benefits were that it would allow for expansion and contraction with demand and it 
would show an immediate impact which would help maintain and build momentum.  Many 
groups considered this approach to be preferable to Approach 4 because it seemed more realistic.  
Many groups also liked the idea of the major project serving as an anchor tenant.  There also was 
a belief that the campus may be set up well for this approach given the number of buildings and 
space.  The tradeoffs that the groups cited most often were that this approach will set the tone for 
future development which could limit opportunities and that there could be problems with 
ownership of the property if there are many partners.  There also was a concern about what 
would happen if the major tenant left.   
 
Approach 4 
 
This approach calls for single massive redevelopment plan.  This was the second most popular 
approach, but there were two groups that were opposed to this approach.  The groups liked that 
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there would have to be significant public input as part of the planning process and they liked that 
the planning would be done by professionals who know how to include the public in meaningful 
ways.  More groups wanted to like it, but questioned the feasibility of being able to find a single 
developer capable of a project this large.  Groups also liked the idea that there would be 
significant momentum with this approach.  This was viewed as the high risk, high reward 
approach.  The biggest tradeoff was the limited number of entities that could take on a project 
like this one.  This concern led to some say they were concerned about putting all eggs in one 
basket.  Some also were concerned that this approach required a large market demand that does 
not seem to exist at this time.   
 
Approach 5 
 
This approach calls for the demolition of the buildings leaving a site that is ready for future 
development.  This was the least popular approach.  There was only one group that agreed with 
this approach and it was not the group’s first choice.  There were six groups that found this 
approach to be unacceptable.  The groups were insistent that if this approach is chosen, it should 
include an evaluation of each building to determine which buildings need to be demolished and 
that no demolition should be done until a future use is known or at least until a plan is in place 
for the property.   
 
 
Conclusion 
 
It is safe to say that the value statements about historic preservation and creating a destination 
location are the most important value statements.  The value statement regarding creating 
revenue producing projects is important to the participants as well.   
 
There were a number of hand written statements about the value statements regarding 
environmental safety and creating green projects.  These comments seemed to suggest that there 
was an expectation that environmental safety would be part of any projects and that is why these 
comments did not make the list of the most important statements.   
 
The statements about scalability and initial visibility are least important to the participants.  This 
is not to say that these statements are not important, just that they were least important among the 
participants.   
 
It is clear that the participants want to see something significant happen on the property and 
whatever that is should emerge from a planning process.  Approximately half of the groups 
specifically mentioned the need for a plan.  Some of the groups discussed planning for the 
property and others discussed the planning needing to reach out into the surrounding areas.  
While the groups seemed to want to like Approach 4, they were skeptical that this could happen.  
For this reason, Approach 3 was the most popular.  The participants liked Approach 3 because it 
would maintain and build momentum, be built around an anchor, but still allow for growth as 
opportunities emerged.   
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The course of action that appears to have the greatest support among the participants is one that 
includes the development of a master plan that is sensitive to historic preservation and creating a 
destination project that is able to generate sufficient revenue so that public dollar investment is 
limited.  Developing this way should include a major project that leaves room for growth as new 
opportunities emerge.   
 

Value Statement Ranking 
Rank Statement  

1 
Historic preservation: Proposed uses should preserve and protect the historic 
significance and appearance of the property and buildings. 

2 
Destination location: Proposed uses should attract people from the community, 
region, and beyond depending on the scope of the proposed uses.   

3T Revenue producing: Proposed uses should be self-sustaining financially. 

3T 
Leave maximum flexibility for future reuse: As much as possible, proposed short-
term uses should not limit future uses.   

5 
Environmental safety: Proposed uses should remediate residual/possible pollution 
and contaminants if there are any.   

6 
New uses should draw on experiences elsewhere: Proposed uses should be based 
on examples elsewhere. 

7 Scalability: Proposed uses should be able to expand and contract with demand. 

8 
Initial visible changes: The public should see strong tangible evidence of changes 
initially.   

9 
Green: Proposed uses should be green (e.g. zero emission, renewable energy 
production). 

 
Approach Ranking 

Rank Approach Description 

1 3 
Complete one major project that leaves a substantial amount of square 
footage for future use while other opportunities emerge. 

2 4 A single plan to redevelop the entire property. 

3 2 

Complete small, low-cost projects that do not limit future use, but do 
put the buildings back into productive use while other opportunities 
emerge. 

4 1 
Secure and stabilize the buildings in a way that further deterioration is 
kept to an absolute minimum 

5 5 
Demolish all buildings and leave a site that is ready for future 
development. 
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Map and Aerial Photograph 
 

 
 
Source: Allen County Public Access Tax Information www.allencounty.us/pati 
 

http://www.allencounty.us/pati
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Source: Allen County Public Access Tax Information www.allencounty.us/pati 
 
 

http://www.allencounty.us/pati
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Transcription of Comments from Placemats at Discussions 
 
Residential, mixed-use (condos, single family, senior) both using the existing structures which 
still have integrity and creating new ones on new land created. A “subdivision” of its own, with 
sage paths and gardens and trees and landscaping. 
 
I like approach #3. This could peak the interest of the community and allow time to develop 
some smaller projects to follow. 
 
Check on having a movie studio take over the buildings for to make movies. Or just a movie 
theater. 
 
Former workers suggested a museum. Try to save/renovate at least some of the buildings for the 
sake of historic preservation. 
 
To be realistic, need to consider all generations for this to work for the long haul. Definitely need 
to preserve architectural value. 
 
museum , theater, water park, gated community, keep integrity of buildings outside, seek and 
develop above. 
 
