
Summary

The BART system, built in the San Francisco Bay Area in the 1960s, was the first regional rail
system to be built in the U.S. in more than 50 years. Since then, urban rail systems have been
completed in ten cities on the West Coast and in Vancouver, Canada. These cities have had
varying levels of success in attracting transit-oriented development (TOD). Seattle can learn
from these experiences, so it does not repeat mistakes others made and takes advantage of
opportunities presented.

To understand more about what tools work best, this paper presents detailed case studies of
representative transit-oriented development projects throughout North America. Lessons
from these case studies and the implications for Seattle are discussed. These lessons will help
evaluate what actions makes most sense for the city and its neighborhoods.

The twelve cases of transit-oriented development were selected because they represent com-
parable light rail station types and/or physical settings or because certain types of implemen-
tation tools were used to make transit-oriented development happen. In looking for compa-
rable examples of transit-oriented development in North American cities, specific station area
characteristics were evaluated: whether the station is underground, at-grade or elevated, how
many people use the station, surrounding urban form and land use, and what other trans-
portation connections is provided. The cases selected provide valuable insights that will help
the City ensure that station area plans meet the City’s goals and avoid the mistakes that have
limited transit-oriented development elsewhere.

CASE STUDIES

This analysis of TOD case studies looks at a variety of transit operators, cities, and station
types throughout North America. Although the case studies make reference to many exem-
plary station-area projects within the transit corridors served, the following stations are re-
viewed in the most detail:

Atlanta MARTA

•  Lindbergh Center, North Line

•  Peachtree Corridor

Denver RTD

•  Five Points Stations

•  I-25 & Broadway

Los Angeles Metro

•  Downtown Long Beach



•  Hollywood/Highland

•  Slauson

Portland MAX

•  Lloyd District

•  Goose Hollow Area (Westside Line)

Sacramento Light Rail

•  29th Street

•  Power Inn/College Greens

San Diego Trolley

•  American Plaza

•  Rio Vista West

•  La Mesa Stations
Around the Pleasant Hill BART station transit-oriented development has been guided by a specific plan
calling for a mix of office buildings and apartments with pedestrian connections to the station.
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 San Francisco BART

•  Montgomery

•  Hayward

•  Fruitvale

•  16th Street/Mission

•  Pleasant Hill

San Francisco MUNI

•  Third Street Light Rail Project

San Jose Light Rail

•  Alamaden

•  Ohlone-Chynoweth

•  Tasman East

Vancouver BC Sky Train

•  Burnaby Metrotown

Washington D.C. Metro

•  Bethesda

•  Silver Spring

•  Grosvenor

•  West Hyattsville



FINDINGS

The analysis of the case studies leads to the following main findings:

•  Station Area Planning. All types of station areas benefit, but the greatest results come
when station area planning is carried out through comprehensive plans that utilize a
combination of zoning,  public improvements, development financing packages, and
effective marketing programs, as in Portland, San Jose, and the Hayward and Fruit-
vale BART station areas. Comprehensive plans for various station areas in the Wash-
ington D.C. area, such as Bethesda, directed development toward the station area as
part of a county-wide effort to plan for efficient land use/transportation connection.
However, all comprehensive plans must be flexible enough to respond to changes in
the real estate market. Where station development plans are overly restrictive and do
not relate to market conditions, as in some other Washington D.C. communities,
transit-oriented development does not occur.

•  Relation to Neighborhood Planning. Station-area planning works best when it directly
responds to the needs of the surrounding community. This approach not only builds
community support, but it leads to a plan that integrates the station area and TOD
project physically with the surrounding community. By way of example, the Fruitvale
BART Transit Village project has been spearheaded by a community-based organiza-
tion, the Spanish Speaking Unity Council, and in San Francisco, the Muni 3rd Street
Montgomery County started planning around the Bethseda Metrorail station before construction
began. New zoning and strong parking management has helped make this station area a success.
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Light Rail Project has included substantial community involvement to ensure that
economic development and housing affordability goals could be met.  Similarly, the
City of Los Angeles is shifting its focus from planning for station prototypes to devel-
oping neighborhood plans for station areas. Even in the Washington D.C. area, where
WMATA has established an excellent joint development program, local jurisdictions
have spearheaded station area plans and have integrated WMATA joint development
projects with surrounding development.

•  Pedestrian-Friendly Infrastructure. Pedestrian amenities, links with shopping centers as
at the El Cerrito and Fruitvale BART stations and some San Diego stations, and other
improvements, as in Downtown Portland, San Diego, San Francisco and Van-couver,
coupled with zoning that requires rain protection and other amenities, en-hance the
pedestrian environment. Direct pedestrian connections between new office develop-
ment and rail stations, as in San Diego and San Francisco, improve transit ac-cess, be-
cause they allow people to go directly to the trains without going outside.  Pe-destrian
amenities also can improve security around stations because more people mean more
“eyes on the street”.

In downtown Sacramento, the State government has encouraged transit use with a strong trans-
portation demand management program and parking limitations.



•   Parking Management and Shared Parking. Parking “lids” in Downtown Portland and
reduced parking requirements in Sacramento have helped make transit-oriented de-
velopment viable. Portland actually allows less parking in areas near the MAX light
rail stations, and there are no minimum parking requirements. In Sacramento, the
State government – the largest employee – wanted to encourage transit use, so it se-
verely limited parking and had aggressive transportation demand management pro-
grams. Shared parking structures also have been built, but developers may be reluc-
tant to participate. Surface parking lots around stations can provide opporunities for
future development, as the land becomes marketable for higher uses. However, once
established, station-area parking may become difficult to eliminate. For instance,
BART’s requirement for 1:1 replacement parking has hampered joint development
prospects by increasing development costs.  Finally, in the San Francisco 3rd Street
Light Rail Project, MUNI was able to work with local residents and businesses to de-
velop parking recommendations that increased on-street parking and shared parking
opportunities, preserved short-term parking through metering and increased aware-
ness of parking options with improved signage.

•  Zoning. Overlay districts, use controls, building standards and requirements for pe-
destrian amenities help tailor zoning to station areas in Portland, Sacramento, San
Francisco and San Diego. Upzoning, in particular, coupled with reduce parking re-
quirements, helps attract transit-oriented development. In Vancouver, six regional
town centers were established in existing town centers or redevelopment areas to pro-
vide compact residential development, commercial centers, community services, and
public amenities. Portland not only zoned for higher densities and transit-oriented
development, but created interim development standards to prevent undesirable land
uses before station area plans were developed. However, while zoning provides
enough incentives for TOD in areas with limited land, intensive existing develop-
ment, and a strong local economy, it may be insufficient for other areas. In West
Hyattsville, Maryland, for example, TOD overlay zones did not attract investment,
because the zone itself established rigid, inflexible requirements and did not create
sufficient economic incentives for the type of development desired. Prince George’s
County established no additional financial or other assistance to encourage new con-
struction, but the County currently is re-thinking the zoning requirements with the
objective of making them more flexible and responsive to the marketplace.

•  Expedited Development Review. “Fast-track” permit approvals have helped develop-
ment around the Washington DC Metro stations. For instance, around the Metro
station in Bethesda, Maryland, an optional zoning standard put projects with high-
quality construction and public amenities such as open space, public act, and other
pedestrian-friendly design factors on a fast-track for permit approval. In the San
Francisco Bay Area, “umbrella” environmental review has shortened the review time
around some BART stations where projects conform to station area plans. In San
Jose, “specific plans” and planned unit development provisions were used in some
station areas to streamline the review process.
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•  Successful Demonstration Projects. Several cities have created political support for TOD
and joint development projects after the success of a demonstration project. In
Washington D.C., WMATA’s early experimental success with small-scale joint devel-
opment projects lead to the creation of a full joint development program that actively
seeks projects at new and existing stations. In San Francisco, MUNI focused street-
scape enhancement dollars in the nine-block Bayview Hunters Point commercial core
area of the Third Street Light Rail Corridor, intending the project to catalyze other
public and private investments. The transit agency wanted the streetscape improve-
ments to provide a tool for proactively involving children and the community, to be a
visible sign of change, and to emphasize the community pride in the public realm.

•  Public Assistance. Redevelopment agencies have helped transit-oriented development
in Oakland, Sacramento, San Diego, San Francisco, and Portland, both with land as-
sembly and financing. However, legal constraints may limit the scope of assistance
that can be offered. In general, public investments can build confidence in the process
and spur additional investments in station areas. Community facilities, such as day
care and street beautification, also help. In Vancouver, redevelopment agencies and
the BC Transit Capital Projects Division made infrastructure investments in station
areas in order to encourage additional development. The public sector also must be
willing to support TOD with economic development policies.

High density mixed use development in Vancouver has benefited in some areas from
redevelopment agency assistance.
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•  Local Transit Service. Improved bus connections with both local and express service
lines and “timed-transfer” arrangements, as in Portland, Vancouver, Tacoma, San
Francisco and San Diego, help improve access to local businesses and employment
centers as well as support the regional rail transit, commuter rail and express bus sys-
tems. The City of Vancouver and BC Transit rerouted bus service to feed passengers
onto Sky Train light rail routes, but at the expense of bus service in some areas. Local
bus service should be coordinated with light rail, not replaced with light rail.

•  Joint Development. Although several transit agencies have experimented with joint de
velopment projects, WMATA has been one of the more successful. At Bethesda,
WMATA prepared land use provisions, conducted initial environmental review, and
provided system interface and development rights to private developers. WMATA
typically conducts market studies for station area development and invests only in
marketable projects. The agency also works with local jurisdictions, making recom-
mendations on area master plans for conducive zoning and infrastructure improve-
ments. These initiatives have made station-linked joint development attractive for the
private sector in the San Francisco Bay Area.  BART and the Santra Clara Valley
Transportation have had successful joint development projects.  They both have a
joint development department that is actively marketing sites in order to get structure
parking built and generate revenues to help offset system operating costs. BART has
worked with local governments on station area plans for joint development but has
had mixed success in implementing them. Few other transit agencies have created
such enticing development packages.



RECOMMENDATIONS

To ensure successful implementation, some of the case studies underscored some specific
recommendations that should be considered in Seattle’s station area planning.

•  Quick Start Implementation Actions. While sustained economic revitalization requires
long-term, phased implementation, quick-start actions create opportunities to estab-
lish a foundation for immediate economic revitalization benefits for the community.
San Francisco’s 3rd Street Light Rail Project, for example, proposed actions included a
neighborhood ground-breaking celebration, neighborhood murals to screen con-
struction staging areas, and the rail alignment painted on Third Street.

•  Success Breeds Success. Since not all station areas will develop at the same rate, city
planners should establish priorities to focus their efforts. Demonstrating success early
in the life of the light rail system can help foster future development. On-the-ground
examples can provide better models for convincing developers of the virtues of tran-
sit-oriented development than abstract theories.

•  Coordination with Sound Transit on joint development. The City of Seattle and Sound
Transit should consider joint development opportunities where Sound Transit may
be able to acquire excess land under its current legislative authority.  The City can take
the lead on land use planning and providing other redevelopment incentives, such as
land assembly.

•  Strong Merchant Participation.  Where transit operators and local governments have
sought the neighborhood business community’s participation, the potential for tran-
sit-oriented development and revitalization is increased, as the experience at the
BART Fruitvale and San Francisco 3rd Street light rail line project demonstrates.

•  Community Involvement in Technical Planning. Emphasizing a community-based ap-
proach to planning  encourages community involvement in such technical aspects of
project development as station siting and right-of-way configuration and avoids con-
frontational meetings.

•  Planning for Appropriate Development. Models of development should be appropriate
to the local character. It is useful to learn from the experience of other places, but
adopting a cookie-cutter approach may not work in a different region. For example,
Toronto’s model of high-density, high-rise residential development at rail stations,
which transit planners originally sought to replicate in Atlanta, has been slow to gain
acceptance among local residents. In preparing for the future, planners should also
recognize that areas may not receive the development that planners expect. Accord-
ingly, plans should be flexible enough to adapt to unanticipated changes in develop-
ment patterns, types, and locations.
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•  Working with Private Developers. Municipalities and transit agencies should commu-
nicate with developers throughout the planning process and work to create opportu-
nities for transit-supportive developments that benefit communities, developers, and
transit systems. Communication can help foster realistic expectations on both sides of
the table and may lead to mutually beneficial outcomes. For example, when MARTA
first attempted to charge fees for direct connections into rail stations, developers
balked. In subsequent cases, however, MARTA and developers found ways to build
and fund system connections that benefit private developments as well as foster tran-
sit ridership.

In Portland, the Sttadium Station apartments are a joint development, involving Tri-Met as
the lead agency and a private developer.



Sou th San F ranc i s co  Gene ra l  P l an

– 13 –

 Throw page – TOD in Seattle



1 Introduction

This paper presents detailed case studies of representative transit-oriented development proj-
ects throughout North America. The experiences of transit operators and local jurisdictions
with transit-oriented development will help Seattle establish a planning framework and take
actions toward station-area development. This chapter provides background for the case
studies by defining transit-oriented development, describing the methodology for choosing
case study areas, and establishing the framework for analyzing individual station areas.

WHAT IS TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT?

Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) refers to development that is centered around and co-
ordinated with a transit station in its use and design. The intent of TOD is to establish land
uses and to design structures and public areas that will encourage people to ride transit more
often. Typically, a TOD project has the following physical characteristics:

•  Mixed Uses. Land uses are mixed and may include a combination of residential,
commercial, and entertainment activities.

•  Compact Development. Development is compact, at medium to high densities. Parking
is limited.

•  Location within walking distance of transit. Boundaries of the TOD area extend ap-
proximately 1/4-mile from the station, a distance that can be covered in about 5 min-
utes on foot.

•  Neighborhood Focal Point. Open spaces or plazas near the station function as commu-
nity gathering spots.

•  Pedestrian Orientation. Streets and open spaces are friendly to pedestrians.

Transit-Oriented Development does not refer to one specific type of planning or develop-
ment process, but can include a variety of planning or development efforts. Some cities have
created master plans for station areas with design guidelines for transit-oriented and pedes-
trian-friendly development; some have established special zoning provisions for transit-
oriented development; and some cities or transit agencies have worked with private develop-
ers on a joint development project connected to the station.  On the following page are some
images of transit oriented development being considered for Seattle.

What factors influence TOD?

In the early 20th century in Seattle and other cities, when streetcars were the dominant form
of transportation, small villages and neighborhoods formed around streetcar stations outside
the urban core. The orientation of the residential development to streetcar stations allowed
for an easy commute downtown. Today, such residential villages do not form naturally
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 around transit stations, because more people travel by automobile. TOD projects must be
intentionally planned, and their success depends upon specific supporting factors:

•  Regional and Local Markets. Successful transit-oriented development is dependent
upon both regional and local market trends, including the regional supply and de-
mand for housing and employment and the desirability of station areas for develop-
ment.

•  Community Support. Community input and support are essential to a successful TOD
project. In order to function as a community center, the structures and open spaces in
the station area and the local circulation system must be developed and designed in
accordance with the needs and desires of local residents and workers.

•  Supportive Land Use and Economic Policies. Transit-oriented development can only
happen with supportive City land use and economic policies. Planning policies and
zoning regulations must permit the types of structures and open spaces that form a
transit village. Economic policy must phase development around stations so that new
housing and commercial space can be gradually absorbed into the local housing and
employment market over a period of ten to twenty years.

•  Specific Area Plans and Design Guidelines and Standards. Specific Area Plans for transit
stations can tailor land use, density, development standards, and design guidelines in
order to suit a specific station area and its surrounding neighborhood.

•  Public Amenities. Public amenities can make the station area more attractive for de-
velopment over time. Improvements may include street and sidewalk improvements,
street lighting, street furniture, transit shelters, information kiosks and landscaping.

•  Public/Private Partnerships. Transit operators or local jurisdictions can work with pri-
vate developers to create transit-supportive development. The role of the public part-
ner can be minimal, holding a ground lease, or it can be more significant, directly
subsidizing the project.

The intent of this report is to examine these factors in more detail at selected TOD sites
throughout North America.

METHODOLOGY

In selecting stations to be analyzed in the case studies, stations were chosen that resemble the
types of potential LINK station sites in Seattle. Site conditions examined include the sur-
rounding land uses and urban form, potential development issues, known socioeconomic
characteristics, and station configuration (aerial, grade, underground). Most selected stations
are located in dense urban areas with little or no parking, consistent with the proposed char-
acteristics of the LINK system. However, some suburban sites are included because they re-
semble conditions at Seattle’s Rainier Valley, Northgate and near-freeway stations or because
of the specific planning concepts and tools used to foster transit-oriented development.
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ORGANIZATION OF CASE STUDIES

This analysis examines the influences and context of transit-oriented development in the se-
lected case studies. A subsequent paper to be prepared in Part B of the Station Area Planning
program will analyze implementation strategies in greater detail. Each case study in this re-
port has a consistent structure that analyzes station-area planning and development. Major
elements include:

•  Station Area Planning Framework. An analysis of the planning framework describes
the major elements used to plan for the station area. These may range from specific
plans to market studies to land use or zoning policies.

•  Factors Influencing Station Area Development. Actual changes in land use and develop-
ment around a station are examined for their causal factors.

•  Implementation Tools. The description of implementation tools highlights how station
area plans are actually implemented.

At the conclusion of each case study, specific findings relevant to Seattle are summarized, fo-
cussing on lessons for station area planning in Seattle.  References for additional sources of
information and key contacts for the case study also are included at the end of each case
study.



At l an ta  MARTA

–    –19

2 Atlanta MARTA

OVERVIEW: TRANSIT SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS

The Georgia State Legislature created the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority
(MARTA) in 1965, and in 1972 MARTA initiated transit service with the acquisition of the
Atlanta Transit System, a privately owned bus company. MARTA currently operates heavy
rail service on more than 45 miles of double track in the City of Atlanta and DeKalb and Ful-
ton Counties. MARTA has invested approximately $3.7 billion in its bus and rail equipment
and property, and it is the nation’s eighth largest transit system.

The system serves 36 stations along five different rail lines: the North Line, South Line, East
Line, West Line, and Northeast Line. The Five Points station forms the heart of the MARTA
rail system, with the North/South and East/West Lines crossing at an underground station in
Atlanta’s downtown business district. The rail system currently serves 78 million passengers
annually, and more than 25,000 passengers use the Five Points station daily. MARTA trains
operate at speeds up to 70 miles per hour.

Construction began on the heavy rail system in 1975, and service began on the East and West
Lines in 1979. In 1981, the North and South Lines opened, and MARTA extended each line
several times between 1982 and 1988. The Northeast Line, a spur from the North Line,
opened in 1992, and both the North and East Lines were also extended in the 1990s.

Further extensions on the North Line are scheduled to open in the year 2000.  Ultimately,
MARTA plans to have 60 miles of double track and 45 stations, including 12 aerial stations,
21 at-grade stations, and 12 tunnel stations.

Station characteristics are shown in Table 2-1.
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Table 2-1.
MARTA STATIONS MARTA STATIONS MARTA STATIONS MARTA STATIONS 

Parking
Lot? 

Downtown Hub

Five Points No

East Line

E1 Georgia St. No

E2 King Memorial No

E3 Inman Park/ Reynoldstown Yes

E4 Edgewood/ Candler Park Yes

E5 East Lake Yes

E6 Decatur No

E7 Avondale Yes

E8 Kensington Yes

E9 Indian Creek Yes

West Line

W1 Omni/Dome/ GWCC No

W2 Vine City Yes

W3 Ashby Yes

W4 West Lake Yes

W5 Hamilton E. Holmes Yes

North Line

 N1 Peachtree Ctr. No

N2 Civic Center No

N3 North Ave. No

N4 Midtown No

N5 Arts Center No

N6 Lindbergh Ctr. Yes

N7 Buckhead No

N8 Medical Ctr. Yes

N9 Dunwoody Yes

N10 Sandy Spgs. No

N11 North Spgs. No

South Line

S1 Garnett No

S2 West End Yes
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Table 2-1.
MARTA STATIONS MARTA STATIONS MARTA STATIONS MARTA STATIONS 

S3 Oakland City Yes

S4 Lakewood/  Fort McPherson Yes

S5 East Point Yes

S6 College Park Yes

S7 Airport No

Northeast Line

NE7 Lenox Yes

NE8 Brookhaven/ Oglethorpe Univ. Yes

NE9 Chamblee Yes

NE10 Doraville Yes

STATION AREA PLANNING FRAMEWORK

Following the 1971 passage of a referendum approving funding for MARTA in Fulton and
DeKalb Counties, MARTA initiated its rail system planning efforts. The transit authority
contracted with the Atlanta Regional Commission, which in turn contracted with the City of
Atlanta’s Planning Department, to craft development plans for the transit station areas within
the city limits. City staff members developed an Urban Framework Plan, which assigned each
station to a different category based on its existing development characteristics; the categories
included neighborhood, community center, regional development node, and central business
district. Different development tools would then be applied to different station types. The
transit station area development studies involved extensive community input and efforts to
coordinate diverse interests. The result of the studies was a set of comprehensive plans for the
areas surrounding the transit stations; these plans were incorporated into the Land Use Ele-
ment of the City’s comprehensive plan, a 15-year land use plan. As discussed further in the
sections below, MARTA worked closely with the City of Atlanta to revise its zoning ordi-
nances to be more supportive of transit.

In planning for the MARTA system, the transit board examined heavy rail systems around
North America and determined that Toronto provided the best model for Atlanta’s system.
Toronto has many high-rise, high-density residential structures around its stations, but this
model has proved less popular in Atlanta, where sprawling development patterns and long
commutes to work prevail. The construction of a perimeter highway, I-285, about 15 miles
outside downtown Atlanta also fueled the flight of jobs to less expensive sites in Atlanta’s sur-
rounding suburbs, particularly during the recession of the 1980s. Currently Atlanta’s central
business district accounts for about 30 percent of the region’s office space, while about 70
percent is located in the suburbs. Market forces alone have been insufficient to promote
dense, transit-supportive development in many station areas, so MARTA and the City of At-
lanta have employed additional strategies to promote desirable development near rail sta-
tions.
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LINDBERGH CENTER, NORTH LINE

The Lindbergh Center station, on the North Line north of the downtown business district,
was targeted as a regional node for development in the City of Atlanta’s Urban Framework
Plan. Planners projected growth in the location, but instead the expected development did
not occur. The Lindbergh Center was an old industrial area that was rezoned for high-density,
mixed-use development. To promote desirable development in the station area, MARTA ob-
tained a federal Livable Communities grant and published a Request for Proposals seeking a
developer to construct a transit-oriented development on 47 acres of surplus land from its
Park-and-Ride and from station construction. Only two developers responded to MARTA’s
request; MARTA selected one, and the TOD project is currently moving forward. This station
may offer lessons for planning around the Seattle Center and South Lake Union stations and
the Royal Brougham station.

PEACHTREE CORRIDOR

The City of Atlanta created Special Public Interest (SPI) zones in the downtown core and
around several rail stations to the north. MARTA and the City initially tried to create a cross-
shaped SPI district at the intersection of the North/South and East/West Lines at the Five
Points station. This zone would have increased allowable densities along the rail line, but it
would have downzoned some areas outside the SPI, including sites near freeway interchanges.
However, protests from the business community resulted in the creation of a circular SPI-1
district which essentially maintained the status quo zoning in the heart of the central business
district and did not focus density around the rail system.

Around the stations to the north located in midtown, however, the City was successful in cre-
ating SPI districts that significantly changed zoning within and outside the SPI zones around
the North Avenue, Midtown, and Arts Center stations. The City developed a separate SPI for
each station, tailoring the shape and requirements of each SPI to the different station area
characteristics and desired development plans. At the North Avenue station, BellSouth, the
regional telephone provider, had planned to demolish a historic theater to construct its two
million-square-foot corporate headquarters, but instead the company reached an agreement
with MARTA to build on top of the station. MARTA integrated the foundation of the head-
quarters with its station construction, and the 47-story building included a retail mall on its
lower levels and a direct connection to the rail station. Similar efforts to integrate new con-
struction with transit stations have taken place in the other two SPI districts to the north. The
Peachtree Corridor may offer lessons for planning around the Downtown and First Hil and
Broadway/Roy stations.

STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT TRENDS

The Atlanta Regional Commission previously tracked development throughout the region
and prepared area impact statements, but they have measured land use changes and devel-
opment trends in station areas since the 1980s. Neither MARTA nor the City of Atlanta has
conducted formal studies of new construction and changes in property values around rail
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stations. Most evidence to date regarding development trends in Atlanta is anecdotal. Some
rail station areas have experienced significant development, especially along the North Line,
but these growth areas may show the effects of regional market trends as well as rail station
influences.

FACTORS INFLUENCING STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT

ECONOMIC GROWTH IN THE ATLANTA METROPOLITAN AREA

The Atlanta metropolitan area has been booming in recent years, and this strong regional
market has helped spur development around some rail stations as well as throughout the re-
gion. The region has been growing at about 3 percent per year, adding 100,000 residents each
year and one million each decade. Despite some slower periods, the region has experienced
high growth rates in population and employment for more than three decades. The regional
netted more than 88,000 new jobs in 1996, and the Atlanta Regional Commission expects the
employment growth rate to quadruple the national average over the next decade. Atlanta’s
Hartsfield International Airport is the nation’s second busiest, and its operations are expected
to increase significantly in the next several years. The Atlanta metropolitan area now sprawls
into 18 counties, though MARTA only provides service in two. As traffic congestion and air
pollution worsen in the region, MARTA may become a more attractive alternative for com-
muters and for employers trying to bring workers from around the region. The 1996 Olympic
Games in Atlanta also helped bring resources that enhanced the MARTA system, and base
ridership has increased since the Games. The Georgia Department of Transportation is cur-
rently seeking to build an Outer Loop highway further out from central Atlanta, which could
promote increased sprawl and make it more difficult for MARTA to foster compact develop-
ment around rail stations.

SUPPORTIVE LOCAL LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT POLICIES

In the 1970s, MARTA convinced the City of Atlanta to revise its zoning ordinances exten-
sively. Historically Atlanta had had one of the most liberal zoning ordinances in the nation,
and the ordinance had not been revised in more than two decades. Only cities without zoning
like Houston and Dallas had fewer controls over land use. MARTA and the City brought the
creator of the ordinances that San Francisco created to support the BART system to help At-
lanta consider changes in its zoning ordinance. Initially the planners sought to revise the
zoning for the entire City of Atlanta, The original zoning in the central business district
automatically allowed floor area ratios of 25 with no requirements for building setbacks or
public amenities. Planners wanted to reduce the base FAR to 12 and provide bonuses for
amenities (such as plazas, observation levels, retail establishments, residences, and pedestrian
pathways through buildings to transit stations) that would allow developers to build back up
to an FAR of 25. However, when the business community protested, plans were modified and
a compromise was reached on a less sweeping plan. New Special Public Interest (SPI) zones
were created in the downtown and midtown areas.

MARTA has also undertaken a Livable Communities/Transit-Oriented Development Initia-
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tive designed to promote transit-supportive, pedestrian-friendly, mixed-use development in
the immediate vicinity of existing rail stations. Lindbergh Center is the first station area slated
for joint development under the initiative, and the project is designed to be compatible with
the Federal Transit Administration’s Livable Communities Initiative.

JOINT DEVELOPMENT

MARTA has placed a priority on using joint development efforts to create transit-supportive
development in station areas. As discussed above, MARTA issued an RFP for developers to
undertake a joint development on 47 acres of land at the Lindbergh Center station on the
North Line. Only two developers responded to the MARTA’s request, but the transit-oriented
development project is currently moving forward with the selected developer.

PUBLIC FUNDING

The Atlanta Economic Development Corporation helped fund construction of a major fed-
eral office center adjoining the Five Points station in downtown Atlanta. AEDC demolished
an old department store on the site and constructed a three-building complex providing more
than one million square feet of office space. In a turnkey arrangement, federal agencies signed
a 20-year lease on the facility. A pedestrian tunnel links the transit station to the fed-eral
complex, though security precautions restrict access to the connector to federal employ-ees
with identification. MARTA also tried to work with the Internal Revenue Service to locate a
new 600,000-square-foot facility at the Chamblee station on the Northeast Line, but the deal
fell through and the IRS located at an auto-oriented site along the loop highway. At the Civic
Center station in downtown Atlanta, the State of Georgia constructed two 20-story buildings
providing one million square feet of office space on top of the station and created a pedes-
trian concourse connecting to the station.

IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS

Station Area Planning

In designing new stations, planners are working to be more sensitive about transit connec-
tions than they have been in the past. They are trying to place greater emphasis on expected
and existing development in order to merge station plans with development patterns.

Non-rail Infrastructure Investments to Improve Pedestrian Amenities and Access

MARTA believed that connections to transit stations were valuable to developers, and in the
early stages of rail system development MARTA tried to earn revenue from this source. If de-
velopers approached the transit authority about direct connections to rail stations, MARTA
used to seek fees from the developers in return. After a number of developers balked at such
arrangements, MARTA reconsidered its position. Currently the transit authority is actively
fostering appropriate direct linkages with its transit stations, and stations are often designed
with knock-out panels in anticipation of future connections. In some cases, developers cover
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the cost of the access, but MARTA is also working to find other ways to fund improved tran-
sit access. The City and MARTA lack authority to require developers to build pedestrian
pathways to rail stations, but in some cases they have been able to obtain improved pedes-
trian access and amenities through negotiations with developers.

The City of Atlanta’s zoning ordinance contains a pedestrian overlay zone designed to im-
prove pedestrian access to station entrances. The ordinance requires that developers provide
an extra ten feet of sidewalk width around station areas, or they can avoid this requirement by
providing a station connection through the building instead. MARTA and the City review
building plans on a case-by-case basis and grant administrative permits to compliant propos-
als.

Shared Parking and Parking Management

With many businesses moving to suburban locations along I-285, the loop highway that en-
circles the city, Atlanta did not feel the market would tolerate significant parking restrictions
in its downtown core. Developers threatened to relocate to the suburbs if the City of Atlanta
infringed on their ability to build accessory parking in new downtown construction. As a re-
sult, parking management efforts have been minimal. In downtown and midtown, the City
established a parking limitation district, in which a special permit is required for the con-
struction of independent primary parking structures. Planners concede that this policy
probably has not decreased the supply of parking, but it may have influenced the design and
location of parking so that it does not impede pedestrian access to transit stations. In some
cases, planners have successfully persuaded developers to reduce parking by convincing them
that their proximity to a MARTA station will reduce parking demand.

MARTA is currently working to develop a shared parking system at the Lindbergh Center
station. Currently, the site has a 2000-space surface parking lot, which MARTA plans to re-
place with two parking structures. MARTA users and retail shoppers will share these struc-
tures, and the transit authority is currently negotiating with stores to determine the appropri-
ate sharing ratios.

Expedited Permits and Reviews

This implementation tool has not been used to promote transit-friendly development in At-
lanta. MARTA stressed the importance of retaining its review capacity, citing the example of a
building permit for a corporate headquarters that the City granted without MARTA review.
The site is located above the rail line’s downtown tunnel, and MARTA staff feared that the
new building could affect the structural integrity of the subway. The proposed project is now
undergoing MARTA review.

