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I. INTRODUCTION 

Transit‐oriented development (TOD) is increasingly seen by local planning agencies, 

cities, and counties as an opportunity to counteract some of the deleterious effects of 

sprawling development patterns in Texas’s urbanized areas. In doing so, many occupants of 

TODs, both residents and businesses, also believe these environments lead to a higher quality 

of life and provide better opportunities for commerce. Previous research in other areas of the 

United States suggests that TOD not only alters transportation mode choice, trip length (and 

ultimately vehicle‐miles traveled), and travel frequency, but it can also affect route selection. If 

these impacts also apply to Texas, the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) needs a 

better understanding of the nature and magnitude of these impacts on travel behavior. 

Moreover, if TOD can help TxDOT achieve its goals of improving mobility and promoting 

statewide economic development, then understanding how a state transportation agency can 

encourage TOD becomes an important consideration. This report presents the findings of a 

research study that explores TOD’s effects on travel behavior among Texas residents of TODs. 

Specifically, it concentrates on the nature and extent of TODs impacts on mode choice, travel 

demand, and TxDOT’s revenues from gasoline consumption taxes. This report also explores the 

possible roles that TxDOT could undertake to encourage future transit‐oriented development 

projects, which could enhance overall transportation network efficiency. 

While Texas is famously known for its preference for, and its dependence upon, 

automobiles for almost all personal transportation, several of its major cities have embraced 

rail transit (either commuter rail or light rail), as an opportunity to encourage alternate 

transportation modes, reduce congestion on local roadway networks, and to improve 

accessibility. Transit‐oriented development, which seeks to integrate high density residential 

and commercial land uses near transit stations, is a natural complement to the development of 

rail transit because it increases ridership while also creating environments where residents can 

reduce their number of automobile trips. There are more than 100 TOD projects in the United 

States (Lund 2006). Currently, four cities in Texas have access to commuter rail or light rail 

service: Dallas, Houston, Fort Worth, and Austin. Section II of this report provides an inventory 

of existing and ongoing TOD projects in Texas. 
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Section III offers a comprehensive review of the rich body of literature regarding TOD in 

both professional and academic publications. The focus of this review is on travel behavior and 

transportation agency involvement in the promotion of TOD. 

Within Texas, the Dallas‐Fort Worth region has the most extensive rail transit network 

with the Trinity Rail Express (TRE) commuter line (linking downtown Fort Worth with downtown 

Dallas) and Dallas Area Rapid Transit’s (DART) light rail system, which serves 35 stations along 

two lines (Red and Blue). Given the extent and variety of development that has occurred near 

DART light rail stations, the DART system is chosen as the base for a series of focus groups 

involving TOD residents. These focus groups helped form our understanding of the issues 

related to transportation mode choice and its relationship with choosing to live in a TOD. The 

findings of these focus group sessions are reported in Section IV. 

Section V details the findings of a survey of TOD residents on the TRE, DART, and Capital 

Metro rail transit systems. The results of these surveys are compared to the findings from a 

control group survey to identify differential transportation behaviors between TOD and non‐

TOD residents. In broad terms, our examination looks at how moving into TOD is associated 

with changes in travel to work, non‐work related local travel, and the lifestyle choices that drive 

demand for TOD residential properties. 

Based on the responses to our travel behavior surveys, we quantify the impacts 

associated with moving into TOD residential units on routing choices and the number of annual 

miles traveled. These data also provide us with the information needed to assess any impacts 

on TxDOT’s revenues tied to motor fuel taxes. Given the increasing number of rail transit 

options available to Texas residents and the increasing popularity of TOD living, we offer 

projections of the impacts on highway miles traveled and motor fuel tax revenues associated 

with future development of TOD properties. Section VI reports these current and projected 

impacts on miles traveled and motor fuels tax revenue. 

Section VII reviews the role of state transportation agencies in promoting the 

development of TOD properties. Taking a case study approach, the narrative examines how 

agencies in nine states, plus the District of Columbia, have worked with rail transit systems and 

developers to promote new TOD construction. 

2 



 

 

                           

                   

                        

                           

                               

      

Finally, Section VIII offers a series of recommendations for integrating TOD into TxDOT’s 

statewide transportation planning process. These recommendations include identifying ways 

to institutionalize coordination among state agencies, transit systems, and the private sector. 

This section also considers economic issues such as sources of funding for state transportation 

agency participation in TOD and finding ways to capture value by state agencies and to enhance 

sustainable development. 
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II. INVENTORY OF TRANSIT‐ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT IN TEXAS 

Transit‐oriented development that typically combines high‐density residential with 

commercial land uses has accompanied the growth of transit rail systems. These mixed‐use 

developments are purported to increase rail ridership while reducing automobile trips, air 

pollution, and congestion. The following presents an overview of existing and known planned 

TOD in Dallas, Fort Worth, Austin, and Houston. 

Dallas 

Existing TOD 

The Dallas Area Rapid Transit began offering commuter rail service in Dallas in the 

1990s. Numerous stations along DART rail lines involve mixed‐use TODs. For example, DART’s 

Mockingbird Station consists of over 600,000 square feet of development that includes 

approximately 700 loft‐style apartments, 90 retail shops and restaurants, and a movie complex. 

Table 1 identifies TOD at select DART stations. 

Table 1. TOD at Select DART Stations 

Station/Development Use Mixed‐Use Description 

Mockingbird 
Mockingbird Station 
The Lofts at Mockingbird Station 
Residences at Hotel Palomar 
The Phoenix Midtown 

Mixed‐Use 
Multi‐family 
Multi‐family 
Multi‐family 

Retail, Multi‐family, Office, Movie Theater 

Lovers Lane 
University Crossroads Condos Condominiums 

Park Lane 
The Heights at Park Lane Mixed‐Use Retail, Multi‐family, Office, Hotel 

Galatyn Park 
Galatyn Park 
The Venue 

Mixed‐Use 
Multi‐family 

Hotel, Eisemann Auditorium, Retail, Office 

Downtown Plano 
Eastside Village I and II Mixed‐Use Multi‐family, Retail 

Parker Road 
Pleasant Park Apartments Multi‐family 
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Table 1. TOD at Select DART Stations 

Station/Development Use Mixed‐Use Description 

Cedars 
SouthSide on Lamar 
Buzz 
The Beat Condominiums 
Dallas Police Headquarters 
Gilley’s, Poor David’s Pub, Bill’s Records 

Mixed‐Use 
Multi‐family 
Multi‐family 
Civic 
Retail 

Multi‐family, Office, Small Retail 

West End 
West End Station Multi‐family 

Westmoreland 
Park Creek Manor Multi‐family 

Downtown Garland 
5th Street Crossing Mixed‐Use Multi‐family, Office, Small Retail 

Dallas Zoo 
Ewing Villas Townhomes 

St. Paul 
Gables Republic Tower Multi‐family 

Akard 
Mosaic Dallas Multi‐family 

Victory* 
Magnolia Station 
W Residences At Victory 
Cirque In Victory Park 

Multi‐family 
Condominiums 
Multi‐family 

8th & Corinth 
Brackins Village Multi‐family 

Deep Ellum 
Gaston Yard 
Live Oak Lofts 

Multi‐family 
Multi‐family 

Baylor Medical Center 
Ambrose Apartments Multi‐family 

Fair Park 
Goodyear Lofts 
Goodrich Lofts 

Multi‐family 
Multi‐family 

West Irving 
Jackson Square 

*TRE also serves this station. 
Multi‐family 

The Dallas Central Business District is home to several DART stations, including Cedars, 

Akard, and Victory. Transit‐oriented development near these stations is listed in Table 1 and 

mapped in Figure 1. 
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 Figure
Downt

2. 5th Street Cr
own Garland S

rossing TOD at
Station.

Figure 1. TOOD near DART Stations in thee Dallas Centraal Business Disstrict. 

Both the Doowntown Pllano Stationn and Garlaand 

Station TTODs emphasized the re vitalization of their histooric 

downtowwn areas. Downtowwn Plano contains 5500 

residential units andd 40,000 sqquare feet oof retail witthin 

Eastside Villages I and II. IIn addition,, another 4450 

residential units an d 40,000 sqquare feet of commerrcial 

developmment are currrently undeer constructi on. Downtoown 

Garland’ss ULI awardd‐winning 55th Street C rossing TODD is 

made upp of 189 ressidential uniits with an additional 113,500 squa re feet of rretail below (See 

Figure 2)). Along Riichardson’s Telecom Coorridor, the Galatyn Paark TOD boaasts a 336 room 

Renaissance Hotel, the Eisemaann Center for Performming Arts, aand the Ve nue multi‐family 

t 
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 residential complex.. See Figurres 3 and 44 for TOD n near DART sstations in CCollin and DDallas 

Counties. 

Figure 3. TTOD near Collinn County DARTT Stations. 
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Figure 5. Park Lane Station Devellopment.

Figure 4. TTOD near Dallaas County DAR T and TRE Stattions. 

Anticipatted TOD 

Loocated alon g DART’s Reed Line, the Park 

Lane Staation TOD is under coonstruction (see 

Figure 55). When completed,, the 33.5 acre 

developmment will have overr 600 highh‐rise 

residential units, 7000,000 squa re feet of rretail, 

816,000 square feet of Class A ooffice space , and 

a 250 rooom luxury hotel. And, infrastru cture 

constructtion has beggun on the f uture develoopment of t the 70 acre, 2 million sq uare foot mmixed‐

use Lake Highlands TTown Centerr TOD locate d along the future DARTT Blue Line eexpansion. 

e 
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The DART Orange Line, which will run from near the Parkland Station to DFW 

International Airport and is scheduled to open in 2011, has been attracting significant 

development interest for TOD projects. The City of Irving has designated the Las Colinas Urban 

Center as its foray into TOD development. Some of the projects in this district are already built 

in anticipation of transit rail service that connects Irving with the airport and Dallas. Other 

projects are under construction or in planning phases, which includes those projects that have 

been delayed by current economic and financial market conditions. Based on the projects that 

are completed, underway, or firmly planned, the Las Colinas Urban Center will have 

840,000 square feet of retail space, 1.3 million square feet of office space, 7,600 multi‐family 

residential units, 283 single family dwellings, and two hotels. In addition, city voters have 

approved bonds to fund a civic complex that includes a 250,000 square foot convention center 

and 3,400‐seat entertainment venue. 

In addition to the previously listed DART developments, the following projects are at 

either the conceptual or planning development phases: 

 Carrollton: Conceptual phase. 

o Residential development on 300 acres ranging from 15 units per acre to 
115 units per acre density. 

o Mixed‐use 500,000 square foot development include retail, hotel, and 
residential. 

 Farmers Branch Town Center: Planning phase. 

o High density residential/retail mixed‐use development project on 7.4 acres. 

As a part of DART TOD, we include the following projects to be located along the new 

Denton County Transportation Authority A‐Train line. This line will connect with DART Rail at 

the Trinity Mills Station in Carrollton. 

 Downtown Denton: Early planning phase. 

o Most recent plans include the eventual development of 1,213 to 1,993 
residential units, 13.4 to 23.7 acres of retail, 2.5 to 9.3 acres of light industrial 
land uses, 1.7 to 9.3 acres for institutional uses, 18 acres of civic space, and 
52 acres or park/open spaces. 
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T

Fig
th
gure 6. Le Bijou
e TRE in Fort W

u Townhomes
Worth.

 Hebron Sttation: Plan ning phase. 

o Propoosed project includes 20 acres oof commerccial developpment incluuding 
20,000 square feeet of retail sppace, 1,755 residential uunits in a 52 ‐acres mixedd‐use 
develoopment, andd 149 acres oof parks. 

 Lake Lewiisville: Concceptual phasse. 

o The mmost recenttly announcced vision ffor the Lakke Lewisvillee transit diistrict 
develoopment inclludes over 4400,000 squuare feet of retail spacee, 83,000 sqquare 
feet oof restaurannts, a 200‐rooom hotel, 100,000 sq uare feet oof civic spac e, 56 
attachhed single‐faamily residenntial units, a and 598 multti‐family res idential unitts. 

Fort WWorth 

The Trinity R ailway Expreess providess commuterr rail servicee connectingg downtownn Fort 

Worth (TTexas & Paciific Station oon Lancaste r Avenue) wwith downtoown Dallas (UUnion Statioon on 

Houston St.). The TTRE began o ffering com muter rail sservice at Unnion Stationn in Dallas inn late 

1996. Fi ve years lateer, in Decemmber 2001, TTRE service extended too the Texas && Pacific Staation, 

thus commpleting the rail link betwween downttown Dallas and downtoown Fort Woorth. 

There are 10 stations aloong the TRE,, and a DAR RT rail line allso serves VVictory and UUnion 

Stations in downtowwn Dallas. Infformation a bout TOD att Victory Sta tion can be found in Tabble 1; 

TOD at TTRE stations in Dallas Co unty is showwn in Figure 4 above. Off the remainning TRE stattions, 

Centrepoort, Intermoodal Transpoortation Cennter, and Teexas & Paciific Stations all boast mmulti‐

family TOOD near thee stations. SSee Table 2 , Figure 6, aand Figure 7 for detail s of TOD att TRE 

stations iin Fort Wortth. 

Table 2. 

Station/De 

TOD at Fort 

evelopment 

Worth TRE Stations 

U Use 

CentrePort t 
Camde n Centreport M Multi‐family 
Centre port Landing M Multi‐family 
Centre Oaks M Multi‐family 
Gatewa ays at Centrep ort M Multi‐family 
Summe ers Landing M Multi‐family 

Intermoda al Transportati on Center 
Le Bijou u M Multi‐family 

Texas and Pacific 
Texas & & Pacific Lofts M Multi‐family 

e 
s on 
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       Figure 8. Sabinee on 5th in Aust

Figure 7. TTOD at Tarrantt County TRE Sttations. 

Austin 

The City of Austin annd surroundding suburbbs have 

enthusiastically embbraced TOD as an impoortant urbann design 

choice wwith explicit planning foor TOD distrricts that gooes back 

several yyears before the openingg of Capital MMetroRail seervice in 

March off this year. For examplee, Sabine onn 5th Condomminiums 

located nnear the Doowntown Staation were completed in 2008 

(see Figuure 8). TOD located at four Capitall MetroRail stations 

are mappped in Figuree 9 and liste d in Table 3.. g tin. 
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T a

Figure 9. TTOD along Cap ital MetroRail in Austin. 

Table 3. 

Station/De 

TOD at Sele 

evelopment 

ct Austin Co ommuter Ra 

U 

il Stations 

Use Mixed‐Use Description 

Crestview 
Mid‐To own Commons M Mixed Use Retail, Offic ce, Multi‐famil y 
Argosy Apartments M Multi‐family 

MLK Jr. 
Shady O Oaks M Multi‐family 

Plaza Salti llo 
Saltillo Lofts M Multi‐family 
Twenty yOne 24 Condo os C ondominiums 
Waters street Lofts M Mixed‐Use Multi‐famil y, Office 

Downtown n 
Brazos Lofts M Multi‐family 
Avenue e Lofts M Multi‐family 
The 55 5 C ondominiums 
Sabine on 5th C ondominiums 

Currently, thee Crestview Station has the only TO OD along the line under cconstructionn (see 

Figure 100). When ccompleted, it will contaain 180,000 square fee et of retail aand office s pace, 

13 



 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

   

   

   

 

   

 

     

  

 

 

 

   

 

   

   

     

   

	

 

   

 

 

   

     

   

     

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

   

     

     

 

 

     

   

   

     

 

     

 

    

   

 

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

   

 

 

     

 

     

 

   

   

 

     

   

 

 

 

 

   

 

   

 

     

  

   

 

   

 

 

     

   

   

   

   

   

 

   

   

   

 

   

       

 

   

     

     

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

   

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

   

   

 

 

 

 

 

   

   

 

 

   

 

 

   

   

 
 

   

   

 

 

 

   

 

   

 

 

   

   

   
   

   
 

  

   

   

   

 

     

     

 

   

   

   

   

 
     

 

 

   

 

   

   

 

   

   

   

 

 

 

   

Fi
TO

Figure
in Hou

gure 10. Mid‐T
OD at Crestvie

11. Venue Mu
uston.

Town Commo
w Station in A

useum District

along witth over 1,0000 residentiaal homes. TOOD is being pplanned, 

but is nnot yet undderway, at other stattions along Capital 

MetroRail. 

The City oof Leanderr characterrizes their urban 

planning//renewal efffort as TOD . The mostt recently puublished 

plans calll for TOD p rojects that will encom pass 1,462 acres at 

build‐outt. However,, the core TOOD for this pproject is envvisioned 

as high‐ddensity mixe d‐use on 35 acres immeediately surr ounding thee Leander Staation. 

The Cattelluss Developmeent Group iss currently inn phase onee of redevelooping the foormer 

Robert MMueller Munnicipal Airpoort, which wwas closed iin 1999. Simmply known as Muellerr, the 

developmment is desccribed as a ppedestrian frriendly and ttransit‐oriennted commuunity. The mmaster 

planned community sits on 7111 acres, will support 4,6600 single‐ aand multi‐family homes s, and 

features more than 140 acres o f open spac e. The deveelopment dooes not havee access to rrail at 

this time, but construuction of a MMueller Stat ion is in the conceptual phase. Therre have also been 

discussioons for a prroposed str eet‐car bas ed circulatoor connectinng the deveelopment too the 

downtowwn area; buss service is cuurrently ava ilable. 

Houstoon 

The Metropoolitan Trans it Authorityy of Harris CCounty (MEETRO) providdes bus andd rail 

service too the Houstoon area. Wee found onlyy a few exammples of rail‐oriented TOOD in Houstoon. 

Though originnally slated ffor complet ion in 2009, the 

Venue MMuseum Disstrict projecct located nnear downtoown 

Houston is a 224‐unit multi‐fammily resident ial facility beeing 

built on top of a paarking garagge. This prooject opene d in 

mid‐Febrruary 2010 ( see Figure 111). 

Sttill in the pplanning staage, the suuburb of Je rsey 

Village hhas propose d a 297‐acrre mixed‐usse developmment 

g n ns 
Austin. 

t TOD 

that will include peddestrian frienndly streets and a varietty of housin ng options. AA feasibility sstudy 

(scheduleed for comppletion in Feebruary 20111) is underrway to reviiew both puublic and prrivate 
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funding options to support the project. Finally, Houston METRO also characterizes the Cypress 

Village Station as a TOD. Since this development is not specifically served by a rail system, it was 

not included in our analysis. 
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III. COMPREHENSIVE REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The topic of transit‐oriented development is a popular one in transportation planning, 

and this literature review will synthesize the findings of academic studies that address three 

primary questions often studied by TOD researchers. Namely, does modification of the urban 

form influence travel demand; does TOD affect travel mode choice and trip generation; and 

what are the impacts of TOD on miles traveled? These discussions are then followed by an 

overview of bus TOD, which is a topic that is frequently overlooked by transportation and urban 

planners. Despite this neglect, bus TOD is becoming more relevant as more transit agencies 

implement bus rapid transit (BRT) services. The next section summarizes the findings of various 

research studies that have identified some of the limits to TOD’s ability to affect travel demand. 

The chapter concludes with a brief discussion of the relevance of these findings for TxDOT’s 

interests and needs. 

Influencing Travel Demand by Altering the Urban Form 

The goal of manipulating travel demand through the urban form is one of the 

distinguishing characteristics of TOD or neo‐traditional development. As a result, the 

comparison of traditional neighborhoods (i.e., pre World War II) to suburban neighborhoods 

(i.e., post World War II) is a common theme in the research literature. While there are 

differences between TOD and traditional or neo‐traditional neighborhoods (primarily the level 

of density) the intrinsic characteristics (e.g., grid‐like street design, mixed land use, accessibility 

to retail and services within walking distance, denser than suburban housing, etc.) are similar 

and studies of traditional or neo‐traditional neighborhoods can serve as a proxy for the 

patterns that might develop in TOD projects. 

Previous research has shown that urban densification is linked to an increased use of 

alternate travel modes and that housing near commercial development encourages greater 

pedestrian activity. Among others, Lund (2003) points to studies by Gordon and Peers (1993), 

Handy (1992, 1996a, 1996b), Steiner (1996), and Shriver (1997) that demonstrate this 

connection. These studies have also demonstrated that non‐work pedestrian activity is higher 

when there is a large number of amenities nearby, the amenities are a short distance away, and 
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the pathway to reach them is direct (Lund 2003). Research by Ewing, Haliyur, and Page (1994), 

on the other hand, found that a sample of Florida’s households living in suburban 

neighborhoods spent as much as 66 percent more time traveling than residents of its 

traditional cities. Other studies have shown that street layouts can affect residents’ willingness 

to walk or bike for localized trips. Using space syntax theory, a method of quantitatively 

measuring the relational properties of urban space, Baran, Rodríguez, and Khattak (2008) 

examined the impact of street layout on residents’ willingness to walk. The researchers studied 

a set of New Urbanist designed neighborhoods in the Chapel Hill‐Carroboro, North Carolina, 

area and a set of typical suburban neighborhoods in the same area for a control group. With 

920 travel diaries, they analyzed the residents’ walking habits and found that street networks 

that provide more opportunities for multiple routes and greater access to the overall street 

network led to a higher number of leisure walking trips. They also found that the higher the 

overall access to the transportation network, the greater the number of utilitarian walking trips. 

Impacts of TOD on Travel Mode Choice and Trip Generation 

Much of the existing literature focuses on TOD’s influence on two aspects of travel 

behavior: travel mode choice and trip generation. In the case of trip generation, researchers 

often parse travel demand between workers and residents or, in transportation modelers’ 

parlance, between work and non‐work trips. Transportation planners are especially interested 

in work commute trips because most of these trips occur during peak travel demand periods 

and present the greatest opportunities to shift modes and relieve congestion on the roadway 

network. 

The findings of various research studies demonstrate that the availability of rail transit 

service encourages higher rates of transit usage for work commute trips. Cervero (2006a) 

summarized the results of a consultant study from the late‐1980s (JHK and Associates 1987), 

which found that 50 percent of workers in Washington, D.C., whose office was within 1,000 feet 

of a rail station, used transit. However, in the nearby suburban areas of Silver Springs and 

Crystal City, the percentages ranged from 16 to 19 percent. Research published during the 

early‐1990s by Cervero (1993) found that more than half the residents who moved within 
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1/2 mile of a Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) station switched travel modes from automobile to 

transit for commuting (as summarized by Zhang and Yi 2006). An unpublished study of the San 

Francisco area by Martin (1996), which was reviewed by Cervero (2006a), found that 

19.3 percent of residents who lived and worked near a BART station used transit, compared to 

12.8 percent who worked near a station but did not live within a BART‐served city. Lund, 

Cervero, and Willson (2004) surveyed residents and office workers at a sampling of TODs 

located along California’s major urban rail systems. The researchers found that residents living 

in TODs were five times more likely to use transit than the average worker in the same city. 