I would like to see #1 happen first. In assessment of all the buildings as to which are salvageable 
and which should be demolished. If all are saveable, fine; don’t demolish. Demolish for a reason. 
Leave buildings alone. 
 
I’d like to see approach 3. With opportunity and a couple large projects, but also opportunity for 
small project that deliver services that are lacking in downtown fort wayne. Examples: grocery, 
more parks, open spaces, a community, victory garden. All would revitalize not only downtown 
but the area around the ge campus that needs life injected into it. 
 
We need to keep the GE sign in FW. should make a ge museum in one of the buildings. 
 
Housing and training for homeless 
 
Thanks, Andy! 
 
Shelter for homeless for winter and hot summer. Provide job training and education. Teen rec 
center. 
 
Environmental safety should be addressed right away since the campus was a factory for so long. 
The campus must be turned into a few different types of land use. It is too big for just one thing. 
IDEAS: self-storage, reopen bowling alley, casino 
 
Split E/W campuses - start on the side of broadway. Ideas: trader joes, starbucks, school music, 
cooking, tech jobs, place for brightpoint project reboot, sports--indoor, media hub ( I know npr 
wants to be downtown and maybe others would come? Radio stations, a hub might work well.  



10 
 

 
Public transportation hub or at least access, navy pier, condos, pool, historical monument, 
residences, ferris wheel, a few specialty shops, art space organization, skating rink, museum. 
 
Possible train station/museum. GE museum of production - history on site. St. Louis City 
Museum, child activity center.  
 
#4 city needs to exercise eminent domain to take power over the whole GE site. Some bldgs to 
be abolished for city’s plans, some to be developed for artist studios, restaurants, night clubs, 
residential apts, (some expensive, some subsidized), manufacturing, multi-use under city’s plan 
for development.  
 
By all means necessary, KEEP THEM! Once they’re gone, we’ll regret it in the years to come. 
The tide has turned, finally, in Fort Wayne. We just need vision and to persevere. This is our past 
AND our future. 
 
We need a strong commitment from the city to develop a plan that will lure investors. An urban 
and or to the riverfront. True FW character. A wonderful opportunity for mixed use. Residential, 
art, shopping, manufacturing, brewing/etc. Must be SAVED. Nothing new will have the potential 
or character. 
 
Combine 1 and 3. 3 more likely to happen. 1 needs to happen to keep the buildings in condition 
for number 3.  
 
Certainly, remediation technology has got to be the wave of the future. I feel there may be 
scientific and international commercial discoveries that could put ft. wayne on the map for 
cutting edge approach to land management. 
 
Although it was not appropriate to present at this session, Dennis Robinson of Visit Fort Wayne 
asked me to present his proposal. RE: Innovation park and hall of fame museum, including 
innovation awards - use rock and roll hall of fame as an example. 
 
Focus on single master plan. Synergistic use of buildings. Create community / multi use with: 
housing, shopping, grocery, pharmacy, health fitness, child care, office space, historic museum, 
artisan, incubator 
 
Co-op apartments, ge museum, HGTV - GE FINANCED. Office, pool. “Turn sign back on lol.” 
 
Community committee. Apt 3 anchor project = hotel? Apt 2 businesses apts condos. Apt 1 
mothball until interest 
 
A mixed use facility of college student housing is my idea of being able to use the property. It 
could be shared by the many colleges in fort wayne. This would allow for studios along with 1-4 
bedroom apartments. It would also bring youth downtown, which is a huge goal of fort wayne. If 
it must be demolished, preserve the bricks, and rebuild with them :) 
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1. A green requirement would be bold and forward thinking. 2. It must be environmentally safe. 
3. It should be a destination location; whether that be a residential subdivision or a recreational 
or mixed use development. 4. It should be self-supporting. 5. It should be based on a proven 
approach. FW has a bad track record when it comes to “new” ideas. 6. It should be visible, proof 
of the plan. 7. Scalability is not a priority to me. 8. Historic preservation is not a priority to me. 
Take a picture. 
 
Using it for indoor gardening and farming. Connected to community harvest and low income 
families. We are in the middle of farm country and could be a show place for growing food and 
feeding those who need help. Come a show place for how make use of old buildings in other 
areas. 
 
Historic preservation of buildings is important. Rehabilitation in phases of these buildings is 
more possible. Planning and community input is essential to have a successful project. 
 
There should be consideration of the neighborhood around the GE campus -- what services could 
be developed to address that population that is often underserved.  
 
Variety of stores to draw people. 
 
Begin with approach #2. 
 
I feel diversity is important to economic success of the project is important. Mixed use, some 
room for organically grown small businesses is important to me. 
 
Spaghetti factory in indy is recreational facility use bowling alley. Museum. 
 
Put GE sign on science central building. Use sight for new train station for high speed rail. 
 
Save the GE sign and put it on science central. 
 
Please put GE sign on Science Central building. 
 
GE sign move to Science Central. Roof and lit up. 
 
Approach #5. Football Stadium 
 
Propose use of the gym in the recreation building by the fort wayne derby girls for a practice 
space venue for bouts and venue for tournaments. Revenue would be generated from rental fee 
for practice and ticket sales for bouts / tournaments. Fort wayne derby girls is a not for profit 
semi-professional roller derby team whose number one mission is community service. In eleven 
years of existence, FWDG has raised $100,000.00 for charity. Strong ties to community and 
strong fan base. Our events are family friendly! 
 
Mixed income housing, affordable housing. A museum of GE in fort wayne in part of a building. 
Light up downtown. TURN SIGN BACK ON. 
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Placemat 
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