Zoning and Rezoning

In its early stages, MARTA worked closely with the City of Atlanta to revise its zoning ordi-
nance significantly. Protests from the business community led to less sweeping changes than
originally envisioned, but the City did succeed in making significant zoning changes. In the
downtown and midtown areas, the City established Special Public Interest (SPI) zones in
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place of the previous commercial zoning. The SPI-1 district in the downtown core did not
involve major changes in existing zoning, but the creation of the SPI-2, SPI-3, and SPI-4 dis-
tricts further up the North Line involved density increases within the zones and reductions
outside the SPIs. The SPI zones also included a parking provision, as described above.

Land Assembly

The Atlanta Economic Development Authority, a City agency, has been involved in redevel-
opment efforts in some station areas, especially involved older Park-and-Rides that rail line
extensions have rendered less useful. The AEDA is undertaking efforts to assemble MARTA
land and other properties for redevelopment at the Hamilton E. Holmes station on the West
Line, the Arts Center on the North Line, and the West End and Lakewood/Fort McPherson
stations on the South Line.

Direct Public Investment in Projects

As discussed in the Public Funding section above, the Atlanta Economic Development Cor-
poration helped fund construction of a major federal office center adjoining the Five Points
station in downtown Atlanta. At the Civic Center station in downtown Atlanta, the State of
Georgia constructed two 20-story buildings providing one million square feet of office space
on top of the station and created a pedestrian concourse connecting to the station.

Local Transit Service Design

Most of MARTA’s bus service is designed to bring riders to the MARTA rail system. Nearly all
of its more than 150 bus routes connect to rail stations.

SUMMARY ASSESSMENT; IMPLICATIONS FOR SEATTLE

Although Atlanta’s MARTA is a heavy rail system, its station area planning and development
efforts can still offer lessons for Seattle’s light rail line. (Examining Atlanta’s rail system is also
interesting in light of the fact that the federal investments in MARTA could have come to Se-
attle instead if local voters had approved the referendum in the early 1970s.) Some relevant
lessons from the MARTA case include the following points.

•  Regional Transportation Plans. Rail transit competes with other modes of travel, and
transit-oriented development competes with sprawl. Transportation planning deci-
sions, such as the construction of the I-285 perimeter loop highway, affect land use
patterns and the demand for public transit. Regional transportation plans should be
compatible with efforts to foster transit-friendly development around rail stations. An
auto-oriented approach to transportation planning in a rapidly growing region can
undermine efforts to promote transit and create transit-supportive development
around stations. For example, the Georgia Department of Transportation’s plans to
construct an Outer Loop highway around Atlanta and double the freeway capacity
into downtown could exacerbate sprawl and undermine MARTA’s efforts to concen-
trate growth around rail transit nodes.
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•  Parking Restrictions. Efforts to limit parking supply in downtown Atlanta provoked an
outcry from downtown businesses, which threatened to relocate to the suburbs if the
proposed restrictions were enacted. The City eventually established an additional re-
view process for stand-alone parking structures, but accessory parking within other
building uses remained unrestricted. As noted in our case studies, however, other cit-
ies have successfully limited downtown parking without driving out businesses.
Communication, education, and positive models from other cities may help persuade
the business community to accept some parking limitations.

•  Public Facilities at Rail Stations. Locating public buildings at rail stations, like the
Georgia state offices at Civic Center and the federal center at Five Points, can help
spur additional investment and provide models of transit-related development for the
private sector. Showing early successes can help promote future projects at rail sta-
tions.

•  Planning for Appropriate Development. Models of development should be appropriate
to the local character. It is useful to learn from the experience of other places, but
adopting a cookie-cutter approach may not work in a different region. For example,
Toronto’s model of high-density, high-rise residential development at rail stations,
which transit planners originally sought to replicate in Atlanta, has been slow to gain
acceptance among local residents. In preparing for the future, planners should also
recognize that areas may not receive the development that planners expect. Accord-
ingly, plans should be flexible enough to adapt to unanticipated changes in develop-
ment patterns, types, and locations.

•  Working with Private Developers. Municipalities and transit agencies should commu-
nicate with developers throughout the planning process and work to create opportu-
nities for transit-supportive developments that benefit communities, developers, and
transit systems. Communication can help foster realistic expectations on both sides of
the table and may lead to mutually beneficial outcomes. For example, when MARTA
first attempted to charge fees for direct connections into rail stations, developers
balked. In subsequent cases, however, MARTA and developers found ways to build
and fund system connections that benefit private developments as well as foster tran-
sit ridership.

REFERENCES; ADDITIONAL SOURCES OF INFORMATION
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3 Denver RTD Light Rail

OVERVIEW: TRANSIT SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS

In October 1994, the Regional Transportation District (RTD) began service on its Central
Corridor light rail line through the City of Denver. The opening of the Central Corridor
marked the return of light rail to the Denver metropolitan area four decades after the city’s
former trolleys went out of service.

Light rail currently serves 15 stations along its 5.3-mile ground-level route in the City of Den-
ver. One- to three-car trains run in the streets in the downtown and northern portions of the
route. Trains operate at-grade in a restricted-access railroad right-of-way in the southern
portion, reaching maximum speeds of 55 miles per hour. With trains every six minutes dur-
ing rush hour and every ten minutes at other times, the light rail system carries more than
16,000 riders each weekday, and ridership continues to grow. The tracks form a loop between
14th and 19th Streets in downtown Denver, and the light rail links with the 16th Street Mall,
an attractive pedestrian and transit mall in the heart of downtown. (Free shuttles run every 90
seconds along the transit mall during peak periods.) The Central Corridor cost $116.5 million
to construct, and its annual operations and maintenance costs are $4.6 million.

Eventually, the Central Corridor will form the spine of a planned eight-corridor regional
rapid transit system that will extend into Denver’s suburbs of Englewood, Sheridan, and
Littleton. In 1994, the Denver Regional Council of Governments approved the RTD’s plan for
the Southwest Corridor light rail line extending from the southern terminus of the Central
Corridor south to the City of Littleton. Construction on the Southwest Corridor began in
January 1997, and the line is scheduled to open in the year 2000. The new grade-separated
line will have five stations, four with Park-and-Rides, along its 8.7 miles of reserved right-of-
way track. Construction of the Southwest Corridor light rail line is expected to cost $177.4
million.

Rapid transit plans for the Denver metropolitan area currently include light rail extensions
along several additional corridors, as well as commuter rail service and additional bus and
High Occupancy Vehicle lanes.

Station characteristics are shown in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1.

DENVER RTD LIGHT RAIL STATION CHARACTERISTICS

Average
Weekday
Boardings
in 1995

Type of

Structure

Parking
Lot? Surrounding Urban Form



Case  S tud ies  o f  Trans i t -Or ien ted Deve lopment

- 30 -

Central Corridor

30th & Downing ? Grade (in street) Yes Shopping Strip/Urban Res.

30th & Welton 903 Grade (in street) No Shopping Strip/Urban Res.

29th & Welton 197 Grade (in street) No Shopping Strip/Urban Res.

27th & Welton (not open) Grade (in street) No Shopping Strip/Urban Res.

25th & Welton 347 Grade (in street) No Shopping Strip/Urban Res.

20th & Welton 271 Grade (in street) No Urban Core (edge/parking)

18th & California 391 Grade (in street) No Urban Core

16th & California 863 Grade (in street) No Urban Core (ped./transit mall)

14th & California 60 Grade (in street) No Urban Core (convention ctr.)

18th & Stout 1079 Grade (in street) No Urban Core

16th & Stout 2228 Grade (in street) No Urban Core (ped./transit mall)

14th & Stout 410 Grade (in street) No Urban Core (convention ctr.)

Auraria 901 Grade (in street) No Major Inst./Shopping Strip

10th & Osage 410 Grade (restricted) No Urban Residential (subsidized)

Alameda 1585 Grade (restricted) Yes Shopping Strip/Highway

I-25 & Broadway 3360 Grade (restricted) Yes Highway
1 Light rail ridership has increased significantly from the 13,000 measured in this Summer 1995 study, but RTD has not con-
ducted a more recent count of boardings at each station. Typically, RTD takes counts several times monthly at two maximum
load points (Auraria Station south of downtown and 20th & Welton north of downtown). The March 1998 survey showed rid-
ership of well over 16,000, and summer ridership is typically somewhat higher than in the winter.
2 At grade stations are located in the street right of way unless otherwise indicated.

STATION AREA PLANNING FRAMEWORK

RTD and the City of Denver have undertaken some efforts to encourage transit-supportive
development around light rail stations, but no joint developments have been finalized to date.
Currently one joint development is pending at a Park-and-Ride in a future station area. RTD
is considering a range of alternatives for bringing the private sector into transit station areas,
from small vendors to major new buildings. The City of Denver has worked with developers
in conducting its comprehensive planning for the RTD system, and RTD staff have been in-
volved in these efforts.

In September 1995, the City of Denver initiated its Light Rail Station Area Development Pro-
gram to “promote growth around the stations that have the potential to maximize transit rid-
ership and enhance neighborhood livability.” The City focused its planning efforts around a
number of light rail stations, including the Five Points area north of downtown and the four
stations south of downtown along the Central Corridor. The City did not include the down-
town stations on Stout and California streets in the development program, because staff be-
lieved those stations had already received considerable planning support. The City has con-
vened a light rail program management group which includes RTD and every major city
agency, including economic development, urban renewal, planning, public works, and trans-
portation.
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FIVE POINTS STATIONS

The City of Denver worked with a range of stakeholders to develop a concept plan for station
areas in the Five Points business district on Welton Street between 23rd and 30th Streets.
Four light rail stations are closely spaced within a few blocks of each other along Welton
Street (at 25th, 27th, 29th, and 30th), and the 30th & Downing terminal station is also part of
the Five Points cluster. The City considered the Five Points stations as a group in developing a
concept plan for the area. The area includes an old business strip in an ethnically diverse
neighborhood that includes some public housing developments as well as single- and multi-
family dwell-ings. In developing a plan for Five Points, the City worked closely with develop-
ers, landown-ers, and other stakeholders to reach consensus on a couple key projects as well
as implemen-tation measures. Significant new development has not yet come to the area, but
the City views implementation of the concept plan as an ongoing effort. The existing land
uses and eco-nomic characteristics of Denver’s Five Points stations exhibit some similarities
to the pro-posed station areas along Rainier Avenue and Martin Luther King, Jr., Way in
southeast Seat-tle.

I-25 & BROADWAY STATION

The I-25 & Broadway station currently constitutes the southern terminus of the Central Cor-
ridor light rail line. This station will form the connection to the new Southwest Corridor
scheduled to open in July 2000, as well as the Southeast Corridor which RTD plans to open in
2008. The station is in an old industrial area, and the City of Denver worked with a range of
local interests to development a concept plan for redevelopment of the station area. A British
company recently purchased a key site, but redevelopment plans have been put on hold while
the company undergoes a restructuring. The City is also trying to form an urban renewal dis-
trict in the station area, and it plans to change the zoning to a Planned Unit Development
(PUD) to facilitate mixed-use development. The I-25 & Broadway station serves as the major
bus-to-rail transfer point in the RTD system, with about 30 routes connecting to the station.
It is also the light rail system’s largest Park-and-Ride to date, with more than 1000 parking
spaces. This station receives almost no walk-on traffic; nearly all of its thousands of weekday
boardings arrive by bus or car. This station may provide lessons for Seattle’s Northgate ter-
minus and the proposed Roosevelt & I-5 station.
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 STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT TRENDS

Neither RTD nor the City of Denver has tracked development trends over time around light
rail station areas. They have not yet formally assessed new office and residential construction
in station areas or analyzed changes in property values and rents around the light rail system.
The Central Corridor is only about five miles long, and the line has been operating for less
than four years. Accordingly, land markets have not yet had much time to react to the influ-
ences of the light rail system. The Five Points area north of downtown remains economically
depressed, and its high crime rate has made it difficult to lure new development. Elsewhere in
the region property values are skyrocketing, both near the light rail as well as away from sta-
tion areas, making it difficult to discern the influence of transit on property values and land
use. As the RTD light rail system expands in the Denver metropolitan region in the future,
planners hope to gather more information on development trends associated with rail transit.

FACTORS INFLUENCING STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT

ECONOMIC GROWTH IN THE DENVER METROPOLITAN AREA

The Denver metropolitan area is growing rapidly as people from other areas relocate to the
region, and particularly strong growth is expected along the Southwest Corridor light rail line
currently under construction. The rapid growth in the Denver area has helped fuel commer-
cial and residential development around light rail stations, as well throughout the metropoli-
tan region. Development has occurred more slowly in some areas, however. The Five Points
area, on the Central Corridor north of downtown, is one of the oldest business and residential
communities in the region, and new growth has been slow to enter this area.

SUPPORTIVE LOCAL LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT POLICIES

The City of Denver worked with stakeholders to develop a concept plan for station areas in
the Five Points district north of downtown. Major zoning changes have not yet occurred
around station areas, as the City believes that existing zoning is sufficient in most cases to al-
low for new transit-supportive development without rezoning. The City of Denver’s existing
zoning ordinances also facilitate the creation of Planned Unit Developments without signifi-
cant changes to underlying zoning. The City expects more zoning conflicts to occur in the
development of the Southeast Corridor, which will pass through several higher-income, sin-
gle-family residential neighborhoods when it opens in ten years.

JOINT DEVELOPMENT

No joint developments have been completed yet at Denver’s light rail stations, though RTD
has one project pending at a Park-and-Ride in a future station area. The City hopes to work
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with RTD to encourage more joint development efforts with the creation of future light rail
lines. The City and RTD are in the early stages of developing guidelines and procedures for
transit-oriented joint development projects.

PUBLIC FUNDING

Direct public investment in station area development has not been a major factor in the RTD
system to date. The City of Denver’s urban renewal agency is becoming involved in plans for
redevelopment of an old industrial site at one of the stations south of downtown, but the
project has not yet come to fruition.

IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS

Station Area Planning

As described in the preceding sections, the City of Denver has developed concept plans for
station areas, and planners expect to develop more plans for new station areas in the future.

Non-rail Infrastructure Investments to Improve Pedestrian Amenities and Access

The City of Denver has invested in non-rail infrastructure improvements around several sta-
tions. Around the downtown stations, streetscaping and tree planting have improved the pe-
destrian environment. Efforts are underway for the Five Points stations, including one site
where a hospital is being torn down and replaced with 2000 units of middle-income housing.
The housing is located a fair distance from the light rail station, so the City is undertaking ef-
forts to improve the connection and make it more pedestrian-friendly.

Shared Parking and Parking Management

The City of Denver has instituted a number of parking restrictions in the downtown area. The
City has established a maximum allowable amount of parking per square foot of office space,
and it has no parking minimum. Accordingly, new construction can be built without pro-
viding parking. Parking has not been a significant issue along the north segment of the Cen-
tral Corridor, but the southern stations have experienced major parking problems. RTD has
expanded the free Park-and-Ride at the I-25 & Broadway station several times, but it contin-
ues to operate at capacity. RTD is working to prevent parking from overflowing into sur-
rounding residential neighborhoods. Until recently, a major shopping center had shared 300
to 400 parking spaces with light rail riders, but the arrangement terminated abruptly when the
retailers decided they needed additional parking spaces. RTD is working to establish a more
stable agreement with the retailers to provide shared parking.

Expedited Permits and Reviews

The City of Denver does not offer expedited permitting to transit-oriented development proj-
ects, but it is currently in the process of streamlining its permitting process for all applicants.
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Zoning and Rezoning

Significant rezoning has not occurred in light rail station areas, but the City of Denver expects
it will occur will the development of the Southeast Corridor, which is currently in the pre-
liminary planning stages.

Land Assembly

Public agency land assembly has not occurred, but Denver’s urban renewal agency will likely
undertake such an effort for an old industrial site that it wishes to develop at one of the
southern light rail stations. The redevelopment agency is interested in acquiring land and
then presenting a Request for Proposals to developers for creation of a transit-oriented devel-
opment on the site.

Direct Public Investment in Projects

Except as described above, significant direct public investment in projects has not yet oc-
curred to date.

Local Transit Service Design

RTD reconfigured its bus service to provide riders to the light rail system. Under the new
system, suburban express buses end at light rail terminus stations, and riders transfer to the
LRT to complete the trip downtown. The I-25 & Broadway station is the major bus/rail
transfer point, though some buses connect at the Alameda and 30th & Downing stations as
well. The connections are synchronized, so that trains are waiting when the buses arrive. With
light rail trains operating at capacity, RTD recently restored some of its bus service to down-
town.

SUMMARY ASSESSMENT; IMPLICATIONS FOR SEATTLE

The small size and short history of the Regional Transportation District’s light rail system
make it difficult to draw firm conclusions and lessons at this early stage, as significant changes
have not yet occurred on the ground in many areas. However, the Denver experience high-
lights several lessons relevant to Seattle.

•  Plan Early and Often. It is important to initiate station area planning and design ef-
forts early in the light rail planning process. Planners should consider existing as well
as forthcoming land uses during station design, and they should work with other
agencies and developers throughout the planning process. For example, adjacent to
the Alameda station, the City’s urban renewal agency helped facilitate construction of
a major “big box” retail center that turns its blank back wall towards the light rail sta-
tion. The redevelopment agency is now more cognizant of the benefits of transit-
oriented development, but the results of the oversight at this station will be challeng-
ing to reverse. Interim land use controls, or simply more communication early on,
might have helped prevent this situation.

•  Redevelopment in Economically Disadvantaged Areas. Denver’s Five Points district
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may provide some parallels to portions of the Rainier Valley corridor in Seattle, as
both have economically depressed areas, older businesses, residential neighborhoods,
and some public housing. The City of Denver’s concept plans to date have not yet led
to significant new development in the area, highlighting the need for additional tools
to spur development in areas where the underlying market conditions may be weak.

•  Tools and Goals for TODs. The current shortage of significant joint development or
transit-oriented development around most of Denver’s light rail stations suggests that
RTD and the municipalities – and Seattle at its own station areas – may need to em-
ploy additional policy tools to ensure that appropriate transit-supportive develop-
ment occurs in light rail station areas. For transit-oriented development to occur and
succeed, local governments and transit agencies must be committed to the goal and
willing to devote the resources necessary to achieve it.
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4 Los Angeles Metro

OVERVIEW: TRANSIT SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS

The Los  Angeles or L.A. Metro is a regional rail system that was initially conceived as part of
L.A.’s city-centered plan concept in the 1960s 1970s and then system planning began in the
early 1980s. It was intended to provide alternatives to automobile travel in the Los Angeles
area. The first segment of the Metro system, the Blue Line, opened in July of 1990, and today,
there are 44 stations and 92.4 miles in operation along  three lines. The Blue Line and Green
Line are both light rail systems; the Red Line is a heavy-rail system.

The Blue Line runs 22 miles from 7th street in downtown L.A., through Vernon, Huntington
Park, South Gate, Watts, Compton, and Carson, and ends in the City of Long Beach.  The
Green Line runs 20 miles from Norwalk to El Segundo, crossing the Blue Line south of
downtown. A short 5-mile segment of the Red Line is also currently in operation, running
from Union Station, through downtown, toward Hollywood.

Metro is currently constructing several extensions of the Red Line, which will reach Holly-
wood and eventually run north to the San Fernando Valley. An extension of the Blue Line
from downtown to Pasadena is also planned but has been indefinitely delayed.  Characteris-
tics of Metro lines and specific stations that have characteristics similar to some of the Seattle
stations are shown in Table 4-1.
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Table 4-1.

L.A. METRO: SELECTED STATION CHARACTERISTICS

1996 Average
Weekday Exits

Blue Line 43,198

Red Line 33,100

Green Line 17,377

1996 Average
Weekday Exits

Type of
Structure

Parking Lot?
Surrounding Urban Form

Downtown

Long Beach 1,189 Grade No. Urban Core

Slauson 1,081 Grade No. Urban Residential/Industrial

Hollywood/Highland to open, 1999 Tunnel No Urban Core

Source: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority; Dyett & Bhatia.

STATION AREA PLANNING FRAMEWORK

In some L.A. Metro station areas transit-oriented development has occurred in spite of a lim-
ited planning framework for such activities. Although Metro has the ability to do joint devel-
opment projects, neither Metro nor any local jurisdiction has taken a strong lead in station
area planning in the Los Angeles region.4  Successful station-area development has largely
stemmed from the initiatives of private developers, and local jurisdictions and Metro have
helped create supportive land use policies and conducive joint development agreements.

The following stations will be examined in detail for their experiences with transit-oriented
development: Downtown Long Beach, Slauson, and Hollywood/Highland. These three sta-
tions represent three distinctly different types of planning initiatives along the Metro line.

•  Downtown Long Beach: Private Developer Initiative. In the absence of a concerted
city-led initiative for transit-oriented development, a private developer worked with
the Long Beach Redevelopment Agency to build a large, mixed-use multi-family resi-
dential and commercial project adjacent to the Blue Line in downtown Long Beach.

                                                       

4 The City of Los Angeles established a land use and transportation policy framework to plan for station areas, but the frame-

work has not been successful in working through land use and development issues at specific stations. As a result, the City is

currently creating Station/Neighborhood Plans that will address local land use, development, urban design, and community

needs. Interview with Lyn Harper, City of Los Angeles, 5/22/98.
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•  Slauson: Incentive Zoning. The County of Los Angeles is using incentive-based over-
lay zoning to entice development at the four stations that fall within the unincorpo-
rated County, Slauson, Florence, Firestone, and Imperial Stations.

•  Hollywood/Highland: Joint Development. Metro is working with the private develop-
ment firm of TrizecHahn to jointly develop the property at the corner of Hollywood
Boulevard and Highland Avenue. The entertainment complex will serve as a regional
attraction that has a direct, on-site transit connection.

DOWNTOWN LONG BEACH

The Metro Blue Line ends in a transit mall for buses in downtown Long Beach, and the sta-
tion there provides an example of a downtown central business district station. Although
neither the City nor the Redevelopment Agency has made intentional efforts to encourage
transit-oriented development downtown, the Pacific Court project effectively supports transit
use.

Pacific Court was part of a Redevelopment Agency program to re-introduce housing and
mixed uses into downtown Long Beach. Constructed in 1992, Pacific Court has 142 apart-
ments above two stories of retail, and it is located one block from the Long Beach Transit
Mall. The project was developed by the Janss Company, which was attracted to the develop-
ment for two reasons:

•  Market Appeal. The urban site appeals to young middle-class professionals without
chil-dren who want multi-family housing.

•  Redevelopment Financing. The City’s Redevelopment Agency was willing to write
down the cost of land acquisition and provide tax-exempting financing for the proj-
ect.

The project has turned out to be very supportive of the use of the Blue Line. A 1994 survey of
the residents of Pacific Court revealed that ten percent of households commuted by public
transit, nearly a third more than the countywide average for employed residents.5

The experience of Pacific Court shows that incentives related to land assembly and financing
were strong enough to create transit-oriented development; development or design standards
tailored to transit stations were not critical in generating transit ridership.

HOLLYWOOD/HIGHLAND

MTA is currently working with TrizecHahn Centers on a joint development project at the
corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Highland Avenue, in anticipation of the Red Line exten-
sion. When construction of the Hollywood segment of the Red Line is completed, downtown
Hollywood will be directly connected with downtown Los Angeles. Current plans for the

                                                       

5 Michael Bernick and Robert Cervero, Transit Villages in the 21st Century. (McGraw-Hill: San Francisco, 1997), 240.
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Hollywood/Highland station have focused on a station-area joint development project of re-
tail and entertainment uses. The Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) is
currently preparing to create an area-wide plan for redevelopment of the surrounding com-
munity.6  This station provides an excellent example of planning for a special purpose district
that will have a regional attraction, particularly for certain special events.

In March 1998, the MTA, the CRA, and TrizecHahn signed a joint development agreement to
develop the MTA site at Hollywood and Highland. The agreement allows MTA to extend a
ground lease and parking ground lease to TrizecHahn. It also establishes a Reciprocal Oper-
ating Agreement between the MTA, the CRA, and TrizecHahn for the construction, opera-
tion, maintenance, and access of the site.

The
cialt
emy
acco

       

6 Inte

p-
Plans for the Hollywood/Highland station area focus on retail and entertainment uses. A joint develo
ment agreement has been executed, and the TOD project is being implemented.
– 4 –

 entertainment and retail complex will include a 470-room hotel, multi-plex theaters, spe-
y shops, and a 3,300-seat live-broadcast theater that will serve as the home of the Acad-
 Awards. The complex will have a total gross leasable area of 624,000 square feet and will
mmodate 3,000 cars in a six-story garage. The garage is presumably intended to serve the

                                                

rview with Kip Rudd, City of Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency, 5/22/98.
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hotel and retail users and will not be permitted for use by MTA patrons. The entertainment
complex will be connected to Mann’s Chinese Theater and will have a direct entrance into an
underground Metro Red Line station.

SLAUSON

Metro’s Slauson Station is a grade-level structure, and the surrounding area has a mix of older
residential and industrial uses. The area immediately adjacent to the station, along Slauson
Avenue, is industrial or vacant, and areas south and west of the station have moder-ate to low
density housing and commercial development. The Slauson station area is a mixed black and
Hispanic neighborhood and has among the lowest incomes in the L.A. region.7   The Slauson
station provides insight into planning for former industrial and economically disad-vantaged
communities, such as Seattle’s East Lake or Rainier Valley areas.

The County has created a set of supplementary zoning regulations for designated transit sta-
tion areas along the Blue Line. The Transit Oriented District ordinance creates incentives for
development around stations, such as reduced parking requirements and reduced fees. Cur-
rently, the County is not actively seeking developers for the station areas, but is intending for
the ordinance itself to entice existing property owners into initiating new development at
their stations. 8  So far, no developers have expressed interest in development around the sta-
tion areas.

STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT TRENDS

No comprehensive, quantitative study has yet been made of land use changes or development
around Metrorail stations. However, some stations have become the site of successful transit-
oriented projects, particularly where local jurisdictions have leveraged funds for development.
Completed and planned projects are listed in Table 4-2 in as much detail as available. This list
does not give a complete picture of land use changes or development over time, but it gives
some indication of station-area development.

Most other stations are surrounded by park-and-ride lots, and some jurisdictions have only
begun to plan for transit-oriented development. Los Angeles County only recently approved
transit-oriented regulations for areas in the vicinity of Metrorail stations, allowing for higher
densities and more appropriate development standards.

                                                       

7 Southern California Rapid Transit District. Joint Development and Value Capture Potential in the Harbor Freeway Corridor.

Prepared by Blayney-Dyett (May 1981) 3-14:3-20.

8 Interview with Fiona Schneider, Los Angeles County Planning Department, 5/7/98.
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FACTORS INFLUENCING STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT

Several factors are influencing station area development in the Los Angeles region. The first
three factors are the same as those in most other urban areas with light rail systems: regional
economic trends, local market conditions, and local land use policies.

•  Regional Economic Trends. Transit-oriented development projects in Los Angeles did
not meet initial expectations in the early 1990s, mostly due to the severe economic
depression that hit Southern California. When the California economy started re-
gaining strength in 1996-97, projects that were planned before and during the reces-
sion have once again be-come financially feasible.

•  Local Market Conditions. The market conditions of each specific station area also in-
flu-ence the potential for development. For example, blighted areas may have diffi-
culty at-tracting any sort of investment. Areas with an abundance of existing retail
centers may not be able to support additional retail.

•  Local Land Use Policies. Local land use policies have also played a role in station area
de-velopment, particularly in the City of Los Angeles and in Los Angeles County,
both of which have policies intentionally oriented to transit station.

•  Public Funding. Another factor influencing station area development in the Los An-
geles region is the leveraging of public funding, particularly through a redevelopment
agency, for station-area joint development projects. Although some other transit sys-
tems throughout the county have used this technique, it is a particularly important
factor in the Los Angeles area. Almost every transit-oriented project along the Metro-
rail system, as shown in Table 4-2, has included public funding.

•  Joint Development. So far, few jurisdictions in the Los Angeles area have approached
sta-tion-area development by creation of a master plan. More often, cities or the MTA
have worked with private developers who have created their own development plans
for the station site. The City of Los Angeles prepared master plans for Union Station
and Westlake MacArthur Park, but the latter plan was never acted upon by the City
Council. Currently, neighborhood plans are underway for Red Line stations in Ver-
mont and for Hollywood/Western station, and their emphasis on economic develop-
ment, community design, and public facilities promises to introduce community-
based station-area plans to the Los Angeles region.9

                                                       

9 Interview with Lyn Harper, City of Los Angeles, 5/22/98. Interview with Mark Woersching, City of Los Angeles, 5/22/98.
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Table 4-2.

DEVELOPMENT AT METRORAIL STATIONS IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY, 1993-1998
Project Description Status Notes

Transit Mall,
Long Beach

Pacific Court 142 apartments,
30,000 sq.ft. retail,
16-screen theater

Completed,
1992

Willow Street,
Long Beach

Neighborhood Shop-
ping Center

130,000 sq.ft retail,
surface & garage parking

In construc-
tion

Holly Street,
Pasadena

Holly Street Village 374 apartments,
11,000 sq.ft. retail

Completed,
1994

Anticipates
Blue Line ex-
tension

Hollywood/
Highland,
Los Angeles

Hollywood/Highland
Center

470-room hotel,
624,000 sq.ft. retail
3,000-car parking ga-
rage,
3,300-seat live theater,
multi-plex cinema

Detailed site
planning

Anticipates
Red Line ex-
tension

Little Tokyo-
Arts District,
Los Angeles

Little Tokyo-Arts Dis-
trict Transit Village

7,000,000 sq.ft mixed-
use art studios, retail,
housing, entertainment

Detailed site
planning

Anticipates
Red Line ex-
tension

Pershing Square,
Los Angeles

Grand Central Square 121 apartments; Completed,
1994

Park improvements;
underground municipal
parking garage

Completed,
1996

Refurbished market-
place,
20,000 sq.ft office

Planned Awaits funding

Union Station,
Los Angeles

Union Station Gateway 628,000 sq.ft. MTA of-
fice,
bus plaza,
intermodal transfer cen-
ter

Completed,
1996

540,000 sq.ft. office In construc-
tion

Mid-rise housing,
entertainment complex,
office & retail

Planned

Westlake/
MacArthur Park,
Los Angeles

MacArthur Park
Transit Village

220 dwelling units,
50,000 sq.ft office,

Planned Stalled by local
opposition,
recession,
cost

Source: Dyett & Bhatia; Robert Cervero, Transit Villages in the 21st Century (1997), 240-51.
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REGIONAL ECONOMIC TRENDS

Recessionary trends in the early 1990s stalled plans for transit-oriented development, but cur-
rent estimates for population and employment increases will make the market more condu-
cive for TOD projects. Population and employment projections for Los Angeles County are
listed in Table 4-3. The expected population increase for Los Angeles County will add nearly
3,000,000 people to the region; this projected increase is nearly the equivalent of adding an-
other City of Los Angeles to the existing county population. Now that the recession has
ended, the enormity of the expected growth makes transit-oriented development a necessity
for accommodating new people and jobs.