The ridership varied by system but the most mature systems (that also had smart growth 

development patterns) had the highest ridership. They also found that during 2003, employees 

working in offices located in TOD projects were 3.5 times more likely to use transit for travel to 

work than other workers. This was a noticeable uptick from 1993, when TOD office workers 

were 2.7 times more likely to commute by transit. Frank and Pivo (1994) analyzed data from 

the Puget Sound region between 1989 and 1994. Their research showed major increases in the 

number of transit trips by employees at certain employment density thresholds, namely 20 to 

75 employees per acre and more than 125 employees per acre. Travel trips in residential areas, 

however, were less sensitive to densification and needed 13 or more residents per acre before 

any mode changes were detected. 

The proximity of TOD is an important factor that influences the likelihood of residents or 

workers to use transit or walk. Cervero (2006a) studied transit ridership to office developments 

within 1/2‐mile of suburban rail stations in Los Angeles, Sacramento, San Diego, East Bay 

(Alameda and Contra Costa Counties), and South Bay (Santa Clara County in the San Francisco 

area). With a sample of 877 travel surveys from workers in 10 buildings, Cervero found that 

18.8 percent of workers used rail or bus transit, which was 3 times the weighted average of the 

county level. Seven of the buildings in the study were also surveyed by Cervero in 1992, and 

the rate of transit ridership in that subset had increased from 14.3 percent to 23.9 percent. 

After transit commuters reached the rail station, 78 percent of workers walked to work and 

most of the remainder rode a feeder bus. Cervero also found that, as workplaces changed, 

more than half did not change their commute mode, although 10.8 percent shifted from 
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automobile to transit and 8.8 percent changed from transit to automobile. The study 

demonstrated that the availability of free parking was a significant factor encouraging transit 

riders to drive instead of using transit. Additionally, frequent feeder bus service and employer 

sponsored transit passes increased transit ridership. Once at work, employees’ mid‐day trips of 

less than 1/4‐mile from the workplace were made on foot 96 percent of the time, which fell to 

just under 25 percent when the distance increased from 0.25 to 1.0 miles. For more than a 

mile, 80 percent of the trips were by automobile, and less than 5 percent by transit. He 

reported that the study supported an earlier finding (Cervero 1989), which “underscore[d] the 

importance of creating mixed‐use environments in and around office sites. Islands of stand‐

alone office buildings, regardless of how close they are to transit, are unlikely to draw many 

workers to trains and busses if there is a risk of being stranded midday, unable to attend to 

personal affairs” (Cervero 1989, 52). 

Past research suggests that residential TODs also have a strong influence on commuter 

mode choice. Handy, Cao, and Mokhtarian (2006) found that residents of traditional 

neighborhoods were almost three times more likely to walk to the store than in suburban 

neighborhoods. Residents of traditional neighborhoods were more likely to say they walked to 

all destinations than residents of suburban neighborhoods. Additionally, compared to 

suburban environments, residents of traditional neighborhoods had more businesses and types 

of businesses within 1/4‐mile. The choice of walking was most strongly driven by the 

accessibility of amenities and to walkways, although distance was also important. However, 

the researchers could not prove the differences in behavior were due to changing the built 

environment. Lund (2003) studied the pedestrian activity of residents in eight Portland, 

Oregon, neighborhoods: four traditional and four suburban. Using household surveys, she 

found that residents of traditional neighborhoods were more likely to walk to local shopping 

areas than residents in suburban neighborhoods. 

Dill (2008) studied transit usage at residential developments around and near four 

commuter rail stations in Portland, Oregon. The respondents to her survey were asked to fill 

out an eight‐page travel survey about their transportation choices and transit usage. With 

more than 300 responses, she found that most respondents were childless, predominantly 
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female, and had high incomes. An average of 26 percent of them reported that they used 

transit for a majority of their commutes. When the distances between the rail station and their 

homes were relatively farther, commuters continued to use transit but were likely to drive or 

be driven to the station. Additionally, free parking at their worksite had a negative impact on 

residents’ transit usage. Of the one‐quarter that were required to pay for parking at their work, 

over half used transit. This figure compared to only 17 percent of residents who used transit if 

they were not required pay for parking at work. Less than one‐quarter of residents used transit 

for non‐work trips, although the transit’s share of non‐work trips downtown was much higher. 

To those residents who moved to the neighborhood, an estimated 16 percent switched to using 

transit from another mode, and 76 percent of new residents said they did not eliminate or add 

a new vehicle to their household. However, 13 percent said they eliminated a vehicle due to 

the characteristics of the neighborhood. 

Finally, Crowley, Shalaby, and Zarei compared data from 1986 and 2001 for the North 

York City Center located at the northern edge of Toronto to examine how the walking distance 

to rapid transit service “is related to mode choice and auto ownership and use” (2009, 2). The 

data used in their research were derived from a comprehensive travel survey called the 

Transportation Tomorrow Survey (TTS), which accounted for approximately 5 percent of all 

households in Greater Toronto. They found the number of transit riders who walked to the 

station was 36 percent at 200 meters (656 feet) from the station, 32 percent at 200 to 

400 meters (656 to 1,312 feet), 17 percent from 400 to 800 meters (1,312 to 2,624 feet), and 

3 percent at 800 meters or more. The researchers also found that households within 

400 meters of the station owned 0.74 vehicles per household, rising to 0.94 vehicles per 

household between 400 and 800 meters, and 1.04 for households farther than 800 meters. 

TOD’s impact on trip generation is discussed less intensively in the literature. Friedman, 

Gordon, and Peers (1994) studied 1980 travel surveys from residents who lived in traditional 

neighborhoods and suburban neighborhoods in San Francisco, California. They found the trip 

generation rate was 25 percent higher in suburban neighborhoods than in traditional 

neighborhoods and that total travel trips by automobile were about 32 percent higher. The 

incidence of single‐occupancy vehicles was 14 percent higher in suburban neighborhoods than 
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found in traditional neighborhoods, while the use of alternative transportation modes was 

almost double in the traditional neighborhoods. For home‐based, non‐work trips, transit use 

was almost twice as high in traditional neighborhoods, and pedestrian travel was 40 percent 

higher. 

Sperry, Burris, and Dumbaugh’s (2010) study questioned whether mixed‐use 

developments induce trips and, if so, does the trip generation overcome the congestion relief 

benefits. The researchers examined a mixed‐use project in Plano, Texas, called Legacy Town 

Center to determine if it had the effect of inducing net positive travel, as the authors 

hypothesized that it would. The researchers used an origin‐destination, intercept study to 

collect data as people exited buildings. Travel data were collected during weekdays for two 

study periods (over the morning and afternoon peak travel periods). During the morning 

period, the researchers found that relatively few trips were induced (3.9 percent) and 

approximately 15.4 percent of the trips were internal (within Legacy Town Center). Induced 

trips were slightly more than one‐quarter of the internal trips. During the afternoon, 

44 percent of the trips were internal and 22.4 percent were induced. About half of the internal 

trips were induced trips and approximately two‐thirds of the activity occurred between retail 

establishments was induced. Many of these induced trips were short walking trips. 

Impacts of TOD on Miles Traveled 

With two of TOD’s defining characteristics being mixed‐use and access to transit, it 

would be expected that TOD’s existence in a region would reduce the number of vehicle miles 

traveled (VMT). While this hypothesized or actual effect may appear small to policymakers and 

the general public, given the very large VMT totals that exist in heavily populated regions, even 

a small percentage reduction has a sizeable impact. Zhang and Yi (2006), using a four‐step 

travel demand model, predicted that a transit system with TOD in the Austin, Texas, region, 

would reduce daily regional person miles traveled (PMT) between 10 million and 12 million 

miles. As a result, the proportion of congested roadways in the region overall would drop by 

2.2 percent in the year 2030. A later study by Zhang (2010) examined three TOD scenarios in 

the Austin region, which were: 1) base scenario, no build of a regional commuter rail and BRT 
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network; 2) build 10 TODs along the commuter rail line; and 3) develop bus‐based TOD 

corridors and the rail TODs from the second scenario. Zhang’s analysis found that TOD caused 

only a minimal diversion of commuters from single‐occupancy vehicles to other modes. 

Likewise, there were minimal commuter shifts to the transit. However, on the entire 3‐county 

network, he found that the rail‐only TOD scenario reduced overall travel by 9.8 million PMT per 

day. Within this amount, the reduction of single‐occupancy vehicle activity was 9.57 million 

miles, which reduced the average daily work commute by 3.56 miles. The more extensive TOD 

scenario reduced PMT by 12.4 million miles and the commute trip distance by 4.53 miles. The 

rail‐only TOD plan also reduced the number of congested lane miles from 3,729 miles to 

3,296 miles or almost 18 percent. The more extensive TOD system further reduced the number 

of congested lane miles by an additional 341 miles. Finally, Sperry et al.’s (2010) rough 

estimation of the impacts on VMT from a dense, mixed‐use development in Plano, Texas, was a 

14.2 percent reduction of VMT during the morning and 34.3 percent reduction during the 

afternoon. 

Despite these findings, our understanding of TOD’s impact on miles traveled is 

complicated by Cervero’s (2006b) argument that the four‐step model (commonly used by 

transportation engineers and planners) is an inappropriate tool for assessment. This is because 

four‐step models are regional models that do not provide adequate granularity to accurately 

predict the impacts of individual projects on VMT. More specifically, Cervero points out that 

four‐step traffic models do not account for the “co‐mingling” of land uses, which has the effect 

of reducing trip generation due to internal capture. Cervero refers to studies by Ewing and 

Cervero, (2001) and the Institute of Transportation Engineers (2003), which demonstrate that 

the internal capture from TOD can affect trip generation by as much as 55 percent. According 

to Cervero, another problem is that four‐step models do not accurately distribute trips across a 

network. Instead the models rely upon centroid connectors in the Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) 

and assumes that the length of intra‐zonal trips is one‐half to two‐thirds the length to the 

nearest zone. When TAZs are in urban areas, the trips are usually shorter than the models 

assume. The consequence of this is a preference for automobile trips during the modal choice 

step, even though walking may be chosen with greater frequency. Another issue is that travel 
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surveys for four‐step models often do not include walking and bicycling modes, so they are 

usually missing from the travel demand model. These models also tend to use travel time as 

the influence on mode choice, rather than land use at the origin and destination. Additional 

problems Cervero observed were that travel demand models: 

 Do not account for people shifting their peak period travel to the edges of the 
period. 

 Are missing local and sometimes collector streets in the transportation network. 

 Do not assume the existence of a dynamic feedback loop between travel assignment 
and land use. 

Unfortunately, Cervero also dismisses activity‐based, micro‐simulation software program like 

TRANSIMS as an adequate substitute, since they too are regional in nature. 

Since there are limitations to using a four‐step model to predict the impacts of TOD 

projects. Cervero provides some examples of transportation planning agencies that have 

attempted to overcome the problems by incorporating appropriate modifications. Austin’s 

Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO), for example, assumed lower vehicle 

ownership in TODs, which reduced their prediction of trip generation and affected mode 

choice. Cervero also offered two suggestions for overcoming the problems of the four‐step 

model that he has used for various projects in the United States. These strategies were post‐

processing the modeling results or direct (or off‐line) modeling as an alternative to the four‐

step model (Cervero 2006b). 

The Lesser Known: Bus TOD 

Currie (2006) points out that the casual reader of TOD literature often considers TOD 

only in the context of rail transit. However, he reminds readers that Calthorpe’s (1993) original 

New Urbanist definitions and ideals included both bus and rail transit and that Cervero et al.’s 

(2004) survey of TODs in the United States found that 8 percent of all TODs in the United States 

were bus TODs. These bus TODs are usually associated with lower densities and with busways 

or BRT, rather than typical bus routes with infrequent service and minimally fixed infrastructure 

(Currie 2006). This characterization was supported by Johnson’s (2003) study of the interaction 

between bus transit and land use in the Minneapolis‐St. Paul region. 
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Currie (2006) also summarized the work of other researchers who have identified 

various constraints to the successful implementation of bus TOD projects (and are presented in 

the narrative below). Dittmar and Ohland (2004) suggested that Park‐and‐Ride facilities limit 

TOD opportunities because they encourage the use of automobiles to access transit stations 

and reduce the opportunities for constructing adjacent TODs. Another problem has been the 

lack of institutional support within the transit agencies. Cervero et al. (2004) found that only 

3 percent of transit agencies had a full‐time staff dedicated to their bus TOD programs, 

compared to 42 percent dedicated to rail TOD. On the other hand, some problems that hinder 

bus TOD are specific to the operation of buses. For example, bus operations can limit 

pedestrian access to a TOD because there are a significant number of bus movements at 

stations. It is also more difficult to concentrate activity around bus stops than rail stations 

because there are many more bus stops than train stations on a route. A study by the 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans 2002) observed that there were 3,400 bus 

stops in San Diego, compared to 49 light rail stops (Currie 2006). Currie identified other 

hindrances to the development of bus transit. He noted the perceived impermanence of bus 

routes can be a hindrance to encouraging development, although he later dismisses its practical 

importance. Caltrans (2002) and Dittmar and Ohland (2004), however, have argued that rail’s 

permanence means that TOD projects are large in scale and magnitude. Some have suggested 

that bus riders are demographically different and would not be attracted to TOD, since they 

tend to have lower incomes. Yet, Currie (2005) found that busway riders in Perth, Australia, 

had characteristics similar to rail riders, although both of these latter groups were more 

“choice” (i.e., higher socioeconomic status) than street bus riders (Currie 2006). 

Examples of bus TOD are diverse and are sometimes difficult to pinpoint because they 

range from small projects to much larger developments. Feder (2009) summarized TOD 

patterns along Pittsburgh’s Martin Luther King, Jr., East Busway Corridor. The busway facility is 

a 9.1 mile, 2‐lane bus‐only road that connects downtown Pittsburgh at the AMTRAK station 

with Swissvale, a close‐in suburb. The entire length of the busway is at‐grade, with the 

exception of a 1/4‐mile elevated section, and is located within a vacated portion of an 

operating railroad right‐of‐way. There are nine stations with various amenities ranging from a 
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simple line station to stations with aerial walkways and kiss‐and‐ride facilities. Since its 

construction in 1983 and prior to 1996, the Port Authority of Allegheny County identified 54 

developments valued at $302 million that were built along the entire busway. All of this 

construction was either residential, office, or retail. Recently, around two of the nine stations 

13 more developments have been built with a total value of $506 million. This new 

construction has included retail, townhomes and apartments, medical research, hotel, and 

office land uses. 

Within Texas, Kuperman and Handy (2007) studied a less traditional form of bus TOD by 

examining the effect of the shuttle bus service provided by the University of Texas at Austin 

(UT) on residential development patterns. Their study focused on the Pleasant Valley/Riverside 

area of southeast Austin, which is well‐served by UT shuttle buses. Already a popular area with 

students because of its affordability, during the early 1990s, almost 2,400 additional 

apartments were built. By the 2000 U.S. Census, the neighborhood had more than 8,000 

students or 71 percent of its total residents. Because there was no significant increase in the 

enrollment at UT, most of new growth was the result of students relocating from more 

expensive housing west of campus or from older multifamily housing within the Pleasant 

Valley/Riverside area. 

Kuperman and Handy (2007) found that UT shuttle buses share some attributes with 

bus rapid transit, although this comparison is not an ideal fit. For example, the UT shuttle buses 

run frequently during peak periods (between 5 and 10‐minute headways), and they are 

distinctly marked. In some instances, they serve dedicated bus stops, although at other times 

the stops are shared with Capital Metro’s regular service. However, unlike other bus rapid 

transit systems, some typical practices or technologies are not implemented, such as using 

articulated buses, alternative fuel sources, or electronic message boards. Yet, despite its 

somewhat rudimentary infrastructure, the service is viewed by students as “convenient, 

available, [and] reliable” (Kuperman and Handy 2007, 6). Likewise, the developers of 

multifamily housing found it to have sufficient permanence that they built around it without 

asking for any public incentives. Similarly, while the new residential development in Pleasant 

Valley/Riverside area has some attributes in common with TOD, it is not a perfect fit. Its TOD 
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attributes include density, convenient transit service, and many services within walking 

distance. However, parking at the apartment complexes is provided at a slightly higher rate 

than one space per tenant. This suggests that while transit is used for trips to UT, the students’ 

automobiles are used for most other travel. Additionally, developers and the City of Austin 

have built few bicycle or pedestrian facilities at or around these projects, and there are few 

sidewalks on the adjacent streets. In fact, the area surrounding the multifamily housing is strip 

retail development and follows a single‐use pattern (Kuperman and Handy 2007). 

Ultimately Kuperman and Handy (2007) concluded that while the TOD in their example 

is not “ideal” (from the New Urbanism standpoint), it does provide medium to higher‐density 

residential development that would not have occurred without the UT shuttle bus service. 

They also argued that the lack of public sector involvement, in terms of proactive planning prior 

to the new housing construction, led to the monolithic growth. The authors questioned 

whether greater public involvement would have resulted in a more desirable mixed use 

development with more opportunities for walking and bicycling. 

Limits to Altering Travel Demand with TOD 

While proponents have written extensively about the benefits of TOD, research studies 

have not demonstrated that changing the urban form alone significantly alters individuals’ 

travel behavior in the United States. Boarnet and Sarmiento (1998) studied the effect of land 

use patterns on non‐work trip generation using data from Southern California travel diaries. 

They argued that many of the previous studies examined aggregate data across neighborhoods 

and did not adequately control for the characteristics of the neighborhoods. They theorized 

that the “price” of travel is what determines trip mode and that “New Urbanists and related 

designs are intended to alter the time cost of travelling from one location to various other 

locations by concentrating trip origins closer to destinations and by influencing travel speed” 

(1998, 1157). Ultimately, however, their research findings were inconclusive, providing no 

evidence that land use patterns influence travel patterns but not disproving it either. 

In a later study, Greenwald and Boarnet (2001) explored the connection between the 

built environment and walking behavior using a 1994 two‐day travel diary from the three‐
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county area that surrounds Portland, Oregon. Using regression analysis, they found that 

population and retail density at the regional level did not determine individual walking 

behavior. Individual trip “costs” also were insignificant when analyzed at the regional level. 

They concluded that their findings from this study contradicted earlier studies by Boarnet and 

Greenwald (2000) and Boarnet and Sarmiento (1998), which found a connection between 

regional land use and non‐work automobile travel. They argue, while there is some connection 

between land use and walking behavior, the relative contribution of denser land use to greater 

walking behavior is not clear. Instead, trip distance is the most important determinant of non‐

work walking behavior, with short trips encouraging more walking. Finally, Greenwald and 

Boarnet were skeptical that New Urbanist development has any impact on non‐work walking 

behavior beyond the area of influence from the New Urbanist development. 

Another explanation, offered by Boarnet and Crane (2001) (and distilled by Lund 2003), 

for the limited impact of TOD on travel behavior is self‐selection among TOD residents. In other 

words, residents who already had a preference for replacing driving trips by walking or who are 

current or potential users of transit are more likely to live in a TOD project or in a neighborhood 

with the characteristics of neo‐traditional development. In an earlier study, Boarnet and Crane 

(1997) pointed to Cervero’s (1994a) finding that 42.5 percent of the residents in TODs were 

already using transit prior to their move. Similarly, Handy et al.’s (2006) study of self‐selection 

and walking behavior referred to Handy and Clifton’s (2001) study of walking behavior in 

Austin, Texas, neighborhoods and Bagley and Mokhtarian’s (2002) study of the San Francisco, 

California, area, which revealed that residents attitudes and lifestyle choices had the most 

significant effect on travel demand and that land use patterns have relatively little impact. 

Lund (2003) also found evidence that residents who preferred walking to local commercial 

establishments self‐selected into traditional neighborhoods. 

In Lund’s (2006) summary of previous research, she observed that Jarvis’s (2003) study 

demonstrated that residents do not always reside in the locations they prefer. More 

specifically, Jarvis stated, “efforts to design ‘traditional’ ‘village‐like’ compact communities are 

being undermined by compromises made within households of growing internal complexity 

(Jarvis 2003, 603). In other words, the desires and goals and households as they relate to work, 
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school, and recreation are creating contradictions between stated lifestyle and travel 

preferences and actual behavior. Likewise, Lund (2006) and Handy et al. (2006) pointed to 

Schwanen and Mokhtarian’s (2005) cross‐panel study of San Francisco area residents, which 

had similar findings but clarified that residents would move to their desired location if the 

trade‐offs are not too great. Examples of these trade‐offs are housing cost, housing quality, 

quality of schools, etc. Given that many of the studies on walking preferences and TOD or neo‐

traditional development occur in cities or regions with high residential real estate prices (e.g., 

San Francisco, Portland, Austin, etc.), it is not necessarily surprising that a number of residents 

who might prefer a neighborhood that is more conducive to walking could not afford to live in 

these desired locations. 

There is also evidence that TOD residents who do not have an existing preference for 

using transit or walking will not necessarily change their behavior if placed into a TOD 

environment. Krizek (2000) argued that land use changes have little impact on household 

travel behavior and that residents will act according to their preferences prior to relocation. His 

research analyzed two‐day travel panel surveys from the Puget Sound region concentrating on 

the survey respondents who moved at least once over seven survey periods. His findings were 

that more than half of the households relocated to neighborhoods with land use characteristics 

similar to their previous neighborhood. Twenty‐six percent of the households moved to 

neighborhoods that were less dense than their original household, while 18 percent of the 

households moved to denser neighborhoods. The number of households moving from high to 

low density neighborhoods was significantly higher than the number of residents moving from 

low to high density (6.7 percent versus 3.5 percent). Using the same Puget Sound data for a 

later study, Krizek (2003) found the data still supported the notion that land use changes do not 

affect travel patterns when residents relocate. Lund et al. (2004) found no conclusive evidence 

that California TOD residents were more inclined to use transit between 1992 and 2003. 

Lund (2003) produced evidence that residents’ existing attitudes toward walking and 

interacting with their neighbors to be a much more important predictors of their willingness to 

walk than any variables describing the neighborhood. Residents were more likely to walk if 

they had a favorable attitude toward walking and a comfortable walking environment. These 
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residents also wanted opportunities to visit with neighbors, nighttime safety, as well as nearby 

commercial establishments. Her conclusions, she reported, were similar to the results from 

work by Kitamura, Mokhtarian, and Laidet (1997). A later study by Lund (2006) demonstrated 

that not all residents living in TOD are interested in transit access. Her survey results found that 

many residents of TOD projects in Los Angeles and San Diego, California, moved to them 

because they provided good access to highways. She also found that TOD residents in these 

two cities were more likely to have a vehicle than residents in the county as a whole. 

There are additional questions as to whether neo‐traditional development actually leads 

to a reduced number of automobile trips, even though residents are more likely to walk. Handy 

(1992) could not conclusively prove that walking trips in neo‐traditional developments actually 

replaced trips that would otherwise be made in an automobile or that the land use generated 

more trips than would have otherwise occurred in a suburban neighborhood. 

Some have questioned whether transit agency policies sometimes hinder TOD’s ability 

to reduce vehicular travel. Willson and Menotti (2007) reviewed the BART’s previous policy 

requiring one‐to‐one parking replacement for TOD projects. The authors believed this policy 

undermined the fiscal viability of many TOD projects. They identified two “conceptual blocks” 

held by agency leaders that have been used to justify the replacement of lost parking spaces: 

first, the belief that developers “owe” the agency replacement parking when building a TOD 

because it has lost something it once owned and second, the fear that ridership will be lost if 

the parking is not replaced. To counter these arguments, Willson and Menotti prepared a 

hypothetical analysis for the redevelopment of two BART stations, while examining three 

development scenarios. The first development scenario was medium intensity TOD with 

replacement parking. The second scenario was medium intensity TOD with reduced parking. 

The third scenario was high intensity with reduced parking. At both stations, their analysis 

found the highest intensity development would generate the greatest profitability for BART 

without an overall loss of ridership. The authors did acknowledge, however, the political reality 

of losing existing riders (by not replacing the lost parking) might impact the willingness of 

transit boards to pursue such a policy. 
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Finally, some have been critical of TOD’s ability to meet its goals while operating under 

practical constraints. Nelson and Niles (1999) observed that existing market and socioeconomic 

patterns frequently run counter to New Urbanists’ ideals for development, especially as they 

relate to retail and consumer services. Retailers, depending upon the market area they serve, 

may demand larger buildings than can be accommodated in a residential area. Additionally, 

most retailers realize that transit trips account for a very small share of total non‐work trips and 

plan their stores accordingly (i.e., they provide parking, often a lot of it). Consumers also tend 

to choose non‐work trip activities that minimize their total activity time and may carry‐out 

several tasks during a single trip, which means they have a preference for large retailers and 

large aggregations of retailers. Nelson and Niles also questioned how much significance the 

public gives to New Urbanists’ social goals of less segregation, a higher quality of life, and a 

heightened sense of community. They believe local residents are more likely to assess TODs’ 

regional impacts on congestion and air quality, rather than the New Urbanists’ social criteria. 

Another limitation they identified is community opposition to land use changes that lead to 

greater densities. These changes are often opposed in existing neighborhoods but are more 

likely to be accepted as part of new developments. This reality limits the ability of most cities 

to retrofit large areas of the urban landscape. And, even if such a massive redevelopment was 

allowed to occur, trillions of dollars of real estate investment have already been made into the 

existing urban form. Therefore, the ability of New Urbanism policies to produce a rapid change 

toward denser, mixed land‐uses is constrained for many years into the future. 

Personal Safety and Transit 

The topic of crime and personal safety within transit systems is a significant one for 

agencies and advocates of TOD, since fears of victimization play a significant role in commuters 

choosing private vehicles over public transportation. Loukaitou‐Sideris, Liggett, and Iseki 

(2002), in their review of existing literature on transit crime, point out that transit facilities 

create a desirable environment for criminals, since they concentrate a large number of users in 

high‐risk populations [women, the elderly, the disabled, etc.], within a few nodes, along a 

transportation corridor. Transit facilities frequently create environments where transit users 
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have limited escape routes or find themselves in isolated locations, such as at park‐and‐ride 

facilities (Loukaitou‐Sideris et al. 2002, 137). 

One difficulty of conducting research on this topic is the imprecise reporting of criminal 

incidents. Plano (1993) argues that crime data often lacks enough specificity to determine the 

association between transit systems and criminal activity. Based on crime patterns in 

Baltimore, this researcher found that the stated location of the crime was for an area, not a 

specific site, which made it impossible to tell if the crimes actually occurred at transit facilities 

or at some other near‐by location. Another issue is that most studies do not compare crime 

rates at transit facilities with crime rates in the general population. Yet, many of the existing 

studies state that the crime levels on transit systems are not significantly higher. An early study 

by Thrasher and Schnell (1974), using data from 37 U.S. transit agencies between 1969 and 

1971, found that individuals using transit were twice as likely to become involved in a criminal 

incident than if they were in a non‐transit situation. However, the authors cautioned their 

dataset had limitations, which might affect their findings. This comparison continues to be a 

gap in the existing literature. 

According to Loukaitou‐Sideris et al., characteristics of transit crime can be distilled into 

five common themes in research: 

 It primarily occurs in major cities. 

 Most transgressions are not serious crimes but petty ones and obnoxious behaviors. 

 Crime levels at transit facilities are highly correlated with the crime levels in the 
surrounding neighborhood. 

 Most incidents occur at train stations or bus stops and not within the transit 
vehicles. 

 Fewer crimes tend to occur during peak travel hours and more crimes tend to occur 
during late evening and at night. (2002, 136) 

In line with these observations, Pearlstein and Wachs (1982) found that during a one‐

year period transit crime incidents within the all‐bus Southern California Rapid Transit District 

grew proportional to increased ridership. Their research also found that transit crimes 

occurred primarily along routes that traverse neighborhoods with existing high crime rates and 

occurred disproportionately at night. A regression analysis by Bowes and Ihlanfeldt (2001) 
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found that neighborhoods with denser levels of poverty, vacant housing, retail employment, 

and manufacturing employment had higher crime rates. They also found that transit facilities 

that were farther from the city center had lower crime levels. 

Loukaitou‐Sideris et al.’s (2002) study of crime along the Green Line of the Los Angeles 

rail system found that serious crimes (thefts, burglaries, assaults, rapes, and murders) were 

concentrated at two locations. Most of the serious crimes at suburban transit stations involved 

vehicles and occurred at their park‐and‐ride facilities. The vast majority (more than 90 percent) 

of crimes on the rail platform involved crime against persons, such as robbery or assault and 

they tended to correlate with crime levels in the surrounding neighborhood. Less serious 

crimes, such as vandalism, were most likely to occur at the transit station or on the transit 

vehicle. Transit stations with park‐and‐ride lots tended to have a larger share of criminal 

activity, but it was mostly directed toward property. Ironically, park‐and‐ride facilities with 

parking attendants had the highest crime rates. 

The implications of actual and perceived crime rates within transit systems are 

important for planners of TOD to understand and to plan for. It should also be understood that 

these concerns permeate transit systems, regardless of their location. Benjamin et al. (1994) 

surveyed both residents and users of transit in Greensboro, North Carolina, and discovered that 

perceptions of crime on the transit system were significantly greater among residents in 

general than transit users specifically. For example, 37.7 percent of Greensboro’s residents 

believed that waiting at a downtown bus stop was an unsafe environment compared to 

8.0 percent of transit users. More residents than transit users also believed that walking 

downtown was unsafe (40.1 percent versus 8.4 percent). Interestingly, 19.2 percent of transit 

users believed that walking in the suburbs was unsafe, compared to 8.4 percent who had the 

same concerns about walking downtown. Interestingly, Greensboro residents were only 

slightly more charitable to the suburbs, with 32.4 percent stating it was unsafe to walk there 

too. 

33 



 

 

	 	 	 	

                           

                                   

                              

                                 

                         

                                 

                             

                           

                             

                       

                     

                         

                           

           

                           

                       

                       

                       

                        

                             

                           

                       

 
   

TxDOT’s Interests and Needs 

The combined results of these research findings emphasize that altering the urban form 

can lead to a reduced demand for vehicular travel, but only if individuals are willing to travel by 

alternate modes. In most instances, the residents who occupy TODs and use transit have a pre‐

existing preference to do so. The research also suggests there is a latent demand for more 

dense urban development, since there are residents who report they would prefer a 

neighborhood that is more conducive to walking but choose to live in locations that are not for 

other reasons. If the concerns of these households (housing cost, quality, living space, quality 

of local schools, etc.) could be addressed by developers and local governments, these changes 

could expand the influence of TOD on the state’s transportation network. To date, TOD 

projects have primarily attracted unmarried individuals or childless couples who are usually 

professionals with higher than average incomes, demographic characteristics that have become 

somewhat stereotypical but were quantified in Lund’s (2006) study. Generally, however, the 

development of TOD projects is not expected to have substantial impact on overall travel 

demand or commuters preference for automobiles. 

The present opportunity and challenge is to understand how TOD projects currently and 

potentially will affect travel demand in urban environments and on the statewide 

transportation network and incorporate them into future planning. Assuming a static 

environment, Texas’ rapidly growing population and its strong demand for new roadway 

infrastructure would likely disguise any impacts from TOD on the transportation network. 

However, the future transportation environment is unlikely to be static, so it is in TxDOT’s 

interest to understand, plan, and respond proactively to the possible changes that may be 

brought about by TOD or other similar forms of urban densification. 
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IV. FOCUS GROUPS OF TRANSIT‐ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT RESIDENTS 

The research team conducted three focus group interviews in the Mockingbird, 

Downtown Plano, and Cedars Stations on Nov. 24, Dec. 1, and Dec. 15, 2009, respectively. The 

main purpose of the focus groups was to provide insight for assessing the impacts of residing in 

transit‐oriented development on travel behavior. The findings will also be useful for TxDOT and 

cities to better plan and provide transportation services and guide TOD development. 

Three rail transit stations/TOD developments were chosen for recruiting focus group 

participants. Each of these stations is located in the service area for Dallas Area Rapid Transit. 

DART TOD locations offer the greatest variety and highest level of market maturity of TOD in 

Texas. For participant convenience, the focus group sessions were held in the same building or 

in close proximity to each development. The three locations, Mockingbird Station, Downtown 

Plano Station, and the Cedars Station, were purposively selected to represent distinct locational 

characteristics. 

The Downtown Plano Station location represents suburban locations. Mockingbird 

Station has a central city location with a high level of entertainment and dining opportunities. 

Retail, dining, and entertainment establishments located at Mockingbird Station attract patrons 

from a wide area of the Dallas region. The Cedars Station represents near‐downtown urban 

renewal districts. 

A total of 26 people participated in the focus groups, with nine in the Mockingbird 

Station, seven in the Downtown Plano Station, and 10 in the Cedars Station. Each group was 

asked questions in four categories including: 

1. Opinions about living in the DFW Metropolitan Area. 

2. Opinions about their Neighborhood/Community. 

3. Travel behavior. 

4. Perceptions toward TOD and DART. 

In the following, we first describe the demographic characteristics of the focus group 

participants. We then report the findings according to the recurring themes found in the focus 

group interviews. 
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Demographic Characteristics of Focus Group Participants 

All focus group participants were recruited from areas about a 1/4 mile from the three 

DART rail stations. Most of them live in the study areas, though some in each group work in the 

TOD and reside elsewhere. Together, there is a good mix of focus group participants in terms 

of race/ethnicity, age, gender, and travel modes. However, there are some notable differences 

in demographic characteristics and travel modes across the three focus groups.1 

All participants in the Mockingbird Station group are Caucasian. The majority of the 

focus group participants are middle age and older, with a few young professionals. The group is 

almost evenly divided in gender, with five females and four males. The group is also mixed in 

travel modes, with some private vehicle users, some transit users (specifically DART rail), and 

one bicycler. 

Similar to the Mockingbird Station, all but one participant in the Downtown Plano 

station focus group are white, the exception being a male African American. The group is made 

up of mostly middle age adults with a few young professionals. There are only two females, 

and only two of the participants identify themselves as transit users. There is no bicycler in this 

group. 

Unlike the previous two groups, the majority of the participants in the Cedars Station 

focus, who were all residents of the South Side on Lamar development, are African‐Americans. 

Less than a third of the participants are females. Many work in the South Side on Lamar 

building; a few also live in South Side on Lamar building or an adjacent building. All but one 

participant knows each other from working or living in the building. The age range of the 

participants seems to be from early 20s to mid‐ or late‐50s. Most of them are active users of 

public transit. Because they know each other, they were very friendly and talkative during the 

focus group discussion. 

1 Participants were not asked to provide specific demographic data. The characteristics reported here are based 
on observation. 
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Significant Changes in the DFW Metropolitan Area 

Traffic Congestion 

In our opening question, we asked if participants have noticed any significant changes in 

living in the Dallas area over the past five years. Traffic congestion was mentioned in all three 

groups. For the most part, participants perceive traffic as worse than ever. Projects such as the 

Mixmaster, 75, and North Central Expressway were referenced multiple times in each session, 

usually in a negative way. Traffic seems to be perceived as the worst during evening rush hour. 

“Traffic is worse than it ever was!” “To get around … during 4 to 6 p.m. in the evening, has 

gotten nearly impossible in the last five years.” “Dallas had more drivers.” “New traffic is 

making it easier to jump on the rail and go.” “I left Arlington because of traffic.” “The highways 

get bogged down; they’re crawling; it is frustrating.” These are some statements that reflected 

some participant’s views and generated agreement among other participants. 

The situation is not limited to highways, as participants noted local street congestion 

having worsened over the last 5 years. Metaphors such as “a Bermuda Triangle” were used in 

attempts to successfully describe the difficulty of the situation. 

Growth 

Another change identified by all the groups is growth, a factor contributing to traffic 

congestion, although the specific type of growth may vary slightly from group to group. The 

participants in the Mockingbird Station attribute increase in population, apartment, and 

constant roadway construction as causes of traffic congestion. One participant even mentioned 

that “SMU may cause traffic problem.” The participants in the Downtown Plano Station saw 

large urban outbound expansion toward the north and growth in outdoor malls. “Everything 

seems to be heading north.” There are “blossoming outdoor shopping malls.” “Plano and 

McKinney all grown together.” In the Cedars Station, some mentioned “residents increase 

around rail.” “The city has grown.” “Metroplex is blown up as far as population and traffic is 

involved.” 
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Demographic/Social Changes 

Changes in demographic composition and activities around rail stations were noted in 

all three focus groups. The participants in the Mockingbird Station group found more transient 

people in the area, referring to both the high turnover rate of apartment renters, as well as 

panhandlers, tweekers [drug users], and meth users hanging around the area. The group also 

had a relatively lengthy discussion about change in crime rate with no agreement. For example, 

someone stated that “the Mockingbird Station has the highest crime rate.” But another 

countered that “the homeowners association noted less crime.” 

One participant in the Downtown Plano focus group noticed change in diversity. He 

stated that “DART has shown me how culturally diverse Dallas has become, with one DART ride 

now being an opportunity to hear a number of different foreign languages.” 

The Cedars focus group participants noted a connection between higher gasoline prices 

and increases in DART’s ridership and parking around the station. The group also noted 

changes (businesses/activities) around the station. Some observed that more people are 

coming into the city to do things, and it is getting more difficult to find parking spaces at the 

train station. Other comments include: 

 “Perception of inner city areas is starting to change with influx of more affluent 
whites;” there were “ghetto before, now the area is seen as urban.” 

 “These days it is very hip to be urban, everybody wants it. Black folks make a city a 
‘ghetto’ but white folks moving in make it ‘urban.’” 

 “South Dallas may turn to gentrification as well.” 

Impacts on Travel Behavior 

Information about impacts on travel behavior is generated from a number of questions 

regarding current travel mode, recent changes in travel mode, and participants’ preferred 

mode of travel and reasons for their preferences. 

Travel Destination 

When asked how the changes in DFW Metroplex have affected their way of travel and 

residential decisions, the responses were mixed. A few participants indicated that traffic 
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congestion did affect their choice of travel destination. One participant in the Mockingbird 

focus group said that because of traffic, he has decided to have his lunch locally, rather than 

driving to somewhere else to eat as he did before. A few mentioned that they purposely avoid 

shopping at the Mockingbird Station and rather go to North Park because it’s difficult to find 

parking. “You have to go into the cave [parking garage] and you’re gone forever.” This 

metaphor depicts the difficulty and frustration of finding parking in Mockingbird Station and 

seemed to get the most interest from the group with nods. There seemed to be an overall 

feeling that while Mockingbird Station was meant to have convenient shopping, dining, and 

entertainment for residents, it really does not have a pedestrian‐friendly design. 

A few participants in the Cedars group talked about the limitation of transit and how the 

limitation has affected their travel destination: 

 “No rail connection to Arlington causes me not to go there.” 

 “I can’t go to downtown or to Fort Worth for drinks because the trains stop running 
too early [in the evening].” 

Travel Mode 

Although most agreed DART was the best way to get Downtown during rush hour and 

for evenings on the town/special events (and expressed interest in using the DART rail system), 

they would still choose to travel by car. Reasons included that they don’t want to use transit or 

don’t know the system; the system does not get them where they need to go; schedule 

limitations due to the train schedule; or they have safety concerns. The phrase “I would …, but 

…” occurred frequently, and it reflects the common sentiment about mode choice decisions of 

many participants. The following are some of the statements about mode choice of the 

participants and reasons for their decisions: 

 “I don’t want to take the time to learn how to use the system; too complicated.” 

 “I would use DART during major work hours, more trains, people and it feels safer.” 

 “Different people ride the train at night. It is not safe.” 

 “I work in McKinney and there is no access.” 

 “I work at a high school and drive along George Bush Turnpike against the flow of 
traffic…it’s a very easy commute.” 

 “The train schedule lags the closer you get to downtown, so I drive.” 
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 “Can’t take the train when going to 635 and the tollway.” 

 “It takes 5 minutes on the highway to get to my work place in Downtown…30‐40 
minutes if I took DART…there’s no good direct route.” 

 “I travel all over the Metroplex for my job, and it’s not practical to use transit.” 

 “I drive to the airport, and there’s no direct route via train.” 

 “It’s faster to drive during periods between rush hours; DART is faster during rush 
hour unless it stops too long or gets off schedule, which happens a lot. I can’t 
depend on it.” 

 “I don’t want to ride the train at night if I have to work late.” 

 “Cars are much faster than trains.” 

 “At places you may get jumped or scared if you go to the wrong area (by train).” 

Rail, but no Buses 

When asked about what would be their preferred travel mode if there is a choice, most 

participants responded that they would prefer to get around by train. Reasons for preferring 

train include: 

 “The train is easier on my peace of mind.” 

 “I can read the paper and decompress.” 

 Prefer not dealing with traffic, nice break from driving, on time (reliable and 
dependable), read a book. 

However, the participants also mentioned numerous improvements that would have to occur: 

 Would use TOD park and ride if there is more security (smashed windows). 

 Would use if easier to put bike on the train. 

 Better handicap access. 

 If more cross‐town services. 

 Need express trains that go to work centers. 

Interestingly, it was clear that although participants liked the convenience of not having to 

worry about parking or gas, many of them said they would not use the bus because of the 

following: 
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 “Buses are a different beast.” 

 “It’s too slow and there are too many stops.” 

 “I don’t feel safe on the bus.” 

 “Buses are still stuck in traffic while the train is separated.” 

 “Trains are comfortable and cool, [but buses are not].” 

 “The bus is not good anywhere. Buses use roads with the rest of cars.” 

Opinions about DART 

All three groups talked about DART’s services. However, the comments about DART are 

mixed. Some observations are described below. 

The Paradoxical Views about DART 

Public Transportation’s expansion and increase in ridership was a popular topic in each 

group, though different groups focused on the subject at seemingly random and distinct points. 

The system has mysteriously gotten easier and more difficult to use, according to the 

participants’ collective feeling. Scheduling was a controversial topic, as disagreement in the 

conversations occurred with regard to running trains and expanding routes. Here are some 

conversations reflecting the paradox: 

 “DART [has] gotten easier to use.” 

 “The system is efficient.” 

 But “you can’t buy tickets with your card.” 

 “The [ticket?] machine is always broken.” 

 “When I go downtown on light rail, I noticed since the green line opened the 
schedule is not as well kept as it was.” 

 “We joke it’s because they never had a schedule.” 

 “Now they keep a schedule but trains are never where they are supposed to be and 
you notice 20 minute delays between stops.” 
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Safety and Security 

Safety/security is probably the major problem with DART in participants’ eyes, eliciting a 

lot of emotional responses and metaphors. DART is not perceived as a viable transportation 

option except for those who work downtown—though there is a sense of guilt for not using the 

transit system more. 

A majority of focus group participants cited safety as the biggest problem that keeps 

them from using the DART system to their work place. They gave a number of visual cues such 

as leaning forward in their seat and waving their hands that confirmed how important this issue 

was to them. People felt safe riding the train during peak hours and events because of the mass 

of people on the train; but, off peak, the lack of security made people uncomfortable on the 

train. One person commented that on other transit systems around the world (such as the 

subway in New York) you feel safe and don’t question it like you do on DART. Another 

participant mentioned that maybe transit cops could “actually ride the trains instead of sitting 

in their cars at the station. It’s surprising that more cops are not riding to increase security and 

checking fares of riders.” 

Orientation and Direction 

Knowing where and how to go places was a big concern. Comments included: 

 There was “no map at the station clearly telling me what line I’m getting on and 
where I’m going.” 

 “The stations don’t provide a good sense of direction. When riding in other cities 
such as New York, Paris, or Chicago I can figure out the system.” 

 “I can get around easier in a foreign county with a different language than I can on 
DART.” 

 “We were new to the system, and it was hard to figure out what to do.” 

Needed Improvements 

Expansion of routes and schedules, accessibility to families, and prevention of 

mechanical failures of trains and ticket dispensers are included in participants’ ideas for 

improvement of the system. For instance, for parents with toddlers, the DART line is “simply 
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and totally not an option.” Likewise, DART remains unfriendly to bikes despite installation of 

some bike racks on their bus fleet. 

Overall, if it were made easier to understand and if people were available to answer 

questions about how to ride the train and where it is going, “then it would be more appreciated 

and utilized by this community... people have to feel safer before they will use it more.” 

Extensions to employment centers and better connection would also aid in the further 

adoption of the system. DART is encouraged to “plan hard and plan well,” with special 

emphasis on impact studies for surrounding neighborhoods. 

Politically, DART should help cities come up with the tax money, since sales tax pays a 

lot of DART. Small cities have to pitch in too. An overall impression of “DART doesn’t care” 

could be remedied through physical redesign of stations, DART police patrols, and making it 

easier to report crimes and offenses. Many heinous acts, such as muggings and vandalism, take 

place in DART rails, buses, and parking lots. A couple of the participants had been victims of 

these crimes. It appears to the participants that DART lacks in common sense and efficiency. 

Expectations are simply dependability and safety. 

Decisions on Residential Location 

Accessibility 

When asked about what they like the most about their neighborhoods and why they 

choose the neighborhood where they live now, two common themes came out from all three 

groups. The most noticeable one is accessibility to amenities. This is sometimes regarded as 

convenience. For example, one participant of the Mockingbird Station group said “it has 

everything,” and others supported that statement with “you said it!” Then the group started 

listing the amenities such as parks, restaurant, ability to walk, easy access to Katy Trail, theater, 

and downtown areas. Woodall Rodgers provoked the most interest and conversation. Similar 

statements were made by participants in the other two groups. “I like the convenience of being 

able to do stuff, [such as] take the DART to the Angelica.” “I love not needing a car.” “I walk 

around and shop.” Mockingbird Station is centrally located, has food, entertainment, easy 

access to downtown that has something for everyone, including civic focus on the arts. 
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Sense of Community 

Another recurrent theme from all focus group discussions is sense of community. This is 

especially true with the Cedars group. When asked what they like the most about their 

neighborhood, one responded by “the people” in the community. “Individuality,” “freedom of 

expression,” and “real community feel” are other words used by the focus group participants to 

describe the neighborhood. Other statements, such as “we wouldn’t be accepted in other 

neighborhoods” and it is “the UN of Dallas,” also reflect the perception of the participants 

about the neighborhood. Similar statements, such as “people know me and greet me by 

name,” “people are neighborly,” “most of the new comers are nice people,” “it is a friendly 

neighborhood,” “people say hello to each other,” “we are all city people here,” etc. were also 

heard from the other groups. 