Table 4-3.
POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT IN L.A. COUNTY,
1990-PROJECTED 2015

1990 2015

Population 8,859,722 11,819,655

Employment 4,612,821 5,939,331

Source: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, A Plan for Los
Angeles County: Transportation for the 21st Century (March 1995), 22-25.

LOCAL LAND USE POLICIES

Two jurisdictions in Los Angeles County have created special land use policies for areas
around transit stations: the City of Los Angeles and the County of Los Angeles. In both cases,
the land use policies use incentives to encourage appropriate development and the provision
of community amenities. The policies of the City of Los Angeles rely more heavily on incen-
tive measures, whereas the County ordinance mixes incentives with development standards.

Incentive-based planning often produces disappointing results, because standards are effec-
tively voluntary and because the incentives are often not strong enough to entice developers
to areas with unattractive market conditions. The City and County provisions have not yet
been tested extensively for their effectiveness, but given historical evidence, the provisions are
not likely to play a significant role in enticing developers. Market conditions and the avail-
ability of public funding are much stronger incentives.

City of Los Angeles Land Use and Transportation Policy

The City of Los Angeles Land Use and Transportation Policy was adopted in 1993 and creates
a series of incentives to apply to projects within one quarter mile of transit stations. The pre-
cise tradeoffs vary according to the characteristics of the station area: Major Urban Centers,
Urban Complex, Major Bus Center, Neighborhood Center, Regional/Suburban Center, and
Industrial Complex.
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•  Community Amenities. A density bonus of two square feet for every one square foot of
open space, plazas, childcare, eldercare, or community meeting rooms.

•  Historic Preservation. Special provisions through joint public-private efforts.

•  Pedestrian Enhancements. Special street lighting, special street trees, special pav-
ing/amenities, bicycle storage facilities through joint public-private efforts as well.

•  Funding/Reduced Costs. If the station is in an environmentally disadvantaged area, de-
vel-opers may be eligible for redevelopment, blockgrant, or housing funds; or tax
abatements, increment financing, and tax credits from the City in the context of a
joint development partnership. Developers may also be exempt from City fees, and
delays for service con-nections may be avoided.

•  Density Incentives. Reduced parking, land assembly, provision of housing, and com-
bined hearing processes may permit the developer to build at higher densities than
normal.10

To their merit, these incentives recognize that the City needs to make special efforts for at-
tracting developers to station areas. Adjusting land use or zoning requirements alone will not
necessarily make the station areas more attractive for development.

However, these incentives would not be expected to produce the best results around stations,
because of their indeterminate standards. Pedestrian enhancements are negotiated in joint
development agreements, suggesting that no definitive standards will be applied for street
lighting, urban design, orientation of building entrances, or the location or amount of park-
ing relative to buildings and streets. The negotiation-based incentive system effectively creates
a system of loose, voluntary regulations, the outcomes of which are uncertain.

The public funding incentives may make station area development more affordable and thus
more attractive, but in comparison, other incentives will not entice developers, particularly in
poor market conditions. For example, if a station area has no market for housing, offering
higher residential densities in exchange for reduced parking will do nothing to attract invest-
ment.

Another problem with the incentives is that they are attached to particular station prototypes.
So far, the City has found that the prototypes have not fit station areas well, because each sta-
tion has an established set of complex planning issues that are not well addressed through de-
velopment prototypes. Incentives may be more effective if they are tailored to a specific sta-
tion, and the City of Los Angeles will be developing a series of staton master plans that will
take this very approach.11

                                                       

10 City of Los Angeles/Planning Department. Land Use/Transportation Policy for the City of Los Angeles and the Los Angeles

County Metropolitan Transportation Authority. (November 1993), 12-14.

11 Interview with Lyn Harper, City of Los Angeles, 5/22/98.
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County of Los Angeles Transit Oriented District Ordinance

The County of Los Angeles has a more comprehensive approach to transit-oriented develop-
ment. Some incentives are integrated into the ordinance, but the ordinance also includes spe-
cific development standards for residential and commercial uses, including regulations for
lighting, design, parking, pedestrian areas, public spaces, and streets and sidewalks. Incentives
are more limited, focusing on a 25% reduction in fees and a 40% reduction in parking re-
quirements.

Nevertheless, while the zoning policy itself has a better structure, it has little planning context
in which to be used effectively. The County has no program to guide station-area develop-
ment or to create new development opportunities. Instead, the County plans to market the
new zoning ordinance to existing land owners, attempting to spur neighborhood-based prop-
erty improvements.

PUBLIC FUNDING

Most completed or planned projects in the Los Angeles area have depended upon public
funding, as shown in Table 4-4, and public funding has been critical to the success of those
projects that have been completed. The need for public funding results from two main fac-
tors. First, the economic recession of 1992-96 made many projects financially impossible
without substantial public subsidies. Second, because Metrorail was built along old railroad
rights of way, through industrial and depressed residential areas, investment at station areas
has required substantial cost and risk. Developers often cannot afford to invest in such areas
without public support.
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Table 4-4.

PUBLIC FUNDING FOR DEVELOPMENT
AT METRORAIL STATIONS IN L.A. COUNTY, 1993-1998
Station Project Description of Funding Source of Funding

Transit Mall,
Long Beach

Pacific Court Writing down cost of land; issu-
ance of tax-exempt financing.

Long Beach
Redevelopment Agency

Willow Street,
Long Beach

Neighborhood Shop-
ping Center

Cost of land assembly;
CEQA review.

Long Beach
Redevelopment Agency

Holly Street,
Pasadena

Holly Street Village $6.9 million in low-interest
loans;
$7.2 million in tax-exempt
bonds through facilities district.

Pasadena
Redevelopment Agency

Hollywood/
Highland,
Los Angeles

Hollywood/Highland
Center

Pending negotiation. City of Los Angeles
Community Redevel-
opment Agency

Little Tokyo-
Arts District,
Los Angeles

Little Tokyo-Arts Dis-
trict Transit Village

To be determined. City of Los Angeles
Community Redevel-
opment Agency

Pershing Square,
Los Angeles

Grand Central Square $6.8 million in taxable bonds
$13.3 million in tax-exempt
bonds

City of Los Angeles
Community Redevel-
opment Agency

Union Station,
Los Angeles

Union Station Gateway None.

Westlake/
MacArthur Park,
Los Angeles

MacArthur Park
Transit Village

None.

Source: Dyett & Bhatia; Robert Cervero, Transit Villages in the 21st Century (1997), 240-51.

IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS

Implementation tools for transit-oriented development in the Los Angeles region has focused
on the provision of public funds from Redevelopment Agencies to developers under the aus-
pices of a joint development agreement.

•  In Long Beach, the Pacific Court development became transit-oriented by coinci-
dence. No overall plan was developed specifically for the Transit Mall area. In down-
town Long Beach, the joint development agreement involved only the developer and
the City’s Rede-velopment Agency; the project was not intentionally transit-oriented.
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•  The City of Los Angeles has been implementing station area development through its
general Land Use/Transportation Policy of 1993 and through direct work with de-
velop-ers. According to the policy, many development requirements for stations may
be ad-justed in accordance with the surrounding environment, helping to ensure
compatibility with surrounding areas. At the Hollywood/Highland station, for exam-
ple, TrizecHahn was able to substitute outdoor circulation space within the develop-
ment for a pedestrian plaza at the Metro station entrance. Although this approach
premits maximum flexibility, the City sacrifices taking a more comprehensive and
long-range approach to station-area planning. Station/Neighborhood Plans will create
more specific guidelines tailored to each station.

Table 4-5.

IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS FOR TOD AT SELECTED L.A. METRO STATIONS
Downtown Long Beach Slauson Hollywood/Highland

Station Area Market
Development Strategies

No No No

Non-rail Infrastructure
Investments

Street improvements as
part of area-wide Re-
development program

No Reciprocal Easement and
Operating Agreement
will determine role of
City and Redevelopment
Agency in construction
& maintenance

Shared Parking/
Parking Management

No Reduced parking
requirements

Parking garage to serve
theater, shops, and hotel

Expedited Permits
and Reviews

No Reduced fees No

Rezoning No Special TOD regu-
lations; some rezoning
at specific stations to
suit joint development
projects

TOD regulations No

Land Assembly Redevelopment Agency
writes down cost of
land acquisition

No Redevelopment Agency
assembles properties

Direct Public
Investments in Projects

Redevelopment Agency
secures tax-exempt
financing to help finance
development

No Reciprocal Easement and
Operating Agreement
will determine role of
City and Redevelopment
Agency in construction
& maintenance

Local Transit
Service Design

Free shuttle from LRT
to Long Beach attrac-
tions

No MTA may adjust bus
routes and service
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The County of Los Angeles has so far not approached developers for joint development or
specific station area projects. The strategy for joint development at the four Blue Line stations
in the unincorporated County had focused on rezoning for appropriate development. No ad-
ditional incentives have been given.

SUMMARY ASSESSMENT; IMPLICATIONS FOR SEATTLE

The experience of station-area development along the L.A. Metro system has certain implica-
tions for transit-oriented planning and development in the Seattle area.

•  Incentive Zoning. The City of Los Angeles implemented a series of incentive zoning
meas-ures that are intended to encourage development along the light rail system.
However, in-centive zoning may not always produce the best results, and such meas-
ures may not be consistently applied. Direct public funding, flexibility in use controls
and development standards, and provisions for high-density development may en-
courage more and better development. Incentive zoning is not necessarily more flexi-
ble than normal zoning pro-visions, because the options offered are usually limited
and require that the developer trades one benefit for another.

•  Public Funding. Most TOD projects in the Los Angeles area have benefited from pub-
lic funding to some extent. Public funding has helped defray the cost of development,
par-ticularly for amenities like parking or pedestrian improvements.

•  Station Area Master Plans. Jurisdictions in the Los Angeles area have made little use of
master plans for station areas. Station-area zoning has been used to focus appropriate
de-velopment at the stations, and individual joint development projects or individual
devel-opers have established the character or the predominant structures that define
the station area. Although these elements may attract the appropriate types of devel-
opment at some stations, this system promises that transit-oriented development in
Los Angeles will re-main unique to specific stations and will vary with market condi-
tions. In an attempt to take a more proactive approach to station-area planning, the
City of Los Angeles has re-cently started developing eight  Station/Neighborhood
Area Plans; this approach recog-nizes the value of creating specific plans for each in-
dividual station.

REFERENCES; ADDITIONAL SOURCES OF INFORMATION
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5 Portland MAX

OVERVIEW: TRANSIT SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS

The Tri-County Metropolitan Transportation District of Oregon, known as Tri-Met, pro-
vides transit service throughout the greater Portland area in the counties of Clackamas,
Washington, and Multnomah. In 1986, Tri-Met initiated service on its Metropolitan Area
Express (MAX) light rail line, returning passenger rail to Portland for the first time in over
three decades.  MAX opened more than a century after the first horse- and mule-drawn trol-
leys began service in Portland.

The existing 15-mile, $214 million MAX line provides service from downtown Portland to
Gresham, an eastern suburb across the Willamette River. With the two new stations that
opened in August 1997 as the first stage in an upcoming westward extension, the light rail line
serves 32 stations. Downtown Portland has 13 stations, and the remainder are located along
the Eastside corridor across the Willamette River. Twenty-six trains provide about 20 hours
per day of service, and they run with 7- to 30-minute headways. In April 1998, average week-
day boardings for the light rail system reached a record high of 34,200 boardings.

In September 1998, Tri-Met plans to open the 18-mile Westside MAX line, which will more
than double the track length of Portland’s light rail system. The Westside line will add 18 sta-
tions and 46 traincars to the MAX system and extend light rail service to the western suburb
of Hillsboro. At 260 feet below the surface, the new Washington Park station will be the deep-
est in North America. Voters approved the bond measure for the local share of the $1 billion
project by a 73 percent margin in 1990.

Additionally, local voters and the Oregon State Legislature recently approved funding for a
new 21-mile MAX line serving areas to the north and south of Portland. The project’s $475
million pricetag represented the largest bond measure in Oregon state history, yet voters in
the metropolitan Portland area approved it by a 63 percent margin.

Light rail stations are shown in Table 5-1.
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Table 5-1

CURRENT PORTLAND MAX LIGHT RAIL STATIONS (DOWNTOWN/EASTSIDE LINE)

Type of Structure Parking Lot?

Kings Hill/SW Salmon Grade No

Civic Stadium Grade No

Library/9th Avenue Grade No

Pioneer Square South Grade No

4th Avenue/Mall Grade No

Yamhill District Grade No

Galleria/10th Avenue Grade No

Pioneer Square North Grade No

5th Avenue/Mall Grade No

3rd Avenue Grade No

Oak Street Grade No

Skidmore Foundation Grade No

Old Town/Chinatown Grade No

Rose Quarter Grade No

Convention Center Grade No

7th Avenue Grade No

Lloyd Center/11th Ave. Grade No

Hollywood/42nd Ave. Grade-separated No

60th Avenue Grade-separated No

82nd Avenue Grade-separated No

Gateway/99th Avenue Grade Yes

102nd Avenue Grade No

122nd Avenue Grade Yes

148th Avenue Grade No

162nd Avenue Grade No

172nd Avenue Grade No

181st Avenue Grade No

Rockwood/188th Ave. Grade Yes

Ruby Jct../197th Ave. Grade No

Gresham City Hall Grade Yes

Gresham Central Grade Yes

Cleveland Avenue Grade Yes
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 STATION AREA PLANNING FRAMEWORK

In using MAX to help shape development, Tri-Met and local governments have employed a
range of policy tools to plan and promote transit-friendly development around light rail sta-
tions. Beginning in 1980, six years before the start of light rail service, Tri-Met, Metro (the
Metropolitan Service District, an elected regional government body), the City of Portland, the
City of Gresham, and Multnomah County initiated their Transit Station Area Planning Pro-
gram. The goals of the TSAP were to build support for transit-oriented development along
the light rail line and to promote opportunities for increasing the system’s ridership. The
project was the first effort of its kind in the United States that sought to identify, create, and
promote opportunities for transit-oriented development along a regional light rail corridor.

The Transit Station Area Planning Program has included market studies, coordination with
other regional planning efforts, detailed station area plans, and design guidelines. Tri-Met has
worked closely with local governments to institute transit-supportive zoning around light rail
stations. The program received more than $1 million in federal support from the Urban Mass
Transit Administration (now the Federal Transit Administration), and local jursidictions
contributed to the effort as well. In its first phase the TSAP developed goals and policies, col-
lected and analyzed data, and assessed alternative station locations. The next phase involved
creating concept plans for each station area that considered land use, urban design, pedes-
trian accessibility, and traffic circulation. The third phase of the program was slated to pre-
pare detailed plans for station area development, including specific strategies for financing
and implementation, but this stage was never funded or completed.

During the MAX system’s first decade of operation from 1986 to 1996, more than $1.3 billion
was invested along the Eastside light rail corridor. Though the new Westside light rail line is
not scheduled to begin service until September 1998, more than half a billion dollars worth of
new residential, office, retail, industrial, and commercial development has already taken place
along the future rail line. Almost 7000 housing units are under construction along the
Westside corridor, and about one-third of these will be ready for residents when the Westside
line opens in September.

LLOYD DISTRICT

The Lloyd District, which includes three MAX stations (Convention Center, 7th Avenue, and
Holladay Park) and the Rose Quarter Transit Center, is located across the Willamette River
from downtown Portland. The area’s close proximity to downtown – less than 10 minutes on
MAX – made it a prime target for new development and redevelopment with the arrival of the
light rail line. However, the Lloyd family, the area’s major property owner, initially ex-pressed
little interest in promoting pedestrian- and transit-oriented development. The sale of key
properties to the Melvin Simon Company and Pacific Development, Inc. helped bring a new
mode of development to the Lloyd District, as these companies took greater interest in devel-
oping in concert with the light rail line. The Portland Development Commission created
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 an urban renewal district to spur transit-oriented development in the area, but a 1992 vote
that eliminated the PDC’s tax increment financing power has impeded its work.

Several major public investments created employment and entertainment centers in the Lloyd
District, including office buildings for the Bonneville Power Administration and the State of
Oregon, the Oregon Convention Center, the Rose Garden arena, and redevelopment of an
old Sears store into a new headquarters for the Metro regional government. The Oregon
Convention Center draws about three-quarters of a million convention participants annually,
and the Rose Garden is a regional sports and events complex that is home to the National
Basketball Association’s Portland Trail Blazers. Both sites have limited parking spaces, and
most attendees arrive on transit. Transit access was so important to the convention center
that its developers paid for a new MAX station, and the center is linked directly to the light
rail.

In the 1980s, area businesses voted to form a Local Improvement District (LID), which levied
taxes to create a pedestrian mall extending along Holladay Steet from the Lloyd Center re-
gional mall and Holladay Park westward to the Rose Garden arena, Memorial Coliseum, and
Oregon Convention Center. The City of Portland also adopted higher-density commercial
zoning throughout the area and restricted the development of new surface parking lots. Ad-
ditionally, the City allowed developers to request design review of projects as an alternative to
meeting specific zoning provisions. Between 1980 and 1991, the Lloyd Center station area
gained 1.7 million square feet of new building space, and the assessed value of the area more
than doubled. Currently about 20,000 people work in the Lloyd District, and more than 4000
live in the area.

GOOSE HOLLOW AREA

Two MAX stations in the Goose Hollow area near downtown Portland opened in August
1997 as the first phase of the Westside light rail corridor, the remainder of which is scheduled
to open in September 1998. About 9000 people work in the Goose Hollow area, and the City
of Portland has modified the local zoning to encourage higher-density housing in mixed-use
developments within the station areas. Density bonuses are available for projects meeting
certain tranist-oriented criteria. At the Jefferson Street station, the Collins Circle Apartments
will be a vertically mixed-use building, with 5000 square feet of retail space, 124 apartments,
and 80 parking spaces. The project will serve a mix of incomes and generate 66,000 additional
transit trips annually. The Arbor Vista condominiums, discussed further below, is a joint de-
velopment project underway at the station. At the Civic Stadium station, the Stadium Station
Apartments represent an urban infill project on a constrained site between two light rail
platforms. Ground-floor retail establishments and public art panels make the area bordering
the light rail platform more attractive for transit riders. The building offers 115 apartments
for lower-income tenants and only a limited number of parking spaces.
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Table 5-2.

DEVELOPMENT AT FUTURE STATIONS ON WESTSIDE LRT LINE, MAY 1998
Station Project Description Status

Civic Stadium Stadium Station Apartments 115 apartments,
3,000 sq. ft. retail

under construction, occupancy
3/98

Jefferson Street Arbor Vista

Collins Circle Apts./Lu Yen

27 condos

124 apartments,
5,000 sq. ft. retail

under construction, occupancy
5/98
under construction, occupancy
3/99

Salmon Street Legends 78 condominiums occupied

Sunset Transit
Center

Sunset Medical Center 72,000 sq. ft. office under construction

Beaverton Central Beaverton Central 154 condos
70,000 sq. ft. retail
152,000 sq. ft. office
810 space garage
10 screen cinema
109 room hotel

under construction
under construction, occupancy
3/99
later phase
later phase
later phase
later phase

Beaverton Creek LaSalle (Murray North)

Beaverton Creek V
Centerpointe (Murray South)
Forest Glen Apartments

554 apartments,
10,000 sq. ft. retail

124,000 sq. ft. office
276 apartments
264 apartments

under construction, occupancy
12/97
occupied
planning

Elmonica Clocktower Apartments
Elmonica Court Apartments
Steele Park
Steele Park Apartments

383 apartments
144 apartments
74 homes
18 apartments

planning
occupied
occupied
planning

Quatama Quatama Crossing

Amber View
Briarcreek Apartments
Village at Sutherland
Meadows
Quatama Station
Apartments

711 apartments

122 homes
216 apartments
53 homes, 12 apartments

208 apartments

under construction, opening
4/98, build out end of 99
under construction/ occupied
plans filed
under construction

under construction
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Table 5-2.

DEVELOPMENT AT FUTURE STATIONS ON WESTSIDE LRT LINE, MAY 1998
Station Project Description Status
Orenco Cortland Village

Orenco Station
Villages at Orenco Station

Orenco Place Townhomes

600 apartments
687 homes
740 apartments

64 townhomes

occupied
40 sold
under construction, occupancy
9/98
under construction

Hawthorn Farm Hawthorne Farm Office
Westpark Flex Building

32,000 sq. ft. office
54,000 sq. ft. medical bldg.

under construction
under construction

Downtown
Hillsboro

Wash Co Jail 12,000 sq. ft. retail,
633 beds

under construction

Hillsboro Central Key Bank Block planning

Hatfield/ Govern-
ment Center

Park and Ride 625 space garage occupied

Hillsboro Stations Hillsboro Street
 Improvements

Street improvements under construction

STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT TRENDS

Since the decision to construct the Eastside light rail line, according to Tri-Met more than
$1.3 billion worth of development has been built immediately adjacent to the MAX line.
Planning is underway for an additional $440 million in new investments. The lion’s share of
development has occurred in the Lloyd District ($767 million) and downtown Portland ($396
million) portions of the route. The Lloyd District lies immediately across the Willamette River
from downtown Portland and is the closest portion of the route to downtown.

It is difficult to gauge how much of this new development can be directly attributed to the
influences of light rail, as these two areas likely would have been desirable for development
even without added transit capacity. In contrast, the Banfield portion of the route, immedi-
ately east of the Lloyd District, has seen very little new development (only $1.3 million). In
this portion of the route, MAX runs along a freeway that largely separates it from the sur-
rounding neighborhoods. Studies of the impact of the transit system show a statistically sig-
nificant increase in assessed value in station areas, but they do not quantify how much of that
increase can be attributed to the influences of light rail. Transit agency staff estimated that the
light rail facilitated a 10 to 30 percent increase in property values over what could have been
expected in the absence of light rail.
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FACTORS INFLUENCING STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT

ECONOMIC GROWTH IN THE PORTLAND METROPOLITAN
AREA

Broader economic trends can have a significant effect on overall development patterns, in-
cluding development around light rail stations. Oregon experienced a major recession in the
early 1980s, and little new development occurred while the Eastline MAX was in its planning
stages at that time. In the MAX line’s first years of operation, significant new construction
took place along portions of the route, but when a recession hit in the early 1990s, develop-
ment slowed again. For example, a major joint development proposal, for the Gresham shop-
ping center, collapsed due to poor overall economic conditions. The economic downturn and
a shift in jobs and population growth towards the west and north portion of the Portland area
slowed development at some stations. The MAX stations in the Lloyd District, closest to
downtown developed the most quickly and received the greatest influx of new investment.
Land use planning efforts may have supported this growth, but a strong economy could have
spurred some new growth in these desirable locations even without light rail. With the cur-
rent healthy economy, significant development is already taking place along the yet-to-open
Westside corridor.

SUPPORTIVE LOCAL LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT POLICIES

The City of Portland and the State of Oregon are both recognized nationally for their land use
planning policies and efforts to curb urban sprawl. The state Land Use Planning Act of 1973
requires local governments to develop plans, make land use decisions consistent with the
plans, and coordinate with other local governments and state agencies. In the mid-1970s, the
Portland region developed transportation plans that sought to balance freeways with transit,
and no new road capacity into downtown Portland has been constructed in the last two dec-
ades. Metro, the only elected regional government in the United States, helps ensure com-
patible land use and transportation plans throughout the Greater Portland metropolitan area.
Construction of a bus transit mall in downtown Portland in the 1970s has supported transit-
oriented development in the area, and the City adopted a transit station area planning ordi-
nance in 1984.

In the early 1990s, concurrent with the Westside rail corridor planning, Metro initiated de-
velopment of its 2040 Plan. This plan for the future of the region identified regional centers,
town centers, station communities, main streets, corridors, urban reserves, and an Urban
Growth Boundary. The plan included desired targets for population distribution among the
centers, and it has enjoyed fairly strong community support. The nonprofit organization 1000
Friends of Oregon also played an active role in helping craft a vision for managing growth
through transit and land use policies; its LUTRAQ project – Making the Land Use, Trans-
portation, and Air Quality Connection – has garnered national recognition. For more than
two decades, local governments have pursued a deliberate strategy of integrating land use and
transportation policies to meet their growth management goals, and light rail has been a key
element in guiding growth and fostering livable communities in the region.
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JOINT DEVELOPMENT

Tri-Met has had a long-standing interest in joint development projects, pursuing such agree-
ments since the early days of planning for the Eastside MAX line. The transit agency hired a
specialist in joint development to negotiate and craft these public-private arrange-ments.
Despite these efforts, only a few joint development projects have yet been built to date,
though additional negotiations are underway.

The first joint development proposal, for a high-intensity mixed-use commercial project in-
cluding a YMCA, was slated for the Gateway Station. However, the deal collapsed when the
YMCA lost its tax-exempt status, and in its place Fred Meyer constructed a large, auto-
oriented retail center. The store did, however, reorient to face towards the station, rather than
away from it as originally planned.

Tri-Met also attempted to create a major joint development at the Gresham City Hall station,
which would have placed a regional mall on the largest vacant parcel along the Eastside corri-
dor. The regional shopping center was to be integrated with the new light rail station just west
of Gresham City Hall. The City of Gresham incorporated the site into its Transit Develop-
ment District, and Tri-Met secured funding from the federal government for its share of the
project costs. But after years of negotiations and planning, the developer, the Winmar Com-
pany of Seattle, backed out of the project during the recession of the early 1990s. In 1995, a
public-private partnership developed a new master plan for mixed-use development of the
site.

At the Jefferson Street station, Tri-Met formed a partnership with the Portland Planning Bu-
reau, the Goose Hollow Foothills League, and Innovative Housing Inc., a private, nonprofit
housing developer. In this joint development project, Tri-Met issued a Request for Proposals
for development of 18,000 square feet of excess property it had acquired in the process of re-
locating access to a nearby office building. Recent policy changes at the Federal Transit Ad-
ministration enabled Tri-Met to write down the land value, and the City of Portland provided
a low-interest loan to facilitate the project. The resulting 27-unit, high-density Arbor Vista
Condominiums is expected to generate new transit riders at the adjacent station. Another re-
cent joint development success involved construction of a 42-unit residential complex on ex-
cess right-of-way property that Tri-Met sold a developer. The project generates about 70
MAX riders each day.

PUBLIC FUNDING

To provide magnets for transit riders, public facilities such as government office build-ings
and regional attractions were strategically located at MAX stations. For example, the Rose
Garden sports arena and the Oregon Convention Center are both at MAX stations, and many
people reach both sites via light rail. Local redevelopment agencies also worked to promote
private development in station areas. In some cases, Tri-Met has attempted to conduct joint
development of excess right-of-way in combination with private property, but results to date
have been relatively limited.
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IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS

STATION AREA PLANNING

Since its inception, the Transit Station Area Planning program has been a central focus of
MAX planning efforts. Efforts have involved overall market studies, land suitability analyses,
concept plans, and design guidelines. Particularly in developing plans for the coming
Westside MAX line, Tri-Met has linked its planning work with other regional plans. Such
larger planning efforts include the Metro regional government’s 2040 plan, the Regional
Transportation Plan, and the LUTRAQ project that 1000 Friends of Oregon sponsored. Tri-
Met also worked with communities to prepare detailed development plans for station areas,
but funding limitations impeded implementation of some of these plans. Additionally, Tri-
Met and municipalities initiated public-private partnerships for development of master plans
in communities surrounding station areas.

For its Westside light rail line scheduled to open in September 1998, Tri-Met began working
several years in advance to craft market development strategies for station areas. Agency staff
held a number of informal meetings with Grubb & Ellis and other commer-cial brokerage

In Portland, Tri-Met has actively marketed joint development opportunities around stations, such as this site
in Gresham.
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firms to discuss potential opportunities for new development. Through these informal dis-
cussions, the transit agency learned more about the elements that made projects attractive to
developers and those that made them wary. Initially many develop-ers had reservations about
mixed-use projects, since many of the developers specialized in particular types of projects,
such as residential or commercial but not both. The meetings seemed to encourage creative
thinking regarding potential opportunities for develop-ment. Involving developers and local
governments in the station area planning process helped generate realistic, feasible plans that
are now translating into on-the-ground re-sults. Facilitating successful transit-oriented devel-
opment projects requires a strong un-derstanding of the local real estate market, and in some
cases Tri-Met had to work hard to convince developers that demand existed for the type of
the projects the transit agency desired in station areas. The Westside corridor may prove more
conducive to transit-oriented development because of its population and employment
growth, availability of key development sites, higher transit acceptance, and the lessons
learned from previous efforts on the Eastside line and elsewhere.

NON-RAIL INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENTS THAT IMPROVE
ACCESS AND AMENITIES FOR PEDESTRIANS

Local Improvement Districts were established to improve the environment for pedestri-ans,
bicyclists, and transit users in business districts around station areas downtown and in the
Lloyd District. LIDs generated tax funds for use in beautification and circulation improve-
ment efforts, such as pedestrian walkways, plantings, bike racks, and public art. Development
guidelines for transit station areas also include several provisions regarding the pedestrian
environment. For example, buildings must locate their front door on the main street, and
they are required to provide additional pedestrian amenities in station areas. Tri-Met has also
initiated a major public art program designed to make new station areas along the new
Westside rail corridor more attractive. The artworks are intended to create themes at certain
stations and throughout the light rail system, and many of the art projects have involved local
community members.

PARKING MANAGEMENT AND SHARED PARKING

Tri-Met worked with the City of Portland to manage the supply and location of parking in
order to foster transit usage. For several years, Portland placed a lid on the total num-ber of
downtown parking spaces; the lid is now being removed, but other parking limita-tions re-
main in effect. The number of parking spaces allowed in new buildings are lim-ited, and
parking space ratios are linked to transit accessibility, with less parking allowed closer to
MAX. No parking minimums were required in new construction. Development of commer-
cial garages and parking lots was restricted, and the City built some public parking garages to
provide short-term parking for shoppers. In the suburban jurisdic-tions, Tri-Met also worked
to lower parking ratios for residential and retail develop-ments.

The current MAX system includes only six Park & Ride lots, offering a limited number of
spaces. In 1996, Tri-Met opened its first structured public parking garage along the MAX line;
the 550-space garage also incorporates 5000 square feet of retail space on its ground floor.
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Tri-Met has also arranged for shared parking at several stations. For example, at the LaSalle
Apartments at the new Beaverton Creek station on the Westside line, allowing overflow visi-
tor parking in the Park & Ride lot enabled the use of lower parking space ra-tios in the apart-
ment complex. In another case, theater attendees, churchgoers, and ex-press buses share a
parking area, with each user group occupying the lot at different times of the day and week.
At the Westside rail’s terminus in downtown Hillsboro, MAX riders will share a parking ga-
rage with a regional justice center.

ZONING AND REZONING

In many station areas, municipalities rezoned lands around stations for higher density land
uses and transit-oriented development. Some governing bodies adopted interim de-
velopment standards to prevent undesirable land uses. However, the standards were not ap-
plied uniformly. For example, in the early 1980s Washington County adopted a transit corri-
dor overlay zone, which was designed to allow density transfers and to protect op-tions for
rail alignment. The policy was not used much, however, due an economic downturn and re-
location of the proposed light rail line to an existing heavy rail corridor. Design guidelines
included ground-floor retail requirements, setback restrictions, park-ing lot location restric-
tions, and other pedestrian-oriented design elements. In Gresham, the City established a
Transit Development District, which involved significant rezoning designed to make transit a
focal point. The zone included a high-density Central Urban Core district, and it mandated
office and residential buildings as the primary permitted uses near stations.

Zoning changes around the MAX line have included a number of specific development
guidelines, including provisions on street configuration, parking ratios, sidewalk widths,
building orientation, and minimum and maximum densities. Some jurisdictions incor-
porated these changes directly into their underlying zoning, while others established transit
overlay zones around the light rail corridor and stations. Along the Westside cor-ridor, Tri-
Met was successful in getting the City of Portland, the City of Beaverton, the City of
Hillsboro, and Washington County to adopt the transit agency’s development guidelines as
part of their municipal codes. In promoting transit-friendly development, creating a general
atmosphere of support for transit-oriented projects can be even more important than devel-
oping a laundry list of detailed zoning regulations.

Tri-Met initially worked with jurisdictions to establish interim land use controls designed to
prevent non-transit-supportive development from occurring in station areas before the light
rail could be built. For example, a golf course was originally proposed for the Beaverton Creek
station, where the medium- and high-density, mixed-use LaSalle Apartments just opened. In
the City of Portland, interim controls were not a key issue because most sites around light rail
were already relatively developed. The City of Hillsboro adopted interim controls, but the
City of Beaverton and Washington County did not.

EXPEDITED PERMITS AND REVIEWS

Tri-Met and the local governments discussed implementing some form of expedited permit
review for transit-oriented development projects, but they determined that establishing a
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blanket agreement for permits was not feasible. Staffing constraints were a factor in this deci-
sion, as the jurisdictions are already having difficulty keeping pace with existing requests for
development permits. Though some aspects of the permitting process could be expedited,
planning staff did not believe that appropriate review of projects could be conducted in a sig-
nificantly shorter time frame.

DIRECT PUBLIC INVESTMENT IN PROJECTS

Tri-Met encouraged the location of government office buildings and regional attractions at
MAX stations. For example, the Rose Garden basketball arena and the Oregon Con-vention
Center were both built at existing light rail stations and integrated with the tran-sit system. In
Hillsboro, a major justice center is located at the terminus of the Westside line in Hillsboro,
and the design incorporates landscaping and wide sidewalks to facilitate access to the rail
platform and make the station area more attractive for pedestrians. At the Old
Town/Chinatown station in downtown Portland, the State of Oregon is con-structing a new
government office building, and the Oregon Department of Transporta-tion relocated one of
its offices to a location near the station several years ago.

Redevelopment agencies have worked to promote private development in station areas. For
example, the Portland Development Commission took an active role in involving a private
developer in the Pacific stadium complex. The PDC also used urban renewal funds to add
transit- and pedestrian-friendly amenities in some station areas. Currently, Tri-Met has sev-
eral efforts underway to foster joint development of excess right-of-way and private property.

SUMMARY ASSESSMENT; IMPLICATIONS FOR SEATTLE

The Portland MAX project is widely viewed as a light rail success story. Indeed, many ele-
ments of the system have worked well, and MAX enjoys widespread popularity in the Port-
land region. Portland’s many successes provide useful models for the development of Seattle’s
future light rail system, and the areas where MAX has not yet lived up to Tri-Met’s goals also
offer valuable lessons.

•  Light Rail and Zoning Are Not Enough. Improving transit service and increasing
zoning around light rail stations may help foster transit-oriented development where
underlying market conditions are strong. In the absence of strong demand for such
development, however, additional policy tools are critical for encouraging compact,
transit-friendly commercial and residential development. For successful transit-
oriented development, local governments and transit agencies need the authority and
resources to acquire prime sites, mechanisms for financing joint development proj-
ects, and other incentives for de-velopers. Proactive planning efforts should involve
developers through the process.

•  It Takes Time. Transit-oriented development does not happen overnight. Indeed, Tri-
Met and governments in the Portland metropolitan area began seeking ways to en-
courage ap-propriate development as soon as they made the decision to construct the
Eastside light rail line in 1980. Despite these efforts, some areas remain undeveloped,
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and observers caution Tri-Met not to give up on these sites, even as the agency shifts
its focus to the new Westside rail line. Continued attention and resources are critical
to long-term success.

•  Success Breeds Success. Since not all station areas will develop at the same rate, plan-
ners should prioritize where they focus their efforts. Demonstrating success early in
the life of the light rail system can help foster future development. On-the-ground ex-
amples can provide better models for convincing developers of the virtues of transit-
oriented devel-opment than abstract theories. Starting with smaller, simpler projects
can help build a pattern of success that can facilitate completion of larger, more com-
plex deals.

•  Supportive Regional Transportation and Land Use Policies. In the Portland area, a re-
gional government (Metro) and strong state land use policies helped support the
transit system. A deliberate regional strategy to avoid new roads into downtown
Portland and to focus new development around transit helped make MAX a success.
Compatible land use and transportation policies at the local, regional, and state gov-
ernment levels facilitated the City of Portland's efforts to guide its own growth.
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6 Sacramento Light Rail

OVERVIEW: TRANSIT SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS

The Sacramento Light Rail System has been in operation since the Fall of 1987 and links
downtown with suburban residential neighborhoods to the south and northeast. Average
daily ridership in 1997 was 27,384.

There are currently 18.3 miles of track in operation and 30 stations. In addition, 2.3 miles and
one more station are in construction, and are planned to be in operation in September 1998;
another 6.2 miles are in the final design stages and are estimated to be in operation in 2004
and 5 miles are planned to be operating by 2005.

Overall, the Sacramento Light Rail System has experienced little in the way of transit-oriented
development outside Downtown. Within the Capitol Area, the City of Sacramento and the
State of California have both developed new policies recently to beginning focusing develop-
ment around stations. This case study will focus on plans for downtown development, as well
as two joint development projects that were initiated by the Light Rail, the first at 29th Street
Station and the second at Power Inn/College Greens Station.

STATION AREA PLANNING FRAMEWORK

So far, market forces have had biggest influence on development along the Sacramento Light
Rail System. There has been comprehensive land use planning at the County-scale with a fo-
cus on transit-oriented development, but little specific rail station area planning outside
Downtown.

Planning for joint, development, however, has been successful in isolated circumstances. Both
the 29th Street Station and the Power Inn/College Greens Station have been the sites of joint
development projects. These projects are not outside of the sphere of land use planning (de-
velopment at Power Inn Station will require General Plan and zoning changes if approved),
but the initiative and project details are driven more by developers than local land use poli-
cies.

29TH STREET STATION

Farmer’s Market Plaza is a joint development project located at the edge of downtown at 30th
and R streets. It is adjacent to the 29th Street station. The project consists of office uses, with
supporting retail, and will be constructed in four phases, with a total commercial area of
500,000 square feet. The first three phases have been completed, and the fourth phase is cur-
rently undergoing environmental review. Land use data for the fourth phase are listed below:
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•  Gross area: 90,000 square feet

•  Building height: 104 feet

•  FAR: 4.4

•  Parking ratio: 1: 601 sq.ft. (with the first 20,000 sq.ft. exempt from requirement)

 This project has been successful in generating alternative mode use, with 44 percent of those
employed at the plaza utilizing public transit.

 POWER INN/COLLEGE GREENS STATIONS

 Joint development negotiations are currently underway for a 12-acre parcel at the Power Inn
Station. The parcel is currently a park-and-ride lot, and is planned by the developer to be in-
tegrated into a development encompassing the 215 acres surrounding the parcel. The site is
flanked by the Power Inn station to the northwest and the College Greens station to the
northeast. The proposed project includes 3.4 million square feet of office space, 165,000
square feet of retail and industrial uses, an internal shuttle providing service to the light rail
stations, a network of pedestrian and bicycle trails, and the 145-acre Granite Regional Park
(site of a former gravel mine). A 60,000 square foot office building is the first portion to be
constructed. The 12-acre Regional Transit District property is proposed to include a retail
center, passenger drop-off and pick-up area, and 300 park-and-ride spaces.

 

 

 

 

 In Sacramento, transit-oriented development adjacent to the Power Inn/College Greens RT stations is planned
for a 215-acre site.  Internal Shuttles will provide local access to the RT stations
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 STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT TRENDS

 Although no comprehensive study of the light rail system’s land use or rent impacts have been
conducted, there is little anecdotal evidence of change in land use or property value. Ac-
cording to the Regional Transit representative, the Sacramento Light Rail System has not sig-
nificantly impacted development. Local planners offered the following observations.

•  Downtown. While extensive development around rail stations exists in downtown, its
connection to the light rail line has been weak. Rather, office development in down-
town is spurred by other factors, such the State’s need for office space for public em-
ployees, as vacant land and local market demand for offices around the Capitol.  The
new Capitol Area Plan offers significant increases in floor area ratios, up to 7:1, for
development within one-quarter mile of light rail station stops.

•  29th Street Station. Farmer’s Market Plaza introduced 500,000 square feet of commer-
cial and retail space adjacent to the station. However, according to the developer, the
location of the project near transit has not led to any change in rent beyond what
would normally be expected in the area.

 FACTORS INFLUENCING STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT

 Several types of land use and zoning provisions have helped shape transit-oriented develop-
ment in the Sacramento region. Relatively little in the way of direct financial subsidies or in-
centives have been utilized.

 TOD POLICY FOR STATE OFFICE BUILDINGS

 The policy with the greatest impact is a State law requiring State office buildings to be located
within a quarter-mile of average or above average transit service. While this increased the
amount of offices built around rail stations, it has not increased transit usage to a great de-
gree. Joint development projects are negotiated on an ad hoc basis.

 GENERAL AND AREA PLANS

 The Sacramento General Plan contains policies supporting light rail. A section within the Cir-
culation Element is devoted to transit and states that the City will make land use policy deci-
sions supportive of light rail. In addition, General Plan supports mixed use and residential
development in proximity to light stations.

•  The Residential Land Use Element directs the City to “identify areas where increased
densities, land use changes, or mixed uses would help support existing services, trans-
portation facilities, transit, and light rail.” Then, land use designations in the General
Plan area to be changed in accordance with service capacities.

•  The Commerce and Industry Land Use Element states that in any area designated for
commercial, office, or industrial development, mixed uses may be allowed if the proj-
ect is located within the Central City or is adjacent to a high-activity node along a
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light rail transit line or freeway corridor.

 These measures in the General Plan demonstrate that the City of Sacramento has established
broad policies for infill development and mixed uses which are intended to promote TOD,
particularly in the downtown area.13

 In addition to the City plans, the State of California’s 1997 Capitol Area Plan requires that
new development respond to transit accessibility in the location, intensity, and design of de-
velopment. In particular, proposed office development intensities range from an FAR of 3:1
on the east side to an FAR of 7:1 on the west side of the Capitol Area, in order to reflect ex-
isting densities and proximity to light rail transit.14

 Outside of downtown Sacramento, no land use policy changes have been made thus far in
order to reflect an orientation to transit.

 ZONING

 The City’s Zoning Ordinance includes the Central Business District Special Planning District,
which encompasses 67 blocks within the Central City, just north of the Capitol Area. This
area is intended for the most intensive retail, commercial, and office development in the City,
and has no height limit. Although the regulations are not specifically oriented to the 12th
Street light rail line, the regulations contain urban design, architectural design, and street-
scape design provisions that create the attractive pedestrian environments that help promote
transit. In particular, the ordinance contains provisions for outdoor sidewalk cafes and
ground floor retail.15

 In addition to the CBD Special Planning District, the ordinance contains the R Street Corri-
dor Special Planning District, which runs east-west along the southern portion of the Capitol
Area. This area has provisions specifically oriented to the R Street portion of the light rail line.
This provisions do not create a special zone, but instead, modifies the provision of existing
zones in the area. The district prohibits any auto-oriented uses in the corridor, such as service
stations or drive-up services. Moreover, in addition to special development and design regu-
lations, provisions include maximum off-street parking requirements and allows parking to
be reduced to one space per 1,000 gross square feet of building area for projects that provide
TSM trip reduction measures.16

                                                       

13 City of Sacramento, General Plan. (January 1988), 2-14, 4-12.

14 State of California, 1997 Capitol Area Plan (July 1997), 31

15 City of Sacramento, Zoning Ordinance (April 1990) Section 2.98.

16 City of Sacramento, Zoning Ordinance (April 1990) Section 2.99.
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 Transportation System Management

 Transportation System Management (TSM) regulations are also part of the Zoning Ordi-
nance, which applies to the property owner of developments producing more than 100 em-
ployees. It requires a 35 percent transit/carpool use goal during peak hours. A Transportation
Management Plan may include the following provisions:

•  Membership in a Transportation Management Association

•  Preferential Employee Carpool/Vanpool Parking Spaces

•  Parking Fees

•  Transit Passenger Shelter

•  Bus/Light Rail Transit Station Subsidy

•  Transit Operating Subsidy

•  Transit Pass Subsidy

•  Buspool/Shuttle Bus Program

•  Vanpool Program

•  Showers and Lockers

•  Land Dedication for Transit Facilities

•  Subsidy for Transportation Systems Management Capital Improvements17

 Reduced parking requirements are possible around light rail stations, as long as one or more
of the above measures are incorporated into the project. However, despite the appropriate-
ness of these measures for TOD, developers have generally not taken advantage of parking
reduction opportunities in the zoning ordinance. Developers prefer to provide ample park-
ing. Provisions for greater intensity (FAR, building height) are allowed up to 1/2 mile radius
of the stations.18  This suggests that the reduced parking incentives in the zoning ordinance
were not great enough to attract transit-oriented development. Overall, the Zoning Ordi-
nance implements the intentions of the General Plan for TOD, but the City has not create
enough incentives to truly make TOD happen.

 PERMIT AND ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

 The City does not offer an expedited permit review process for TOD or joint development
projects. For the Power Inn project, a full program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was
required for the project which created a minimum one-year review process; in addition, each
use permit required for the project was subject to individual environmental review. The envi-
ronmental review process was helpful because it identified transportation impacts that would

                                                       

17 City of Sacramento, Zoning Ordinance (April 1990) Section 6.

18 Facsimile Transmission from Maureen Daly, Sacramento Regional Transit District, 5/6/98.
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otherwise have been overlooked. However, it slowed down the overall development approval
process.

 JOINT DEVELOPMENT

 Joint development has not been used to a great extent in the Sacramento region, although the
Regional Transit District has negotiated some ground leases and other cost-sharing arrange-
ments at several stations. The Power Inn development highlighted in this case study used an
RTD ground lease. At 16th Street, private developers contributed to station construction costs
next to their 400,000 square foot office and commercial development.19  Overall, joint devel-
opment has not been a powerful factor in shaping station-area development.

 IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS

 In the Sacramento region, implementation tools for TOD have focused on zoning provisions.
Rezoning, some expedited permit reviews, and special parking provisions have been used ex-
tensively. Despite the appropriateness of some of these provisions, they have not been effec-
tive in attracting widespread interest in development around station areas.

 29TH STREET STATION

 Parking and zoning adjustments for the project include a 25 percent reduction in the parking
requirement and height limit increases. The project utilized parking management strategies
such as preferred spaces for carpools and charged fees for use of the parking lot.

 There is no shared parking arrangement, because users of 29th Street station and Farmer’s
Market require parking during the same time of day. Improvements to the bus facility associ-
ated with the rail station are part of the fourth phase of the project, including a bus turn-
around and upgrade to the rail/bus interface mechanism. Farmer’s Market Plaza was financed
entirely by the developer; there was no public investment in the project.

 Table 6-1.

 IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS FOR TOD AT SACRAMENTO LIGHT RAIL STATIONS

  29th Street Station  Power Inn/ College Greens Station

 Station Area Market Develop-
ment Strategies

 No.  No.

 Non-rail Infrastructure Invest-
ments

 None  Pedestrian/bicycle trails.

 Shared Parking/Parking Manage-  Reduced parking requirement  Parking spaces decreased from

                                                       

19 Robert Cevero, Peter Hall, and John Landis, Transit Joint Development in the United States. (Berkeley: Institute of Urban

and Regional Development, 1992) 43-49, V-60: V-61.
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ment (25% reduction); preferential
carpool parking; fee is charged
for use of parking lot.

PUD required 1 per 275-375 sq.
ft. to 1 per 400 sq. ft.; commer-
cial parking is shared with re-
gional park.

 Expedited Permits and Reviews  Reviews: Negative Declara-tion
completed for project.

 Permits: same as other devel-
opment.

 Reviews: project EIR, envi-
ronmental review for each use
permit.

 Rezoning  Greater square footage and
height allowance.

 General Plan amendment: con-
verted part of parks and open
space land to commer-cial and
office.

 Rezoning: changed industrial
zone to PUD allowing mix of
uses.

 Land Assembly  Done by developer.  Done by developer .

 Direct Public Investments in
Projects

 None.  None.

 Local Transit Service Design  Improvements to bus facility and
rail/bus interface; timed transfer.

 Internal shuttle service to sta-
tions.

 POWER INN/COLLEGE GREENS STATIONS

 Both a General Plan amendment and rezoning are required for the Power Inn project. The
General Plan amendment removes 114.4 acres from the approximately 260 acres of land des-
ignated Parks, Recreation, and Open Space to the following:

•  Regional Commercial and Office (97.3 acres)

•  Community/Neighborhood Commercial and Offices (15 acres)

•  Heavy Commercial or Warehouse (1.7 acres)

•  Approximately 146 acres would remain in the Parks, Recreation and Open Space
designation.

 The existing Industrial zone will be rezoned to those accommodating office, retail, and park
uses. The property will be within a Planned Unit Development (PUD) and will follow specific
guidelines. Architectural guidelines, PUD guidelines, and a transportation management plan
are all part of the implementation program. The PUD guidelines incorporate provisions for
the review of building architecture, landscaping, lighting, signage, parking, and the transpor-
tation management plan. The internal shuttle service is part of the transportation manage-
ment plan.

 The City and developer entered into a Development Agreement in 1994 whereby the City
agreed to the 4 million square foot development in return for land, infrastructure, and park
improvement payments.
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 Regional Transit and the developer have entered into a Memorandum of Understanding for
the long term lease of the property and are currently negotiating details. Environmental re-
view and planning approvals for the project are underway. The project is up for approval in
June 1998.

 SUMMARY ASSESSMENT; IMPLICATIONS FOR SEATTLE

 Although Sacramento has in place a solid policy framework, the City has been unable to de-
velop a cohesive program of joint and transit-supportive development. With the exception of
a few notable projects in which a primary goal was to encourage transit use, most transit-
supportive developments were the result of market conditions and existing zoning regula-
tions rather than a conscious effort on the part of the developer or the City to create TODs.

•  Private Developers. One factor that has helped Sacramento’s transit planning effort is
that some developers have had a strong interest in projects that focus on transit use.
Many of the factors that make both Farmer’s Market Plaza and the proposed Granite
Regional Park good examples of transit-oriented development (TOD) are the result of
proposals made by the developer in concert with City policies, rather than merely as a
reaction to those policies.

•  Limits of Zoning. Despite that the City of Sacramento made changes to both its Gen-
eral Plan and Zoning Ordinance in order to implement TODs, these changes have not
been enough to stimulate development to any great degree. Zoning helps allow for
development, but it will not attract development alone. PUD zoning may be useful for
allowing innovative designs near transit stations, but only if transit-oriented guide-
lines can be incorporated into the PUD provisions for areas near transit stations. PUD
procedures can allow direct, detailed City review of development proposals.

•  Need for Joint Development and Direct Public Investment. Missing in Sacramento’s
transit-related planning effort is a formal joint development program. Also lacking
are elements that support the City’s policy structure, such as public sector assistance
(for example, with land assembly and infrastructure investment). Outside of tax-
increment funds, the Redevelopment Agency does not have policies linking light rail
with redevelopment projects. This is a major drawback, since redevelopment agencies
are often a key player in joint and transit-supportive development.

Thus, the primary lesson learned from Sacramento’s experience is that a strong TOD pro-
gram depends on not only a solid policy base, but proactive support and aggressive promo-
tion by City agencies as well.
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7 San Diego Trolley

OVERVIEW: TRANSIT SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS

The San Diego Trolley opened in 1981 and was the first light-rail system built in the United
States in over two decades. It extends approximately 40 miles and has 41 stations. The system
consists of two lines, the Blue Line and the Orange Line. The Blue Line runs north-south,
while the Orange Line runs east of the city; both lines loop through downtown. The Mission
Valley extension of the Blue Line, north of the city, is under construction.

The system runs entirely at grade level and mainly links residential areas east and south of the
city with offices downtown. The southern segment of the Blue Line runs along the San Diego
Bay through former industrial areas and connects with the Mexican border. Redevelopment
efforts have focused on downtown and waterfront areas along the central light-rail loop.
Downtown development has included office buildings, attractive public spaces, retail centers
such as the well-known Horton Plaza, infill housing, tourist attractions, hotels, and a major
convention center.

This case study will examine American Plaza, La Mesa, and Rio Vista West. American Plaza
highlights a joint development project in the downtown area, and La Mesa and Rio Vista
West provide two examples of transit-based housing, each developed with a unique planning
framework and set of implementation tools.  Select station characteristics are shown in Table
7-1.

Table 7-1.

SAN DIEGO TROLLEY STATION CHARACTERISTICS

FY98 Average
Weekday Exits

Within Central Loop

Blue Line

Mission Valley

52,290

8,548

16,229

Orange Line 26494 11785

FY98 Average
Weekday Exits

Type of Structure Parking Lot? Surrounding Urban Form

American Plaza 2,893 Grade No Urban Core

La Mesa Blvd 1,062 Grade No Suburban Residential

La Mesa-Amaya 372 Grade Yes Suburban Residential

 Rio Vista West 199 Grade Limited Suburban Residential
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STATION AREA PLANNING FRAMEWORK

Station area planning along the San Diego Trolley system ranges from transit-based housing,
to commercial joint development, to master-planned transit villages. These three types of sta-
tion area planning are rooted in different types of planning frameworks.

•  Housing and Land Use Policies. Located along the Orange Line east of San Diego, the
City of La Mesa has two examples of transit-based housing, the Villages of La Mesa
and La Mesa Village Plaza. These housing projects were permitted by local housing
and land use policies that steered development toward infill sites near the trolley sta-
tion. These are not master planned urban villages, but simply housing developments
located in proximity to the light rail, in order to encourage transit use and provide
alternatives to sprawl devel-opment. La Mesa Village Plaza has a direct pedestrian
connection the Trolley, while the Villages of La Mesa has a more self-contained de-
sign.

•  Joint Development. Commercial joint development in downtown San Diego is exem-
plified by American Plaza, one of two projects that incorporates trolley stations di-
rectly within the structure of the building. These downtown projects benefited from
redevelopment efforts and city policies that channeled development to sites along the
Trolley line.

 

 

•  Master Planned Transit Villages. Rio Vista West, a transit village planned along the
Mis-sion Valley extension of the Blue Line, has gone through several iterations since
the first design was completed in 1992. This master planned community is designed
for a mix of uses and attractive pedestrian environments, using the station area to cre-
ate a neighbor-hood focal point and activity center. Residential development along
the trolley line was initiated after the design was finalized. The first homes to be com-
pleted were less than 700 feet from the station and had blended densities of 33 units
per acre, well above densities in surrounding suburbs, which averaged 4 to 5 units per
acre. However, during the reces-sion of the early 1990s, a big-box retail center was de-
veloped within the project area in order to allow the project to survive financially.
Additional residential development in ac-cord with original design is planned.

 STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT TRENDS

 Overall, the San Diego Trolley has had little impact on business activities or land develop-
ment, although no comprehensive study of land use or development impacts has been con-
ducted. Development trends for areas around transit stations have generally followed regional
development patterns and local zoning.

 During the 1980s, the San Diego region experience rapid job and population growth; popula-
tion grew approximately 3 percent annually between 1980 and 1990. During this period, sev-
eral transit station areas, particularly in the downtown area, experienced intense development

 

 The La Mesa Village Plaza adjacent to a Trolley stop is an example of transit-based housing in San
Diego.
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activity. However, between 1990 and 1996, the region experienced a decrease in jobs, and
population growth slowed to 1.3 percent annually. Regionally, development stalled between
1992-96 and did not resume again until 1996; development around transit stations had the
same experience.

 A list of transit-oriented development projects in the San Diego region is shown in Table 7-2.
This list does not account for all development that has occurred in the vicinity of stations, but
it offers a glimpse of overall development patterns along the system.  Trolley stations have
experienced both office and residential development, as follows:.

•  Office Development. Virtually all office development around the Trolley system has
occurred in the downtown area. Outside of downtown, the Trolley rights of way are
not located near expanding office centers. Most suburban office development in the
San Diego region has occurred well north of downtown, beyond the Trolley’s reach.

•  Residential Development. Various residential projects have been sited in proximity to
the Trolley lines, particularly on the Orange Line, running east of downtown.

 FACTORS INFLUENCING STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT

 ZONING PROVISIONS

 A rezoning of Mission Valley in 1990 created the Mission Valley Planned District Ordinance,
which encourages mixed uses at transit stations and prescribes transit-supportive guidelines,
including higher density requirements. The Mission Valley ordinance requires the dedication
of all necessary rights of way for the light rail alignment and stations, as well as grade-level
light rail improvements, including pedestrian connections. In practice, individual projects
have dedicated differing amounts to the system, based on density and other economic cir-
cumstances, but nonetheless the provisions’ effects have been substantial. This is a unique use
of  zoning to fund transit needs.1

 In addition, the City of San Diego adopted TOD design guidelines in 1992, which have been
incorporated into official policies and regulations. These policies were implemented at Rio
Vista West, where they have been applied successfully to the residential and big-box retail
projects there.

 Table 7-2.

 TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT AT SAN DIEGO TROLLEY STATIONS
  Station  Description  Location  Year Completed

 American Plaza  American Plaza  34-story office bldg;
272-room hotel;
museum; retail;
1,350 parking spaces

 Downtown  1991

                                                       

 1 Metropolitan Transit Development Board. Agenda No. 8: Existing Transit/Land Use Agreements. October 1996.
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 MTDB
Headquarters

 Imperial & 12th  Joint development
180,000 sq.ft. office

 Downtown  1988

 Grossmont
Trolley Center

 Grossmont  Retail center;
surface parking

 Suburban Retail
Strip

 1991

 Mercado  Barrio Logan  144 apartments;
100,000 sq.ft.
commercial center

 Urban Neighbor-
hood

 1992, 1996-97

 Villages of La
Mesa

 La Mesa-Amaya  384 apartments  Suburban Resi-
dential

 1989

 La Mesa Village
Plaza

 La Mesa Boule-
vard

 99 condos;
29,000 sq.ft. retail;
65,000 sq.ft.
commercial

 Suburban Resi-
dential

 1991

 Creekside Villas  47th Street  144 apartments  Suburban Resi-
dential

 1989

 Rio Vista West  Rio Vista  240 apartments;
240 condos;
1,000 total units planned;
neighborhood retail &
office

 Suburban Resi-
dential

 1996-97

 

 Source: Robert Cervero and Michael Bernick, Transit Villages in the 21st Century (San Francisco: McGraw-Hill, 1997), 254; City
of La Mesa; Robert Cervero, Peter Hall, and John Landis, Transit Joint Development in the United States (Berkeley: University of
California at Berkeley, 1992), 39-54. 75-8.

 Moreover, the City’s Urban Village Overlay Zone is expected to take effect in the summer of
1998. The overlay zone may be applied as part of a land use plan implementation program or
at the request of an applicant, to sites adjacent to existing and planned transit stations. The
regulations are intended to be used in conjunction with the TOD design guidelines and the
applicable land use plan. The effectiveness of the overlay zone remains to be tested.

 The overlay zone prescribes uses and use patterns intended to create an urban village envi-
ronment. At least 10 percent of the project area must be a Mixed Use Core of mixed commer-
cial, residential, and public uses; at least 20 percent must be residential; and at least 10 percent
must be reserved as public space. The overlay zone contains density bonuses for projects
within 2,000 feet of the transit station, reduced parking provisions, and additional streetscape
and pedestrian provisions. A development phasing plan is also required.2

 Finally, in the Downtown area, the Centre City East Planned Development District sets use
controls around Trolley stops, including limitations on auto-oriented uses and pedestrian
streetscape development standard.

                                                       

 2 City of San Dieo. Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 13, Article 2. (Adopted December 2, 1997).
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 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

 A Master EIR was prepared for San Diego’s downtown redevelopment area, which facilitated
project implementation by requiring only secondary studies at the project level. This was the
case for American Plaza. This serves as an example of how the City’s Redevelopment Agency
facilitated development by preparing a framework environmental review document for op-
portunity sites that would facilitate subsequent project review.

 PHASING FOR LARGE-SCALE DEVELOPMENT

 A master plan created the layout for development at Rio Vista West. The plan intended to
create a traditional neighborhood village surrounded by moderate and low density housing,
but the project had difficulty getting started in the recessionary real estate market of the early
1990s. In response to market restructuring, project developers decided that small-scale vil-
lage-style shops would not survive in a suburban area. A big box retail center took their place,
as a viable retail alternative.

 Thus, the community’s original transit-oriented design was replaced by one that was more
conventional and auto-oriented. However, the project maintained certain transit village com-
ponents, such as higher densities and a mix of uses around the station. Even the big box retail
buildings have a strong pedestrian and transit orientation, with strong entrances, hid-den
parking, and landscaped paths and plazas.

 The experience of Rio Vista West raises the issue of phasing. Master planned communities
typically plan for extensive development over many years, transcending various market fluc-
tuations. How can large development projects incorporate phasing and flexibility, so as to ac-
count for changes in market trends? At Rio Vista West, traditional retail areas may have be-
come more feasible after residential build-out. The fault of the Rio Vista West plan was partly
that it did not phase residential and retail development appropriately, given the sur-rounding
market conditions.

 JOINT DEVELOPMENT

 The San Diego Metropolitan Transit Development Board (MTDB) has encouraged private
real estate development at or near trolley stations, but it has not pursued complex joint de-
velopment agreements, such as leasing arrangements or benefit assessment zones. Rather, the
MTDB has sited new stations so as to capitalize on private-sector investment already planned
or underway. Two joint development projects have occurred along the San Diego Trolley
lines, both commercial projects and both downtown. Each project has been based upon a
slightly different arrangement:

•  Cost Sharing Agreement. At American Plaza, the trolley station is integrated into the
structure of the mixed-use building. The structure was built in conjunction with the
new station in 1991, when the MTDB was building the bayshore trolley line exten-
sion, which transformed the American Plaza station as a new transfer point for the
Blue and Orange lines. The Plaza developer, Starboard Development Corporation,



Case  S tud ies  o f  Trans i t -Or ien ted Deve lopment

- 84 -

provided $4 million of the $5.2 million station construction costs.