Others 

A number of additional reasons were mentioned, though not in every focus group. In 

the Mockingbird Station group, the active neighborhood associations provoked lively discussion 

of their role in crime prevention and building community through neighborhood activities. 

Other reasons, such as ability to ride bikes to work, investment, good housing design, etc. were 

also mentioned. 

Downtown Plano participants liked their neighborhood having a small town feel near a 

bigger town. They enjoyed having the option to go to downtown and the Angelica (arts movie 

theater located at Mockingbird Station), but they also loved the local shops where people 

greeted them by name. “It is an urban feel but not city life and expenses.” The Cedars group 

liked that it wasn’t a “Cookie Cutter” neighborhood. 

Perception toward TOD 

Very few focus group participants knew about the term “Transit‐Oriented 

Development.” Among the 26 participants, only three knew the term before being contacted 

for the meetings. 
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When asked if TOD is good or bad for them and their neighborhood, some 

acknowledged the benefit of having an alternative to driving and being able to control 

commute time by living in the transit service area. However, concerns about increase in traffic, 

rent, and high density, lack of space and kids friendly amenities, lack of identity, etc. were felt 

by many participants: 

 “I won’t live in one since I have kids.” 

 “Prices in TODs are ridiculous, might as well live in uptown.” 

 “I prefer it as a single person.” 

 Good idea but not enough development to support it. 

 TOD in downtown Plano is causing an identity crisis – losing historic but trying to 
keep it with the development. 

 Too much density…great to visit but wouldn’t want to live there. 

When asked about what may attract people to TOD, many responded with a number of 

suggestions including better planning and coordination of development, increased safety and 

affordability, good transportation, and improved marketing of both transit services and 

residential options. 

Good Master Planning 

Participants saw some missing elements in their current neighborhood and a need for a 

more holistic approach to the development of TOD. Some examples of the shortfalls include the 

lack of: 

 Amenities and conveniences by foot, such as drug store, 24‐hour grocery store. 

 Kids‐friendly facilities such as swimming pool. 

 City services such as libraries and a Post Office. 

Quips about the current problems in planning include: 

 “The left hand should know what the right hand is doing.” 

 “DART has only succeeded in forming a camel when it wanted/needed horse.” 

 “Too much of Plano’s recent development has been without vision, without 
understanding what its ‘civic identity’ is.” 
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Some suggestions about good examples of TOD elements and planning/development 

approaches include: 

 Look at other benchmark cities. 

 Promote dialogue with stakeholders, municipalities, and developers. 

 “Look at how a Wal‐Mart can work in a TOD.” 

 Need more holistic approach with inclusion of parks and green space. 

 Share knowledge. 

 “Addison Circle did a good job with mix” (of live/work/play clusters in one place that 
is walkable). 

Safety and Affordability 

Focus group participants saw safety and affordability as important attractions to TOD: 

 “Improve safety, [and] you don’t worry about crime in Sundance Square in FW.” 

 Apartments need to be affordable for middle class incomes, not higher income 
earners only. 

 Cost of living needs to be lower at TOD. 

 Affordable housing for retired people and lower expenses. 

Better Transportation 

As seen in the previous section on DART, focus group participants were highly engaged 

and interested in transit services. They saw many problems and had numerous suggestions for 

making TOD and transit attractive. Many of their comments and suggestions are similar to the 

ones mentioned before. Their statements about transit problems and suggestions for 

improvement are categorized below. 

Safety 

 “I didn’t get mugged using city transit until using the DART system.” 

 The train is protected up to a certain point mainly within the more affluent areas of 
North Dallas and Collin County. 

 “LA has numerous officers in plain clothes on trains to stop the ‘clowning’ that 
occurs on the trains; Dallas needs more officers.” 

 “Some stops (mainly buses) are dark and scary.” 

 On the train “sometimes I feel like I’m sitting next to an axe murderer.” 
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 “People smoke dope on the train, and there is no enforcement. Cops sit in their 
patrol cars, and there is no coordination between transit cops and city police.” 

Train Schedules, System Guide, and Convenience 

 “There are no human beings to talk to at stops, and you never get a hold of someone 
when you call DART.” 

 “Make it easier to get tickets; right now there are only a handful of stores to buy 
them at, and it’s not convenient.” 

 Create other avenues for service. 

o Bike racks a good idea. 

 DART needs to educate the general public to understand how to ride the system. 

 Need more headways and later running hours. 

 Buses are never on time. 

Family User Friendly 

 Currently it’s a hassle to ride the train if you have kids (families are big in TX). 

 Most parents don’t want to expose children to what’s on the train; some of this has 
to do with stereotyping and racism. 

 The train can be a conduit for understanding between classes and race (the UN of 
Transportation). 

 Kids are excited about riding the train (like to go to the zoo), but it’s a lot of work for 
the parents. 

Marketing 

The participants suggested that the city, chamber of commerce, and other organizations 

should market and promote this type of development. However, before this can be done, they 

point out that the TOD must be a dependable product where all households can find quality 

housing, have easy access to basic amenities such as pharmacies, schools, and grocery stores, 

belong to a community, and have access to transit systems. Transit must be also able to reach 

employment centers and regional shopping centers as quick as, or quicker, than a car. 
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V. SURVEY OF TRANSIT‐ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT RESIDENTS AND 

CONTROL GROUP 

The Survey Research Center (SRC) at the University of North Texas undertook two 

surveys to provide an assessment of the comparative travel behavior of transit‐oriented 

development residents in the Dallas, Fort Worth, and Austin areas with transit rail services. A 

mail survey was conducted for residents of TOD projects along with a separate telephone 

survey of a control group population. 

Using information from the inventory of TOD projects as the study population, a sample 

of 3,000 households were selected for inclusion in a four‐wave mail survey that commenced on 

May 21, 2010. The cut‐off for final responses to the survey was July 22, 2010. The TOD 

resident survey covered several topical areas including: 

 Work status. 

 Travel mode for work, shopping, and entertainment. 

 Work commuting patterns. 

 How resident travel behavior changed after moving into a TOD project. 

 The reasons for moving to a TOD project. 

 Their views on several transportation issues. 

Appendix 2 includes the survey instrument. 

Response rates to the TOD resident mail survey ranged from good to very good for an 

unsolicited mail survey. As shown in Table 4, the return rate for the Dallas area was 

11.4 percent, 13.9 percent for Fort Worth, and almost 20 percent for Austin. 

Table 4. TOD Residents Response Rate to Mail Survey 

Population Group Pieces Mailed Responses Response Rate 
Dallas 1,162 132 11.4% 

Fort Worth 1,161 161 13.9% 

Austin 677 134 19.8% 

Total 3,000 427 14.2% 

To provide a comparison group for the mail survey participants, SRC conducted 

telephone interviews with 300 residents from each of Dallas and Collin Counties. Dallas and 
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Collin Coounties havee had transitt rail service for longer tthan any othher area in TTexas; thereefore, 

this popuulation provvides the immportant chaaracteristic of likely be eing familiar r with transiit rail 

services and being aable to repoort behavior that does nnot reflect t he novelty oof newly oppened 

transit raail systems. The surveyy used randoom digit diaaling to seleect participa nts. The coontrol 

group suurvey exami ned severall characterisstics for commparison wwith TOD ressidents incluuding 

work sta tus, travel mmode selectiion for workk and other purposes, t ravel to wo rk distancess, and 

sentimennt toward traansit rail serrvices. Appeendix 1 lists tthe control ggroup surveyy questions. 

Samplee Charactteristics 
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Work Part‐Ti ege Student Otherr 

Residents (n=4 rol Group (n=5599) 

ime Colle 

10 8.3% 

24) Cont 
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0% 

Work 

78. 

Full‐Time 

6% 

42.4% 

TOD R 

Figure 12. Personall Situation of SSurvey Responndents. Note: pp < .001 

 Respondeents were aasked about their persoonal situatioon. Seventy ‐nine perce nt of 
TOD residdents and 422.4 percent oof control grroup responndents reporrted workingg full‐
time. 

 Five perccent of TODD residents and 8.3 ppercent of control grooup responddents 
reported working parrt‐time, and 16.5 percennt of TOD reesidents andd 49.2 perceent of 
control g roup reside nts indicate d they weree either a c college studeent or had ssome 
other perrsonal situatiion such as hhomemakerr, retired, or unemployed. 

 In Austin, 24.2 percennt of TOD reesidents werre students ccompared too 10.4 perceent in 
the combbined TOD saample area. 
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Commuting to Work 

Car 

Train 

Bus 

Carpooling 

Walking 

Bicycling 

8.7% 

4.0% 

10.0% 
12.1% 

15
9.7% 

10.2% 

19.7% *** 

20.1% *** 

.8% * 

89.1% 
92.5% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

TOD Residents Control Group 

Figure 13. Methods of Transportation to Work Used by Survey Respondents. Note: Only TOD residents 
were asked about bicycling. The number of respondents for TOD residents and control group are: Car 402, 
322; Train 402, 321; Bus 402, 321; Car/Vanpool 400, 321; Walked 398, 321; Bicycle 402. * p < .05 *** p < 
.001 

 Respondents were asked if they had ever used different modes of transportation to 
get to work in the past 12 months. 

 Among control group respondents, driving their own car was the most common 
method of transportation (92.5 percent), followed by carpooling (12.1 percent). 
Other methods were used by 10 percent or fewer of control group respondents. In 
contrast, although personal cars were used by most TOD residents (89.1 percent), 
alternative methods of transportation were used by more TOD residents than 
control group respondents (See Figure 13). 

 Twenty percent of TOD residents compared to only 8.7 percent of control group 
respondents reported using a train to get to work in the past 12 months. TOD 
residents from the DART area were most likely to use the train to get to work 
(33.1 percent). 

 Twenty percent of TOD residents also reported using the bus while only 4.0 percent 
of control group respondents had used the bus in the past 12 months. TOD residents 
from the Austin area were most likely to have used the bus (43.9 percent). 
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 Other tra nsportation methods w were used le ess often: Ca arpool (10.0 0 percent of f TOD 
residents and 12.1 pe ercent of co ontrol group p responden ts), Walked (15.8 perce ent of 
TOD resi idents and 9.7 perce nt of cont trol group respondent ts), and Bi icycle 
(10.2 perc cent of TOD residents). 

 Among th he 10.2 perc cent of resp pondents wh ho reported d riding a bi cycle in the e past 
12 month hs, TOD resi dents from the Austin area were m most likely to have don ne so 
(21.1 perc cent). 
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Figure 14. How Oft en Survey Resspondents Dro ve a Car Alonee to Get to Woork. Note: p < .005 

 Respondeents who repported drivinng a car alonne in the paast 12 monthhs to get to work 
(89.1 perccent of TOD residents annd 92.5 perccent of cont rol group reespondents) were 
asked howw often theyy drove theirr car alone. 

 As shownn in Figure 114, 85.3 perrcent of TODD residents and 91.2 peercent of coontrol 
group resspondents haad driven th eir car once a week or mmore in the ppast 12 monnths. 

 On averagge, TOD residents who ddrove their ccars to workk did so less often (212 ttimes 
per year) than controol group resppondents (2335 times perr year). 
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Figure 15. How Oft en Survey Resspondents Use d a Train to Geet to Work. Noote: **p < .01 

 Respondeents who reeported usinng a train i n the past 12 monthss to get to work 
(19.7 perccent of TOD residents aand 8.7 perc ent of contrrol group re spondents) were 
asked howw often theyy used a trai n. 

 As shownn in Figure 115, 63.3 perrcent of TODD residents and 25.9 peercent of coontrol 
group respondents reported using a trainn once a wweek or more in the past 
12 monthhs. On averaage, TOD reesidents whoo used the train to gett to work ddid so 
more ofteen (145 timees per year) than controol group resppondents (733 times per year) 
in the passt 12 monthss. 

 Respondeents who ussed a train i n the past 112 months wwere asked how they ggot to 
the train stop. As shoown in Tablee 5, 85.5 per cent of TODD residents wwalked comppared 
to control group resppondents whho were moore likely to use a car too get to the train 
stop (60.77 percent) thhan TOD res idents (7.9 ppercent). 

T Table 5. Me thods of Ge tting from H Home to Tra ain Stop 
Percent tage Respondi ng *** 

TOD Reside ents Contr rol Group 

W Walk 

D Drive car 

D Dropped off by y someone else e 

B Bus 

B Bicycle 
** ** p < .001 

85.5 

7.9 

2.6 

0.0 

3.9 

17.9 

60.7 

10.7 

7.1 

3.6 
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Figure 16. How Oft en Survey Resspondents Use d a Bus to Gett to Work. Notte: p < .001 

 Respondeents who reeported usinng the bus in the past 12 monthss to get to work 
(20.1 perccent of TOD residents aand 4.0 perc ent of contrrol group re spondents) were 
asked howw often theyy used the b us. 

 As shownn in Figure 116, 68.8 perrcent of TODD residents and 30.8 peercent of coontrol 
group resspondents rreported usiing the bus once a weeek or moree to get to work 
during th e past 12 m onths. TOD residents inn the samplee who rode tthe bus repoorted 
riding thee bus an aveerage of 1366 times per year compaared to 87 ttimes for coontrol 
group resspondents. 

 TOD residdents who uused the bu s in the passt 12 monthhs were askeed how the y got 
home fro m the bus s top. Similar to the trainn stop data, 84.7 percennt of responddents 
walked hoome from thhe bus stop ((see Table 6 ). This questtion was nott asked of coontrol 
group resspondents. 

Table 6. Me ethods Used d by TOD Re sidents to G Get 
Home from m Bus Stop 

Percen tage of 
TOD Re sidents 

Walk 84 4.7 
Drive car 2. .8 
Dropped off b by someone els se 0. .0 
Train 9. .7 
Bicycle 2. .8 
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Figure 17. How Oft en Survey Resspondents Carppooled to Get to Work. Notee: p < .05 

 Respondeents who repported carpoooling or vannpooling in tthe past 12 months to gget to 
work (10. 0 percent off TOD resideents and 12. 1 percent off control grooup responddents) 
were askeed how ofte n they carpoooled or van npooled. 

 As shownn in Figure 117, 42.5 perrcent of TODD residents and 33.3 peercent of coontrol 
group resspondents reeported usinng a carpool or vanpool once a weeek or more, wwhile 
25.0 perccent of TODD residents and 53.8 percent of control grooup responddents 
reported using it a feww times a mmonth. 

 The differrences in thhe average nnumber of t imes per yeear using a ccarpool weree not 
statistically significan t. 
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Figure 18. How Oft en Survey Resspondents Wallked to Get to Work. 

 Respondeents who rreported walking in the past 122 months tto get to work 
(15.8 perccent of TOD residents aand 9.7 perc ent of contrrol group re spondents) were 
asked howw often theyy walked to wwork in the past 12 monnths. 

 As shownn in Figure 18, 58.7 peercent of TOOD residentts who walkked to workk and 
64.3 perc ent of contrrol group reespondents wwho walkedd to work reeported doinng so 
once a weeek or more during the ppast 12 monnths. 

 Differences betweenn TOD Residdents and CControl Grooups responndents showwn in 
Figure 18 are not stattistically signnificant. 
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Figure 19. How Ofte n TOD Reside nts Used Bicy cle to Get to WWork. Note: OOnly TOD residdents were askked 
this queestion. 

 TOD residdents who rreported usi ng a bicyclee in the passt 12 month s to get to work 
(10.2 perccent) were aasked how ooften they uused a bicyc le to get to work in thee past 
12 monthhs. 

 As shownn in Figure 119, 41.5 perccent reporteed using a bbicycle to ge t to work onnce a 
week or more. Twennty‐two perccent reporteed using a bbicycle to geet to work aa few 
times a mmonth, and 36.6 percent used it a feww times a yeear. 
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Figure 20. Survey RRespondents WWho Like Idea oof Taking a Traain System to GGet to Work. NNote: p < .001 

 Respondeents were assked to ratee their opinioon on this sstatement: ““I like the id ea of 
taking a ttrain systemm to get to work.” Resspondents aanswered o n a scale off 1–7 
where 1 i s Strongly DDisagree, 2 iss Disagree, 33 is Somewh at Disagree,, 4 is No Opiinion, 
5 is Someewhat Agree,, 6 is Agree, and 7 is Stroongly Agree.. 

 As shownn in Figure 220, 46.2 perrcent of TODD residents and 34.1 peercent of coontrol 
group resspondents reeported thatt they stronggly agree witth the statemment. 

 The meann answer foor TOD residdents was 55.87 and thhe mean an swer for coontrol 
group resspondents wwas 5.03. 
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Figure 21. Average Time and Disttance for Surveey Respondentts Driving to WWork. Note: ****p < .001 

 Respondeents who re ported driv ing their ca r to get to work were asked abouut the 
average t ime and disttance they ddrove. 

 As shownn in Figure 211, TOD residdents drove ffor less timee (19.3 minuutes) than coontrol 
group resspondents (225.5 minutess) to get to wwork. 

 TOD residdents also drrove a shortter distance to get to woork (10.1 miiles) than coontrol 
group resspondents (116.0 miles), aand fewer off the TOD reesidents’ milles were hig hway 
miles (7.33 miles) thann control grooup respondeents (9.4 mi les). 
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Figure 22. Survey Respondents Who Used Buus or Train fo or Non‐Work PPurpose in Paast 12 Monthss. 
Note:: p < .001 

 Respondeents were assked whetheer they usedd the bus or train for no n‐work purpposes 
in the passt 12 monthss. 

 As shownn in Figure 222, 55.3 perrcent of TODD residents and 25.7 peercent of coontrol 
group resspondents inndicated “ye s.” 

 Of the reespondents who indicaated that thhey use thee bus or raail for non‐‐work 
purposes,, TOD resideents from t he DART ar rea were moost likely to o use it for oother 
travel (666.7 percent). 
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Figure 23. Survey Respondents Who Used Bus or Train to Get to Sporting Events, Entertainment, or 
Shopping. Note: The number of respondents for TOD residents and control group respondents is: 
Sporting Events 236, 155; Dining/Entertainment 237, 155; Shopping Areas 238, 154. * p < .05, ** p < .01, 
*** p < .001 

 Respondents who reported using the bus or train for non‐work purposes in the past 
12 months (55.3 percent of TOD residents and 25.7 percent of control group 
respondents) were asked about the kinds of non‐work purposes for which they used 
the bus. 

 As shown in Figure 23, 41.1 percent of TOD residents and 30.3 percent of control 
group respondents reported using the bus or train for sporting events. 

 Seventy‐six percent of TOD residents and 63.2 percent of control group respondents 
reported using the bus or train to reach dining/entertainment places. 

 Forty‐two percent of TOD residents and 21.4 percent of control group respondents 
reported using the bus or train for shopping areas. 
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Figure 24. How Oft en Survey Resspondents Use d Bus or Train n to Get to Spoorting Events. 

 Respondeents who reported using the bu s or train to get to sporting evvents 
(41.1 perccent of TOD residents annd 30.3 perccent of cont rol group reespondents) were 
asked howw often theyy used the b us for this p urpose. 

 As shownn in Figure 244, the majorrity of both TTOD residen ts (80.2 perccent) and coontrol 
group resspondents ( 87.0 percennt) indicatedd using the bus a few times a yeaar for 
sporting eevents. 
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Figure 25. How Oftenn Survey Respoondents Used Bus or Train too Get to Dinin g/Entertainmeent. 

 Respondeents who reeported usinng the bus oor train to gget to dininng/entertain ment 
(75.9 perccent of TOD residents annd 63.2 perccent of cont rol group reespondents) were 
asked howw often theyy used the b us for this p urpose. 

 Figure 25 shows thatt the majoritty of both TOOD residentts (61.5 perccent) and coontrol 
group reespondents (86.6 peercent) useed the bus or traain to gett to 
dining/enntertainmentt a few time s a year. 

 In contra st, the TOD residents uused a bus oor train to gget to dininng/entertainment 
more oftten (once aa week or more 13.22 percent aand a few times a mmonth 
25.3 perc ent) than coontrol group respondentts. 

 As shownn in Table 7 , Austin res idents rode the bus orr train moree frequently than 
residents in other areeas. 

Table 7. How 
Dining/Ente 

w Often Sur 
ertainment P 

vey Respon 
Places 

DART 
(n=71) 

dents Used 

Pe 

) 

Bus or Rail 

ercentage Res 

Fort Worth 
(n=54) 

to Get to 

ponding 

Austin 
(n=49) 

O Once a week o or more 5.6% 14.8% 22.4% 
A A few times a m month 18.3% % 16.7% 44.9% 
A A few times a y year 76.1% % 68.5% 32.7% 
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Figure 26. How Oftenn Survey Respoondents Used Bus or Train too Get to Shoppping Areas. 

 Respondeents who rreported ing the buus or train to get to shopping a us areas 
(41.6 perccent of TOD residents annd 21.4 perccent of cont rol group reespondents) were 
asked howw often theyy used the b us for this p urpose. 

 As shownn in Figure 226, the majoority of bothh the TOD rresidents (5 1.6 percent ) and 
control grroup responndents (65.66 percent) u sed the buss or train to get to shoppping 
areas a feew times a yeear. 

 Among thhose who haad used a buus or train too get to shoopping areass, 21.7 perceent of 
Austin ressidents, 24.22 percent of Fort Worth residents, aand 5.1 perc ent of DARTT area 
residents said they usse these metthods once aa week or mmore to get t o shopping aareas 
(see Tablee 8). 

Tab le 8. How O ften Survey Responden 

DART 
(n=39) 

ts Used Bus 

Per 

) 

s or Rail to G 

centage Respo 

Fort Worth 
(n=33) 

Get to Shopp 

onding 

ping Areas 

Austin 
(n=23) 

Once e a week or mo ore 5.1% 24.2% 21.7% 
A few w times a mont th 30.8% % 21.2% 52.2% 
A few w times a year 64.1% % 54.5% 26.1% 
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Figure 27. Survey Respondents Who Walkedd to Entertain ment, Dining,, or Shopping in the Past 33 
Montths. Note: p < ..001 

 Respondeents were aasked if theyy had walkeed to get t to entertain ment, dininng, or 
shopping in the past 3 months. AAs shown in FFigure 27, 722.9 percent of TOD residdents 
and 19.4 percent of ccontrol groupp respondennts indicatedd “yes.” 
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Figure 28. TOD Ressidents with Prrevious Home within a 10 MMinute Walkingg Distance of aa Train Stationn. 
Note:: Only TOD resiidents were assked this questiion. 