•  Joint Venture. Rather than using a leasing arrangement, the MTDB actually worked as
a development partner with Starboard Development to build the MTDB Headquar-
ters. The building has ground-floor retail, structured parking, and a direct link to the
transit center. However, there was no direct financial transfer to the MTDB from the
private developer for a ground lease or station interface; the project is a true joint
venture. MTDB benefits from the ridership generated, and the developer benefits
from good access and pedestrian provided by the Trolley.

 Overall, while these two example of joint development have been successful, San Diego has
experienced little joint development overall. The joint development strategy has mainly fo-
cused on station location and orientation, and has not played a role in channeling residential
or office development in a large scale. The joint development agreements are rather simple
and do not fully charge the developer for benefits accrued from station proximity.

 However, the MTDB passed a new Joint Use and Development Policy in June 1997 which es-
tablishes a process for initiating joint development projects on MTDB property. This policy
may allow joint development to be done more extensively throughout the system, but there
have been no new joint development projects initiated thus far.

 IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS USED

 Implementation tools used for TOD in the San Diego region have not been strong enough to
attract wide-spread transit-supportive development. Downtown office development and sub-
urban residential development have been channeled toward Trolley stations in only a few
cases. This is not to say the TOD has been insignificant in San Diego, but San Diego does
demonstrate that stronger economic and land use development strategies are necessary in or-
der to create TOD.

 Zoning initiatives may help provide good design and some appropriate uses, such as a Rio
Vista West, but by themselves, zoning provisions cannot adequately create attract the most

 Table 7-3.

 IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS FOR TOD AT SAN DIEGO TROLLEY STATIONS

  American Plaza  Rio Vista West  La Mesa

 Station Area Market
Development Strategies

 Key location near wa-
ter-front; distinctive
design

 Large scale was not
phased to account for
market changes

 No.

 Non-rail Infrastructure  none; all borne by de-
vel-oper

 Roadway improvements  Villages of La Mesa: in-
fra-structure costs
through tax increment
financing;

 La Mesa Village Plaza:
storm drain improve-
ments
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 Investments  oper  N/a  N/a

    
 Shared Parking/ Parking
Management

 none  In accordance with Mis-
sion Valley Planned Dis-
trict Ordinance

 none

   n/a  n/a

 Expedited Permits    
 and Reviews  Reviews: Secondary

Study; Master EIR done
for redevelopment area.

 Reviews: environmental
review was not a major
roadblock

 Reviews: negative decla-
ration, La Mesa Village
Plaza

 Rezoning  none   none

 Land Assembly  n/a  n/a: land owned by sin-
gle developer

 Done by La Mesa Rede-
velopment Agency

 Direct Public Invest-
ments in Projects

 none  Public investment in San
Diego River to return it
to natural state

 La Mesa Village Plaza:
Redevelopment Agency
wrote down cost of
land

 Local Transit Service
Design

 Trolley stop integrated
within commercial
tower

 Trolley node contains
retail center and open-
air plaza

 Villages of La Mesa:
Relo-cation of La Mesa-
Amaya station to im-
prove access

 La Mesa Village Plaza:
Incorporated kiss and
ride at station

 

 transit-supportive development. Moreover, as evidenced by the experiences of the City of San
Diego, land use policies are generally not effective if they are not directly implemented
through the zoning ordinance.

 Stronger strategies for attracting TOD are any that make development sites more affordable
or more convenient for developers, compared to other sites throughout the region. Several
instances of such strategies are apparent in the San Diego region.

•  Public Funding and Land Assembly. Although public funding has not been leveraged
on a large scale for station area development, it has been used at some sites. For the
Villages of La Mesa, the La Mesa Redevelopment Agency was responsible for land as-
sembly and $2.75 million in local infrastructure costs, accomplished via tax increment
financing. MTDB relocated the station site and traded land with the developer to en-
sure better pedestrian access to the station. Within the City of San Diego, the Rede-
velopment Agency helped provide public funding for low-income housing at the Bar-
rio Logan station south of downtown.

•  Anticipatory Environmental Review. Preparation of a Master EIR in downtown San
Diego helped alleviate some preparatory development costs at the downtown joint
development project of American Plaza.
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SUMMARY ASSESSMENT: IMPLICATIONS FOR SEATTLE

San Diego’s experience shows the importance of taking a comprehensive approach to plan-
ning for transit-oriented development.

•  Need for Comprehensive Land Use Planning. Many of the jurisdictions within the
San Diego region have not planned for TOD in a comprehensive way, and they are
only beginning to approach TOD more comprehensively at the current time. The City
of San Diego adopted a TOD policy, but five years passed before any ordinance
changes were made to reflect the new policy. The Cities of Oceanside and Lemon
Grove have only recently initiated planning processes for their Trolley station areas.

•  Need for Financial Incentives. Neither the MTDB nor local jurisdictions have offered
the types of financial packages that would have made TOD more attractive on a wide
scale. A few instances of Redevelopment Agency funding have helped spur develop-
ment in a few cases.

•  Need for Strong Joint Development Initiatives. MTDB has generally approached joint
development only when developing new stations. A more comprehensive approach
that utilizes a range of financial agreements, coupled with conducive land use policies,
can make joint development more feasible.
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8 San Francisco BART

OVERVIEW: TRANSIT SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS

The Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) District operates an 93-mile commuter rail system with
39 stations and primarily links suburban commuters to downtown San Francisco and Oak-
land. The system serves the counties of San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, and portions
of San Mateo County.

Segments of the BART system started operation in 1972, and the system was operatin in full
by 1974, after the opening of the Transbay tube. Recent extensions have been constructed in
the East Bay Counties. In Contra Costa County, the Pittsburg/Bay Point extension opened in
1996, and in Alameda County, the Dublin/Pleasanton extension opened in 1997. Each exten-
sion added two new stations and park-and-ride lots along major freeways in suburbanizing
areas.

An additional extension to San Francisco International Airport is currently under construc-
tion and is scheduled to begin operation in 2002. The SFO extension will add five new sta-
tions to the system, including one inside the airport, and it will run through a predominantly
built-out area. Station characteristics are shown in Table 8-1.

STATION AREA PLANNING FRAMEWORK

Many BART stations have been the focus of plans for transit-oriented development, in the
form of joint development, area-wide planning, or both. Development at five stations -
Montgomery, Hayward, Fruitvale, 16th Street/Mission, and Pleasant Hill - will be highlighted
in this case study.23  These stations represent a range of station types, communities, ridership
levels, location, and surrounding urban form, and each relates to specific station types found
in Seattle. The station areas have had varying success in transit-oriented development.

                                                       
23 The Oakland Coliseum BART station is currently being considered for a transit-oriented commercial project that would link

the sports facility, the BART station, the proposed airport people mover, and the adjacent residential neighborhoods. How-

ever, the Coliseum station was not highlighted in this report, because no actual planning has been done so far. Interested

parties - including BART, the City of Oakland, the Port of Oakland, and the Coliseum owners - recently signed an agreement

to co-fund an initial study of the area that will be completed in summer 1999. (Interview with Michele Hightower, City of

Oakland, 5/1/98.)
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Table 8-1.
BART STATION CHARACTERISTICS

1997 Average
Weekday Exits

Type of
Structure Parking Lot? Surrounding Urban Form

Downtown SF

Civic Center 11,958 Tunnel No Urban Core

Powell 17,548 Tunnel No Urban Core

Montgomery 32,065 Tunnel No Urban Core

Embarcadero 25,809 Tunnel No Urban Core

Downtown Oakland

West Oakland 3,501 Aerial Yes Urban Residential

12th Street 9,620 Tunnel No Urban Core

19th Street 7,147 Tunnel No Urban Core

MacArthur 5,019 Aerial Yes Urban Commercial

Richmond Line

Richmond 2,832 Aerial Yes Urban Residential

El Cerrito Del Norte 7,455 Aerial Yes Shopping Strip

El Cerrito Plaza 3,769 Aerial Yes Shopping Strip

North Berkeley 3,190 Tunnel Yes Urban Residential

Berkeley 9,696 Tunnel No Urban Core

Ashby 3,454 Tunnel Yes Urban Residential

Pittsburg Line Yes

Pittsburg/Bay Point 3,480 Grade Yes Highway

North Concord 1,541 Grade Yes Highway

Concord 5,351 Aerial Yes Suburban Office Center

Pleasant Hill 6,214 Aerial Yes Suburban Office Center

Walnut Creek 5,668 Aerial Yes Suburban Office Center

Lafayette 2,949 Aerial Yes Suburban / Semi-Rural

Orinda 2,771 Aerial Yes Suburban / Semi-Rural

Rockridge 4,526 Aerial Yes Urban Neighborhood Center

Dublin Line

Dublin/

Pleasanton 3,913 Grade Yes Highway

Castro Valley 1,405 Grade Yes Highway
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Table 8-1.
BART STATION CHARACTERISTICS

1997 Average
Weekday Exits

Type of
Structure Parking Lot? Surrounding Urban Form

Fremont Line

Fremont 5,452 Aerial Yes Suburban Commercial

Union City 3,590 Aerial Yes Suburban Commercial

South Hayward 2,754 Aerial Yes Suburban Commercial

Hayward 4,493 Aerial Yes Urban Neighborhood Center

Bayfair 4,650 Aerial Yes Suburban Commercial

San Leandro 4,197 Aerial Yes Suburban Commercial

Coliseum 4,909 Aerial Yes Suburban Commercial

Fruitvale 6,141 Aerial Yes Urban Neighborhood Center

Lake Merrit 3,348 Tunnel Yes Urban Core

Colma Line

Colma 5,946 Grade Yes Urban Residential

Daly City 6,459 Aerial Yes Urban Residential

Balboa Park 9,742 Aerial Yes Urban Residential

Glen Park 6,133 Tunnel Yes Urban Residential

24th St. Mission 8,934 Tunnel No Urban Neighborhood Center

16th St. Mission 6,295 Tunnel No Urban Neighborhood Center

Source: Bay Area Rapid Transit District, Dyett & Bhatia.

MONTGOMERY

The Montgomery Street Station is located in downtown San Francisco and has the highest
level of ridership of any station on the BART system. Montgomery station has not been the
target of a concerted station area plan or a joint development project, but in the 1960s, the
City and County of San Francisco adopted zoning that intentionally directed high-rise office
development toward the Montgomery station and the three other downtown BART stations
along Market Street because the financial district depends on BART for bringing in commut-
ers from suburban areas.  Maximum building heights were increased to 700 feet at Montgom-
ery Street, stepping down to 600 feet at the Embarcadero Street station to the east and 400 feet
at the Powell Street station to the west. (Buildings in the immediate vicinity of the Powell
Street station were limited to 160 feet to allow light into the open place and cable car turnstyle
and create a visual connection with the adjacent retail district.)

After the BART system was fully operational in 1974, approximately 28 million square feet of
office space was constructed in downtown San Francisco, most of which was built within a
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one-quarter mile of one of the BART stations. The City’s Downtown Plan directed new office
development to the area, and development was supported to two implementing actions.

•  A Redevelopment Agency was formed, and one of the agency’s first large projects was
to redevelop the South of Market area, immediately to the south and east of the
downtown BART stations.

•  Also, the City significantly increased allowable floor area ratios within 700 feet of sta-
tions and provided density bonuses for buildings adjacent to downtown stations.

 These initiatives were complemented by a $15 million program for street improvements along
Market Street, which was funded through tax increment financing. The office develop-ment
was made possible by strong regional economic growth, and city policies were effective in
channeling downtown office development toward the City’s main transit corridor.24

 HAYWARD

 The Hayward BART station is located approximately 40 miles southeast of San Francisco. In
the early 1990s, the City commissioned Dan Solomon, FAIA, Architect to prepare a plan for
the site, and the resulting 1992 Core Area Plan proposed a mix of multi-family housing, retail,
and a series of civic plazas linking the BART station to Hayward’s nearby historic downtown.
Hayward’s experience shows how TOD can be used effectively to link a transit station with an
existing commercial area. Also, the use of a comprehensive station area plan in conjunction
with redevelopment efforts is making the Hayward BART station one of the more successful
transit-oriented projects in San Francisco region.25

 The Core Area Plan approaches downtown revitalization by addressing several elements of
the downtown area individually, including the BART focal point, housing, business revitali-
zation on B Street, cultural activities, boundaries and edges, and the earthquake fault corri-
dor. Also, the plan recommends a phasing strategy according to which all planning elements
would be initiated and developed in coordination over time. Although the plan does not ac-
tually out-line implementation strategies, the strong conceptual framework, the breakdown of
the plan into manageable elements, and the phasing strategy have created a strong foundation

                                                       

 24 Robert Cervero et al. BART @ 20 Series: Land Use and Development Impacts. Berkeley: University of California Transporta-

tion Center, May 1996.

 25 At the El Cerrito Plaza and El Cerrito Del Norte BART Stations, no master plans were developed. Instead, the City of El

Cerrito’s Redevelopment Agency has attempted to find a master developer to plan and develop the area around the BART

stations and parking lots. This approach has been less successful than the Hayward approach, because the private developer is

forced to assume all the financial risk and upfront planning costs. Also, because little upfront planning was done, developers

have encountered community opposition after they have developed their plans. (Interview with Gerald Raycraft, City of El

Cerrito, 5/12/98; City of El Cerrito Redevelopment Agency Agenda Bill “Study Session to Establish Agency Board Desired

Outcomes for the Mayfair Development Site,” March 2, 1998; City of El Cerrito Redevelopment Agency Agenda Bill “Report

by American Properties, Inc. and the El Cerrito Plaza Company on the progress of their negotiations on a proposed Revitali-

zation Plan for the El Cerrito Plaza Shopping Center,” May 4, 1998)
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for im-plementation. 26

 The Hayward Redevelopment Agency has played a key role in encouraging development by
assembling land and making the necessary infrastructure improvements. Construction of the
first transit-oriented housing project in 1995, Atherton Place, added 86 units one block from
the BART station. Today, the units are completely occupied. BART sold land to the Hayward
Redevelopment Agency to make the project possible.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Currently, the City is building a new city hall, which includes a parking garage, 130,000
square feet of offices, and a pedestrian plaza adjacent to the BART station.27  The City and
BART swapped and reconfigured land in order to make the project possible. The project has
introduced 300 new employees into the area. The Hayward Redevelopment Agency will seek
to purchase a 7-acre former BART parking lot in the vicinity of the station for an 80-unit
residential townhouse project adjacent to the new city hall.28

                                                       

 26 City of Hayward. Core Area Plan: A Component of the Downtown Hayward Design Plan, prepared by Dan Solomon (July

1992).

 27 Interview with the Assistant City Manager Gordon Anderson, City of Hayward, 5/8/98.

 28 Interview with Merrit Bartlett, Director of Redevelopment Agency, City of Hayward, 5/19/98.

 The 1992 Core Area Plan has helped improve the linkages between the BART station and
downtown.  This is one of the more successful transit-oriented projects in the San Francisco

Bay Area.
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  FRUITVALE

 The Fruitvale BART station serves as an example of how to use TOD to link existing commer-
cial development with transit stations.  It also demonstrates the use of commu-nity-based
transit-oriented development as part of an overall strategy for low-income neighborhoods.

 The Fruitvale BART station is located approximately four miles from downtown Oakland.
Currently, the station is flanked by a large surface parking lot, and AC Transit buses connect
the station to areas throughout the East Bay. The station is within walking distance of a tradi-
tional neighborhood commercial center on International Boulevard (also called East 14th
Street). The Fruitvale commercial core is separated from the BART station by large surface
parking lots. The Fruitvale neighborhood consists largely of detached single-family and multi-
family housing. Residents of the area are predominantly Hispanic, many of whom are first-
generation immigrants.  Recently there has also been an influx of East Asian immigrants,
primarily Vietnamese, into the neighborhood.

 Initial Community Planning Efforts

 The inspiration for the Fruitvale Transit Village came in the spring of 1991 with a study con-
ducted by the University-Oakland Metropolitan Forum, a collaborative effort between the
University of California, Berkeley and the City of Oakland.  The study evaluated the commu-
nity and economic development potential of the Fruitvale neighborhood, which had gone
through a period of disinvestment and job loss during the previous decades.  The study sug-
gested integrating the existing commercial district with transit service, focusing around the
Fruitvale BART Station.

 At about the same time as the University-Oakland Metropolitan Forum study, BART pro-
posed building a parking structure on its surface lots to provide additional commuter park-
ing. Several local groups, including the Spanish Speaking Unity Council (a community devel-
opment corporation founded in 1964), strongly opposed the initial plans to build a garage
and later worked with BART to identify planning alternatives. These discussions led to the
creation of the Fruitvale Transit Village project, and the formation by the Spanish Speaking
Unity Council (SSUC) of the Fruitvale Development Corporation (FDC) for purposes of de-
veloping the mixed-use, public/private project.

 The SSUC used seed money from the FTA to sponsor a series of community design char-
rettes, bringing together the various ethnic groups in the area as well as local merchants.  As a
result of this process, the community generally agreed that the BART surface parking lots and
surrounding area should incorporate more housing and services, remain at a local scale with
buildings of no more than three stories, and acknowledge the needs of two growing popula-
tions:  young families and the elderly.  The goals of the project are to provide enhanced link-
ages between BART and the struggling commercial strip along International Boulevard, to
develop additional retail opportunities to meet local needs, and to provide community serv-
ices (such as a library, health clinic, and child care).

 BART relinquished its structured parking proposal and agreed to work with the SSUC and
neighborhood to pursue a different type of development. BART also signed a Memorandum
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of Understanding with the SSUC, allowing them the exclusive right of negotiating on behalf
of the community.  This marked a first for BART, which had previously pursued competitive
bidding for any joint-development projects on BART-owned land.

 Market Analysis

 The SSUC sponsored a market analysis as a basis for developing a specific development and
phasing program. The market review study conducted in January 199529 showed that most
new uses would not be feasible without public support. Required commercial subsidies
ranged from $23,000 for a small supermarket to $8 million for 150,000 square feet of office
space; for residential uses, estimates ranged from $1.5 million on for-sale properties to $7.8
million for high-rise apartments. The study assumed that the expected federal assistance
would make some projects feasible, especially housing.

 In addition, the study found that the market would support townhomes of 1,100 square feet
for $125,000 per unit, or apartments of 775 square feet for $600 monthly rent.  The study also
pointed out potential demand for retail and residential space that is not captured in official
statistics, for several reasons: immigrants are often undercounted in the census; crowding in
existing housing shows the need for additional construction; and much economic activity is
carried out on a cash basis. Finally, the study pointed out Fruitvale’s potential to become a
retail and community center for the Hispanic population in a wider area.

 Station Area Planning and Joint Development

 The SSUC initiated the planning process by developing concepts for a station-area specific
plan. The focus of the project was to meet community service needs, including health care,
childcare, and senior housing. Planning also attempted to accommodate parking structures
that would replaces the BART surface parking lot. In 1994, SSUC hired a consulting firm to
develop a conceptual site plan, which includes a public plaza, child care, senior housing,
parking structures, medical and office uses, and ground-floor retail.  The plan links the BART
station to the commercial corridor on East 14th Street, where street and facade improvements
have already been initiated in conjunction with the Transit Village project. The SSUC man-
aged to secure CDBG and US DOT planning and development funds, and it is currently initi-
ating the specific plans and design for the site.

 Environmental review was completed and approved in early May 1998. The SSUC avoided a
lengthy California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review by declaring that the project
would have no negative impacts on the surrounding areas. This shortened process revealed
that the proposed project would worsen traffic congestion in some places, and as a result, one
planned street closure has been abandoned. Overall, though, the project has not changed sig-
nificantly as the result of environmental review.

 The FDC and the SSUC have not finalized a project development schedule. However, the lo-

                                                       

 29 Phase II Report:  Feasibility Analysis Framework, Fruitvale Transit Village, prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, January

1995.
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cal non-profits will hold a ceremonial project ground breaking tentatively scheduled for Sep-
tember 1998, with actual construction beginning in spring 1999.  In addition, Las Bougain-
villeas, a 68-unit senior housing project located adjacent to the Fruitvale Transit Village de-
velopment, celebrated its grand opening in May 1998.

 16TH STREET/MISSION

 An Evolving Framework for Community-Oriented Design

 Across the Bay from Fruitvale, the 16th Street Mission BART Station in San Francisco is lo-
cated in a similar neighborhood of lower-income immigrant families. Since 1996, community
organizations have initiated a process to re-design the station area for better pedestrian access
and aesthetics. The 16th Street Mission project offers a similar example of community-based
station design, although on a much smaller scale than Fruitvale.

 Access and egress to the underground heavy rail system at 16th Street is located on two plazas
at the northeast and southwest corners of Mission Street.  The plazas are roughly square in
shape, and have large openings for escalators and stairways located in the center of each plaza,
at 45 degrees from the street.  The escalator/stairway openings face the back corner of each
plaza.  Security bars have been placed along the back edges of the plaza to protect the one-foot
wide planters that have minimal landscaping.  The plaza designs have not changed sig-
nificantly since the BART system opened.

 The corner of 16th and Mission Streets is a lively urban commercial district.  However, many
residents and transit patrons pass quickly and uneasily through the BART plaza because the
plaza are frequented by drug dealers, the homeless and evangelical speakers.  Although the
city has identified a lack of open space in this portion of the Mission, the plazas are essentially
underutilized.

 Mission Housing Development Corporation (MHDC), a non-profit developer that primarily
develops and maintains low-income housing in San Francisco’s Mission District, became in-
terested in the redesign of the 16th Street BART Station as a means to improving the neigh-
borhood. In 1995, MHDC co-sponsored a series of workshops with the San Francisco Super-
visor Susan Leal and the FTA’s Livable Communities Initiative (LCI). As a result of the
workshops, the City received funds for pedestrian-scaled lighting stanchions that have been
installed along Mission Street from 16th to 24th Streets.

 In consultation with city staff, transit agencies and residents, MHDC next developed a work
plan to involve all of stakeholders in a planning process to redesign and fund improvements
at the BART Station. MHDC began collaborating with Urban Ecology (UE), an Oakland non-
profit that has a community design expertise. MHDC held an initial community meeting,
“Reshaping 16th and Mission,” on November 13, 1996. MHDC and UE were assisted by the
Project for Public Spaces, a New York-based non-profit group that specializes in promoting
quality public spaces and redesigning plazas in urban areas. Participants in the workshop in-
cluded members of the 16th Street/North Mission Neighborhood Association, representatives
of BART, MUNI, and the Police Department, local merchants, non-profit agencies, and
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members of the Mission District Enterprise Community Steering Committee.

 Participants were split into small focus groups in order to identify community concerns and
discuss ways to address these concerns. Existing issues and problems included public safety,
poor physical design, and inadequate transit amenities. Participants developed the idea to al-
low vendors onto the plaza space, making it into an animated, outdoor market area.

 Due in part to the enthusiasm generated by the workshop, MHDC was able to garner finan-
cial support for the BART plaza redesign from BART, and the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC), the regional transportation funding agency. MTC was initiating a new
land use and transportation planning program called Transportation for Livable Communi-
ties (TLC), and the 16th Street BART Station redesign was one of the initial recipients of
funds. MHDC intended to implement the planning process to develop community support
for a redesigned plan.

 After three additional public workshops, a design charette with a volunteer team of design
and transit professionals, and a series of focused meetings with stakeholders, MHDC and UE
developed station area design. The recommended design, which was received with praise by
residents, included a small community center on the northern plaza, with vendor stalls on the
southern plaza.  The design team recommended increasing the amount of surface space in the
plaza by reducing the size of the opening for the escalators and stairways.  The additional
space would be used for a small amphitheater and landscaping.

 MHDC and UE have recently presented their plaza redesign plans as invited guests to several
influential Bay Area forums in order to generate additional support for the project.  At this
time, MHDC is seeking funds to begin project design and construction.

 PLEASANT HILL

 The Pleasant Hill BART Station is located approximately 30 miles northeast of downtown San
Francisco. Initial planning for the Pleasant Hill BART station began in 1981, when the
County selected Sedway Cooke and Associates to develop a station area plan. The resulting
plan established a mix of office, residential, retail, and public open spaces around the station,
and parts of the plan were carried out over the next twelve years. The experiences at the Pleas-
ant Hill BART station provides an example of large-scale station-area commercial develop-
ment; Seattle may consider this example in planning for the Northgate station area, where
large-scale commercial land uses already exist.

 During the office development boom in the 1980s, several large office buildings were con-
structed in the vicinity of the station, and several multi-family housing developments were
built as well. The Contra Costa County Redevelopment Agency helped spur development by
assembling land and paying for infrastructure and road improvements.

 Despite the accumulation of transit-supportive land uses, however, pedestrian connections
between the station and nearby areas are still weak. An 11.4-acre parking lot surrounds the
station and prevents effective walking connections. The County’s Specific Plan establishes
strong policies for pedestrian connections; policies focus on providing ground-level pedes-
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trian routes and safety infrastructure (including pedestrian overcrossings). There is no policy
for creating interesting or attractive pedestrian environments that are correlated with land
uses, and little mention is made of building orientation, facades, or street lighting, all of which
influence pedestrian access and comfort. Such provisions are particularly lacking in Pleasant
Hill, where existing pedestrian connections are weak and require improvement.

 Proposed Joint Development

 In early 1995, BART issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) for developing its surface parking
lots. Six proposals were received, and BART selected an entertainment village concept pro-
posed by Millennium Partners and Western Development Group. Proposed uses near the
station included cinemas, entertainment, retail, business and employee support services, and
structured parking to replace the surface parking lot. The plans were stalled, however, when
surrounding City governments complained that the plans for an entertainment complex did
not match their own long-term entertainment development goals. Community and cultural
uses were proposed as an alternative.

 

 The County’s Proposed Amended 1997 Pleasant Hill BART Station Area Specific Plan
changes use regulations for the station area such that any theater uses would require condi-
tional approval of the zoning administrator, and community uses would be newly permitted
by right. These include day care facilities, medical offices, public offices and institutions,
schools, public open space, and other similar uses.30  For the moment, joint development
proj-ects are on hold pending review of the specific plan.

                                                       

 30 Contra Costa County, Proposed Amended Pleasant Hill BART Station Area Specific Plan (June 1997), 23-4.

 

 The county’s Specific Plan for the Pleasant Hill BART station area established poli-
cies for mixed-use development and strong pedestrian connections.
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 STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT TRENDS

 Because BART was the first major urban transit system in the second part of the twentieth
century, BART has been the subject of detailed land use and development studies over its life-
time. It is safe to say that more funding has been allocated to studying the characteristics and
impacts of BART system than any other urban rail system in North America.

 The BART Impact Studies of 1978 provided ground-breaking analysis of the impacts of tran-
sit on urban areas. More recently, the BART @ 20 Series was prepared through the University
of California Transportation Center in 1995; it revisits the 1978 analysis and provides a more
long-term perspective on the BART system.

 These two impact analysis provide a detailed database of changes in building square feet over
time;31 the database provides a valuable look at how development had changed at stations over
the life of the BART system. Changes in building square feet do not exactly indicate how ac-
tual parcels of land have changed in use over time, but they do indicate the type of devel-
opment that has grown up around the stations, suggesting changes in the activities and uses of
the area.

 DEVELOPMENT TRENDS FOR SPECIFIC STATIONS

 Although all four BART stations in downtown San Francisco have been the focus of intensive
office and commercial development, Montgomery station has probably seen more intensive
development than any other. The area immediately around the station is zoned for the high-
est FARs and allowable building heights in the city, and numerous tall skyscrapers were built
there before the 1992-96 recession.32  The intensity of office space is corroborated by the fact
that ridership at Montgomery station is higher than at any other station on the BART system.

 Between 1973 and 1993, the Hayward BART Station was the focus of little development over-
all. The City changed its land use policies to allow for more multi-family housing develop-
ment. Since 1993, the station area has experienced additional multi-family housing develop-
ment. More than 80 units were constructed in 1995, and an additional 86 will be constructed
as the second phase of the City Hall area development.

                                                       

 31 For the BART @ 20 series, land use changes were tracked through the TRW-REDI database, which provides on-line, digitized

records on the square footage, lot area, year of construction, and other statistics for individual parcels of land. Land uses were

studied for areas within one-quarter mile of downtown stations and within one-half mile of non-downtown stations.  Robert

Cervero et al. BART @ 20 Series: Land Use and Development Impacts. Berkeley: University of California Transportation

Center, May 1996.

 32 San Francisco Department of City Planning, The Downtown Plan. (San Francisco: Department of City Planning, August

1983), 25, 85.
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 As in Hayward, the Fruitvale BART Station has seen very little recent construction. Currently,
the area has a diverse mix of land uses that include residential, retail, industrial, institutional
and public uses, and vacant lots. The evolving Transit Village plan will increase the amount of
new multi-family housing, office, and retail uses in the station area. The first of three phases
of the Fruitvale Transit Village will be located on approximately 15 acres of land, of which
BART owns about 10 acres. The specific land use changes are outlined in Table 8-2. Subse-
quent phases will add another 175-200 housing units and additional retail space.

 Table 8-2.
 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AROUND FRUITVALE
BART STATION, PHASE 1

 Multi-Family Residential  15  Units

 Commercial  44,000  Sq. Ft.

 Mixed-Use  55,000  Sq. Ft.

 Office  63,500  Sq. Ft.

 Industrial  0  Sq. Ft.

 Sources: Spanish Speaking Unity Council, Fruitvale Transit Village Initial
Study/Environmental Assessment.

 As shown in Table 8-3, the area around the Pleasant Hill BART station has been the focus of
extensive multi-family, office, and commercial development. The 1982 Sedway and Cooke
effectively channeled intensive development to the station area, even though joint develop-
ment plans have been stalled.

 DEVELOPMENT TRENDS OVER TIME

 Table 8-4 shows changes in the findings of the two major BART impacts studies, the first
from 1978 and the second from 1995. The table reveals several changes in BART’s impacts
over time as they relate to office construction, residential construction, and residential prices
and rents.

 Office Construction

 Office development generally displayed the same patterns in 1995 as in 1978. The Bay Area
experienced increasing decentralization of office space, while BART helped maintain the pri-
mary of San Francisco as the main office center in the region. The 1995 analysis noticed two
additional trends:

•  Offices clustered around certain suburban stations where land use policies were
condu-cive, particularly at Concord, Pleasant Hill, and Walnut Creek.

•  As in San Francisco, downtown Oakland benefited from the good regional access pro-
vided by BART. Downtown Oakland doubled its office space between 1979 and 1993.
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 Table 8-3.
 CHANGES IN BUILDING AREA AROUND BART STATIONS, 1973-93 (square feet of
building area)

  1973  1993

 Pleasant Hill   
 Multi-Family Residential  2,517,521  3,019,426

 Single-Family Residential  6,195  6,195

 Commercial  17,317,334  21,108,978

 Mixed-Use  2,563,274  4,036,438

 Office  24,412,374  42,624,957

 Industrial  867,119  867,119

 Parking Structure  163,550  267,628

 Hayward   
 Multi-Family Residential  61,706  135,062

 Single-Family Residential  852,315  852,315

 Note: data on other uses is not available.   
 Fruitvale   
 Multi-Family Residential  768,063  845,669

 Single-Family Residential  691,654  698,803

 Commercial  100,093  100,093

 Mixed-Use  145,468  145,468

 Office  49,132  49,132

 Industrial  379,824  392,624

 Pleasant Hill   
 Multi-Family Residential  543,017  1,748,530

 Single-Family Residential  625,827  694,828

 Commercial  126,048  437,378

 Mixed-Use  0  0
 Office  8,342  1,152,359

 Industrial  0  2,094

 Source: Robert Cervero et al., Land Use and Development Impacts in the series BART @ 20. (Berkeley: University of California
Transportation Center, 1995).
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 Residential Construction

 The 1978 findings showed little residential development around BART stations overall, but
BART stations experienced much more multi-family residential development by 1995. In
1978, several factors discouraged the development of multi-family housing around stations:
lack of demand for high-density housing in the suburbs, continued automobile reliance, and
preference for single-family residences. In 1995, increasing housing costs and worsening traf-
fic congestion have created new demand for moderate and high-density housing in proximity
to transit, particularly for young professionals who work in downtown San Francisco or
Oakland. This observation suggests that urban transit systems may have little immediate ef-
fect on residential development patterns. However, with the right land use policies and mar-
ket conditions, station areas can attract large-scale residential development over time.

 Commercial Price and Rent

 Whereas the 1978 study found small rent increases for offices near BART in downtown San
Francisco, downtown Oakland, the Mission District of San Francisco, and Walnut Creek, the
1995 study found no significant rent premiums when comparing offices within a 1/4-mile or
1/2 miles radius of the downtown San Francisco BART stations with other offices citywide.
The 1995 study focused on buildings with more than 15,000 square feet of office space, most
of which are located in the downtown area.

 The lack of significant rent premiums in downtown San Francisco does not necessarily sug-
gest that BART has no impact on office rents. In 1986, San Francisco voters passed Measure
M, which limited annual office construction to 400,000 square feet. In effect, the supply of
office space in downtown San Francisco falls far below demand, and thus, the whole down-
town area commands a rent premium relative to other office centers. It is uncertain whether
rent premiums would show up in San Francisco in the absence of the limiting features of
Measure M.

 Also, it is unclear from the 1995 study whether different classes of office space would have
rent premiums in downtown areas. The 1978 study found rent premiums near BART stations
in downtown Oakland for Class A office space only, but the 1995 study did not distinguish
between Class A and other classes of office space.

 Residential Price and Rent

 The 1978 impact analysis found no residential rent premiums around BART stations, but the
BART @ 20 Series cites a 1992 study found evidence of rent premiums per square foot for one
and two-bedroom units around the Pleasant Hill BART station, compared to similar units
father away from the station in the same submarket.  However, no statistical analysis accom-
panied this observation, so there is no definitive proof of increasing rents with proximity to
BART stations. More often rents vary by the location, size, quality, and amenities of the
housing unit.
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 Table 8-4.

 COMPARISON OF BART IMPACT STUDIES: 1978 vs. 1995

  BART Impact Studies, 1978  BART @ 20, 1995

  Location Decisions

 Workers’
Location
Decisions

 BART is minor in job decisions; 57% of San
Francisco workers living in East Bay consid-
ered BART in choosing a job location.

 Analysis not updated.

 Households’
Location
Decisions

 BART is minor in housing decisions, com-
pared to housing type, access to workplace, &
neighborhood characteristics; greater effect
on suburban than urban households.

 Analysis not updated.

 Employers’ Lo-
cation
Decisions

 BART is minor in employer locations deci-
sions, but may encourage some firms to stay
in center city.

 Analysis not updated.

 Development Decisions

 Office
Construction

 Regionally, no redistribution of office space
due to BART.

 Analysis confirms 1978 findings, but notes sub-
urban office nodes where allowed by local
zoning (Walnut Creek, Pleasant Hill, Concord).

  Increasing decentralization of office space, but
primacy of SF is maintained.

 Analysis confirms1978 findings; BART access
helped  office development in Oakland.

  In downtown San Francisco, office construc-
tion moved toward BART stations, due to
space/access constraints.

 Analysis confirms 1978 findings. (Landis, 4-11)

 Housing
Construction

 Little housing construction overall; BART may
have increased housing demand in exurban
areas.

 Substantial addition of multi-family housing
within a 1/4-mile of BART stations, particularly
on the Concord and Fremont lines.

 Retail Sales   
 Shopping
Patterns

 BART may have encouraged more shoppers
to shop in center city areas

 Analysis not updated.

 Retail Sales  No perceptible correlation between proxim-
ity to BART and increased retail sales.

 Analysis not updated.

 Property Prices & Other Real Estate Market Effects

 Residential
Property

 No perceptible correlation between proxim-
ity to BART and higher rent/price;  areawide
prices and rents increased substantially
around Glen Park & Walnut Creek.

 Statistical analysis not updated, but discussion
notes anecdotal evidence of rent premiums
near BART stations, at Pleasant Hill.

 Commercial
Property

 Rent increases near BART:
- downtown SF, 200 ft from station
– downtown Oakland, for Class A space
– Walnut Creek
- Mission District

 No significant rent premiums closer to BART
stations in downtown San Francisco for office
buildings with more than 15,000 square feet.
Does not distinguish classes of office space.
(Landis, 23)

 Speculation  Little  Analysis not updated

 Sources: U.S. Department of Transportation and U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Land Use and Urban Development
Impacts of BART (August 1978), i-xi; Roberto Cervero et al., BART @ 20 Series: Land Use and Development Impacts (September 1995), 75,
138, 157, 178-9; John Landis et al., BART @ 20 Series: BART Access and Office Building Performance (September 1995), 4-11, 23.
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 DEVELOPMENT TRENDS AT URBAN STATIONS

 Comparison of development at five different categories of stations reveals certain trends. The
five station categories were developed by Roberto Cervero for the BART @ 20 Series, and sta-
tions were categorized according to their location and the characteristics of the surrounding
area.

•  Downtown San Francisco and Downtown Oakland. Includes all the downtown stations,
all of which serve an urban core area. With the exception of Lake Merritt station in
Oakland, no station has parking.

•  Urban District. Includes stations that serve urban areas that are outside the core. None
of these stations have parking.

•  Suburban Centers. Includes suburban office nodes centered around BART stations.

•  Low-Density Areas. Includes stations outside the dense urban centers or suburban of-
fice nodes.

 In comparing these station types, Cervero noted that the epicenters of development were

 

 Where BART stations are adjacent to outlying shopping centers, survey research did not
show a correlation between proximity to transit and increased retail sales.
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suburban centers, low-density areas, and Downtown San Francisco - the most dense agglom-
eration of offices in the region.  Downtown Oakland hand only 4 million square feet of office
space by 1993, one-seventh of the space in Downtown San Francisco. Suburban centers along
the Concord line had more than 6 million square feet of office space. Non-core urban areas
with depressed real estate markets and less focused planning policies experienced far less de-
velopment. These stations include Berkeley and the Mission District stations.

 Table 8-5.
 CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS ON URBAN STATIONS WITH NO PARKING: 1965-93
(square feet of building area)

  Office  Commercial  Multi-Family Housing

 Downtown SF1  28,000,000  7,300,000  630,000

 16th Street Mission  28,000  40,000  342,000

 24th Street Mission  51,000  59,000  626,000

 Downtown Oakland2  4,000,000  88,000  410,000

 Berkeley  286,000  35,000  96,000

 1. Includes Embarcadero, Montgomery, Powell, and Civic Center Stations.

 2. Includes 12th Street, 19th Street, Lake Merritt Stations.

 Source: Roberto Cervero et al., BART @ 20 Series: Land Use and Development Impacts (September 1995).

 Note: Lake Merrit Station has 205 parking spaces, but the its limited parking and urban envi-ronment do not draw as many
commuters as other stations.

 

 Table 8-6.

 PERCENT CHANGE IN BUILDING AREA FOR FIVE STATION TYPES

  SF Residential  MF Residential  Non-residential

 Year  73-79  79-93  73-93  79-93  73-93  79-93

 Downtown San Francisco1  0.0  0  0.0  19.9  9.4  38.9

 Downtown Oakland2  10.2  0  65.3  6.9  6.8  36.1

 Urban Districts3  0.6  2.6  3.6  9.4  2.9  9.2

 Suburban Centers4  2.5  9.3  10.7  36.3  22.9  236.7

 Low-Density Areas5  4.3  3.2  6.8  25.0  8.9  11.3

 1 Includes Embarcadero, Montgomery, Powell, and Civic Center stations.

 2 Includes 12th Street, 19th Street, and Lake Merritt stations.

 3 Includes Berkeley, 16th Street Mission, and 24th Street Mission stations.

 4 Includes Walnut Creek, Pleasant Hill, and Concord stations.

 5 Includes Fruitvale, San Leandro, Hayward, Union City, Fremont, Ashby, North Berkeley, El Cerrito
del Norte, and Daly City stations.

 Source: Roberto Cervero et al., BART @ 20 Series: Land Use and Development
Impacts (September 1995), 47.
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 FACTORS INFLUENCING STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT

 The initial BART impact study of 1979 concluded that the BART system did not influence the
distribution of development to the extent that was originally anticipated. Where BART did
manage to attract development, it was made possible by regional economic growth and by the
land use and development policies of local jurisdictions.33  The BART @ 20 study reached es-
sentially the same conclusion.34

 ECONOMIC GROWTH IN THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA

 Without strong economic growth in the San Francisco region, little development at BART
stations would have occurred. Overall, the real estate market has been strong, with record-
setting commercial real estate and residential prices and extremely low vacancy rates. Job

 Table 8-7.

 POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT IN COUNTIES SERVED BY BART,
1980-PROJECTED 2000
 Counties  1980  1990  Projected 2000  Annual Change,

1980-2000

 Alameda     
 Population  1,105,379  1,276,702  1,453,000  1.38%

 Jobs  513,797  620,980  651,500  1.19%

 Contra Costa     
 Population  656,331  803,732  962,900  1.93%

 Jobs  201,237  303,830  335,800  2.59%

 San Francisco     
 Population  678,974  723,959  780,400  0.70%

 Jobs  552,200  566,640  567,920  0.14%

 San Mateo     
 Population  587,329  649,623  727,300  1.07%

 Jobs  259,795  311,600  355,660  1.58%

 Source: Association of Bay Area Governments, Projections ‘96.

 

                                                       

 33 United Stated Department of Transportation and the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, BART

Impact Program: Land Use and Urban Development Project: Study of Development Patterns. (Washington: U.S. DOT, June

1978), 78-9.

 34 Robert Cervero et al. BART @ 20 Series: Land Use and Development Impacts. (Berkeley: University of California Transporta-

tion Center, May 1996), 178-9.
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 growth in Silicon Valley and throughout the region has fueled the increased demand for new
construction and accelerated property values throughout Santa Clara, San Mateo, San Fran-
cisco, Alameda and Contra Costa Counties.

 The large increases in population and employment have fueled the need for additional hous-
ing and commercial space, and some local jurisdictions have managed to channel growth to-
ward the BART station areas. Projected increases in people and jobs are continuing to make
development around BART stations feasible.

 Despite strong regional growth, the City of Oakland has not shared in the prosperity to the
degree that San Francisco and other cities have. The computer, multi-media, and financial
sectors that have spurred much of the recent growth in the region have largely bypassed Oak-
land, and unemployment there tends to be higher than in surrounding areas. As a result, the
local real estate market in the Fruitvale BART station area is not as strong as in other areas.
However, there is a general perception that market conditions in the Fruitvale neighborhood
are stable or improved, as evidenced by decreases in vacancy rates since the end of the 1992-
96 recession.

 Table 8-8.

 POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT IN OAKLAND VS. ALAMEDA
COUNTY, 1980-PROJECTED 2000

  
 1980

 
 1990

 
 Projected 2000

 Annual Change,
1980-2000

 Oakland     
      Population  339,337  372,242  395,000  0.76%

      Jobs  182,940  170,200  174,010  -0.25%

 Alameda County     
      Population  1,105,379  1,276,702  1,421,000  1.26%

      Jobs  513,797  620,980  667,400  1.32%

 Source: Association of Bay Area Governments, Projections ‘96 and Projections ‘98

 SUPPORTIVE LOCAL LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT POLICIES

 Land use and development policies for station areas vary between the downtown stations and
suburban stations. Development around stations in downtown San Francisco was facilitated
by General Plan policies and zoning regulations. In San Francisco, rezoning was an adequate
measure to encourage development, because market forces for office development were so
strong that developers were drawn to areas with greater allowable FARs and building heights.

 In contrast, specific plans were developed for all three suburban stations, and plans was im-
plemented either through the actions of a Redevelopment Agency, the initiatives of a com-
munity development organization, or through joint development partnerships. On infill sites,
such as are found near the Hayward and Fruitvale BART stations, specific plans have helped
to integrate existing and new development, and they have helped to integrate planning for
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station area into city-wide planning efforts. Zoning has also been used for the suburban sta-
tions, but only as one of the implementation tools in the context of a larger policy and plan-
ning framework.

 Transit-oriented development at the Pleasant Hill BART station has not occurred as envi-
sioned, even though a comprehensive specific plan was developed for the site, largely because
of changing market conditions and lack of flexibility in the land use concepts in the plan. .
Even though the station area plan was completed in 1982, much land has remained vacant.
Recently, the concept for an entertainment center evolved out of developer proposals in re-
sponse to a BART initiated request for joint development of its surface parking lot in 1995.
This new plan sought to respond to the need for retail and entertainment uses in the local
market, but it was not well integrated with other planning efforts in the nearby jurisdictions.

 

 Table 8-9.
 SUPPORTIVE LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT POLICIES OF LOCAL JURISDICTIONS

 Station  Supportive Policies

 Pleasant Hill  Specific Plan states general land use policies and specific implementation measures, in-
cluding allowable land uses by parcel and standards for urban design, parking, and site
development.

 Hayward  Specific Plan establishes general land use policies and preliminary site plans for devel-
opment of housing, commercial buildings, streets, and public spaces.

 Fruitvale  City of Oakland establishes S-15 zoning to allow for mixed uses and higher densities.
Specific Plan establishes site plans for housing, buildings, streets, and public spaces.

 Montgomery  City rezones downtown area to focus high-density office development around the
downtown BART stations.

 Source: Dyett & Bhatia

 

 Oakland TOD Planning and Zoning

 The Policy Framework of the recently adopted Land Use and Transportation Element of the
Oakland General Plan identifies Transit Oriented Development (TOD), the convergence of
land use planning with transit investments, as a primary goal for the future development of
Oakland. The Fruitvale BART station has been designated as a TOD District in the General
Plan. TODs should be pedestrian oriented, encourage night and day time use, contain a mix
of land uses, establish connections between transit and commercial core areas, and be com-
patible with the character of surrounding neighborhoods. 35

 The new S-15 zoning, TOD District, was created specifically for the Fruitvale BART Station
area to encourage balanced, mixed-use development near the station. Except for a section of

                                                       

 35 Envision Oakland: Land Use and Transportation Element of the Oakland General Plan, City of Oakland General Plan, 1998
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International Boulevard, which is zoned for C-28, Commercial Shopping District, the entire
Transit Village project area is zoned S-15. The zoning district permits residential, commer-
cial, and civic (such as childcare, education and health care) activities and allows the highest
residential densities in the city.

 The Land Use designation for the station area is Neighborhood Commercial Mixed Use,
which  “is intended to identify, create, maintain and enhance mixed use neighborhood com-
mercial centers.  These centers are typically characterized by smaller-scale pedestrian-
oriented, continuous street frontages with a mix of retail, housing, office, active open space,
eating and drinking places, personal and business services, and smaller scale educational,
cultural, or entertainment uses.”36    The floor area ratio in this district can reach a maximum
of 4.0 to 1, with a residential density maximum of 125 units per acre.

 The Coliseum Area Redevelopment Plan, which encompasses the Fruitvale BART Station
area, is also consistent with the Transit Village project.  The Redevelopment Plan identifies
such improvements as enhanced connections between the BART Station and retail shops on
International Boulevard, and improving the image of the Fruitvale district.  Fruitvale also lies
within an Empowerment Zone that can provide various public incentives to attract busi-
nesses.

 BART JOINT DEVELOPMENT

 Another major contributor to station area development outside of the urban core of San
Francisco and Oakland is the BART Department of Real Estate, which is charged with the re-
sponsibility of utilizing property surrounding stations in a transit-conducive and financially
sound manner.

 BART has worked cooperatively on development projects at the Hayward, Pleasant Hill, and
Fruitvale BART stations. However, BART’s role has varied from site to site, with respect to
local jurisdictions and Redevelopment Agencies.

•  At both Fruitvale and Hayward, planning efforts were spearheaded by local organiza-
tions, and BART cooperated and supported their efforts. At Fruitvale, the Spanish
Speaking Unity Council played the key role in establishing a plan for the station area
and gathering the necessary funding. At Hayward, the City and Redevelopment
Agency worked with BART to swap parcels of land and create transit-supportive de-
velopment. The direct in-volvement of local communities and jurisdictions have
made joint development respon-sive to the needs of local communities.

•  At Pleasant Hill, BART was involved in planning efforts from the very beginning, and
BART issued a Request for Proposals for a development plan in the early 1990s. BART
would work with a private partner in a joint development project. However, because
Pleasant Hill is located in the unincorporated area of Contra Costa County, local ju-
ris-dictions and communities had a much less direct involvement in the development

                                                       

 36 Envision Oakland: Land Use and Transportation Element of the Oakland General Plan, City of Oakland General Plan, 1998



Case  S tud ies  o f  Trans i t -Or ien ted Deve lopment

110

of the plan, and as a result, it has met with more community resistance.

 BART Parking Lots: Opportunity and Constraint

 Surface parking lots around suburban BART stations have provided opportunities and con-
straints for development. The surface parking lots have effectively served as a form of land
banking that has provided available sites for development. Areas adjacent to the station have
been uses for parking as long as market and regulatory forces have not called for develop-
ment. As market and regulatory environments have become more conducive, however, the
parking lots have provided large areas of cleared land right next to the station that are avail-
able for development.

 Nevertheless, the BART District maintains the policy that any joint development on BART
property must replace parking at ratio of 1:1. This essentially forces a developer to construct a
multi-story parking garage to accommodate BART patrons, increasing the cost of develop-
ment beyond feasibility in most cases. At Fruitvale, the City of Oakland is funding construc-
tion of the Phase I parking garage that will replace a portion of the BART surface parking lot.
The $11 million needed for the second garage, which will be required in a subsequent phase
of the project, has not yet been identified.

 PUBLIC FUNDING

 Redevelopment Agencies at both Pleasant Hill and Hayward have been essential in leveraging
the public funds necessary to make station-area development possible. At Pleasant Hill, the
Contra Costa Redevelopment Agency has invested $30 million in infrastructure improve-
ments, including drainage and water systems, undergrounding of utilities, and road widen-
ings. The Redevelopment Agency also assembled the land necessary for large-scale office de-
velopment.

 In Hayward, the Redevelopment Agency mainly focused on land assembly, investing less in
infrastructure improvements. This is mainly because the station area of the Hayward BART
stations was already built out, and some infrastructure already existed prior to development.
Some infrastructure improvements have also been conducted in conjunction with specific
phases of the development projects. This approach has reduced upfront infrastructure in-
vestments for the Redevelopment Agency.

 IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS

 Transit-oriented development at BART stations has used the full range of available imple-
mentation tools, as shown in Table 8-10. The combination of rezoning with redevelopment-
led land assembly has created the right conditions for station-area development. Public
funding for community facility and infrastructure improvements have also helped generate
developer interest and community support.
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 Table 8-10.

 IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS FOR TOD AT BART STATIONS

 Table 8-10.

 IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS FOR TOD AT BART STATIONS

  Montgomery  Hayward  Fruitvale  Pleasant Hill

 Station Area Market
Development Strategies

 Office boom was
expected.

 Outlined phasing
for multi-family
housing.

 Market study
determined sup-
portable space,
phasing, neces-
sary public in-
vestments.

 Determined sup-
portable office
and res. space.

 Non-rail Infrastructure
Investments

 Streetscape im-
provements.

 Pedestrian
amenities; inter-
modal connec-
tions.

 Pedestrian plaza
linking BART
with 14th St.;
facade improve-
ments.

 Road, intersec-
tion improve-
ments.

 Shared Parking/
Parking Management

 No station-area
parking; private
parking is man-
aged privately.

 Replacement
parking require-
ment avoided by
land swapping.

 S-15 zoning has
lower parking
requirements;
BART requires
1:1 parking re-
placement

 BART requires
1:1 parking space
replacement.

 Expedited Permits
and Reviews

 No.  No.  No; shorter en-
vironmental re-
view.

 No.

 Rezoning  Adjustments to
FAR and Building
Heights.

 No.  S-15 Transit Vil-
lage zone allows
max. residential
density (125
du/acre).

 Mixed use zon-
ing; allowable
density reduced
by 1/3 in re-
sponse to com-
munity concerns.

 Land Assembly  Redevelopment
Agency assem-
bled small parcels
for nearby  civic
buildings.

 Redevelopment
Agency swapped
land with BART,
purchased other
property.

 Assembled by
non-profit with
grant funds;
BART a 99-year
ground lease.

 Redevelopment
Agency pur-
chased and as-
sembled land.

 Direct Public Invest-
ments in Projects

 Tax increment
financing for
nearby cultural,
civic uses.

 Tax-increment
financing for
city/county of-
fices; road im-
provements.

 Empowerment
Zone funding for
community im-
provements;
non-profit grants

 Potential confer-
ence center or
museum uses,
with some public
funding.

 Local Transit
Service Design

 Designed as in-
termodal station
with under-
ground LRT.

 Little change in
local bus service.

 Redesign of bus
bays for better
access and proj-
ect compatibility.

 Little change in
local bus service.



Case  S tud ies  o f  Trans i t -Or ien ted Deve lopment

112

 SUMMARY ASSESSMENT; IMPLICATIONS FOR SEATTLE

 The BART stations in this case study offer the City of Seattle several key lessons that can in-
form the planning process for transit-oriented development:

•  Zoning as a Single Implementation Tool. In areas with spatial constraints on develop-
ment and a very strong real estate market, such as a downtown core, zoning districts
with high FAR can provide adequate incentives for transit-oriented development. In
San Francisco, a confined downtown area, a strong real estate office market, and
higher FARs all drew development into the Montgomery station area. Without all
these conditions, however, are specific plans, direct public investments, or other ac-
tions may be necessary.

•  Integration of Specific Plans and Other Planning Efforts. Specific plans at Hayward
and Fruitvale have integrated new and old development, and the plans themselves
have become integrated into other planning efforts. The Hayward station plan was
part of the City’s overall effort to revitalized downtown. At Fruitvale, the station plan
was integrated with the provision of vital housing and community services to local
resi-dents. At Pleasant Hill, the proposed entertainment complex did not mesh with
the plans of other jurisdictions for similar development.

•  Land Assembly. At four of the stations in this case study, development was facilitated
by land assembly. Cities or communities organizations can consolidate land for de-
velopment in order to promote higher or more compact uses. The establishment of
surface parking lots around suburban stations served to assemble and bank land for
future development.

•  Phased Infrastructure Improvements. At Hayward, incremental infrastructure invest-
ments were made as pieces of the development project have been implemented. This
approach has reduced costly up-front infrastructure investment on the part of the lo-
cal jurisdiction.

•  Parking Replacement May Impede Joint Development. BART has a long-standing
joint-development policy that parking cannot be lost to development. Any spaces
taken out of use for construction must be replaced on a one-to-one basis, in lots that
are con-tiguous to the station. The cost of replacement parking can severely increase
devel-opment costs and deter investment. Requirements for replacement parking can
either be reduced, or public agencies can help defray the costs.

•  Locally Lead Joint Development. BART’s more successful joint development projects
are those that have been spearheaded by local jurisdictions or community organiza-
tions. BART’s attempts to work with directly with private developers to build what-
ever type of project has typically ignited community opposition. BART’s initial plans
to increase ridership at Fruitvale through construction of additional commuter park-
ing conflicted with the community vision of station-based community revitaliza-tion.
After the original opposition, BART worked cooperatively with the community, and
its Real Estate Development arm has been quite active in the planning process. The
BART District is working closely with local groups to develop neighborhood-oriented
station-area plans at Coliseum station in Oakland and 16th Street Mission station in
San Francisco, among others.
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•  Community Organization and Leadership. Fruitvale is a good example of the differ-
ence that a committed community organization can make. The Spanish Speaking
Unity Council did not have any previous experience with physical planning, and had
his-torically concentrated on providing community services. The staff has been dili-
gent about pushing the project through the many layers of bureaucracy, and the fund-
rais-ing efforts have been extremely successful. It helped that the SSUC director was a
former HUD official who knew what sources to tap.

 Also at the Fruitvale station, the SSUC made notable efforts to reach out to a number
of affected community residents, including low- to moderate-income Hispanic resi-
dents, Asian immigrants, and local merchants.  With residents, the SSUC overcame
community fears of both a concentration of low-income housing and of eventual
gentrification.  Most local merchants now support the plan, after their initial appre-
hension that an influx of new businesses would draw away retail customers.   Similar
outreach was done for the 16th/Mission station, although a weak real estate market
has continued to stymie private development.

•  Funding from Federal, Regional, and Local Governments. Both the federal FTA and
re-gional Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) have hailed the ambi-
tious Fruitvale Transit Village plans as a community-based transit-supportive project,
and offered financial and political support. The Fruitvale Transit Village is promi-
nently featured in the FTA’s Livable Communities Initiative literature, and the MTC
dis-cusses the project in articles advertising their support for transit-oriented develop-
ment. The local player, the City of Oakland, has also helped pay for aspects of the
project, include the BART parking structure in Phase 1. The project shows that sup-
port may come from a variety of levels and does not need to be exclusively local to be
successful.

REFERENCES; ADDITIONAL SOURCES OF INFORMATION

Cervero, Robert and Michael Bernick. Transit Villages in the 21st Century. San Francisco:
McGraw-Hill, 1997.

Cervero, Robert; Carlos Castellanos; Wicaksono Sarosa; and Kenneth Rich. Land Use and De-
velopment Impacts in BART @ 20 Series. Berkeley: University of California Transportation
Center, 1995.

City of El Cerrito Redevelopment Agency. El Cerrito Plaza: South Gateway Development
Area: Concept Plan Strategies, prepared by Racestudio. June 1996.

City of Hayward Redevelopment Agency. Downtown Hayward Design Plan. July 1992.

City of Hayward Redevelopment Agency. The Core Area Plan: A Component of the Down-
town Hayward Design Plan, prepared by Dan Soloman, Inc. July 1992.

City of Oakland General Plan. Envision Oakland: Land Use and Transportation Element of
the Oakland General Plan. 1998.



Case  S tud ies  o f  Trans i t -Or ien ted Deve lopment

114

City of Richmond Redevelopment Agency and the Bay Area Rapid Transit District. Develop-
ment Feasibility Study for the Richmond BART Site, prepared by Bay Area Economics; Fox
Design Group; and Pittman & Hames. July 1996.

Contra Costa County. Pleasant Hill BART Station Area Specific Plan. June 1983.

Contra Costa County. Proposed Amended Pleasant Hill BART Station Area Specific Plan.
June 1997.

Environmental Science Associates. Fruitvale Transit Village Initial Study/Environmental As-
sessment. May 1998.

Huang, William S. Transit and Regional Economic Growth: A Review of the Literature in
BART @ 20 Series. Berkeley: University of California Transportation Center, 1995.

Keyser Marston Associates. Phase II Report:  Feasibility Analysis Framework, Fruitvale Transit
Village. January 1995.

Landis, John and David Loutzenheiser. BART Access and Office Building Performance in
BART @ 20 Series. Berkeley: University of California Transportation Center, 1995.

Metropolitan Transportation Commission. Land Use and Urban Development Impacts of
BART in BART Impact Program. Prepared by John Blayney Associates and David M. Dorn-
busch & Co. Oakland: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 1978.

Spanish Speaking Unity Council. Request for Proposals(RFP) to Develop an Overall Site De-
sign for the Fruitvale BART Transit Village Using Community Participation Planning Proc-
ess. De-cember 1994.

Spanish Speaking Unity Council; City of Oakland; and the Bay Area Rapid Transit District.
Fruitvale BART Transit Village: Development Team Request for Proposals. January 1997.

Transportation Research Board, National Research Council. Transit Cooperative Research
Program Report 16: Transit and Urban Form, v. 1&2. Prepared by Parsons Brinckerhoff
Quade & Douglas. Washington D.C.: National Academy Press, 1996.

TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS/ADDITIONAL CONTACTS

Bay Area Rapid Transit District

Michele Jacobson, (510) 464-6148, 4/28/98.

Patti Hirota, (510) 464-7581, 4/29/98.

Tom Radulovich, Director, (510) 464-6095.

Rube Warren, (510) 464-4868.



San Franc i s co  BART

–     –  115

City of El Cerrito

Gloria Hansen, (510) 215-4380, 5/7/98.

Gerald Raycraft, (510) 215-4384, 5/12/98.

City of Hayward

Gordon Anderson, (510) 583-4300, 5/8/98.

Maret Bartlett, (510) 583-4261, 5/19/98.

City of Oakland

Deborah Diamond, (510) 238-3063, 5/1/98.

Michele Hightower, (510) 238-6808, 5/1/98.

City of Richmond

Alan Wolken, (510) 307-8140, 5/4/98.

City of Union City

 Mark Leonard, (510) 471-3232 x 323, 5/5/98

Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Karen Frick, Transportation for Liveable Communities, (510) 464-7704.

Mission Housing Development Corporation

Doug Shoemaker, (415) 864-6432 x 315.

Project for Public Spaces

Stephen Davies, Vice President, (212) 620-5660

Urban Ecology

Michael Rios, (510) 251-6332.

Spanish Speaking Unity Council

Christopher Hudson, (510) 535-6920, 5/5/98



Sou th San F ranc i s co  Gene ra l  P l an

– 1 –

9 San Francisco MUNI
Third Street Light Rail Project

OVERVIEW: TRANSIT SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS

The San Francisco Municipal Railway (MUNI) carries 682,000 daily riders throughout San
Francisco on trolley coaches, diesel buses, light rail vehicles, streetcars and cable cars.  MUNI
operates 79 bus lines, five light rail lines (MUNI Metro), three cable car lines and an historic
streetcar line.  Of these routes, 54 buses and all of the light rail/streetcar lines connect to
downtown.  Service hours on most buses and light rail lines are 5 am to 1 am; 12 bus lines run
24 hours.  MUNI also links passengers to regional transit systems, such as Caltrain (com-
muter rail to San Mateo and Santa Clara counties), BART (heavy rail to Alameda, Contra
Costa and San Mateo counties), SamTrans (bus service to San Mateo County), Golden Gate
Transit (bus service to Marin and Sonoma counties), and Bay Area ferries (service to Marin,
Sonoma, and Alameda Counties).38

The length of the norths-outh Third Street corridor is currently served by the 15Third Street
bus line, carrying 25,000 passengers per day.  The 9 routes (9, 9X, 9AX, and 9BX) connect the
same neighborhoods, but do not follow Third Street.  Total daily boardings for those four bus
lines are 32,400; the express lines run on weekdays only.   In addition, a number of cross-town
routes intersect Third Street.39

The Third Street Light Rail line will run roughly seven miles, and although portions of the
alignment have not been finalized, the surface portion of the line will travel primarily along
Third Street.  Construction is scheduled to proceed in two phases.  Phase 1 consists of a
5.4mile surface extension with 19 planned stations, running down the median of the existing
six-lane arterial, and connecting on King Street with the existing E-Line MUNI Metro.  The
scheduled revenue service date is mid2003.  Phase 2 is a 1.7mile subway extension with one
surface station and four underground stations.  The revenue service date has yet to be deter-
mined.  Projected 2015 ridership is 71,000 passengers per day for the surface line, and 21,000
passengers per day for the subway.40

                                                       

38 U.S. Department of Transportation-Federal Transit Administration and the City and County of San Francisco Planning

Department, Third Street Light Rail Project: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ Environmental Impact Report (April 3,

1998).