 TOD residdents were aasked if theirr last home wwas within aa 10 minute walking disttance 
or 1/4 mi le of a train station. As sshown in Figgure 28, 22.99 percent inddicated “yes s.” 
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Figure 29. Overall Change of Use of Types of Transportation since Moving to Current Residence. Note: 
Only TOD residents were asked these questions; the number of residents who responded is: Driving Car 
419; Car/Vanpool 368; Bus 372; Train 376; Walked 378; Bicycled 367. 

 TOD resident respondents were asked if their use of the different types of 
transportation listed above increased, decreased, or generally remained the same 
since moving to their current residence. 

 As shown in Figure 29, 53.7 percent indicated that walking increased since moving to 
their current residence. 

 Thirty‐four percent increased their rail usage and 20.2 percent increased their bus 
usage. Among the residents whose use of the bus increased, respondents from 
Austin showed the highest increase in use (33.9 percent). 

 Ninety‐two percent indicated that use of carpool/vanpool remained the same since 
moving to their current residence. 

 Forty‐three percent indicated that car usage decreased since moving to their current 
residence. 

 Table 9 shows that among the residents whose use of the rail increased, 
respondents from the DART area showed the highest increase in use (49.6 percent). 

 Fort Worth residents showed a 44.2 percent increase in use of the rail while Austin 
showed only an 8.8 percent increase in use. 
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Table 9. Survey Respondents’ Use of Rail after Move to Current Residence 

Percentage Responding 

DART 
(n=123) 

Fort Worth 
(n=129) 

Austin 
(n=125) 

Increased 49.6% 44.2% 8.8% 
Remained the Same 48.0% 51.2% 83.2% 
Decreased 2.4% 4.7% 8.0% 

 According to Table 10, among the residents who reported that their walking had 
increased, respondents from the DART area showed the highest increase 
(61.8 percent). 

 Austin residents showed a 57.8 percent increase while Fort Worth showed a 
41.4 percent increase in walking. 

Table 10. Survey Respondents’ Walking Behavior after Move to Current Residence 

Percentage Responding 

DART 
(n=123) 

Fort Worth 
(n=128) 

Austin 
(n=128) 

Increased 61.8% 41.4% 57.8% 
Remained the Same 34.1% 55.5% 29.7% 
Decreased 4.1% 3.1% 12.5% 

 Table 11 shows that among the residents who reported an increase in bicycling, 
respondents from Austin showed the highest increase (28.0 percent). 

 Residents from the DART area showed a 17.2 percent increase while residents from 
Fort Worth showed only a 10.7 percent increase in bicycling. 

Table 11. Survey Respondents’ Bicycling after Move to Current Residence 

Percentage Responding 

DART 
(n=122) 

Fort Worth 
(n=121) 

Austin 
(n=125) 

Increased 17.2% 10.7% 28.0% 
Remained the Same 81.1% 81.8% 65.6% 
Decreased 1.6% 7.4% 6.4% 
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Lifestyle and Transportation Experiences 

Table 12. Lifestyle and Transportation Factors in Choosing Current Residence 

Percentage Responding 

Average 
Score 
(1‐5) 

Not 
Important 

1 

Of Little 
Importance 

2 

Moderately 
Important 

3 

Important 

4 

Very 
Important 

5 

Closer to work (n=405) 3.74 11.6% 7.7% 16.0% 24.4% 40.2% 

Urban Lifestyle (n=413) 3.54 10.2% 13.1% 21.3% 23.5% 32.0% 

Parking availability (n=415) 3.44 11.8% 10.8% 23.4% 29.4% 24.6% 

Close to Restaurants. (n=411) 3.33 12.7% 13.4% 25.5% 25.5% 22.9% 
Close to Various Forms of 
Entertainment (n=409) 3.31 12.5% 13.7% 25.9% 26.7% 21.3% 
Availability of shopping 
(n=413) 3.02 13.1% 19.4% 32.0% 23.5% 12.1% 
Close to a train station 
(n=419) 2.93 21.7% 20.8% 21.0% 16.0% 20.5% 

Close to a bus stop (n=414) 2.49 33.3% 25.4% 15.9% 9.9% 15.5% 

 TOD resident respondents were asked to rate factors as “not important, of little 
importance, moderately important, important, or very important” in the 
respondent’s choice to purchase or rent their current residence (see Table 12). 

 The reasons with the highest average importance score were closer to work, urban 
lifestyle, and parking availability. 

 Close to a train station was very important or important to 36.5 percent of the TOD 
residents, while 42.5 percent reported that this factor was of little or not important 
for their choice of residence. Close to a bus stop was very important or important to 
25.4 percent of the TOD residents, with 58.7 assigning little or no importance to this 
factor. 

Differences among Service Areas 

 Residents from the DART area reported an average importance rating of 4.05 for 
“urban lifestyle,” while Austin residents reported a 3.65 and Fort Worth residents a 
2.99. 

 Residents from the DART area reported an average importance rating of 3.76 for 
“close to restaurants,” while Austin residents reported a 3.41 and Fort Worth 
residents a 2.88. 
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 Residents from Fort Worth reported an average importance rating of 3.27 for “close 
to a train station,” while DART area residents reported a 3.16 and Austin residents a 
2.29. 

 Residents from Austin reported an average importance rating of 3.06 for “close to a 
bus stop,” while Fort Worth residents reported a 2.42 and DART area residents a 
2.00. 

 Residents from the DART area reported an average importance rating of 3.57 for 
“close to various forms of entertainment,” while Austin residents reported a 3.47 
and Fort Worth residents a 2.93. 

 Residents from Fort Worth reported an average importance rating of 4.03 for “closer 
to work,” while DART area residents reported a 3.59 and Austin residents a 3.55. 

Perceptions of Transit Rail Services 

Table 13. Level of Agreement with Statements about Transportation 

Percentage Responding 

Average 
Score 
(1‐5) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 

Disagree 

2 

Neutral 

3 

Agree 

4 

Strongly 
Agree 
5 

During rush hour, I believe taking 
the train to would be faster than 
driving. (n=424) 

3.89 3.3% 6.8% 20.8% 35.8% 33.3% 

I know how to use the rail system. 
(n=421) 

3.55 9.3% 15.7% 12.8% 35.6% 26.6% 

The train offers high‐quality transit 
service. (n=141) 

3.55 2.4% 4.6% 44.2% 33.6% 15.2% 

The train provides a safe 
environment for my travel. (n=421) 

3.54 2.6% 4.5% 43.0% 36.3% 13.5% 

The routes I drive to the places I go 
are usually congested. (n=418) 

3.40 3.1% 19.6% 25.1% 38.3% 13.9% 

The train schedules are convenient 
to my needs. (n=419) 

2.93 11.2% 18.6% 42.5% 21.0% 6.7% 

The train system goes to most of 
the locations I need to go. (n=417) 

2.41 26.9% 29.3% 25.2% 13.4% 5.3% 

 TOD resident respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement with the 
statements shown in descending order of agreement in Table 13. 

 Sixty‐nine percent of respondents agreed (35.8 percent) or strongly agreed 
(33.3 percent) that during rush hour, they believe taking the train to downtown 
would be faster than driving. 

 Sixty‐two percent of respondents agreed (35.6 percent) or strongly agreed 
(26.6 percent) that they know how to use the train system. 
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 Forty‐nine percent of respondents agreed (33.6 percent) or strongly agreed 
(15.2 percent) that the train offers high‐quality transit service. 

 Fifty percent of respondents agreed (36.3 percent) or strongly agreed (13.5 percent) 
that the train provides a safe environment for their travel. 

 Fifty‐two percent of respondents agreed (38.3 percent) or strongly agreed 
(13.9 percent) that the routes they drive to the places they go are usually congested. 

 About 28 percent of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that train schedules are 
convenient to their needs with a similar percentage (29.8 percent) disagreeing or 
strongly disagreeing. 

 Less than 20 percent of respondents (18.7 percent) agreed or strongly agreed that 
the train system goes to most of the locations they need to go. Over 56 percent 
indicate that the transit rail system does not go to most of the places they need to 
go. 

Differences among Service Areas 

 Respondents from the DART area and Fort Worth showed an average agreement 
rating of 3.75 for “I know how to use the rail,” while Austin residents showed a 3.09. 

 Respondents from the DART area showed an average agreement rating of 2.78 for 
“the rail goes to the locations I need,” while Fort Worth residents showed a 2.66 and 
Austin residents a 1.75. 

 Respondents from Fort Worth showed an average agreement rating of 3.81 for “the 
rail provides a safe environment,” while Austin residents showed a 3.43 and DART 
area residents a 3.32. 

 Respondents from Fort Worth showed an average agreement rating of 3.85 for “the 
rail offers high quality service,” while DART area residents showed a 3.47 and Austin 
residents a 3.25. 

 Respondents from the DART area showed an average agreement rating of 3.43 for 
“rail schedules are convenient for my needs,” while Fort Worth residents showed a 
3.06 and Austin residents a 2.30. 

 Respondents from Fort Worth showed an average agreement rating of 4.18 for 
“during rush hour, taking the rail downtown is faster than driving,” while DART area 
residents showed a 3.89 and Austin residents a 3.54. 
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VI. IMPACTS OF TRANSIT‐ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT ON TEXAS 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FACILITY USE AND REVENUES 

Utilizing the data and information gathered in previous tasks, we estimate the impacts 

of changes in TOD resident travel behavior on vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and the impacts on 

TxDOT revenues based on motor fuel taxes. We have assessed these impacts for current 

conditions (existing developments) and for two future scenarios assuming growth in the 

number of TOD residential units in the state. 

Forty‐three percent of survey respondents reported traveling fewer miles on both 

highways and other roads after moving into a TOD property. The average reduction in highway 

miles driven each week per resident is 30.9 while the average reduction in other miles is 8.8 for 

a total of 39.7 miles per week less driving. Based on previous TOD studies, we assumed that 

each household has an average of 1.7 residents and that all residents exhibit the same travel 

behavior, on average. Multiplying the number of residents per household times the reduction 

in miles driven times 52 weeks per year yields a total annual reduction per household of 

3,505.6, of which 2,728.8 are highway miles and 776.9 are non‐highway miles (see Table 14). 

The lion’s share of TxDOT revenues is based on fuel taxes and therefore on the total 

number of gallons of fuel sold. Using the current Corporate Average Fuel Efficiency (CAFE) 

standard of 28.8 miles per gallon,2 the reduction in total miles traveled reduces household fuel 

consumption by 121.7 gallons annually. State and federal motor fuel taxes are assessed on a 

per‐gallon‐sold basis. Figure 30 shows the current allocation of state motor fuel taxes by rate 

of taxation per gallon. At current tax rates, direct state motor fuel taxes that go to TxDOT are 

reduced by about $9.13 per TOD household per year (see Table 14). The federal motor fuel tax 

rate is 18.4 cents per gallon, of which about 12.9 cents per gallon is remitted to Texas (see 

Figure 31). At this rate of taxation, each TOD household reduces federal motor fuel tax 

remittances to the state by about $15.70 per year. In total, the average annual reduction in 

state and federal motor fuel tax revenues attributable to TOD household changing their travel 

behavior is about $24.83 per household per year. 

2 CAFE standard provided by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA). 
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ay To tal 
Vehicle Mile es Traveled ‐2,728.8 ‐776.9 ‐3,50 05.6 
Number of G Gallons of Fue l ‐94.7 ‐27.0 ‐12 21.7 
Revenue (St tate of Texas) ‐$7.11 ‐$2.02 ‐$ $9.13 
Federal Fue l Tax Remittan nces ‐$12.22 ‐$3.48 ‐$1 15.70 
Total Impac ct on Revenue ‐$19.33 ‐$5.50 ‐$2 24.83 

Source: Unive ersity of North T exas, Texas Dep partment of Tran nsportation, NHT TSA 
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In addition, our analysis examines the impact and the effect TOD has on the driving 

habits of individual households in each TOD area. The data show that there is no single “type” 

of TOD resident or development in Texas; distinct regional differences emerge in roadway 

usage, type of miles, preferred modes of travel, and resident characteristics. Many factors may 

affect the driving, commuting, and public transportation usage in each area. These include: 

 Historic development patterns. 

 Attitudes toward public transportation. 

 Age and scale of the system. 

 Success of various regional marketing efforts. 

 Existing roadways. 

 Location of work and entertainment centers. 

 Urban and suburban bias. 

 The demographics and occupations of the TOD residents in that area. 

Understanding these nuances among the regions and the role of TOD will prove essential in the 

creation of policy and the examination of additional TxDOT revenue streams in the future. 

Households living in a DART TOD reported an annual reduction of 4,939.7 VMT, while 

TxDOT revenues decline by $34.99 per household, representing the greatest change of the 

three regions (see Tables 15 and 18). This may be attributed to accessibility and penetration of 

DART into the suburbs, compared to the other rail systems in the state. DART is also the oldest 

transit rail system in our study group; it is possible that TOD residents in Dallas and the 

surrounding counties are more familiar and comfortable with DART. While households in Fort 

Worth report a less significant reduction of 4,168 VMT since relocating to a TOD (see Table 16), 

a striking difference between the two regions is the number of non‐highway miles. In the DART 

area, 24 percent of VMT are considered non‐highway. In Fort Worth non‐highway miles account 

for 6 percent of VMT, an 18 percent difference. This difference is attributable, in part, to the 

number of DART stations that are located on arterial roadways. Austin residents report the 

lowest reduction of VMT since moving into a TOD, 1,442 per household (see table 17). One 

possible factor affecting the VMT in Austin is that it is the newest addition to the state’s light 
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right network. Austin also has a disproportionate number of college students residing in TOD 

properties; students may tend to be “local” in their spending and commuting habits. 

Table 15. Impact of Transit‐Oriented Development: DART 
(per household, n=66) 

Highway Non‐Highway Total 
Vehicle Miles Traveled  ‐3,744.7 ‐1,195.0 ‐4,939.7 
Number of Gallons of Fuel ‐130.0 ‐41.5 ‐171.5 
Revenue (State of Texas)  ‐$9.75 ‐$3.11 ‐$12.86 
Federal Fuel Tax Remittances  ‐$16.77 ‐$5.35 ‐$22.13 
Total Impact on Revenue  ‐$26.52 ‐$8.46 ‐$34.99 

Source: University of North Texas, Texas Department of Transportation, NHTSA 

Table 16. Impact of Transit‐Oriented Development: TRE 
(per household, n=75) 

Highway Non‐Highway Total 
Vehicle Miles Traveled  ‐3,934.4 ‐234.5 ‐4,168.9 
Number of Gallons of Fuel ‐136.6 ‐8.1 ‐144.8 
Revenue (State of Texas)  ‐$10.25 ‐$0.61 ‐$10.86 
Federal Fuel Tax Remittances  ‐$17.62 ‐$1.05 ‐$18.67 
Total Impact on Revenue  ‐$27.87 ‐$1.66 ‐$29.53 

Source: University of North Texas, Texas Department of Transportation, NHTSA 

Table 17. Impact of Transit‐Oriented Development: Capital Metro 
(per household, n=70) 

Highway Non‐Highway Total 
Vehicle Miles Traveled  ‐740.3 ‐702.6 ‐1,442.8 
Number of Gallons of Fuel ‐25.7 ‐24.4 ‐50.1 
Revenue (State of Texas)  ‐$1.93 ‐$1.83 ‐$3.76 
Federal Fuel Tax Remittances  ‐$3.32 ‐$3.15 ‐$6.46 
Total Impact on Revenue  ‐$5.24 ‐$4.98 ‐$10.22 

Source: University of North Texas, Texas Department of Transportation, NHTSA 
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Table 18. Summary Impact of Transit‐Oriented Development 
(by system, per household, n=211) 

Austin DART Ft. Worth 
Vehicle Miles Traveled  ‐1,442.8 ‐4,939.7 ‐4,168.9 
Number of Gallons of Fuel ‐50.1 ‐171.5 ‐144.8 
Revenue (State of Texas)  ‐$3.76 ‐$12.86 ‐$10.86 
Federal Fuel Tax Remittances  ‐$6.46 ‐$22.13 ‐$18.67 
Total Impact on Revenue  ‐$10.22 ‐$34.99 ‐$29.53 

Source: University of North Texas, Texas Department of Transportation, NHTSA 

Comparing the VMT after a household relocates to a TOD to the average household in 

the area is another method of examining the changes in VMT by region. DART TOD residents 

reduce their VMT by 21.5 percent (see table 19). Austin reports the least change at 6.5 percent. 

The average change in VMT for TOD residents is 15.1 percent. 

Table 19. Transit‐Oriented Development Impact on Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(per household) 

VMT per 
Household Change VMT % Change 

DART 22,998.9 ‐4,939.7 ‐21.5% 
Fort Worth 24,112.5 ‐4,168.9 ‐17.3% 
Austin 22,297.5 ‐1,442.8 ‐6.5% 
Weighted Average 23,193.9 ‐3,505.6 ‐15.1% 

Source: University of North Texas, Texas Department of Transportation, NHTSA, Center for Neighborhood 
Technology 

Our inventory of TOD projects identified 8,945 residential units currently in Texas. If we 

assume an average occupancy rate of 90 percent for these properties, there are 8,051 occupied 

TOD households currently in the state. Table 20 presents the impacts of changes in travel 

behavior by current TOD residents on vehicle miles traveled and motor fuel tax revenues 

allocated to TxDOT. For example, using our estimated reduction in annual highway miles driven 

of 3,505.6 miles per household and multiplying this estimate by 8,051 household, yields a total 

reduction in state highway miles traveled by 21.9 million miles per year. When combined with 

the reduction in non‐highway miles at about 6.2 million VMT, residents of TOD lowered total 

state VMT by 28.2 million miles. The total impact on TxDOT revenues is a nearly $200,000 per 
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year, which is a very small percentage of total revenues. Tables 21, 22, and 23 provide the 

economic impact for each TOD region. 

Table 20. Impact of Existing Transit‐Oriented Development: DART, TRE, Capital 
Metro (8,051 currently occupied residential units) 

Highway Non‐Highway Total 
Vehicle Miles Traveled  ‐21,967,975.9 ‐6,254,081.9 ‐28,222,057.7 
Number of Gallons of Fuel ‐767,776.9 ‐217,155.6 ‐979,932.6 
Revenue (State of Texas)  ‐$57,208.3 ‐$16,286.7 ‐$73,494.9 
Federal Fuel Tax Remittances  ‐$98,398.2 ‐$28,013.1 ‐$126,411.3 
Total Impact on Revenue  ‐$155,606.5 ‐$44,299.7 ‐$199,906.2 

Source: University of North Texas, Texas Department of Transportation, NHTSA 

Table 21. Impact of Existing Transit‐Oriented Development: DART 
(4,909 currently occupied residential units) 

Highway Non‐Highway Total 
Vehicle Miles Traveled  ‐18,381,158.7 ‐5,865,790.8 ‐24,246,949.5 
Number of Gallons of Fuel ‐638,234.7 ‐203,673.3 ‐841,908.0 
Revenue (State of Texas)  ‐$47,871.5 ‐$15,276.7 ‐$63,148.2 
Federal Fuel Tax Remittances  ‐$82,339.0 ‐$26,276.0 ‐$108,615.0 
Total Impact on Revenue  ‐$130,210.5 ‐$41,552.7 ‐$171,763.2 

Source: University of North Texas, Texas Department of Transportation, NHTSA 

Table 22. Impact of Existing Transit‐Oriented Development: Ft. Worth 
(2,023 currently occupied residential units) 

Highway Non‐Highway Total 
Vehicle Miles Traveled  ‐7,959,380.5 ‐474,393.2 ‐8,433,773.7 
Number of Gallons of Fuel ‐276,367.4 ‐16,472.0 ‐292,839.4 
Revenue (State of Texas)  ‐$20,727.6 ‐$1,235.4 ‐$21,963.0 
Federal Fuel Tax Remittances  ‐$35,651.4 ‐$2,124.9 ‐$37,776.3 
Total Impact on Revenue  ‐$56,378.9 ‐$3,360.3 ‐$59,739.2 

Source: University of North Texas, Texas Department of Transportation, NHTSA 

Table 23. Impact of Existing Transit‐Oriented Development: Austin 
(1,119 currently occupied residential units) 

Highway Non‐Highway Total 
Vehicle Miles Traveled  ‐828,350.0 ‐786,157.9 ‐1,614,507.9 
Number of Gallons of Fuel ‐28,762.2 ‐27,297.1 ‐56,059.3 
Revenue (State of Texas)  ‐$2,157.2 ‐$2,047.3 ‐$4,202.4 
Federal Fuel Tax Remittances  ‐$3,710.3 ‐$3,521.3 ‐$7,231.7 
Total Impact on Revenue  ‐$5,867.5 ‐$5,568.6 ‐$11,436.1 

Source: University of North Texas, Texas Department of Transportation, NHTSA 
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Potential Future Impacts 

Transit‐oriented development has gained a foothold in Texas and the rest of the nation. 

Nearly every major city in the United States is incorporating new urbanism and TOD in their 

planning and zoning processes. While TOD is often considered elements of lifestyle choices for 

Gen X or Gen Y, baby boomers are helping to drive TOD and new urbanism. As baby boomers 

become empty nesters, many of the features of TOD become increasingly attractive—living 

space that encourages downsizing while being located in close proximity to healthcare, 

amenities, and entertainment options. The result will be increasing demand for TOD. Houston 

Metro purports that by 2030 there will be demand for 166,000 TOD residential units in their 

service area. To provide additional scale to our estimates, we present future impacts under 

two scenarios: Scenario 1 is based on 20,000 TOD households (Table 24), and Scenario 2 is 

based on 100,000 TOD households (Table 25) statewide. 

As noted in our inventory of TOD projects, developments that are in the conceptual and 

planning phases, if realized, would add well over 12,000 new TOD residences. Therefore, we 

offer the 20,000 unit scenario as a representation of the future market based on current plans. 

At this level of development, the total reduction in annual VMT in the state would increase to 

about 121 million miles per year consequentially reducing TxDOT revenues by about $496,000 

each year (see Table 24). 

Table 24. Impact of Future Transit‐Oriented Development 
Scenario 1: 20,000 TOD Households 

Highway Non‐Highway Total 
Vehicle Miles Traveled  ‐54,575,432.2 ‐15,537,126.5 ‐70,112,558.8 
Number of Gallons of Fuel ‐1,894,980.3 ‐539,483.6 ‐2,434,463.8 
Revenue (State of Texas)  ‐$142,123.5 ‐$40,461.3 ‐$182,584.8 
Federal Fuel Tax Remittances  ‐$244,452.5 ‐$69,593.4 ‐$314,045.8 
Total Impact on Revenue  ‐$386,576.0 ‐$110,054.6 ‐$496,630.6 

Source: University of North Texas, Texas Department of Transportation, NHTSA 

Over a more extended time period, there could be 100,000 TOD residential units in the 

state, which would result in lowering total VMT by more than 350 million and reducing TxDOT 

revenues by $2.4 million (see Table 25). These estimates are based on current tax rates and 

current CAFE standards. Increasing the motor fuel tax rate would exacerbate the reduction in 
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TxDOT revenues, while likely increases in average vehicle fuel efficiencies would lower the 

impacts on revenues. 

Table 25. Impact of Future Transit‐Oriented Development 
Scenario 2: 100,000 TOD Households 

Highway Non‐Highway Total 
Vehicle Miles Traveled  ‐272,877,161.1 ‐77,685,632.7 ‐350,562,793.9 
Number of Gallons of Fuel ‐9,474,901.4 ‐2,697,417.8 ‐12,172,319.2 
Revenue (State of Texas)  ‐$710,617.6 ‐$202,306.3 ‐$912,923.9 
Federal Fuel Tax Remittances  ‐$1,222,262.3 ‐$347,966.9 ‐$1,570,229.2 
Total Impact on Revenue  ‐$1,932,879.9 ‐$550,273.2 ‐$2,483,153.1 

Source: University of North Texas, Texas Department of Transportation, NHTSA 

Moving to TOD residential units is associated with substantial changes in household 

VMT with consequential impacts on TxDOT revenues. While these changes represent a relative 

blip based on the total number of current units, the increasing use of this type of development 

and the emphasis on new urbanism in the state’s major metropolitan areas clearly suggests 

that the impacts of changing travel behavior for new TOD residents will expand. These findings 

clearly point to the need for TxDOT and other transportation planners to recognize the impacts 

of TOD residents on facility demand and presents a new challenge for policy makers in 

developing fiscally sustainable sources of transportation infrastructure funding. 
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VII. IDDENTIFICAATION OFF STATE GOVERNMEENT/DEPAARTMENTTS OF 

TTRANSPORRTATION RROLES IN ENCOURAAGING TRAANSIT‐ORRIENTED 

DDEVELOPMMENT 

AAs funding ffor addition al transporttation capa city continuues to shrinnk, emphas is on 

maximiziing the beneefits of exis ting infrastrructure inveestments hass increased.. Recent feederal 

initiatives have focussed on leverraging land uuse and tran sportation i nvestments (and particuularly 

transit innvestments)) to help ddevelop susttainable commmunities and achievee environmmental 

benefits. Laws andd regulationns have comme into efffect that reequire muniicipalities too put 

programs into place that will redduce vehicle miles travelled and CO2 emissions. 

Transit‐orientted developpments havee come into the spotlig ht as part oof the move ment 

toward ssustainable ttransportati on. A TOD reduces auutomobile reeliance by coombining mmixed‐

use deveelopment witth a transit eelement thaat creates effficiency andd allows peo ple to walk, bike, 

or use traansit for dai ly trips. 

Figure 32. A Before Photo and After Renndering of Vanndergriff Drive in Carrollton, TX, for 
the City’s TOOD Catalyst Prooject (Source: City of Carroll lton). 

Sttate Departtments of TTransportation (DOTs) are takingg an increased role inn the 

developmment of TODDs. State DDOTs have hhistorically nnot been innvolved in t he TOD proocess; 

howeverr, Federal Trransit Adminnistration (FFTA) fundingg can be obbtained in o rder to faci litate 

more acttive State DOOT involvemment. The FTTA suggests the followinng TOD‐relatted activitiess that 

can be fuunded by FTAA grants (FTAA “Transit”): 

 Real estatte acquisitioon. 

 Demolitioon. 

 Site prepaaration. 
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 Building foundations. 

 Utilities. 

 Walkways. 

 Open space. 

 Safety and security equipment and facilities. 

 Facilities that incorporate community services like healthcare and daycare. 

 Intermodal transfer facilities. 

 Transportation‐related furniture, fixtures, and equipment. 

 Parking. 

 Project development activities. 

 Professional services. 

 Pedestrian improvements. 

 Bicycle improvements. 

The purpose of this section is to identify the variety of ways state DOTs are involved in 

supporting TOD. This section provides both an overview of state DOT roles in TOD and case 

studies that highlight key states that have actively supported TOD. 

Preliminary Review: Researching Department of Transportation 
Websites for Transit‐Oriented Development 

Researchers searched all 50 state DOT websites, as well as the District of Columbia and 

United States DOT websites, for TOD information. Upon reaching the homepage, researchers 

searched primarily for links to transit or planning departments. Some DOT websites have 

transit divided into bus, rail, and occasionally additional modes; in those instances, researchers 

reviewed all mode sections. 

For the state DOTs that did not have a webpage dedicated to TOD, researchers used the 

“search” function on the website using the term “transit‐oriented development.” In most 

instances, this tactic succeeded in locating TOD information. This information generally 

referred to specific TOD projects or project proposals. Table 26 shows the initial findings for 

TOD involvement in state DOTs, the District of Columbia DOT, and the federal DOT. 
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Table 26. Federal/State DOT Transit‐Oriented Development Involvement 

DOT Information 

U.S. DOT FTA and Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) are working together 
to address barriers to transit‐oriented development at the local and regional level. 
Jointly, FTA and HUD have developed an action guide to help planners implement 
mixed‐income transit‐oriented development and regional transit corridor planning. 
Also, FTA has been working with the Center for Transit Oriented Development and HUD 
to develop an online database that includes information on land available for 
development near over 4,000 existing and planned rail/transit stations. 

Additionally, FTA has a partnership with HUD and the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) joined the FTA and HUD in their efforts and created the Partnership for 
Sustainable Communities (PSC). This new partnership focuses on improving access to 
affordable housing, providing more transportation options, lowering transportation 
costs and protecting the environment nationwide. 

Alabama None. 

Alaska None. 

Arizona None. 

Arkansas None. 

California California has enacted legislation to improve the environment by reducing tailpipe 
emissions. California believes TOD can be part of the solution to achieving these goals. 

Colorado Projects proposed on website. 

Connecticut Projects proposed on website. 

Delaware None. 

District of Columbia 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Indiana 

Transit‐oriented development in the District of Columbia is a land use strategy to 
accommodate new growth, strengthen neighborhoods, and expand choices and 
opportunities by capitalizing on bus and rail assets to stimulate and support vibrant, 
compact, diverse, and accessible neighborhood centers within an easy walk of transit. 

FDOT, in partnership with the Florida Department of Community Affairs, is developing 
Transit Oriented Development Design Guidelines to promote and implement “transit 
ready” development patterns in Florida. 

None. 

None. 

None. 

None. 

Illinois 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Illinois Tomorrow Corridor Planning Fund from 2005. 

None. 

None. 

None. 

None. 

None. 

Maryland is promoting transit‐oriented development to increase the number of transit 
riders and get a better return on this public investment. 

None. 
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Table 26. Federal/State DOT Transit‐Oriented Development Involvement 

DOT Information 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

None. 

None. 

Mississippi None. 

Missouri Projects proposed on website. 

Montana None. 

Nebraska None. 

Nevada None. 

New Hampshire None. 

New Jersey NJDOT and NJ TRANSIT spearhead a multi‐agency Smart Growth partnership known as 
the Transit Village Initiative. Since 1999, NJDOT, NJ TRANSIT, and other State agencies 
have actively been supporting transit‐oriented development through the Transit Village 
Initiative. 

New Mexico NMDOT previously planned a large TOD project for a government facility but it was 
cancelled due to political issues and has not been resumed. 

New York Projects proposed on website. 

North Carolina None. 

North Dakota None. 

Ohio Projects proposed on website. 

Oklahoma No projects on the website, but a TIGER project was found in an online search. 

Oregon ODOT assists with local agencies by providing technical assistance for TOD projects. 

Pennsylvania Projects receive funding to plan for transit‐oriented development. 

Rhode Island None. 

South Carolina None. 

South Dakota None. 

Tennessee None. 

Texas None. 

Utah None. 

Vermont Vermont Agency of Transportation (VTrans) will support Smart Growth and transit‐
oriented development as it strives to improve mobility, maintain Vermont’s rural 
character, and avoid suburban sprawl. 

Virginia None. 

Washington The Growth and Transportation Efficiency Center (GTEC) program, which is part of the 
Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) law, works with businesses, schools, and 
neighborhoods to find new ways to encourage commuters to ride transit, vanpool, 
carpool, walk, bike, work from home, and use other commute options besides driving 
alone. 

West Virginia None. 

Wisconsin None. 

Wyoming None. 
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Some DOT websites referenced TODs in older documents that were submitted by 

consultants. These consulting documents often recommended TODs. However, when 

additional information on TODs was not found on the websites, the state was listed as having 

no TOD involvement. 

Once TOD involvement at the DOT was confirmed, researchers conducted a more in‐

depth web‐based investigation to determine the full extent of TOD activities at the DOT. 

Additionally, researchers conducted personal interviews via phone and email in order to 

provide more details regarding the DOT involvement. 

Table 27 summarizes the types of TOD‐supportive activities identified as a result of the 

website search and interview process. Subsequent sections provide more details, beginning 

with the federal DOT involvement with TODs. 

Table 27. TOD‐Supportive Activities, by State 

DOT 
Statutory/Regulatory 

Environment 
Research and 

Information Sharing 
Planning 
Guidance 

Funding 
(P=Planning Only) 

U.S. DOT X X X 

California X X X X 

District of Columbia X 

Florida X X X P 

Illinois P 

Maryland X X 

New Jersey X P 

Oklahoma X 

Oregon X X P 

Pennsylvania X 

Washington X X 

Federal DOT Involvement 

At the federal level, there is not a specific grant program that is designed to support 

transit‐oriented development, but most FTA funding can be used for capital projects that 

support TOD (FTA “Transit”). The FTA has created a website which provides a list of TOD 

publications and links for users to access that provide information on ways communities have 

implemented TODs (FTA “TOD”). 
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The FTA and the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) are working 

together to address barriers to transit‐oriented development at the local and regional level. 

Jointly, the FTA and HUD have developed an action guide to help planners implement mixed‐

income transit‐oriented development and regional transit corridor planning (U.S. DOT 2009). 

Additionally, FTA and HUD have been working with the Center for Transit Oriented 

Development to develop an online database that includes information on land available for 

development in proximity to over 4,000 existing and planned rail/transit stations. Members of 

Reconnecting America (Center for Transit‐Oriented Development) are eligible to access this 

database, which also contains information on every transit line and station in the U.S., including 

demographic and land use information on the 1/2‐mile radius around stations (Reconnecting 

America 2007). 

In 2009, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) joined the FTA and HUD in their 

efforts and created the Partnership for Sustainable Communities (PSC). This new partnership 

focuses on improving access to affordable housing, providing more transportation options, 

lowering transportation costs, and protecting the environment nationwide. The Partnership for 

Sustainable Communities established six livability principles that will act as a foundation for 

interagency coordination (EPA 2010): 

1. Provide more transportation choices. 

2. Promote equitable, affordable housing. 

3. Enhance economic competitiveness. 

4. Support existing communities. 

5. Coordinate policies and leverage investment. 

6. Value communities and neighborhoods. 

These principles are helping the agencies work together to break down barriers that 

local and federal governments encounter when implementing TODs. The PSC realizes that 

regions around the country will have different resources and needs in urban, rural, suburban, 

and tribal communities and knows that national policies must be sensitive to these differences. 

The PSC was developed to assist the FTA and DOTs with improving livability, which 

should create and maintain safe, reliable, integrated, and accessible transportation networks. 
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These networks can provide access to employment and other destinations, while enhancing 

choices for users of transportation across the U.S. (FTA “Livable”). 

The three agencies that make up the PSC provide grants for sustainable community 

projects. Currently the DOT and HUD are offering up to $75 million in funding for sustainable 

community projects. Thirty‐five million dollars in TIGER II (Transportation Investment 

Generating Economic Recovery) planning grants and $40 million in Sustainable Community 

Challenge Grants will be awarded by the agencies. The partnership between the DOT and HUD 

makes the grant process easier on applicants because many projects can meet requirements for 

both of the grants and by offering them together, the applicants only have to go through one 

application process. 

One way the FTA can play a role in projects is to provide support to local and regional 

organizations in planning. The FTA can and will provide funding but it is important that 

communities realize the importance of local match money for these federal grants (FTA and 

Reconnecting America 2010). There are several FTA programs that provide money to current 

initiatives that support goals of the PSC 

 State of Good Repair Initiative (FTA “State”) – A program to ensure existing transit 
systems provide safe and reliable services to communities by sharing ideas on 
recapitalization, maintenance issues, asset management practices, and innovative 
financing strategies. 

 New policy direction for the New Starts Program – This broadened the DOT’s 
evaluation criteria used to assess applications for funding to include economic 
development, environmental issues, and other community‐based concerns to 
promote livability. 

 Two new “livability” grant programs – The Urban Circulator Systems Program and 
the Bus Livability Grants Initiative Program. These two programs will provide up to 
$280 million in grant money for “livability” focused transit projects. The Urban 
Circulator System Program provides $130 million from unallocated Discretionary 
New Starts/Small Starts Program funds. The Bus Livability Grants will provide 
$150 million in unallocated Discretionary Bus and Bus Facilities Program funds. 

 New proposed policy to expand bike/pedestrian catchment areas around transit 
stops – This will encourage projects that promote walking and biking. 

 Sustainable Communities Partnership Brownfield Pilot Projects – FTA will provide 
technical assistance on five brownfield pilot projects. Brownfields are abandoned or 
underused industrial and commercial facilities, and the Brownfield Pilot projects 

87 



 

 

                   
    

	 	 	 	 	

 

   

                           

                              

                             

                                

                         

                   

                  

                         

                       

                   

                         

                    

                           

                         

                         

                         

                       

                           

             

       

                             

                         

                          

provide planning for assessments, cleanups, and sustainable development of these 
brownfield sites. 

State DOT Involvement in TOD 

California 

Statutory/Regulatory Environment 

The State of California TOD statute provides guidelines for local jurisdictions to create 

TOD planning areas. This statute is called the Transit Village Development Planning Act of 1994 

(California Planning and Zoning Law). This act provides incentives to cities and counties for 

planning “transit villages.” Transit villages are located within a 1/4 mile of a transit station. 

Federal, state, and local transportation funding is given to transit village transportation projects 

that include mixed‐use developments, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and traffic‐calming 

measures. Additionally, transit village plans receive expedited administrative review. 

Senate Bill 375, passed in 2008, requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to 

develop integrated land use/transportation plans to reduce rates of greenhouse gas emissions. 

This bill encourages compact, walkable, transit‐oriented communities and discourages sprawl. 

The State of California’s Department of Transportation is known as “Caltrans.” Caltrans 

supports smart‐growth land use/transportation planning via its Blueprint Planning Program. 

The Blueprint Program started in 2005 and has awarded $20 million in federal regional 

transportation planning funds. These funds provide financial support for MPOs and local 

jurisdictions for outreach, planning, and modeling. The Blueprint Program helps MPOs and 

Councils of Government (COGs) develop regional plans with better land use and transportation 

patterns that will help reduce greenhouse gasses while developing sustainable growth patterns 

that improve the quality of life for Californians. Caltrans supports regional blueprints by 

providing grants, support services, and interagency coordination. 

Research and Information Sharing 

In 2002, the State of California created a website that provides a database with 

information on TODs (Caltrans 2000). While Caltrans provides the database of TOD 

information, Caltrans does not fund these projects directly. This website provides TOD project 
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information such as land uses, site maps, implementation processes, financing, facilities, 

zoning, design features, pedestrian access, transit services, photos, travel benefits, contract 

information, and other data. 

Planning Guidance 

The Center for Transit‐Oriented Development (CTOD) published “Creating Successful 

Transit Oriented Districts in Los Angeles: A Citywide Toolkit for Achieving Regional Goals” with a 

grant from Caltrans and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

(Metro). 

Research conducted by the California Air Resources Board (ARB) found that TOD and 

other land use strategies could generally reduce emissions by at least 10 to 20 percent in 

suburban communities and by at least 20 to 30 percent in central cities. ARB studies also show 

that “significantly increasing walking and transit opportunities,” along with strategically located 

moderate to high‐density development and transit, could achieve an annual reduction in 

vehicle miles traveled of between 20 to 30 percent per TOD household. Given that, a TOD 

household could consume 250 to 380 fewer gallons of gasoline each year, on average, and emit 

2.5 to 3.7 tons less CO2 yearly than its non‐TOD counterpart. 

Funding 

Caltrans is involved with TOD implementation around the state via California’s 

Proposition 1C. Proposition 1C was passed by voters in 2007 and, among other things, provided 

approximately $1 billion for infrastructure and housing for TODs and infill land use projects. 

Caltrans provided technical assistance to the State’s Department of Housing and Community 

Development, which was the agency responsible for the implementation of the 1C funds. All of 

the Proposition 1C funds have been allocated, and Caltrans does not have additional funding to 

continue this grant program. 

A second state initiative, the Community‐Based Transportation Planning (CBTP) grant 

program, has funded some TOD projects in the past. Upon completion of each project, the 

CBTP will draft a fact sheet that details the basics of each grant for posting on Caltrans website. 

The idea behind the fact sheets is to help prospective applicants see the types of projects that 
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have beeen funded inn the past aand the metthods and sstrategies ussed to compplete the prroject 

successfuully. One prroject that hhad a TOD foocus was in District 11, the Smart GGrowth/Plannning 

TOD, Co mmercial annd 22nd Strreet Mixed Use. Beloww are some details takeen from thee fact 

sheet loccated on the website: 

Project Focuss – The Commmercial Aveenue and 222nd Street pproject site iis located 
along the Orrange line oof the San DDiego Trolleey in Logan Heights, onne of San 
DDiego’s oldesst communitiies. A predomminantly Meexican‐Amerrican commuunity with 
a minority ppopulation oof more thaan 90%, Loggan Heightss is an eco nomically 
distressed areea with a mmedian hous ehold incomme well beloow that of thhe City of 
Saan Diego’s ggeneral poppulation. Thiis project wwas undertakken in respoonse to a 
Request for PProposal fromm the San DDiego Unifie ed School Disstrict to devvelop 3.45 
acres of unussed district p roperty. 

Figure 33. Loggan Heights Disstrict in San Diiego (CA) (Sou rce: McLarandd Vasquez Emssiek & Partnerss). 

Project Goalss – The projoject is a miixed use, muultigeneratioonal, transitt‐oriented 
development that combinnes affordabble housing for families and seniorss with day 
caare facilitiess and commmunity‐serving commerciial and retaiil space tha t respond 
too the uniquee physical, e conomic, soocial and cul tural needs of the Logaan Heights 
coommunity. TThe project site is less tthan one miile from Petcco Park, homme of the 
Saan Diego Padres basseball teamm, which iss located iin the Easst Village 
neighborhoodd of San Diiego. Once a blighted warehouse district, Easst Village 
wwitnessed a rredevelopmeent boom. DDue to the prroximity of tthe project ssite to the 
East Village,, gentrifica tion of Loogan Heightts, with itsts potentiall ensuing 
displacementt, threatenedd the mainlyy Latino resiidential neigghborhoods adjoining 
thhe project siite. Responsee to the threeat of losingg the Logan Heights commmunity’s 
heritage and culture was to conceptuually design the smart grrowth projecct. 
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Community Outreach – Community meetings, focus group meetings, community 
forums, and surveys made up the bulk of outreach for this project. Additionally, 
ongoing Internet access to the project website was provided for community 
residents through the use of two refurbished computers at a local café. The “Eyes 
of Picasso” by local artist Mario Torero, was projected onto the abandoned 
school warehouse that is at the center of the project. This light projection can be 
seen from nearby Interstate 5 and has helped create awareness about the project 
and its public arts theme. 

Project Outcome – The project is a neighborhood reinvestment development that 
provides needed affordable housing for families and seniors, in addition to 
providing health services, community serving retail, employment training, transit‐
oriented and brownfield infill development. 

The Commercial and 22nd Street Mixed Use project was awarded $12,660,480 
for Infill Infrastructure and $5,872,126 in Transit Oriented Development (TOD) 
from Proposition 1C funds in July 2008. Construction is expected to begin in early 
2009. 

Planning Goals Realized – 
 Safe and healthy communities; and, 
 Pedestrian, bicycle, and transit mobility. (Caltrans 2005) 

District of Columbia 

Planning Guidance 

In 2008, the District of Columbia Department of Transportation (DDOT) began the Union 

Station Intermodal Transportation Center (ITC) Feasibility Study. The study was completed in 

October 2009 with the recommendation of implementing TOD principles into the design. The 

following comes from the ITC Feasibility Study: 

In response to a study in 2001 showing that more than three square miles of 
property near Metro stations in D.C. were abandoned or vacant, Mayor Anthony 
Williams convened a task force to study how development and design could be 
used to leverage the assets that Metro provides D.C. That group, the Mayor’s 
Task Force on Transit‐Oriented Development, came up with the following 
definition for TOD as it is conceived in the D.C.: 
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Figure 334. Project Areea around Uni ion Station (D. .C.) 
(Source: DDOOT 2009, Chaptter 2, 6). 

Transiit‐oriented ddevelopmen t (TOD) in t he District oof Columbia is a land 
use sttrategy to aaccommodate new gro wth, strenggthen neighbborhoods, 
and eexpand choiices and oppportunities by capitalizzing on buss and rail 
assetss to stimulatte and suppoort vibrant, compact, diiverse, and aaccessible 
neighbborhood cennters within an easy wallk of transit. 

Liike sustainabbility, TOD iss not a singlle principle, but insteadd a broad speectrum of 
principles annd activitiees that cann lead to successful transit arreas and 
neighborhoodds. TOD principles includde: 

 Urrban design 
 MMixed land usse 
 Ennhanced streeetscapes annd pedestriann amenities 
 Ennhanced trannsit 

TOD principlees are an inntegral partt of the recoommendatioons presenteed in this 
reeport — eveery improve ment workss to enhancee the capaccity of transsportation 
seervice at Unnion Station . Several prroposed impprovements in particulaar support 
TOD principlees: 

 Coonnection off the Unionn Station MMetrorail staation to H SStreet via 
peedestrian waalkway. Thiss improvemeent would exxpand the ccatchment 
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area of the existing Metrorail station by creating what would 
effectively be an additional station entrance at H Street. 

 Connection to the H Street streetcar. Incorporating streetcar facilities 
would add an additional transportation mode connection to Union 
Station and connect the H Street corridor to the facilities at Union 
Station. Additionally, street‐level transit would activate and improve 
the pedestrian environment of H Street. (DDOT 2009, chapter 7, 39) 

Florida 

Statutory/Regulatory Environment 

Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) is not the land planning agency for the 

state of Florida; this role is delegated to the Department of Community Affairs (DCA), which 

assists local governments in managing and regulating development in Florida. DCA reviews 

comprehensive plans and plan amendments for compliance with The Local Government 

Comprehensive Planning and Land Development Regulation Act, also known as the Growth 

Management Act (GMA). The GMA requires comprehensive plans to address future land use 

issues involving housing, transportation, infrastructure, coastal management, conservation, 

recreation, and open space (Florida DCA). 

FDOT is involved in the review of local government comprehensive plans and plan 

amendments from a transportation perspective. FDOT reviews local government 

comprehensive plans for transportation issues and provides objections, comments, and 

recommendations to the DCA for inclusion in their overall reviews. FDOT also proactively works 

with local governments in providing technical assistance and guidance regarding transportation 

issues. 