39 FTA and San Francisco Planning Department, Third Street Light Rail Project: DEIS/DEIR (April 3, 1998).

40 Ibid.
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STATION AREA PLANNING FRAMEWORK

The Third Street Light Rail Project case study focuses on the revitalization of a neighborhood
commercial core through transit-supportive strategies.  The Third Street Light Rail Project
will connect the City’s southeastern neighborhoods with the Financial District and China-
town.

In the southern portion of the corridor, the light rail line will travel through the existing
neighborhoods of Visitacion Valley and Bayview Hunters Point (site of the proposed Candle-
stick Point Mall and Stadium).  To the north, the corridor includes underutilized land in
Mission Bay that is targeted for a major portion of San Francisco’s future growth, including a
new research campus for the University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), commercial
office space, residential development, and open space.  In addition, the new San Francisco
Giants ballpark, now under construction at Third and King Streets, will be served by the light
rail system.

In total, the light rail line will pass through four federally designated Empowerment Zones
(Visitacion Valley, Bayview Hunters Point, South of Market and Chinatown).  In addition,
the corridor traverses through three existing redevelopment areas (India Basin, Rincon
Point/South Beach, and Yerba Buena) and three proposed redevelopment areas (Bayview
Hunters Point, Mission Bay and Transbay).

The Bayview Hunters Point neighborhood was once identified as the thriving home to the
City’s African-American, working-class community, many of whom earned a living at the
nearby Hunters Point Naval Shipyard during the 40’s, 50’s and 60’s.  However, in recent
years, Bayview Hunters Point has witnessed the closing of the shipyard and disinvestment,
and has consistently had unemployment and crime rates that exceed the citywide average.
The residential population fell from a high of about 50,000 in 1950 to about 27,500 in 1990.41

Furthermore, the neighborhood is physically disconnected from the rest of San Francisco by
the industrial districts to the north and west, and two freeways.  With that in mind, the city
has placed a strong emphasis on reconnecting Bayview Hunters Point to the City’s economy
and transit system.

Planning for the Third Street Light Rail project brings together two parallel planning proc-
esses: transit and economic development planning.  In transit planning, the corridor was
identified in 1989 as one of four in the city to receive part of the projected $300 million to be
raised by a voter-approved bond measure for new fixed guideway investments.  MUNI then
completed a systems-level study in 1993 that recommended a light rail line in the middle of
the Third Street median.  Project development and environmental clearance work began in
the fall of 1996.  Completion of the Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement (EIR/EIS) is scheduled for fall 1998, and completion of preliminary engineering for
December 1998.

                                                       

41 San Francisco Municipal Railway, Third Street Light Rail Project: Economic Revitalization Strategies Report, Working Paper

#6, prepared by the Pittman & Hames Associates (January 1998).
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In community development planning, the San Francisco Planning Commission approved an
Area Plan for the Bayview Hunters Point neighborhood in 1995.  The plan called for resolving
conflicts between industrial and residential areas, revitalizing the declining commercial core,
maintaining housing affordability, and increasing local employment.  The community
strongly supported preserving the density and character of existing single family residential
areas, while maintaining existing residential densities along the commercial core.  However,
community members feared that proposed changes would not be made without further inter-
ventions, and pushed for San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (SFRA) assistance.  With the
invitation by community leaders, the SFRA began the process of surveying Bayview Hunters
Point, documenting blighting conditions, and developing a community-based Redevelop-
ment Concept Plan.  The Project Area Committee (PAC), a citizens’ group that provides
guidance and support to the SFRA as the redevelopment plan is developed and implemented,
was elected in January 1997.  The Revitalization Concept Plan is expected to be completed in
mid1998.

MUNI and the SFRA have been working closely together to ensure that the light rail project
helps the larger goal of community and economic revitalization.  They have jointly hosted a
number of community forums and prepared background documents on Third Street. (see
figure)

STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT TRENDS

Third Street traverses a number of distinct neighborhoods.  The southernmost point, Visi-
tacion Valley, contains predominantly moderate-density single family residential, with some
neighborhood-serving retail and light industrial jobs.  Bayview Hunters Point, is also a largely
moderate-density single family, with some multifamily and affordable housing projects.  The
Bayview Hunters Point commercial core, located on Third Street between Thomas and
Kirkwood Streets, is economically stagnant with neighborhood-serving retail and service
stores.  The commercial core is characterized by scattered retail uses, poor façade mainte-
nance and vacant storefronts (over 16 vacancies in the nine block commercial core as of Sep-
tember 1997) reflecting the economic difficulties that have beset Bayview Hunters Point since
the closure of the Naval Shipyard in 1974.42

North of Bayview Hunters Point, Mission Bay and the Central Waterfront are largely indus-
trial areas that are expected to attract intense mixed-use development over the next decade.
Development projects include a ballpark, university research campus, and between 10,000
and 15,000 units of housing.  The South of Market area is transforming from an industrial
and warehouse district into an area that houses the emerging multimedia industry, lofts, both
large and small-scale retail, and intensive office development.  Finally, the subway line ex-
tends north through the central business district and Chinatown, both intensely developed
areas.

                                                       

42 San Francisco Municipal Railway, Third Street Light Rail Project: Economic Revitalization Strategies Report, Working Paper

#6, prepared by the Pittman & Hames Associates (January 1998).
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While the Third Street commercial core is effected by the development opportunities and
economic spin-offs from nearby neighborhoods, the commercial core continues to have its
own distinct economic challenges in the neighborhood and transit supportive land use con-
text.

FACTORS INFLUENCING STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT

REGIONAL ECONOMIC GROWTH

At the regional level, the real estate market in the San Francisco Bay Area is strong, with rec-
ord-setting commercial real estate and residential prices and extremely low vacancy rates.  Job
growth throughout the region, particularly in Silicon Valley, has fueled an increased demand
for new construction and accelerated property values.  Like many counties in the California,
San Francisco had net job loss in the 1990 – 1995 period, however job growth has been pro-
jected for the 1995 – 2000 period.

Table 91.

POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT IN CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO,
1980  PROJECTED 2000

1980 1990 Projected 2000
Annual Change,

19802000
San Francisco Co.

Population 678,974 723,959 785,900 0.73%

Jobs 552,200 566,640 586,950 0.31%

Source: Association of Bay Area Governments, Projections '96 and Projections '98

Due to the recent economic boom, the real estate market in San Francisco has rebounded af-
ter a period of stagnancy in the early 1990s. Job growth in the retail, multimedia, tourism and
financial sectors have spurred much of the recent real estate demand; residential and com-
mercial rents are at record levels in many areas, and vacancy rates are extremely low.  Fur-
thermore, about 45 percent of new housing built in San Francisco between 1990 and 1996 was
in areas adjacent to the corridor, and in some places rents have increased 75 percent in less
than three years.43  Given San Francisco’s small size and built-out character, the eastern por-
tion of the city represents the largest area of developable land.  About 65 percent of the City’s
job growth and over 50 percent of the residential growth are projected to be located in the
light rail corridor.

                                                       

43 1996 Housing Inventory, San Francisco Planning Department, February 1998
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SUPPORTIVE LOCAL LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT POLICIES

San Francisco is a dense, urban city with a high percentage of transit work trips (nearly one-
third of all work trips).  As such, the City has not adopted formal transit oriented land use
policies.  They are, however, undertaking a comprehensive citywide land use study that could
lead to the adoption of formal policies in the future.

San Francisco’s zoning code tends to support transit thorough its emphasis on mixed-use and
intense development.  In Bayview Hunters Point, the existing zoning for the Third Street
commercial core (neighborhood commercial, NC3) permits one dwelling unit for each 600
sq. ft. of lot area, or roughly 73 residential units per acre.  Therefore, the existing zoning in the
commercial core allows for residential densities that are supportive of light rail transit service.
Outside of the commercial core, nearby residential zoning is primarily RH1 (one family) and
RH2 (two family) which typically permits 17 and 34 residential units per acre, respectively
(assuming typical lot size of 25’ x 100’).

IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS USED

The Third Street Light Rail Project will have stations spaced at roughly one-quarter mile
apart, a distance that usually defines a TOD, and thus the project could be considered a tran-
sit-oriented corridor.  Key issues in Bayview Hunters Point include revitalization of the nine
block neighborhood commercial district consisting of small scale retail and services (primar-
ily zero lot line), accommodating a surface light rail corridor within a compact 100 foot right-
of-way, and balancing transit speed and reliability with parking and traffic needs.

MUNI does not own any significant developable land in the corridor, and there is no formal
joint development process.44   However, MUNI is working in cooperation with the SFRA to
develop strategies for linking future development with the light rail investment, particularly
in the Bayview Hunters Point commercial core. Therefore, the City anticipates that public
financing of infrastructure, combined with other redevelopment incentives (land assembly,
façade improvement programs, low-income housing) will catalyze development in Bayview
Hunters Point.

Table 92.
IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS FOR TOD IN BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT
COMMERCIAL CORE

Station Area Market
Development Strategies

Combined MUNI and SFRA infrastructure improvements (light rail, roadways,
streetscape) and redevelopment incentives (land assembly, façade improve-

                                                       

44 However, in 1998 MUNI initiated one of its first major joint development projects by issuing an RFP and selecting a project

team for the development of a boutique hotel at a MUNI-owned site at Mission Street and The Embarcadero in San Fran-

cisco’s Financial District.  No joint development real estate projects have been identified in the Third Street corridor.



Sou th San F ranc i s co  Gene ra l  P l an

– 7 –

ment, low-income housing) to jumpstart private sector investment.

Non-Rail Infrastructure
Investments

MUNI and SFRA to focus streetscape enhancements in Bayview Hunters Point
commercial core; MUNI set aside $4 to $5 million to fund streetscape im-
provements; initial plans include coordinated urban design themes featuring
transit shelters, distinctive sidewalk and crosswalk paving materials, street
trees, pedestrian lighting, information kiosks, and street banners; MUNI may
request MTC Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) planning funds to
improve transit and land use linkages at the Oakdale/Palou Station.

Shared Parking/Parking
Management

City Planning Code permits a minimum of 1:1 and maximum of 1.5:1 for resi-
dential parking; shared parking opportunities identified linking parking re-
sources controlled by churches located on Third Street with nearby busi-
nesses; MUNI’s replacement parking strategy recommends replacing on-street
parking removed by light rail with side street parking oriented at 90 degrees.

Expedited Permits and
Reviews

No.

Rezoning South Bayshore Plan updated in 1995 encourages upper story housing above
retail in the retail core; the Bayview Hunters Point community successfully re-
tained the density and character of the residential areas located adjacent to the
commercial core, and resisted attempts to increase residential densities; Plan
retains underlying NC3 District (moderate-scale neighborhood commercial
district) for commercial core permitting up to 73 du/acre; NC3 District en-
courages diversified commercial core.

Land Assembly MUNI does not own or control any commercially developable land in the cor-
ridor, however SFRA can assemble land through eminent domain; due to po-
litical considerations, minimal land assembly through eminent domain will occur
except in planning the bus transfer stop near the Oakdale/Palou Station.

Direct Public

Investment in Projects Light rail project costs are $405 million for surface line (primarily lo-
cal funds) and $511 for subway (primarily federal funds); MUNI intends to spend $45 million
for streetscape improvements in the commercial core; SFRA intends to invest an unknown
amount in improving businesses facades and land assembly in the Bayview Hunters Point
commercial core; no joint development projects have been identified.

Local Transit

Service Design The Third Street Light Rail Project replaces #15 bus line and would provide
direct connections to two Caltrain commuter rail stations; MUNI is considering requesting
MTC Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) funds to plan for enhanced rail and bus
transfers at the Oakdale/Palou Station.

SUMMARY ASSESSMENT: IMPLICATIONS FOR SEATTLE

The Third Street Light Rail Project symbolizes the challenge many cities face when trying to
introduce light rail transit in a small-scale neighborhood commercial district within a con-
strained right-of-way.  Many of the challenges that MUNI and the Bayview Hunters Point
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community are still struggling with will likely be confronted in Seattle, especially in the Rainer
Valley area.  Some of the lessons learned include:

•  Quick Start Implementation Actions. While sustained economic revitalization re-
quires long-term, phased implementation, MUNI wanted to emphasize quick-start
actions that could be implemented within eight to 24 months. Quick-start actions
create opportunities to establish a foundation for immediate economic revitalization
benefits for the community. Proposed actions included a neighborhood ground-
breaking celebration, neighborhood murals to screen construction staging areas, and
the rail alignment painted on Third Street.

•  Coordination with Redevelopment Agency. MUNI is only beginning to consider joint
development opportunities on its underutilized sites and controls no commercial de-
velopable land in the corridor. Instead, MUNI staff sought to engage and cooperate
with the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (SFRA) in order to plan for appropri-
ate land uses and catalyst projects. MUNI’s role in the process was to plan for and
provide transit and enhancements, with the SFRA taking the lead on land use plan-
ning and providing other redevelopment incentives, such as land assembly.  Both
agencies worked cooperatively by hosting joint economic revitalization forums as part
of the light rail planning process.

•  Strong Merchant Participation.  Because the reconfiguration of Third Street would
effect Bayview Hunter’s Point merchants, MUNI and the SFRA sought the neighbor-
hood business community’s participation so that important concerns could be iden-
tified, including parking and construction impacts on local businesses.

•  Zoning for Transit-Based Residential Densities.  The South Bayshore Plan retained
existing zoning for the Third Street commercial core and surrounding residential ar-
eas.  The Bayview Hunters Point community successfully retained the density and
character of the residential areas that are located adjacent to the commercial core, and
resisted attempts to increase residential densities along the corridor.  Although resi-
dential densities were not increased, the commercial core still allows for densities that
are appropriate for high quality transit service.

•  Concentrate Streetscape Improvements.  MUNI preferred to focus its streetscape en-
hancement dollars in the nine block Bayview Hunters Point commercial core in order
to serve as a catalyst for other public and private investments.  The transit agency
wanted the streetscape improvements to provide a tool for proactively involving chil-
dren and the community, to be a visible sign of change, and to emphasize the com-
munity pride in the public realm.

•  Consider Alternative Measures for Addressing Parking Concerns.  By working with
the residents and business owners through the economic revitalization forums and
environmental review process, MUNI was able to provide parking recommendations
that accommodated both transit and automobiles.  These recommendations included
increasing side street parking by reorienting the on-street parking from parallel to
perpendicular, working with churches to share parking resources, installing additional
short-term parking meters to encourage parking turnover, and developing a parking
signage plan to guide visitors to available parking supply.
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10 San Jose Light Rail

OVERVIEW: TRANSIT SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) operates the Guadalupe Corridor
light rail line, which spans much of the City of San Jose. The 21-mile corridor consists of 34
stations, beginning in the high-tech Golden Triangle area in northern San Jose. It continues
south through downtown and a number of residential neighborhoods, separating into two
branches at Ohlone-Chynoweth station. The branches terminate in the Almaden residential
neighborhood and in the Edenvale Industrial Area, both in southern San Jose. The North Line
portion of the light rail system began operating in December 1987, and the corridor was
completely operational by April 1991. In 1997, the system had an average daily ridership of
21,948 passengers.

Currently under construction is the Tasman Corridor, which runs 12 miles in an east-west
direction north of Guadalupe Corridor. When complete, it will link San Jose with the cities of
Mountain View, Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale, which comprise the industrial heart of Silicon
Valley. The corridor is expected to open in the year 2000.

STATION AREA PLANNING FRAMEWORK

Although land use planning in San Jose has been historically developer-driven, the City has
become more proactive about land planning since the development of the light rail system.
Specific plans, supportive zoning regulations, and transportation demand management
guidelines are examples of strategies used by the City to encourage transit-supportive devel-
opment. Two types of station area planning are currently taking place along Guadalupe Cor-
ridor.

•  Joint Development. High-density residential projects are being planned and developed
at joint development sites in the southern portion of the line. These will replace por-
tions of park-and-ride lots owned by VTA. Park-and-ride lots were targeted by VTA
as potential joint development sites because they are only partially utilized for parking
by light rail users (many lots are only 30 percent full at their peak). Guadalupe Corri-
dor’s first high-density residential projects are in the development and construction
stage at two stations: Almaden and Ohlone-Chynoweth. Residential joint develop-
ment is being planned for four other stations: Capitol, Blossom Hill, Kurtner, and
Tamien. VTA, in preparing for the completion of the Tasman Corridor, recently
completed Station Area Concept Plans, which examines the potential for transit-
supportive development around three stations along the corridor.

•  Housing Initiative and Neighborhood Specific Plans. VTA does not own land adjacent
to rail stations along the North First Street portion of the Guadalupe Corridor. Thus,
joint development is not possible. In this area, the City of San Jose and its redevelop-
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ment agency have primary responsibility for the development of TODs. The City
promotes transit-supportive development in two primary ways: through the Housing
Initiative and neighborhood specific plans. VTA plays an advocacy role in these proj-
ects by reviewing development applications.

THE HOUSING INITIATIVE

The Housing Initiative program was established in 1989 and approved by City Council in
1991. The goal of the program is to encourage high-density housing along the Guadalupe
Corridor from the Metro/Airport station (south of the City’s high-tech area) to its southern
terminus. An initial residential market study found that market demand exists for up to 9,400
high density housing units for the next 10 years in the study area, and over 386 acres which
could yield up to 10,000 units above existing General Plan designations. The City has imple-
mented the study’s recommendations in a variety of ways since program approval:

•  A Transit Corridor Residential General Plan land use designation;

•  A height limit increase from 45 feet to 90 feet for residential developments within the
Transit Corridor Residential designation;

•  Specific plans for transit-oriented neighborhoods in the Jackson-Taylor, Midtown,
and Tamien areas (described below);

•  General Plan amendments on 13 sites that create opportunities for development of up
to 2,200 new residential units; and

•  City Council approved rezonings for high-density housing near transit stations.

NEIGHBORHOOD SPECIFIC PLANS

Both joint and transit-oriented development are supported by specific plans focusing on resi-
dential neighborhoods near the Guadalupe Corridor. The Midtown Specific Plan, Jackson-
Taylor Neighborhood Revitalization Plan (and subsequent Residential Strategy), Tamien Sta-
tion Area Specific Plan, and Communications Hill Specific Plan each incorporate transit-
supportive policies. The City is currently working on the Rincon South Specific Plan, which
focuses on the high-tech area in northern San Jose.

•  Jackson-Taylor Neighborhood Revitalization Plan (December 1987); Jackson-Taylor
Residential Strategy (October 1992).  The Jackson-Taylor neighborhood, located im-
mediately north of downtown, is primarily residential with an industrial area that bi-
sects part of the neighborhood.  Primarily focusing on residential revitalization, it
supports transit through policies calling for pedestrian and bicycle linkages with light
rail and amenities to improve transit stops. However, the plans do not have a strong
transportation element.

•  Communications Hill Specific Plan (April 1992). Communications Hill is located ap-
proximately 2 1/2 miles south of downtown, adjacent to the Curtner and Capitol light
rail stations. Primarily an urban design plan, the Communications Hill Specific Plan
provides the framework for an urban neighborhood on the hill. The neighborhood is
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linked to light rail, bus, and CalTrain – the heavy commuter rail line – through a sys-
tem of existing and potential transit routes, access roads, and pedestrian/bicycle paths.
Shuttle busses are also proposed to further enhance the connection with LRT stations
and bus stops.

•  Midtown Specific Plan (December 1992). The Midtown Specific Plan covers a 210-
acre industrial and commercial services area near the downtown segment of the
Guadalupe Corridor. The goal of the plan is to create a mixed-use community with
high-density commercial and residential uses oriented to transit, while maintaining
some industrial and service commercial uses. The Circulation chapter contains rec-
ommendations for a potential multi-modal facility, which includes both heavy com-
muter rail and light rail facilities; vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation poli-
cies; and a transportation systems management plan.

•  Tamien Station Area Specific Plan (March 1995). This plan was prepared with the
spe-cific intention of creating a transit-oriented community around the Tamien LRT
sta-tion (along Guadalupe Corridor) and the Tamien CalTrain station. Land use, ur-
ban design, and circulation policies are delineated by subarea, and focus development
in a manner conducive to transit use. Residential densities range from 25-55 units per
acre, and maximum heights vary between 35 and 65 feet depending on use, with 90-
foot height limit allowances for landmark buildings. Pedestrian friendly linkages to
transit stations, created through street trees and other improvements, are called for as
well.

Each specific plan includes policies that facilitate the implementation of the plan. Implemen-
tation policies vary depending on the scope of the plan. For example, the Midtown Specific
Plan, the ultimate development of which may require land use changes, focuses on ways to
ease the transition to new uses. Many of the implementation policies in the Tamien Station
Area Specific Plan, however, deal with mitigating potential interface incompatibilities be-
tween new residential and mixed uses, and existing residential and industrial uses.

These specific plans are incorporated into San Jose’s General Plan. Along with the Housing
Initiative, the plans provide a framework for transit-supportive development but not include
their own implementation tools. Rezoning and transportation demand management policies
are some of the tools that are used to implement each specific project.

TASMAN CORRIDOR STATION AREA CONCEPT PLANS

This study was intended to foster collaboration between VTA and local jurisdictions. VTA
selected three future stations for this study, each representing characteristics common to
other stations within the system. Middlefield station, located near the western terminus of
Tasman Corridor in the City of Mountain View, is within an aging light industrial area in the
process of change and intensification. Hostetter station, at the eastern terminus of the Corri-
dor in northeast San Jose, is adjacent to a residential neighborhood and along an auto-
oriented commercial strip. Baypointe station, located at the juncture of the Guadalupe and
Tasman corridors in north San Jose, is within a newly developing employment center that
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includes a major undeveloped site. The Concept Plans envision the following for each station
area:

•  Middlefield Station. This station is located in an area with potential for revitalization
through infill and intensification of existing light industrial land. The concept plan for
Middlefield Station calls for conversion of some industrial land to residential uses,
intensifying the area immediately adjacent to the station. Redevelopment of industrial
properties to an FAR of up to 1.5 can create a concentration of employment within
walking distance of transit. Finally, uses adjacent to the transit right-of-way should be
re-oriented to face the station, resulting in a more positive station environment.
The concept plan for the Middlefield station area purposes revitalization through infill
and intensification of existing industrial land.
– 4 –
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•  Hostetter Station. The future station is adjacent to neighborhoods typifying those de-
veloped in the 1950’s and 1960’s, lacking a strong sense of identity. The land use pat-
tern of the area requires traveling by car to reach many community services. The vi-
sion for the station area is to create a focus and amenity for the neighborhood, and
provide a viable alternative to the automobile. The concept is for the station area to
become a neighborhood center with amenities such as a common green and local-
serving commercial uses with second story apartments or condominiums.

•  Baypointe Station. This station represents an opportunity to create a transit-oriented
community on a vacant site within the fastest growing high-tech employment center
in Silicon Valley. In addition to Baypointe station, two existing stations on Guadalupe
Corridor are adjacent to the site. Objectives for this station area are to improve transit
ridership and the jobs/housing balance; promote pedestrian linkages to transit; and
create a mixed-use commercial center serving both employees and residents.

STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT TRENDS

ALMADEN STATION

Almaden station’s park-and-ride lot is the site of VTAs first joint development project. The
250-unit multi-family residential complex is 80 percent market rate and 20 percent afford-
able, with a density of 47 dwelling units per acre (du/a). The project also includes recreational
areas and a pedestrian/bicycle connection to Los Alamitos Creek Trail. The project will open
in July 1998.

OHLONE-CHYNOWETH STATION

Ohlone-Chynoweth station’s park-and-ride lot is the site of a mixed-use project with 195
units of townhouses, along with a child-care center, retail space and pedestrian plaza adjacent
to the light rail station, and community recreational facilities. 100 percent of the units will be
affordable. Groundbreaking is planned for Spring 1999.

TASMAN EAST

Among the major high-tech developments in North San Jose is Cisco Systems, which is con-
structing a number of buildings in the vicinity of North First Street. One portion of the proj-
ect currently under construction is located on Tasman Drive, east of North First Street. The
office/research and development campus is along the future Tasman Light Rail Corridor, near
the northern terminus of the Guadalupe Corridor. The following are project specifications:

•  Site Area: 160 acres

•  Total Building Area: 3.3 million square feet

•  Number of Buildings: 15 to 19



Sou th San F ranc i s co  Gene ra l  P l an

– 6 –

•  Height/Setback: Not more than 90 feet in height/setbacks consistent with I Industrial
district standards.

FACTORS INFLUENCING STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT

SUPPORTIVE POLICIES FOR JOINT DEVELOPMENT

Directly applicable to joint development projects along Guadalupe Corridor is a General Plan
amendment passed by the City of San Jose in December 1995 allowing high-density residen-
tial uses within 2,000 feet of rail stations. Called the Transit Corridor Residential, the desig-
nation would apply to park and ride lots earmarked by VTA for joint development. In addi-
tion to high density residential uses, neighborhood commercial uses are encouraged within
projects located in areas deficient in neighborhood serving commercial uses. Development
within the Transit Corridor Residential land use category would occur under the Planned De-
velopment zoning district. Two types of residential development are possible within Tran-sit
Corridor Residential areas:

•  Urban Transit Corridor Residential. Sites located in the Downtown Core or within
2,000 feet of rail stations in other intensely developed areas. Uses should be either
wholly residential or allow commercial uses on the first two floors. Densities should
be a minimum of 45 dwelling units per acre.

•  Suburban Transit Corridor Residential. Intended for suburban areas within 2,000 feet
of rail stations. Commercial uses are allowed at the street level within residential proj-
ects, or as neighborhood serving commercial in freestanding buildings with certain
provisions. Densities should be a minimum of 20 dwelling units per acre.

The type of environmental review conducted depends on the funding obtained for a project.
For example, Almaden utilized local funds, which only requires project-level review done by
the developer. Ohlone-Chynoweth, however, was funded by federal monies, which requires
VTA to conduct environmental review for Federal Transportation Authority (FTA) approval
as well as project-level review. According to VTAs joint development manager, the environ-
mental review process had a neutral affect on development.

The permit-approval process at the city level remains the same as for non transit-oriented
projects. No incentives were offered to developers of either project. Developers leased VTA-
owned land at fair market value at an interest rate of 8 percent.

CITY-WIDE COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLANNING

San Jose’s General Plan includes various strategies in support of transit-oriented develop-
ment. Examples are:  growth management policies, with an emphasis on infill development;
“sustainable city” policy, which coordinates land use and transportation; “intensification cor-
ridors” along rail lines with height bonuses and incentives for mixed-use and pedestrian-
oriented development; and the above-mentioned Transit Corridor Residential land use des-
ignation. As a whole, these policies create a structural planning framework for the entire city
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in which station areas become the focal point for new development. This approach makes
station-area planning part of a comprehensive land use planning strategy.

SPECIFIC PLANS

Specific plans, such as the Tamien Station Area Specific Plan, are also used to facilitate devel-
opment along the Guadalupe Corridor. The San Jose Planning Department is currently
working on the Rincon South Specific Plan, which covers the northern, high-tech oriented
portion of North First Street. Most specific plans approach station-area development as a
traffic-reductions strategy. Thus, station-area plans include provisions for increasing density
near stations, requirements for transit use for business around stations, and requirements for
bicycle and pedestrian facilities that promote non-auto travel.

North San Jose Development Policy and Deficiency Plan

The City has adopted policies that address North San Jose, an area dominated by high-tech
office and research/development parks. The North San Jose Area Development Policy and the
Deficiency Plan for North San Jose both contain policies geared toward reducing trips made
by single-occupant vehicles and facilitating transit use. The policies are implemented through
the development permit process.

•  North San Jose Area Development Policy. This document addresses the area north of
I-880 and Berryessa Road in San Jose, as well as the cities of Milpitas, Santa Clara,
Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto. Policies relevant to transit-oriented devel-
opment include Transportation Demand Management and Floor Area Ratios.

•  Transportation Demand Management (TDM). The goal of the TDM program is to
reduce the number of people who travel alone to or from work during the after-noon
peak travel period. The goal is to increase the percentage of commuters using alterna-
tives other than driving alone to 35 percent by the year 2000. At the time the docu-
ment was adopted (March 1988), only 17 percent of commuters in the policy area
used an alternative travel mode.

•  Floor Area Ratio. Existing development in the policy area was assumed to have an av-
erage FAR of .35. This policy increases the FAR to a cap of .40 for vacant com-mercial
and industrial land within 2,000 feet of a transit station. Uses that support the pre-
vailing industrial use, and both internalize trips and encourage ridesharing or transit
use, are exempt from the FAR cap. FAR bonuses are also possible for qualifying proj-
ects.

•  Deficiency Plan for North San Jose. The plan is part of the Santa Clara County Con-
ges-tion Management Program. The plan examines transportation conditions in the
study area, determines the improvements necessary for deficient portions of the
transportation system, and proposes an action plan.

 Projects subject to the Deficiency Plan are either discretionary projects within the
plan area or projects outside the plan area generating more than 100 AM or PM peak
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hour trips that impact facilities within the plan area. Actions supporting transit-
oriented development include:

– Providing bicycle storage facilities at transit centers, such as park and ride lots,
rail transit facilities, and major transit transfer stations.

– Improving pedestrian circulation to provide direct access from buildings to tran-sit
stops, adjoining sidewalks, and neighboring land uses.

– Identifying possible shuttle transit service opportunities for existing employment
centers in the deficiency plan area.

– Site placement requirements designed to encourage the use of alternative modes of
transportation. New buildings should be oriented parallel to streets and have en-
trances oriented toward light rail stations, bus stops, and/or sidewalks with ac-cess to
transit facilities. Preferential parking for carpools and vanpools should be provided,
and parking areas should be located to the side and rear of buildings.

A combination of these requirements are incorporated within development permits for major
office and research/development projects. Project approval depends on developer compliance
with such requirements. When implemented, the policies create a more transit-friendly envi-
ronment where alternatives to the automobile become more viable.

IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS USED

OHLONE-CHYNOWETH STATION

 An element of the Ohlone-Chynoweth Concept Plan involved the redesign of station facilities
to ensure adequate transit parking and operating facilities. This required a reconfiguration of
the existing park-and-ride lot, for which VTA obtained a $250,000 grant from the FTA. As
part of the redesign, existing bus bays will be relocated and the remaining portion of the park-
and-ride lot will be improved.