FDOT is involved in TODs through both its transit and rail offices. FDOT’s role is to 

support and encourage development patterns that promote a walkable, transit friendly 

environment and assist in increasing ridership for the 29 Florida transit agencies. Through 

FDOT’s commuter rail and high speed rail programs, FDOT is working directly with local 

governments to develop station plans and surrounding land uses and development patterns to 

support the rail system. 
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Research and Information Sharing 

Florida DOT, in conjunction with DCA, is developing guidance for TODs in the form of a 

TOD Design Guidelines handbook (FDOT “Transit”). The handbook will set out general guidance 

policies and parameters for what is considered a TOD in Florida. The information in the study is 

derived from 10 statewide workshops conducted by FDOT. During the workshops, the state 

was able to vet the TOD Design Guidelines with local government, other agencies (such as 

metropolitan planning organizations (MPO) and transit agencies) and the public. These 

guidelines are proposed to be used in partnership with the FDOT to assist in promoting 

multimodal system planning and managing congestion on state roadways, especially on the 

Strategic Intermodal System. 

Planning Guidance 

The TOD handbook is being developed to provide model policy language and land 

development code language for use by local governments in establishing TOD areas in their 

local governments’ comprehensive plans. The principles assist the local governments with 

complying with Florida’s Growth Management Act of 2005. The handbook is currently being 

refined and the context in which the handbook will be used is being defined; once the 

handbook is finalized it will be distributed to local governments and agencies. 

The Florida DOT has developed a variety of tools and undertaken efforts to promote 

transit‐oriented design in bus as well as rail corridors throughout the state. FDOT’s Transit 

Office produced a report entitled Accessing Transit that includes a discussion of design 

principles to support transit access, as well as a CD‐ROM of TOD resource materials. 

Funding 

FDOT’s District 5 office in Fort Lauderdale has funded charrettes, transportation corridor 

studies, and neighborhood plans that address land use issues, including TOD and transit‐

supportive design. 

Examples of TOD Projects 

The Florida Department of Transportation funded the preliminary design of a full 

regional multi‐modal transportation center near Downtown Jacksonville (Hannan 2009). The 
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Jacksonvville Regiona l Transportaation Centerr (JRTC) facillity will servve rail, bus, rrapid transitt (the 

existing SSkyway systeem), intercitty bus, parki ng, pedestri ian, parking,, and bike mmodes. The ceenter 

will housse office sp ace, retail sstores, and a well landdscaped pubblic plaza. Additionallyy, the 

center wwill have offfice space for the Jaccksonville T ransportatioon Authorityy administrration 

(Jacksonvville Transp ortation Auuthority 20009). The coonfigurationn was desig ned to pro mote 

transit‐oriented deveelopment in support of tthe City’s M aster Plan. 

Figure 35. Rendering of tthe Jacksonvil le (FL) Regionaal Transportat tion Center. 

Illinois 

Funding 

Illinois DOT aadministers the Illinois TTomorrow CCorridor Plannning Grantt Program, wwhich 

promotes voluntary state/local partnerships and focuuses on staate programms that inveest in 

existing ccommunities. This is a five‐year $115 million grrant for locaal governmeents in urba nized 

areas. TThe grant is used to prromote landd use and trransportatioon solutions that reducee the 

growth oof traffic conngestion. O ne use of thhe grant is too develop trransit‐orientted or mixedd‐use 

developmment plans. These fundss are for pla nning projeccts only (Illinnois DOT). 
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Exampless of TOD prooject 

WWestern Sprii 0 i hhern Railroaad Mixed Usse Transit ngs, $100,000 for Burlington Nort
Corridor. Thhis project will identtify the mixed‐use annd transit oriented 
development potentials along the Burlington Northern RRailroad thrrough the 
viillage of Weestern Springgs. Issues to be addresseed include: 11) the locatiion of the 
cuurrent Metrra station annd platform s with rega ard to safetyy, access, ettc.; 2) the 
possible deveelopment off pedestriann underpass es to providde secure ppedestrian 
crrossing; 3) t raffic circulaation and paarking condi tions within n the downtoown area; 
4)) pedestriann and bike coonditions annd how to immprove linkaages; 5) pottential for 
new housingg and businness develoopment in aassociation with transsportation 
immprovementts; and 6) streetscapee enhancemments. Prodducts includde 1) an 
inntermodal faacility improovement andd transportaation managgement sys tem; 2) a 
laand‐use andd developmeent plan; 3) an implemeentation actiion agenda;; and 4) a 
planning proggram to be adopted as part of the village's commprehensivee land use 
plan. (Illinois Governor 20001) 

Figure 36. WWestern Sprin gs (IL) Downtoown Study Areea Map 
(Source: Regional Trannsit Asset Mannagement Systtem) 

Marylandd 

Statutoryy/Regulatoryy Environmeent 

Inn 2008, the State pass ed Senate Bill 204 creeating TODs as a formaal transporttation 

purpose of the Maryyland Departtment of Traansportationn (MDOT); thhis bill madee TODs eligibble to 

receive DDOT fundingg similar to highways, ports, airpoorts, and ot her forms oof transporttation 
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(Senate Bill 204). By authorizing TODs as a transportation purpose, MDOT is able to use 

departmental resources such as land, funds, and personnel to support designated TOD projects. 

Additionally, MDOT supported the passage of Senate Bill 274 in 2009 to create tax increment 

financing districts (TIF), which allow local jurisdictions to raise additional funding for TOD 

projects. 

On June 18, 2010, the governor of Maryland designated 14 Maryland transit stations as 

designated sites for transit‐oriented development. The designation sets these stations as 

priorities for state development assistance. Additionally, the governor announced that the 

Maryland Department of Housing and Community Development will move into Prince George’s 

County from Anne Arundel. The new location in Prince George’s County will be located near a 

Metro station and will be developed as a TOD (Wiggins 2010). 

MDOT also pursues TODs through public/private partnerships (PPPs). MDOT invites 

interest in the form of unsolicited proposals for development. The Maryland Transportation 

Authority administers the State’s Transportation Public‐Private Partnership (TP3) program. TP3 

initiatives are contractual agreements between government agencies and private entities to 

provide transportation‐related goods or services to the public. These special partnerships 

enable government agencies and private firms to cooperatively finance, construct, or operate 

non‐highway transportation projects that enhance the State’s transportation system. 

Funding 

If a mixed‐used development that is located within 1/2 mile of a transit station is 

deemed to be a transit‐oriented development, the station will be eligible for public assistance 

through MDOT and other state agencies (Krouse 2010). Predevelopment costs, including 

planning, environmental studies, appraisals, financial analysis, and legal support are all ways 

MDOT assists TODs. MDOT owned land near the station may also be made available for the 

development (MDOT “Designation”). 

MDOT also partners with the Maryland Economic Development Corporation (MEDCo), 

to assist TOD projects with financing that does not impact local governments’ direct debt 

capacity. Additionally, as mentioned above, TIFs can be created by local jurisdictions to raise 

additional funding for TODs. 
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Examples of TOD projects 

The following is an example of a MDOT project with Anne Arundel County taken from 

the MDOT website: 

Partnership with Anne Arundel County 

The State Department of Transportation and Anne Arundel County have joined 
together in partnership on developing the Odenton MARC Station, following 
Transit Oriented Development principles. In April, 2006, the Anne Arundel County 
Council passed a resolution in support of the State and County partnership for the 
Odenton joint development. Additionally, the County Executive signed a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the State Department of 
Transportation to the same affect (sic) as several properties offered in the 
Request for Expressions of Interest included the County's properties as well, such 
as the East Parking Lot at the Odenton MARC Station, available excess property 
on the West County's Library site, and possibly the Public Works Administration 
lot along Duckins Road, if another site could be identified for relocation. 

. . . 

What is the Development Program (Concept) for the Odenton MARC Station? 

The intent of the proposed mix of commercial, retail and residential uses is to 
focus all functional aspects of development on site with minimal impact on 
surrounding neighborhoods. This will be achieved by a relatively high density, 
pedestrian‐friendly development program consistent with the Odenton Town 
Center Master Plan. 

The $150 Million Development Program could include: 
 One hotel with 90 to 120 rooms, 
 74,000 square feet of retail space, 
 572 apartment and condominiums, including 60 units dedicated to 

affordable housing for seniors, 
 250 townhouses, 
 5 single family homes, and 
 Two or more parking garages for MARC Commuters with a total of 

3,500 parking spaces and 1,245 additional parking spaces for the 
development. Total parking on the site will increase from 2,000 
spaces to almost 5,000 (4,745) spaces. 

The mix of retail could include sit‐down restaurants, quick service food purveyors, 
coffee shops, cleaners, a bank, a parcel drop‐off store, a salon, an ice cream 
store, etc. 
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Figure 37. Odenton (MDD) Conceptual SSite Plan. 

(MMDOT “Odennton”) 

New Jerssey 

Statutoryy/Regulatoryy Environmeent 

NNew Jersey’s Departmennt of Transp ortation (NJJDOT) and NNJ TRANSIT oorganize a mmulti‐

agency SSmart Growtth partnershhip known aas the Transsit Village Innitiative. Thhe Transit V illage 

Initiative provides inncentives foor municipa lities to reddevelop or revitalize thhe areas arround 

transit sttations usingg design stanndards of traansit‐orienteed developmment. 

Since 1999, NNJDOT, NJ TRRANSIT, and other statee agencies haave actively been suppoorting 

transit‐oriented deveelopment thhrough the TTransit Villagge Initiative, which aimss to revitalizee and 

grow sel ected commmunities withh transit as an anchor. This suppoort started wwhen NJ TRAANSIT 

needed to increase ridership aand decidedd to implemment “smartt growth” cconcepts. TThese 

initiatives began by pproviding m ore parking and mixed‐used develoopment arouund transit aareas. 
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While NJDOT participates in the Transit Village Initiative, no legislation has been passed 

regarding the DOT participating in this program (NJDOT 2009c). 

Under the Transit Village Initiative, state agencies provide financial and technical 

resources to the 20 Transit Villages that have been designated to date. Municipalities that are 

designated a Transit Village are provided the following benefits: 

 A commitment from the State to the municipality’s vision for redevelopment. 

 Coordination among the State agencies that make up the Transit Village task force. 

 Priority funding from some State agencies. 

 Technical assistance from some State agencies. 

 Eligibility for grants from NJDOT’s dedicated Transit Village funding. (The Montclair 
Times 2010). 

The Transit Village Initiative’s main goals are to increase transit use, reduce congestion, 

and provide affordable housing. The biggest hurdle for projects is the necessity of a shovel‐

ready project. Additionally, affordable housing must be created. The Housing and Mortgage 

Finance Agency monitors the amounts of affordable housing and has created a database to 

track affordable house developments. The development of affordable housing is a goal from 

the state for the Transit Village Initiative. In addition to community revitalization, the Transit 

Village Initiative seeks to reduce traffic congestion and improve air quality by increasing transit 

ridership. 

Funding 

NJDOT does not fund individual TODs but instead funds Transit Villages. A Transit 

Village must have multiple TODs planned for development. A task force reviews applications 

that are received for Transit Village Initiative. The Transit Village Task Force includes 

representatives from NJDOT, NJ TRANSIT, the Council on the Arts, the Department of 

Community Affairs, the Department of Environmental Protection, the Economic Development 

Authority, the Housing and Mortgage Finance Agency, the Office of Smart Growth, Main Street 

New Jersey, and the Redevelopment Authority. The task force meets six times a year and helps 

direct state funding to the designated Transit Villages. In order to be designated a Transit 
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Village and received state funding, a municipality must meet the following criteria, as quoted 

from the Transit Village website: 

 Attend a pre‐application meeting with the Transit Village Coordinator 

 Identify existing transit 

 Demonstrate municipal willingness to grow 

 Adopt a transit‐oriented development (TOD) redevelopment plan or TOD 
zoning ordinance 
o Include transit‐supportive site design guidelines 
o Include transit‐supportive architectural design guidelines 
o Include transit‐supportive parking regulation 

 Identify specific TOD sites and projects 
o Document ready‐to‐go projects 
o Include affordable housing in the transit village district 

 Identify bicycle and pedestrian improvements 

 Identify "Place making" efforts near transit station 

 Establish a management organization 
o Identify annual community events and celebrations 
o Identify arts, entertainment and cultural events (NJDOT 2009a) 

In previous years, the DOT allocated approximately $2 million for the Transit Village 

Initiative. In 2009, New Jersey had 20 TODs designated as Transit Villages, and 10 of those 

applied and received DOT state funding. Due to budget cuts, the 2009 fund was reduced to 

$0.5 million. 

Examples of TOD Projects 

There are currently 20 designated Transit Villages. They are Pleasantville (1999), 

Morristown (1999), Rutherford (1999), South Amboy (1999), South Orange (1999), Riverside 

(2001), Rahway (2002), Metuchen (2003), Belmar (2003), Bloomfield (2003), Bound Brook 

(2003), Collingswood (2003), Cranford (2003), Matawan (2003), New Brunswick (2005), Journal 

Square/Jersey City (2005), Netcong (2005), Elizabeth/Midtown (2007), Burlington City (2007), 

and City of Orange Township (2009) (NJDOT 2009b). 

South Orange, like many older suburban communities, suffered from years of 
decline in the 1970s and 1980s. In 1994, the Village Council adopted a 
redevelopment plan to take advantage of the town’s main asset: its train station. 
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ThThe plan callled for renoovations to the historiic station, immprovemennts to the 
pedestrian ennvironment ddowntown aand a strateggy to attractt new develoopment. 

Figure 38. South Orangee (NJ) Streetscaape. 

TTen years of hard work have transfoormed Southh Orange’s neglected ddowntown 
innto a thrivin g communitty center. Thhe train stattion has beeen modernizzed, along 
wwith commutter‐oriented retail shopss and restauurants. Streeetscaping, ddecorative 
ligghting and urban art h ave createdd a pleasantt pedestrian environmennt. Nearly 
3550 apartmeent units (wwith limited parking faccilities) andd a new theeater‐arts 
coomplex havee been built. Streets are lively with ppedestrians dduring the dday and at 
night. South OOrange has become a veery desirablee place to livve: in fact, residentialr
reeal estate vaalues for prooperties withhin one‐half mile of the train stationn doubled 
inn value betwween 1993 annd 2003. 
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Figure 39. Bicycle Parkinng in South Oraange (NJ). 

(NNJDOT 2005)) 

MMore recentl y NJDOT hass designatedd Montclair aand Somervville as Transsit Villages, wwhich 

allows thhem to applly for up to $100,000 inn planning aand technicaal assistancee grants thrrough 

NJDOT (BBaldwin 20100). 

New Yorrk 

NNew York Staate is worki ng on approoving a smaart growth bbill, the Statte Smart Grrowth 

Public In frastructuree Policy Act, which pass ed the Statee Senate onn Friday, Junne 22, 2010. The 

law will require thaat all state iinfrastructurre spendingg comply wiith smart grrowth princ iples, 

includingg directing sspending towward alreaddy develope d areas or growth zon es designat ed in 

local commprehensivee plans. Thee policy speecifically callls for the aadvancemennt of projeccts in 

municipaal centers (which can include TO Ds) and thee preventioon of sprawwl (Assemblyy Bill 

A08011).. 

Oregon 

Statutoryy/Regulatoryy Environmeent 

OOregon Admministrative Rule (OAR) 660‐012 defines plaanning rolees for the local 

governmment agenciees. OAR 6600‐012 calls for planningg that reducces reliancee on automoobiles 
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and specifies that land uses, such as transit‐oriented developments, should be allowed on lands 

along transit routes. 

Planning Guidance 

The Portland area regional government is known as “Metro.” Oregon Department of 

Transportation (ODOT) has a seat on Metro’s Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee, 

which provides technical input on transportation funding and priorities for the Portland 

metropolitan region. Metro is in the process of approving its 2040 Regional Transportation Plan 

(RTP). ODOT will provide technical input for the planning agency by determining the trips that 

will be produced by the development. When a mixed‐use development is presented, ODOT can 

assume reduced number of trips to help get approval for the project. The main goal of the 

transportation plan will be to look at land use first, then building out the project with targets 

for minimum densities that encourage TODs. 

Funding 

Since 1993, ODOT has provided Transportation and Growth Management Grants (TGM) 

for planning. These grants help link land use and transportation planning by creating a 

partnership with local governments to create livable places where people can walk, bike, use 

transit and drive where they want to go. These grants are administered by ODOT and the 

Department of Land Conservation and Development. The grants are competitive and the TODs 

must apply for the grants. The transportation planning must focus on the use of alternative 

modes for transportation and land use management. 

Example Project 

The Oregon Department of Transportation serves as a member of the TOD steering 

committee established by the Metro Council. The Center Commons is a TOD developed by 

Metro TOD. According to Metro, one highlight of this project is that it was the first in the U.S. 

to be funded with FTA funds for the purchase and sale of property in escrow to achieve a land 

value write‐down (Metro Regional Government 2010). The land used for Center Commons was 

an abandoned ODOT transportation maintenance yard. The land for the project is located 

immediately adjacent to I‐84 Freeway and is about a 1/4 mile from the 60th Avenue MAX light‐
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rail station. Also, Center Commons is located within a 1/3 mile from three Tri‐Met bus routes 

(Cervero et al. 2004). 

In 1995, the Portland Development Commission (PDC) performed a feasibility study for a 

TOD and proceeded to purchase the land from ODOT at fair‐market value. In 1999, the project 

was threatened by economic conditions and the Metro TOD program purchased the site for 

$1 million. The parcel was subdivided, then sold after the land was reduced in value to 

$250,000 to reflect current market conditions. Remediation was needed for the site due to soil 

contamination and asbestos. ODOT provided assistance with the remediation project, which 

started in April 1999. 

The project, which included 288 apartments (including low income units), ground‐floor 

commercial, a daycare center, and 26 townhomes, opened in 2001. Reportedly, 46 percent of 

residents of this TOD use transit services for work trips and 32 percent for non‐work trips, 

which is significantly higher that previous residents’ levels. 

Pennsylvania 

Funding 

In 2009, as part of the Pennsylvania Community Transportation Initiative (PCTI), 

Pennsylvania’s governor announced $76 million to create green jobs and sustainable 

communities (PennDOT 2009). Projects approved for this funding, administered through 

PennDOT, included projects for planning and construction for revitalizing downtowns, multi‐use 

trails, traffic calming, and transit‐oriented development studies. The following two plans 

received funding from this initiative: 

 Abington Township received $275,000 to plan for transit‐oriented development at 
the Noble Train station. 

 Red Rose Transit Authority received $2,000,000 to expand an existing transit 
terminal and partner with a private entity to build transit‐oriented development that 
will increase transit ridership and generate operating revenue for the authority. 
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Washington 

Statutory/Regulatory Environment 

Washington State has enacted several laws over the last two decades that are aimed at 

reducing car trips and CO2 emissions in the area. In 1990, the State enacted the Growth 

Management Act (GMA), which requires the fasted growing counties and cities within those 

counties to plan extensively for issues like sprawl reduction, concentrated urban growth, 

affordable housing, economic development, open space/recreation, regional transportation 

and environmental protection. The GMA provides a framework for regional coordination, and 

counties planning under the GMA are required to adopt county‐wide planning policies to guide 

plan adoption within the county and to establish urban growth areas (UGAs). Local 

comprehensive plans must include the following elements: land use, housing, capital facilities, 

utilities, transportation, and, for counties, a rural element (MRSC 2009). The GMA addresses 

the negative consequences of unprecedented population growth and suburban sprawl in 

Washington. The GMA requires all cities and counties in the state to do some planning to 

reduce sprawl and has more extensive requirements for the largest and fastest‐growing 

counties and cities in the state. The GMA requires the inclusion of transportation and capital 

facilities plans with all land use plans. 

In 2006, the state passed the Commute Trip Reduction Efficiency Act (CTR) requiring 

local governments in Clark, King, Kitsap, Pierce, Snohomish, Spokane, Thurston, Whatcom, and 

Yakima Counties (counties experiencing the greatest automobile‐related air pollution and traffic 

congestion) to develop and implement plans to reduce single‐occupant vehicle trips (WSDOT 

2010a). 

The CTR has created collaborations between the nine counties with the greatest 

pollution and congestion, employers in the counties, and WSDOT (Washington State’s 

Department of Transportation). The counties, and local cities, are required to adopt CTR 

ordinances and support local employers in implementing CTR. Employers in those counties 

must participate in CTR if they have 100 or more full‐time employees at a single worksite who 

begin their scheduled workday between 6 and 9 a.m. (Most construction and seasonal 

agricultural workers are exempted.) More than 1,110 worksites and more than 560,000 
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commuters statewide participate in the CTR Program. These employers are required to develop 

a commuter program designed to achieve reductions in vehicle trips and may offer benefits 

such as subsidies for transit fares, flexible work schedules, telework opportunities, and more 

(WSDOT 2010a). 

According to WSDOT, Growth and Transportation Efficiency Centers (GTECs) bridge the 

gap between the Growth Management Act (GMA) and the CTR law. A GTEC is a defined 

boundary of dense mixed‐use development with major employers, small businesses, and 

residential units within an established urban growth area. The goal of the GTEC program is to 

provide greater access to employment and residential centers while decreasing the proportion 

of commuters driving alone during peak periods on the state highway system. From 2007 to 

2009, the WSDOT collaborated with local governments, transit agencies, and businesses to 

encourage TOD‐like developments. While the statewide CTR program focuses on commuters 

traveling to major employers, GTECs provide commute options programs to smaller employers, 

residents, and students that are clustered in and around transit stations; GTECs also worked to 

find new ways to encourage commuters to ride transit, vanpool, carpool, walk, bike, work from 

home, and use other commute options besides driving alone (WSDOT 2010b). Common 

program elements include trip reduction incentives, transit passes, outreach and information 

for commuters, small‐scale infrastructure investments, and local policy development and 

implementation. 

The state allows jurisdictions the option of designating and planning for GTECs in areas 

of dense population and employment, with potential state funding for implementing the plans. 

The GTEC plans that are the most developed and have received funding from WSDOT are in 

Bellevue, Seattle, Spokane, Olympia, Tacoma, Redmond, and Vancouver. Three other GTECs 

exist but are not as well developed or funded by WSDOT: Puyallup, Kirkland and Tukwila. 

GTEC programs must have the following elements to receive state funds: 

 Goals for reductions in drive‐alone trips and VMT that are more aggressive than the 
CTR program goals or that include more employees than would be included by the 
CTR program alone. 

 Short‐ and long‐term strategies for achieving the goals. 

 A measurement and performance monitoring plan. 
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 A financial plan demonstrating how the program will be funded from public and 
private sources (state funds require a 50 percent local match). 

 An organizational structure for implementing the program, including partnerships 
with businesses and transit agencies. 

 An evaluation of local land use and transportation policies to determine the extent 
to which they complement and support trip reduction efforts. 

Funding 

GTEC grants provided seed money to local areas to plan and implement these transit‐

oriented projects. 

Examples of TOD Projects 

The City of Spokane has a GTEC that focuses on the Downtown Business District and the 

close‐by University District. While a GTEC is not specifically a TOD, the plans for the GTEC 

include TOD components. The program started in the fall of 2008 through the Mayor’s office, 

the Chamber of Commerce, and the Downtown Spokane Partnership. Additionally, the 

Spokane’s Planning Services Department and the Spokane County Commute Trip Reduction 

Office joined the program to increase transportation efficiency within the GTEC. 
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Figure 40. Spookane’s (WA) DDowntown Dis strict GTEC. 

A comprrehensive p lan was esttablished too assist Spookane in immplementingg its GTEC. The 

followingg is an excer pt from the plan regard ing capital immprovemen ts: 

ThThe transportation elemment of thhe Compre ehensive Plaan shows a strong 
coorrelation bbetween trannsportation and land uuse, urban ddesign, neig hborhood 
planning, andd social heal th. The plan also identifiies these keyy issues: 

 In the future increasing numbers ofof people mmay not phyysically or 
finnancially be able to drivee. 

 Coontinued deependency oon driving mmay not bee sustainabble in the 
future, either economicallly or environnmentally. 

 Deesigning Spookane arounnd the autommobile decr eases peoplle‐friendly 
ennvironments and erodes the quality oof communiity. 

ThThe focus oof the commprehensive plan goalls and poliicies is to increase 
trransportatioon choices annd reduce deependency oon driving. ThThe intent, hoowever, is 
not to eliminnate automoobile use buut to providde people wwith viable ooptions to 
driving. The key values for the Tra nsportation Element inncluded the following 
isssues that reelate to effecctive implemmentation of the CTR pro gram and GGTEC plan: 

 Ennsuring mob ility and acccess within thhe city. 
 Deecreasing noorth‐south coongestion. 
 Increasing thee variety andd public awa areness of traansportationn choices. 
 Deeveloping annd maintainiing good pubblic transit. 
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 Developing and maintaining pedestrian‐oriented neighborhoods. 
 Developing convenient access to the downtown area, increasing 

parking, bus service, light rail, and satellite parking with shuttles, and 
improving the pedestrian environment. 

The land use section of the City’s Comprehensive Plan describes the City’s vision 
for land use as “Growth will be managed to allow a mix of land uses that fit, 
support, and enhance Spokane’s neighborhoods, protect the environment, and 
sustain the downtown area and broaden the economic base of the community.” 
Some of the associated values that relate to the CTR program and the GTEC plan 
include: 

 Controlling urban sprawl in order to protect outlying rural areas. 
 Developing and maintaining convenient access and opportunities for 

shopping, services, and employment. 
 Protecting the character of single‐family neighborhoods. 
 Guaranteeing a variety of densities that support a mix of land uses. 
 Utilizing current residential lots before developing raw land. 

The land use section explains that the future growth of the city will occur within 
neighborhood centers, district centers, employment centers and corridors 
designated on the land use plan map, leaving single‐family residential 
neighborhoods largely unchanged. The centers and corridors contain a mix of 
uses, including higher density housing around or above retail and commercial 
establishments, office space and public and semi‐public activities (parks, 
government and schools). Streets within the centers and surrounding 
neighborhoods enable residents to walk or bicycle for their daily service needs 
and to access each center’s transit stop. Higher density housing and office 
buildings within and around the centers supports business in the center and 
allows for enhanced transit service between centers, along corridors and to the 
downtown area. (City of Spokane 2007) 
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VIII. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR BETTER INTEGRATING TRANSIT‐ORIENTED 

DEVELOPMENT INTO THE STATE’S OVERALL TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

Transit‐oriented development is increasingly recognized as a desirable land form for 

urban and suburban development. Demand for TOD by residential and commercial tenants has 

increased greatly in a relatively short time in Texas, and there is every indication that this 

demand will continue to increase. The findings of our survey of TOD residents show that their 

choice of housing is influenced most greatly by factors associated with proximity to work and 

lifestyle choices. The lifestyle choices include convenience to dining, shopping, and 

entertainment venues, availability of parking, and living in a residence that represents an 

“urban lifestyle.” Though somewhat lower than these factors, proximity to a rail transit station 

is considered important. Whether residents move into TOD specifically for convenient access 

to transit services or because of other characteristics of TOD living, the findings presented in 

this report clearly show a substantial shift in transportation facility use, route choices, and VMT 

after moving into TOD residences. 

Overall, residents moving in TOD properties reduce average household miles driven by 

about 3,500 miles per year, a 15 percent reduction. Though there are substantial differences in 

the total reduction of VMT among the three study areas examined in this research, all showed a 

drop in both highway and non‐highway miles driven with implications for TxDOT facility usage 

and motor fuel tax revenues. Based on our inventory of TOD properties, there are about 8,000 

TOD residential units in the service area of DART, the Fort Worth TRE, and Capital Metro 

suggesting that the total current effect of TOD on VMT is a reduction of about 28 million miles 

and that total fuel tax revenues are lowered by just less than $200,000 per year. While the 

total effects are comparatively small at this time, continued growth of TOD suggests that the 

attendant reduction in highway use by TOD residents be taken into consideration by TxDOT for 

planning, modeling, project design, and issues related to TxDOT revenues. 

Relatively few state transportation agencies across the U.S. are involved in issues 

dealing directly with TOD. Most of the state agencies involved in TOD address issues dealing 

with the statutory and regulatory development environment for TOD, offering planning 

guidance to cities, MPOs, and others, and providing funding for planning and/or development 
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activities. California and Florida are also engaged in research and information sharing activities 

concerning the development of TOD projects. 

In the following we offer recommendations for TxDOT staff to consider as possible 

action items and/or as changes to TxDOT manuals that incorporate relevant findings of this 

research. 

Recommendations for Project Development Planning 

In December 2008, the Urban Thoroughfare Committee recommended that the Texas 

Transportation Commission adopt various modifications to TxDOT’s Project Development 

Process Manual to promote “context sensitive solutions” that address urban transportation 

challenges. The research presented here suggests that TOD can be one of those solutions that 

alter traditional relationships in travel behavior, and therefore, there may be opportunities to 

modify the Project Development Process Manual to promote future TOD projects. There are at 

least two key areas from TxDOT’s planning perspective where it can promote TOD 

development. 

First, the increasing incidence of TOD and its impact on travel behavior calls for 

enhanced integration of efforts between TxDOT and regional transit authorities, especially 

those transit agencies that have, or plan to have, significant transit rail components in their 

systems. It is widely recognized that modern sustainable community design includes greater 

emphasis on rail transit. The siting of transit rail stations, and attendant TOD projects, calls for 

a very high level of coordination among TxDOT, MTAs, and MPOs on how rail and road 

transportation systems will intersect. However, even improved transportation planning efforts 

are not sufficient for realizing the potential gains related to increasing the incidence of TOD as a 

land use. Higher density urban designs, like TOD, will require significant changes in land use 

planning and zoning by major Texas cities and their suburbs. The Texas Department of 

Transportation needs to engage actively with communities to promote understanding of the 

relationship between transportation efficiency and urban land use. To help institutionalize 

awareness of how TOD projects can affect coordinated transportation planning efforts, we 
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suggest the following as possible wording for a modification/addition to the TxDOT Project 

Development Process Manual: 

Section 1380: Institutionalization of Coordination/Partnerships in Project 

Development 

1380. Institutionalization of Coordination/Partnerships in Project Development 
Different vehicles for sustaining these partnerships may function better in 
different circumstances. These partnerships and project coordination can result 
in: 

 An opportunity to leverage and target TxDOT’s resources to projects 
that improve a region’s overall transportation network, in terms of 
mobility, efficiency, and reduced VMT. In some cases, financial 
contributions by TxDOT can be leveraged to attract funding from 
other sources, which will allow TxDOT to meet its objectives at a 
reduced cost. 

 Support coherent long‐term land use plans and zoning efforts, 
especially along transportation corridors and around TOD 
developments, to maximize their potential for success. 

Importantly, TxDOT staff can provide technical assistance to local planners and 

developers during the design phase of a TOD project that could greatly enhance transportation 

effectiveness and efficiency across multi‐modal transportation plans. Because TOD is often 

located near highways and/or major arterial roads, having input from TxDOT in designing TOD 

friendly zoning and overlay district design standards could greatly help communities achieve 

overall transportation efficiency. 

The second opportunity for planning improvement offered by TOD is in regards to the 

availability of funding for planning. As illustrated in our review of the involvement of other 

state and federal agencies in TOD, there are specific planning grants that target new‐urbanism 

and sustainable designs including Partnership for Sustainable Communities program, TIGER II, 

and Sustainable Community Challenge Grants. Section 1370 of the Project Development 

Process Manual could be amended to include specific language encouraging planners to seek 

planning and implementation funding based on the presence of TOD. 
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Recommendations for Design 

The need for designing road infrastructure to accommodate multi‐modal transportation 

options, and generally urban designs with higher development densities, is widely recognized. 

Given the proximity of many TOD projects to highways and major thoroughfares, it is possible, 

even likely, that TOD brings pedestrians and bicyclists in closer proximity to vehicle traffic. The 

TxDOT Design Manual could be expanded to include specific operating and safety 

characteristics associated with TOD that impact effective and efficient roadway design. Also, 

the forecasted expansion of TOD and related increase in rail transit service usage suggests that 

rail transit services will have to increase the volume and frequency of trains to meet growing 

demand. This increase in rail activity could alter preferred design standards for rail‐roadway 

intersections. 

Recommendations for TxDOT Participation in TOD 

The findings of this research suggest that TOD projects negatively impact TxDOT’s 

revenues. While small at the moment, the negative impacts on revenues become meaningful if 

the pace of TOD as an urban form choice continues to accelerate. As noted in Section VII of this 

report, there are several state transportation agencies that provide funding to support TOD 

planning and/or project development. Given TxDOT’s ongoing challenge to meet the state’s 

mobility needs with an increasingly problematic revenue source (motor fuel taxes), it is unlikely 

that TxDOT will have the budget freedom anytime in the foreseeable future to financially 

support the creation of new TOD projects. Our recommendation is based on an alternative 

financial premise, exploring ways for TxDOT to extract value from TOD projects. The 

conclusions of the Urban Thoroughfare Team in their December 2008 report noted the 

potential of context sensitive solutions to capture billions in additional value, presumably 

meaning that local governments and private enterprises would be the recipients of this value. 

While the Urban Thoroughfare Team was specifically referring to value from outside the right‐

of‐way line, there may exist opportunities for TOD and related development to occur within 

TxDOT‐owned right of way. TxDOT RTI project number 0‐6634 started in fiscal year 2011 is 

studying options for TxDOT to extract value from its right of ways. As Project 0‐6634 is 
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undertaken, it should be considered if there are opportunities for TxDOT to promote TOD in 

right of way areas without interfering with transportation safety and efficiency. There are 

transit agencies in Texas looking to actively participate in commercial property development on 

land controlled or owned by the transit agencies. Additional research into the potential for 

TxDOT to participate in public, and public‐private partnerships that support the development of 

TOD, as a part of an integrated solution to transportation challenges, could specifically examine 

relevant models in other states and recommend approaches for TxDOT’s financial participation 

in TOD under state law and regulation. If this approach were to prove to be a feasible source of 

future revenues for TxDOT, the Right of Way Manual, Volume 5, Property Management, would 

potentially need to be modified. Section 1 of this manual specifically calls for the prohibition of 

leasing right of way properties for residential land uses. 

Recommendations for Information Dissemination 

The findings of the research reported here could prove beneficial to managers, planners, 

and engineers in TxDOT offices across the state. Disseminating the findings will potentially 

support improved understanding and decision making when including TOD properties in plans 

and interactions with local planners and private developers. The creation of a web document 

highlighting key findings of this research would offer a cost efficient means of informing key 

TxDOT personnel about the influence of TOD on facility use and revenues. In addition, as the 

incidence of TOD properties grows, traffic generation models could be adapted to account for 

the differential travel behaviors of TOD residents. This information would likely be highly useful 

to engineers and planners at MPOs, especially those with existing rail transit systems. 
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APPENDIX 1: CONTROL GROUP SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

1. Are you employed fulltime, part‐time, presently unemployed, retired, or are you a student, or 
homemaker? 

1. FULLTIME 
2. PART‐TIME 
3. UNEMPLOYED (SKIP TO Q6) 
4. RETIRED (SKIP TO Q6) 
5. STUDENT 
6. HOMEMAKER (SKIP TO Q6) 
9. NR/DK (SKIP TO Q6) 

2. In the past year have you ever used any of the following methods to get to [work/school]? 
YES NO DK/NR 

a. Your own car 1 2 9 
b. A carpool or vanpool 1 2 9 
c. A public bus 1 2 9 
d. A DART light rail train 1 2 9 

2a. You indicated that you use [insert each “yes” from Q2] for getting to [work/school]. 
Do you use [insert] for that purpose . . . 

1. At least once a week 
2. A few times a month 
3. Once a month 
4. A few times a year 
5. Once a year or less 

2b1. (IF Q2a=1) How many times a week on average? ____ 
2b2. (IF Q2a =2) How many times a month on average? ____ 
2b3. (IF Q2a = 3,4) How many times a year on average? ____ 
2c. How do you usually get from home to the rail stop? 

1. Walk 
2. Drive own car 
3. Dropped off by someone else in a car (carpool/vanpool included) 
4. Bus 
5. Bicycle 

IF Q2 (car)=YES ASK Q3 (OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q4) 

3. How much drive time does it take you to drive to [work/school] from your home? 
Hours/Minutes _____:_____ 

4. How many miles is it from your home to your workplace? _____ 

5. How many of the ____ miles that you travel to [work/school] are traveled on a highway? 
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_____________________________ 

6. Can you give me the zip code of your work place? 
<1> YES __________ (SKIP TO Q7) 
<2> NO 
6a. Can you tell me the city? ______________________ 
Can you give me the nearest major intersection? _____________________________ 

7. In the past year have you used a DART bus or light rail service for any purpose other than 
commuting to work? 
1. YES 
2. NO (SKIP TO NEXT TOPIC) 
9. DK/NR (SKIP TO 11) 

8. Have you used the DART light rail system for any of the following reasons? 
YES NO DK/NR 

a. Transportation to sporting events 1 2 9 
b. Transportation to entertainment places 1 2 9 
c. Transportation to shopping areas 1 2 9 
d. Anything else? 1 2 9 

FOR EACH “YES” in Q8 or “YES” in Q2d, ASK THE FOLLOWING SERIES OF QUESTIONS 
[Fill with: work/sporting events/entertainment places/shopping areas] 

9. You indicated that you use the light rail system for getting to [place]. Do you use the rail 
system for that purpose . . . 

____1 At least once a week 
____2 A few times a month 
____3 Once a month 
____4 Once every few months 
____5 Once a year or less 

10a. (IF Q9=1) How many times a week on average? ____ 
10b. (IF Q9=2) How many times a month on average? ____ 
10c. (IF Q9 = 3,4) How many times a year on average? ____ 

11. In the last three months, have you walked from your house to an entertainment venue, 
restaurant or shopping location? 

1. YES 
2. NO 
9. DK/NR 

In the demographics section we will ask: 
Can you give me the nearest major intersection to your home? 
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APPENDIX 2: TOD RESIDENT SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

The instrument shown below is for the DART service area. Separate instruments with changes 
for Fort Worth and Austin are not shown. Other than specific references to host cities, the 
survey instruments are the same. 

Transportation and Quality of Life Survey 

The purpose of this survey is to understand how people use different types of transportation and why. 
The information collected will help improve traffic planning in this region and throughout Texas. All your 
responses will be treated confidentially. Only the research team will have access to your individual 
responses and all results will be reported as percentages or averages. This project has been approved by 
the UNT Institutional Review Board. If you have any questions, you may call us at 800-687-7055. 

Directions: Please indicate your answers by circling or checking your responses to the questions. 

1. Which of the following best describes your personal situation? 

1 Work full-time 

2 Work part-time 

3 Self employed 

4 College student  

5 None of the above 

If you answered “none of the above” skip to question 12 on page 3. 

If you are a college student and do not work, answer questions 2 through 11 substituting “school” for 
“work.” 

Commuting to Work 

2.  In the past 12 months have you ever driven a car 
alone to get to work? 

1 Yes (answer 2a) 
2 No (skip to 3) 

2a.How often did you drive a car alone to get to work?  

1 Once a week or more  How many times a week on average? ____ 

2 A few times a month  How many times a month on average? ____ 

3 A few times a year  How many times a year on average? ____ 
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3.  In the past 12 months have you ever used a carpool 
or vanpool to get to work? 

1 Yes (answer 3a) 
2 No (skip to 4) 

3a.How often did you use a carpool or vanpool to get to work? 

1 Once a week or more  How many times a week on average? ____ 

2 A few times a month  How many times a month on average? ____ 

3 A few times a year  How many times a year on average? ____ 

4. In the past 12 months have you ever walked to work? 
1 Yes (answer 4a) 
2 No (skip to 5) 

4a.How often did you walk to get to work? 

1 Once a week or more  How many times a week on average? ____ 

2 A few times a month  How many times a month on average? ____ 

3 A few times a year  How many times a year on average? ____ 

5. In the past 12 months have you ever ridden a bicycle to 
work? 

1 Yes (answer 5a) 
2 No (skip to 6) 

5a.How often did you ride a bicycle to get to work? 

1 Once a week or more  How many times a week on average? ____ 

2 A few times a month  How many times a month on average? ____ 

3 A few times a year  How many times a year on average? ____ 

128 



 

 

 
 

 
 
 

  

  
      

 

      

     

  
  

 

  

 

   

   

  

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

    

   

   

 

 
 

 

 
 

6.  In the past 12 months have you ever used a DART bus to get 
to work? 

1 Yes (answer 6a and 6b) 
2 No (skip to 7) 

6a.How often did you use a DART bus to get to work?  

1 Once a week or more  How many times a week on average? ____ 

2 A few times a month  How many times a month on average? ____ 

3 A few times a year  How many times a year on average? ____ 

6b.  How did you usually get from home to the 
bus stop? 

1 Walk 
2 Drive car 
3 Dropped off by someone  
4 Train 
5 Bicycle 

7.  In the past 12 months have you ever used a DART train or 
TRE train to get to work? 

1 Yes (answer 7a and 7b) 
2 No (skip to 8) 

7a.How often did you use a DART train or TRE train to get to work? 

1 Once a week or more  How many times a week on average?____ 

2 A few times a month  How many times a month on average?____ 

3 A few times a year  How many times a year on average? ____ 

7b.  How did you usually get from home to the rail 
stop? 

1 Walk 
2 Drive car 
3 Dropped off by someone else 
4 Bus 
5 Bicycle 

8. Circle the response that best represents your opinion to this statement: “I like the idea of taking a rail 
system to work.” 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree No Opinion 

Somewhat 
Agree Agree 

Strongly 
 Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. How much time does it take you to drive to work from your home? Hours/Minutes _____:_____ 

10. How many miles is it from your home to your work? _____ miles 

10a. How many of the miles that you travel to work are traveled on a highway? _____ miles 

11. Your workplace zip code _________   

(If zip code is unknown, describe city/nearest major intersection _____________/___________________) 
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Other Travel  

12.  In the past 12 months have you ever used a DART bus or rail service 1 Yes (answer 13) 
for any purpose other than commuting to work? 2 No (skip to 16) 

13.  In the past 12 months have you ever used a DART bus 
or rail service to get to a sporting event? 

1 Yes (answer 13a) 
2 No (skip to 14) 

13a.How often did you use a DART bus or rail service to get to a sporting event?   

1 Once a week or more  How many times a week on average? ____ 

2 A few times a month  How many times a month on average? ____ 

3 A few times a year  How many times a year on average? ____ 

14.  In the past 12 months have you ever used a DART bus 
or rail service to get to dining/entertainment places? 

1 Yes (answer 14a) 
2 No (skip to 15) 

14a.How often have you used a DART bus or rail service to get to dining/entertainment 
places?  

1 Once a week or more  How many times a week on average? ____ 

2 A few times a month  How many times a month on average? ____ 

3 A few times a year  How many times a year on average? ____ 

15.  In the past 12 months have you ever used a DART bus or rail 
service to get to shopping areas? 

1 Yes (answer 15a) 
2 No (skip to 16) 

15a.How often have you used a DART bus or rail service to get to shopping areas? 

1 Once a week or more  How many times a week on average? ____ 

2 A few times a month  How many times a month on average? ____ 

3 A few times a year  How many times a year on average? ____ 

16.  In the past three months, have you walked from your house to an 1 Yes 
entertainment venue, restaurant or shopping location? 2 No  

17.  Before moving to your current residence, did you live within a 10-minute 1 Yes 
walk or a ¼ mile of a rail transit station? 2 No  
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Since moving to your current residence, has your use of the following types of transportation increased, 
decreased or generally remained the same? (if you did not use a particular type of transportation at either 
residence, then your use on that item would “remain the same.”) 

Remained Please estimate the 
Increased  the Same Decreased number of miles 

increased/decreased per 
week. 

18. Driving a car 1 2 3 _______ 

19. Carpool/Vanpool 1 2 3 _______ 

20. DART bus 1 2 3 N/A 

21. DART or TRE rail 1 2 3 N/A 

22. Walking 1 2 3 N/A 

23. Bicycling 1 2 3 N/A 

24. How many of the miles increased or decreased in question 18 were highway miles?  _______ 

25. How many of the miles increased or decreased in question 19 were highway miles?  _______ 

Lifestyle and Transportation Experiences   

Rate the following factors on how important they were in your choice to purchase or rent your current 
home by circling the number that best represents your answer. 
 Not Of Little Moderately Important Very 

Important Importance Important Important 

26. Urban lifestyle 1 2 3 4 5 

27. Close to restaurants 1 2 3 4 5 

28. Close to a DART rail station 1 2 3 4 5 

29. Parking availability 1 2 3 4 5 

30. Close to a DART bus stop 1 2 3 4 5 

31. Availability of shopping 1 2 3 4 5 

32. Close to various forms of 1 2 3 4 5 
entertainment 

33. Closer to work 1 2 3 4 5 

34. Other: 

Rate your level of agreement or Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
disagreement with the following Disagree Agree 
statements.  

35.  The routes I drive to the places I 1 2 3 4 5 
go are usually congested. 

36.  I know how to use the DART rail 1 2 3 4 5 
system 

37.  The DART rail system goes to 1 2 3 4 5 
most of the locations I need it to 
go. 
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38.  DART rail provides a safe 
environment for my travel. 

1 2 3 4 5 

39.  DART rail offers a high-quality of 
transit service. 

1 2 3 4 5 

40.  DART rail schedules are 
convenient to my needs. 

1 2 3 4 5 

41.  During rush hour, I believe taking 
DART rail to downtown Dallas 
would be faster than driving. 

1 2 3 4 

Thank you for your time.  

Please return this questionnaire in the envelope provided or mail to: 
UNT Survey Research Center  1155 Union Circle #310637  Denton, 

TX 76203 

This label is for mail tracking 
purposes only 

0000 
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