TASMAN EAST

 The Development Permit for the Cisco Systems project requires a range of transportation
management measures.

•  Congestion Management. In accordance with the North San Jose Deficiency Plan, a fee
of $362 per PM peak hour trip is required, totaling approximately $1.3 million. Site
design requirements include parking preference for high occupancy vehicles, bicycle
facilities, building placement, pedestrian circulation, and transit stop improvements.

•  Trip Reduction Strategy. The project must be in compliance with the City’s Transpor-
tation Demand Management Ordinance, which includes the following transit-related
elements: transit subsidies for all employees; and either participation in a shuttle
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service to the River Oaks station, establishment of a shuttle service to existing LRT
and CalTrain stations until the Tasman Corridor is built, or participation in the Cal-
Train Shuttle Program.

•  North San Jose Deficiency Plan Improvements. Pedestrian/bicycle circulation systems
shall be provided that connect the project to light rail stations.

•  Regional Transit Improvements. The project owner shall build or allow for construc-
tion of regional transit improvements as determined by the City and VTA. Improve-
ments include bus stops and/or duckouts, and a light rail station.

•  LRT Redesign Funding. The project owner shall fund the redesign of Tasman East LRT
facilities in the project area.

SUMMARY OF TOOLS USED

Table 10-1 summarizes the implementation tools  used by VTA and the City to encourage
transit-oriented development around  San Jose’s light rail stations selected for this case study.

SUMMARY ASSESSMENT: IMPLICATIONS FOR SEATTLE

The San Jose case study, like San Diego, shows the importance of having a set of policies that
are applicable to various types of TOD’s along with active public sector involvement in pro-
moting such projects.

•  Supportive Land Use Policies. Both joint and transit-based development in San Jose
are supported by a solid framework comprised of the General Plan, specific plans, and
Housing Initiative policies. San Jose has been successful in implementing transit-
supportive projects because of both its policy base and the implementation of those
policies.

Table 10-1.

IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS FOR TOD AT SAN JOSE LIGHT RAIL STATIONS
Almaden Ohlone-Chynoweth Tasman East

Station Area Market De-
velopment Strategies

Residential project with
pedestrian and bicycle
connection to Los Alami-
tos Creek Trail

100% affordable residen-
tial mixed-use project

Located near light rail
stations along both
Guadalupe and (future)
Tasman corridors

Non-rail Infrastructure
Investments

None Design/construction of
common area

Bicycle facilities, pedes-
trian connection to light
rail

Shared Parking/
Parking Management

n/a n/a Preferential parking for
high occupancy vehicles

Expedited Permits
and Reviews

Permit process: same as
for other developments

Permit process: same as
for other developments

Permit process: same as
for other developments
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Reviews: project EIR
done by developer

Reviews: categorical ex-
clusion done by VTA to
obtain fed. funds; project
EIR done by developer

Development Permit:
includes congestion man-
agement and trip reduc-
tion requirements; light
rail improvements

Rezoning General Plan amendment:
Transit Corridor Resi-
dential

General Plan amendment:
Transit Corridor Resi-
dential

Consistent with I Indus-
trial district zoning

Land Assembly n/a n/a n/a

Direct Public
Investments in Projects

none FTA funding for station
redesign

none

Local Transit
Service Design

Pedestrian access to rail
station

Retail space and pedes-
trian plaza adjacent to
station

Bike lockers at transit
facilities, bike lanes, tran-
sit signal preempts

Transit-supportive non-residential development, applicable to downtown and the northern,
high-tech portion of the Guadalupe Corridor, has been more the result of conditions imposed
within development permits. The conditions focus on a reduc-tion in automobile use and
encouraging the use of other transportation modes. Proj-ects may be transit-oriented in their
density, but parking requirements are not changed, and projects do not necessarily create the
pedestrian amenities or mixture of uses that can help make the station area into an urban
center.

•  Joint Development. VTA, as the region’s transit authority, promotes joint develop-
ment through a marketing program that utilizes flyers and brochures highlighting
TOD projects. The City facilitates joint development through the Transit Corridor
Residential land use designation, specifically designed for higher density residential
projects along the southern portion of the City’s rail system.

REFERENCES; ADDITIONAL SOURCES OF INFORMATION

City of San Jose. Communications Hill Specific Plan. April 1992.

City of San Jose. Jackson-Taylor Neighborhood Revitalization Plan. Adopted December 1987.

City of San Jose. Jackson-Taylor Residential Strategy. Adopted October 1992.

City of San Jose. Midtown Specific Plan. Adopted October 1992.

City of San Jose. San Jose 2020 General Plan. Adopted August 1994.

City of San Jose. Tamien Station Area Specific Plan. Adopted March 1995.

City of San Jose, Departments of City Planning and Public Works. Deficiency Plan for North
San Jose. Adopted December 1994.
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City of San Jose, Departments of City Planning and Public Works. North San Jose Area De-
vel-opment Policy. Adopted March 1988.

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority. Station Area Concept Plans: Tasman Corridor
Light Rail Project. February 1996.

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority. Station Area Specific Plan. February 1996.

TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS

City of San Jose Planning Department

Prevetti, Laurel, (408) 277-4576, 5/12/98. (Residential Transit-Oriented Development)

Jeff Roache, (408) 277-4576, 5/14/98. (High-Tech Transit-Oriented Development)

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority

Tom Roundtree, (408) 321-5782, 5/11/98. (Joint Development)

Julie Render, (408) 321-5779, 5/12/98. (Transit-Oriented Development)
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11 Vancouver BC SkyTrain

OVERVIEW: TRANSIT SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS

BC Transit operates the SkyTrain light rail system, as well buses, passenger ferries, and com-
muter rail in the Greater Vancouver metropolitan area and elsewhere in the province of Brit-
ish Columbia. SkyTrain provides service to 20 stations along its 17-mile route from the City
of Vancouver to Burnaby, New Westminster, and Surrey.

Phase I, the first segment of the SkyTrain route, opened in late 1985, in preparation for Van-
couver’s Expo ’86 world exposition. SkyTrain provided transportation to the major Expo
event centers, and it also connected the downtown Vancouver business district to the neigh-
boring Cities of Burnaby and New Westminster.

The route for Phase I traveled along the path of an older rail line, which went out of service in
the 1950s. Since the neighborhoods along the SkyTrain route originally developed around the
previous rail line, they included relatively high-density residential areas. However, ware-
houses, older industrial sites, and underdeveloped lands were also present along the route,
and many planners and developers viewed these areas as prime locations for redevelopment.
In the years since completion of Phase I, BC Transit has subsequently added additional track
to the system.

SkyTrain is elevated for much of its route, though the stations and tracks in downtown Van-
couver are located underground. Trains run every two to five minutes throughout most of the
day. The trains are completely automated, though roving SkyTrain staff patrol the trains and
light rail stations.

SkyTrain stations are shown in Table 11-1.
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Table 11-1.
VANCOUVER SKYTRAIN LIGHT RAIL STATIONS

Type of Structure Parking Lot?

Waterfront Tunnel No

Burrard Tunnel No

Granville Tunnel No

Stadium Aerial No

Main Street Aerial No

Broadway Aerial No

Nanaimo Aerial No

29th Avenue Aerial No

Joyce Aerial No

Patterson Aerial No

Metrotown Aerial No

Royal Oak Aerial No

Edmonds Aerial No

22nd Street Aerial No

New Westminster Aerial No

Columbia Aerial No

Scott Road Aerial Yes

Gateway Aerial No

Surrey Central Aerial No

King George Aerial No

STATION AREA PLANNING FRAMEWORK

In 1975, the Greater Vancouver Regional District, comprised of representatives of munici-
palities throughout the Vancouver area, adopted the Livable Region Plan that has guided
much of the region’s urban planning in the subsequent decades. The Livable Region Plan,
based on extensive citizen involvement and long-range forecasts, envisioned a regional net-
work of development nodes linked by transit. The plan was designed to prevent sprawling
development up the Fraser River Valley.

Indeed, transit – and SkyTrain in particular – has been instrumental in shaping and guiding
growth in the region in recent years. The Plan established six Regional Town Centres, each of
which was intended to function as a downtown for a community of 100,000-200,000 resi-
dents living and working in the area. The Town Centres were envisioned to have an array of
higher-density housing, businesses, community services, social services, and public amenities.
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In the 1980s, municipalities enacted local ordinances reflecting many of the goals of the Liv-
able Region Plan.

SkyTrain serves the Regional Town Centres of Burnaby Metrotown, New Westminster, and
Surrey City Center. These town centers are intended to have retail, office, and residential de-
velopments that are transit-friendly, though the different centers have had varying degrees of
success in attracting appropriate transit-oriented development. Municipalities and BC Tran-
sit have used supportive zoning, parking restrictions, density increases, right-of-way ease-
ments, and other tools to foster transit- and pedestrian-friendly development in designated
Regional Town Centres. Burnaby and New Westminster have both changed their zoning to
allow density increases near light rail stations. However, New Westminster, east of Burnaby
on the banks of the Fraser River, has been less successful than Burnaby to date in revitalizing
its older downtown area. Downtown development has lagged as new projects have gone to
competing areas within the City, such as Westminster Quay and the uptown entertainment
district.

BURNABY METROTOWN

Burnaby Metrotown is the Regional Town Centre closest to downtown Vancouver on Sky-
Train. The center is about six miles east of downtown Vancouver, and it provides a home to
about 175,000 people. In the mid-1980s, BC Transit placed the Metrotown SkyTrain station
in an older retail area with many abandoned warehouses. According to city planners, devel-
opment rates in the station area doubled or tripled following the start of SkyTrain service. BC
Hydro and BC Tel both located major offices in the Metrotown vicinity, helping spur more
local development.

Citizen outreach helped Burnaby develop an Official Community Plan for Metrotown, and
planners divided the community into several comprehensive zoning districts. Within each
zoning district, the City has identified potential development areas and created area-specific
zoning regulations that govern building character, placement, and architecture. Burnaby also
invested in parks and other park infrastructure in order to foster additional private develop-
ment in Metrotown. Plans for the town center also involved parking management, pedestrian
and bike connections, and changes in bus service. Developers have recently constructed sev-
eral major high-density, mixed-use facilities in Metrotown, including a 900,000-square-foot
retail mall with offices, a 1.1 million-square-foot office/retail complex, and other mixed-use
developments that include housing. In spite of its transit-oriented elements, Metrotown con-
tinues to provide considerable amounts of free parking and associated auto-oriented shop-
ping opportunities. Despite these issues, the City of Burnaby is perceived to be the most suc-
cessful of the Regional Town Centres in focusing development around SkyTrain.

PHASE I OLD INDUSTRIAL AREAS

The first segment of the SkyTrain route followed the former path of an interurban rail line
that ended service in the 1950s. This route included a number of underutilized sites ready for
revitalization, such as abandoned warehouses and older industrial sites. BC Transit made a
concerted effort to locate its light rail stations in these underdeveloped areas. This strat-egy
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helped avoid public protests from residents objecting to major new developments in their
neighborhoods. However, simply locating rail stations in these areas would not have provided
sufficient ridership for the new light rail system. Accordingly, BC Transit re-structured its bus
service to feed passengers onto SkyTrain and provide sufficient rider-ship. This influx of rid-
ers helped drive transit-friendly revitalization of some of the un-derutilized areas.

STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT TRENDS

In April 1989, BC Transit produced a report called SkyTrain, A Catalyst for Development,
which identified more than $5 billion Canadian dollars worth of private investment that had
occurred within a 10- to 15-minute walking distance of the SkyTrain light rail and SeaBus
passenger ferry systems. The document implied that the two rapid transit systems were the
driving force behind the economic investments that occurred in these areas, although it did
not explicitly disaggregate the effects of general growth that would likely have occurred even
without light rail. The report also estimated that the initial investments of Can$5 billion trig-
gered further investments totaling as much as an additional Can$10 billion.

In preparing BC Transit’s most recent five-year plan, planners are currently completing a
comprehensive inventory of existing development as well as planned developments at each
SkyTrain station. The report will also highlight the policy tools used to help implement tran-
sit-supportive developments in these station areas. This report should provide a wealth of in-
formation on development trends and property values by SkyTrain station, but it is not yet
available.

FACTORS INFLUENCING STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT

VANCOUVER METROPOLITAN AREA REGIONAL ECONOMY

Although significant development has occurred around some SkyTrain stations, the recent
economic environment in the Vancouver metropolitan area has not been strongly supportive
of new development. The regional economy is gradually shifting towards a more service-
oriented economy, but this transition is moving slowly. Currently the economy remains sig-
nificantly based on resource-based industries like logging, mining, fisheries, energy produc-
tion, and agriculture; revenues from some of these activities have faced major declines in re-
cent years. Regional unemployment also remains relatively high, and the recent influx of
population and wealth from Hong Kong has declined as of late. As growth slows, municipali-
ties may feel greater pressure to accept less desirable projects, out of the belief that efforts to
modify proposed projects will drive developers to alternate sites in other nearby cities with
fewer restrictions on development.

SUPPORTIVE LOCAL LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT POLICIES

Communities in the Greater Vancouver metropolitan area have undertaken regional ap-
proaches to planning for more than half a century. This regional outlook has facilitated the
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creation of a shared vision for future development. Citizens and their elected officials have
sought to limit freeway construction in the Greater Vancouver metropolitan area since the
1960s, and the Livable Regional Plan that municipalities adopted in 1975 endorsed the ap-
proach of orienting new development around transit rather than highways. The agricultural
reserve policy outlined in the Plan has also helped prevent sprawling development patterns.
The geographic constraints that the region’s mountainous and watery terrain imposes on the
available land base also help favor compact development patterns. The limited supply of land
available for construction results in high property values, making residents more willing or
obliged to accept higher-density housing, which better supports mass transit. The Regional
Town Centres identified in the Livable Region Plan have modified their zoning and commu-
nity plans to help foster transit-supportive development around SkyTrain stations.

JOINT DEVELOPMENT

Aside from the efforts described in this case, joint developments of SkyTrain property by pri-
vate developers have not played a major role to date in fostering transit-oriented develop-
ment around light rail stations. Since BC Transit relies on easements rather than direct own-
ership of most of the SkyTrain right-of-way, fewer opportunities are available for true joint
development. However, in planning for a future SkyTrain extension, BC Transit issued a Re-
quest for Proposals to local developers seeking their concepts for rail station locations and
designs that integrated public and private uses.

PUBLIC FUNDING

BC Transit as well as other government and quasi-public agencies have relocated their offices
to new developments near light rail stations. BC Transit moved its headquarters to the Gate-
way station in Surrey, and BC Hydro and BC Tel located new offices near Me-trotown. Local
redevelopment agencies and BC Transit’s Capital Projects Division helped pave the way for
private investment by taking the first step in investing in new station ar-eas. The City of
Burnaby’s investments in parks and other public infrastructure also helped spur development
in Metrotown.

IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS

STATION AREA PLANNING

BC Transit has worked closely and actively with a range of local and regional entities to spur
development around station areas. Use of air rights and other properties along the light rail
right-of-way has facilitated transit-supportive development as well as creation of additional
public amenities, such as new park lands resulting from density transfers and land swaps. Ad-
ditionally, BC Transit has located its stations strategically within existing Regional Town
Centres designed to accept increased density as well as in underdeveloped areas in need of
revitalization. Locating stations in underutilized areas helped BC Transit avoid NIMBY (“Not
in My Back Yard”) protests from local citizens opposed to redevelopment. For example, the
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rea ready for redevelopment. Additionally, BC Transit’s strategy of rerouting bus
o feed SkyTrain provided sufficient ridership, which, in turn, helped drive redevel-
in underutilized areas.

AIL INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENTS TO IMPROVE
TRIAN AMENITIES AND ACCESS

esource constraints and perceived security concerns, BC Transit has not made signifi-
stments in pedestrian access and amenities at its SkyTrain stations. The agency has
 not pursued a strategy of encouraging people to spend more time around light rail

 since some stations have an undeserved reputation as places that criminals frequent.
 Transit planners have countered that having more people recreating and conduct-
ess in station areas could enhance safety, but their arguments have not yet prevailed.

NG MANAGEMENT AND SHARED PARKING

supply around stations is managed and restricted, with no parking provided at most
ons. On-street parking is encouraged in most town centers, in accordance with the
al neighborhood model. Surface parking lots are typically restricted or prohibited for
elopments. New off-street parking is primarily in-structure or underground; these
ents limit the parking supply by increasing the costs of parking construction. Some

reas have free parking spaces to serve offices and retail activities, but BC Transit pro-
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vides a Park-and-Ride for SkyTrain users at only one station, Scott Road in Surrey. Parking
has continued to pose challenges for BC Transit because the transit agency cannot mandate
the parking policies of municipalities along the SkyTrain route.

ZONING AND REZONING

The 1975 Livable Region Plan established six Regional Town Centres in the Vancouver met-
ropolitan region to provide higher-density residential communities, commercial activity,
community service, social services, and public amenities. SkyTrain serves three of these Town
Centres. Local policies in designated town centers include design criteria, density transfers,
and zoning to restrict parking. Communities established comprehensive zoning districts
along with specific zoning regulations for sub-areas, including building character specifica-
tions, building location requirements, and architectural design criteria. Upzoning in selected
portions of station areas has facilitated development attracted to transit, and such projects
have helped create an atmosphere of success that draws other developers.

LAND ASSEMBLY

BC Transit has not undertaken significant land assembly efforts in promoting development
around SkyTrain, though the system has encouraged some creative redevelopment of right-
of-way easements. BC Transit typically acquires easements rather than fee simple ownership
of the land its aerial system crosses. As a result, landowners along the guideway retain their
rights to develop the property under SkyTrain as well as the air rights above it. In locations
suitable for redevelopment, some property owners have constructed high-density develop-
ments around and above the SkyTrain route. In cases where the SkyTrain crossing resulted in
loss of the original use of site, BC Transit sometimes purchased property and resold it to
other developers. In other locations, developers could transfer unused development rights
along the SkyTrain guideway to increase density at nearby development sites. In such cases,
the unused lands along the SkyTrain route were made into public open space.

DIRECT PUBLIC INVESTMENT IN PROJECTS

As described above in the public funding section, BC Transit as well as other government and
quasi-public agencies relocated their offices near light rail stations. Local redevelopment
agencies and BC Transit helped jump-start private investment by taking the first step in in-
vesting in new station areas. Other community investments in parks and public infrastructure
also helped spur development around SkyTrain stations.

LOCAL TRANSIT SERVICE DESIGN

BC Transit rerouted its bus service to feed passengers onto the SkyTrain light rail system,
forcing a bus-to-rail transfer for many riders. Bus routes that crossed the light rail line were
split into two separate routes, each terminating at a SkyTrain station. This policy enabled the
location of the light rail line in underdeveloped areas, and the ridership this configuration
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provided helped spur transit-related development in vacant areas. Since BC Transit reports to
the provincial government instead of local communities, it was somewhat insulated from
negative public response to this service change. BC Transit’s policy of not providing parking
at most light rail stations also helped encourage the bus-to-rail transfers.

SUMMARY ASSESSMENT; IMPLICATIONS FOR SEATTLE

In the Vancouver metropolitan area, rapid transit has been central to development in desig-
nated Regional Town Centers. However, the SkyTrain experience also illustrates that light rail
alone is not necessarily enough to attract appropriate development to the desired locations.

•  Zoning and Other Policy Tools. Additional policy tools, such as zoning changes and
di-rect public investments, are often needed to promote transit-supportive develop-
ment around rail stations. In addition to upzoning around rail stations, it is also im-
portant to exercise land use controls in areas away from transit where new develop-
ment is not wanted. Municipalities should not expect appropriate station area devel-
opment to come of its own accord, nor should they expect development to help fund
the system. For example, the City of Surrey imposed development charges on new
construction, and little development has occurred to date despite its designation as a
Regional Town Centre.

•  Geography and Land Use Patterns. Like Seattle, the Vancouver area’s natural features
pose significant physical constraints to development that can encourage more com-
pact land use patterns. The Greater Vancouver area, however, has made more con-
certed efforts to limit freeway access into the central city and to restrict conversion of
agricultural lands to other uses.

•  Clear Common Goals. Establishing consistent goals can help guide development. For
example, the shared vision that communities in the Greater Vancouver area articu-
lated in 1975 in the Livable Region Plan has continued to shape development patterns
today. In contrast, the Surrey City Council’s goal of seeking to spread development
around the city has proven incompatible with efforts to focus transit-oriented devel-
opment around the light rail station in its Regional Town Centre.

•  Working with Private Developers. Cities and transit agencies can employ a range of
policy and financial tools to help implement their development goals around transit
stations, but the support of the development community and appropriate market sig-
nals are essential for success. Municipalities and light rail providers cannot force the
development community to accede to their wishes. They can, however, work to gain
the support and buy-in of developers through cooperation, negotiation, and good ex-
amples of successful projects. Targeting initial efforts to generate early successes can
go a long way towards encouraging developers to make future projects into transit-
oriented developments.
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12 Washington D.C. Metro

OVERVIEW: TRANSIT SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS

The Washington D.C. Metropolitan Area Transit Authority operates one of the most exten-
sive and comprehensive commuter rail systems in North America. The Metro system cur-
rently extends 92 miles and includes 75 stations on five separate lines. It links key activity
centers within the Washington D.C. area and provides suburban commuters with convenient
access to downtown Washington.

The Metro system started operation in March 1976, and extensions have opened every 2-3
years ever since. Extensions are currently being constructed that will expand the system to 103
miles and 83 stations by2003. Metro has an average daily ridership of more than 550,000
passengers as of May 1998.46

The Metro system serves an area of approximately 1,500 square miles and covers several ju-
risdictions, including:

•  District of Columbia;

•  Montgomery County, Maryland;

•  Prince George’s County, Maryland;

•  Arlington County, Virginia;

•  Fairfax County, Virginia;

•  Cities of Alexandria, Fairfax, and Falls Church, Virginia.

The proliferation of jurisdictions in the D.C. area has compelled WMATA to establish a com-
prehensive joint development program to work with local jurisdictions for station area plan-
ning. Although WMATA has the authority to develop land directly, unlike BART or most
other commuter rail operators, it is still dependent on local jurisdictions for supportive land
use policies.

Many Metro stations are located underground with little or no station parking; thus, many
stations outside of downtown Washington D.C., such as Bethesda, Ballston, and Rosslyn,
have a strong urban character. Stations farther outside of the center city have commuter
parking lots.

Table 12-1.

SELECT WASHINGTON METRO STATION CHARACTERISTICS

                                                       

46 Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority, Office of Project and Technology Development, 5/5/98.
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1996 Average Week-
day Boardings

Type of Struc-
ture

Parking
Lot? Surrounding Urban Form

Bethesda 7,594 Tunnel No Urban Core

Silver Spring 10,354 Grade/Aerial Yes Urban Core/Transportation Cen-ter

Grosvenor 3,355 Aerial Yes Urban Residential

West

Hyattsville 1,972 Grade Yes Suburban Commercial

STATION AREA PLANNING FRAMEWORK

The Washington D.C. area has had some of the most successful examples of transit-oriented
development in the United States, particularly with regard to office development. This case
study of the Washington Metro will focus on three stations that are in various stages of plan-
ning: Bethesda, Silver Spring, Grosvenor, and West Hyattsville. Bethesda and Ballston already
have well developed transit villages that are the result of 25 years of comprehensive planning.
Grosvenor is in the process of being developed, and West Hyattsville is still struggling to be-
come a transit village, encountering community opposition and inconducive market and
regulatory conditions.

BETHESDA

Bethesda provides an excellent of example of visionary master planning for a downtown area,
centered around a transit station. Montgomery County started planning for the area around
the Metro station in anticipation of station construction. The County approved the Bethesda-
Chevy Chase Master Plan in 1970, which recommended the creation of a CBD boundary
around the station area to contain and guide the expected growth impacts of the new station.
In Maryland, an area Master Plan functions as an amendment to the County General Plan.

The subsequent Besthesda Central Business District Sector Plan of 1976 downzoned the area
by replacing the existing C-2 zone with a new transit station area zone and CBD zones. As a
re-sult, the previous FAR of 14 was eliminated in favor of an FAR range of 4 to 6. Also, the
size of the CBD was reduced and surrounded by a Commercial Transition (C-T) Zone that
would protect residential communities from the effects of major office development. The
1976 plan and subsequent amendments contained several key elements that helped transform
Bethesda into a major office center:
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•  Development at Metro Core. The 1976 established “Stage Areas” that restricted de-
velop-ment applications father away from the station and focused development closer
to the Metro Core. A 1982 amendment lifted the geographical restrictions, so that all
areas with the CBD may now be developed simultaneously.

•  Adequate Transportation Facilities. Overall development approvals are still linked to
avail-able transportation capacity. Since 1989, development expected to generate
more than 50 peak-hour vehicle trips must meet public facilities requirements.47

SILVER SPRING

The Silver Spring Central Business District, particularly the Metrorail station, was the focus of
extensive office development during the 1980s, but little development has followed since then.
The 1980s brought in nearly three million square feet of office space, 188,000 square feet of
retail space, and 640 dwelling units within a quarter mile of the station. Development was at-
tracted to the area by the strong economy and conducive commercial zoning near the sta-
tion.

                                                       

47 Montgomery County Planning Department, Bethesda Central Business District Sector Plan, (July 1994), vi, 23-4.

Montgomery County started planning around the Bethesda Metrorail station before construction began.
New zoning and strong parking management has helped make this station area a success.
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Despite the strong office growth in the 1980s, development slowed to a virtual halt in the
1990s, with the exception of 1.3 million square foot office building for the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA).48 The area suffers from a depleted retail sector, a
relatively weak market for commercial development, lack of street life, and poor urban de-
sign. The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission is currently preparing
the Silver Spring CBD Sector Plan Update, expected in June 1998. The plan is intended to
take advantage of the new economic boom in order to solve some of the area’s ongoing prob-
lems. The Silver Springs station area provides an example of commercial downtown re-
vitalization coordinated with transit-oriented development.

The updated Plan changes the focus of the previous plan. Instead of making Silver Spring a
regional center for comparison retail shopping, the Plan recommends making the area a
community-oriented downtown with housing, local-serving shops, and community facilities
arranged along pedestrian-friendly streets. These uses and pedestrian facilities will be directly
connected into the Silver Spring Metrorail intermodal station.49 The intermodal station proj-
ect is being coordinated by Montgomery County and will link D.C. Metro, MARC commuter
rail, buses, park-and-ride lots, and pedestrians.50  The NOAA building is part of the County’s
plan to link the old downtown area into the proposed transit hub.

GROSVENOR

Grosvenor Station provides an example of transit-oriented development for urban neighbor-
hoods without an existing commercial or civic center. In 1992, Montgomery County ap-
proved the North Bethesda/Garrett Park Master Plan, which includes the Grosvenor Sector
Plan. The 1992 Plan confirms the recommendations of the 1978 Sector Plan, creating special
land use provisions and zoning provisions for the station area. High-density residential tow-
ers and surrounding townhouses are planned for the surrounding areas, and convenience re-
tail and cultural or community facilities, like a day care center, are planned for the Metro site
itself. However, the Plan includes no provisions for urban design, pedestrian access, or other
standards that would create a fully transit-supportive environment.51

Efforts to make the Grosvenor station area into a transit village have come from the private
sector. In 1993, Potomac Investment Properties approached WMATA with an unsolicited
proposal for development. WMATA initially did not pursue development at the station, be-
cause preliminary market studies showed little market for high-density residential units in the
station area. After persistent urging from the development company, however, WMATA is-
sued an RFP, and Potomac Investment Properties was awarded development rights.

                                                       

48 Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Transit Cooperative Research Program Report 16: Transit  and

Urban Form, v.2, part 4 (1996), 63-4.

49 John Matthias, Silver Spring Transit Center: Its Role in Local Revitalization (1998).

50 Montgomery County Park and Planning Department, Silver Spring Transit Center Status Report, (February 1997).

51 Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, North Bethesda/Garrett Park Master Plan (1992) 69-73.
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The Potomac plan proposes a phased residential development of 1403 dwelling units in low,
mid, and high-rise residential structures. Connected open spaces and day care facilities are
also proposed.52 Consistent with the Sector Plan, the development proposed higher density
residential towers with ground-floor retail near the station, with townhouses farther out. The
development will create a new neighborhood focal point at the station and would improve
pedestrian access to the station, which is now surrounded by a park-and-ride facilities and is
bordered by a six-land arterial road.

WEST HYATTSVILLE

The West Hyattsville station area is located in a strip retail district, surrounded by low-density
housing. The Metrorail extension to West Hyattsville in Prince George’s County, Maryland,
prompted County efforts for transit-supportive development, though with little success. In
1989, in anticipation of the Metro, the County Council designated the proposed West Hyat-
tsville station area as a Transit District Overlay Zone. Market studies were con-ducted in 1992
and updated in 1998, which showed little market for office or retail.

A required Transit District Development Plan was completed for the station in 1992, after
completion of the market study. The original 1992 plan was quite visionary and restrictive.
The plan envisioned enhanced retail, high-density housing, and streetscape improvements.
Despite gloomy market indications, the plan assumed that station construction would result
in strong market forces, leading to the formation of a small urban node around the station.53

Assuming a strong market, prescriptive regulations determined land uses for the station area
down to the parcel. In one instance, for example, a hotel was required on the site of an exist-
ing drive-in bank. In order to obtain approval of a site plan for demolition or major recon-
struction on the site, the developer would be required to proposed hotel uses for the site. This
approach proved unrealistic for the local real estate market and overly restrictive for land
owners and developers. 54

The 1998 update eliminated many such restrictions, allowing for more choice and variation in
uses. However, partly in response to the restrictiveness of the overlay zones, the County
Council recently changed the base mixed use zones around the station to allow excessive
flexibility in land use mixtures. Formerly, the mixed use zone required a mixture of use on the
same property. Now, a single use may be provided as long as the adjacent property has a dif-
ferent use, defeating the original intent of the mixed use zones.55

                                                       

52 Roberto Cervero, Transit Villages in the 21st Century (1997), 231-33.

53 Interview with John Funk, Prince George’s County, 5/6/98.

54 Interview with Steven Fisher, Prince George’s County, 5/7/98.

55 Interview with John Funk, Prince George’s County, 5/6/98.
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The transit overlay zones have not provided a strong framework for station area develop-
ment. According to planners in Prince George’s County, the mixed use and transit overlay
zones have been more effective in places with more intensive existing development. The
County is currently considering the use of incentives or public funding to bolster the overlay
zones. Traffic level of service standards may be reduced to E for projects within the overlay
zone; funding for public infrastructure may be channeled to the station area through the
County’s growth management strategy that is currently pending approval.56  Some street and
pedestrian trail improvements have already been done at the West Hyattsville station, but not
as part of a comprehensive program.

The West Hyattsville Transit District Development Plan has a number of innovative parking
management tools.  First, it establishes maximum surface parking ratios within 2,640 feet of
the station (2 spaces per 1,000 square feet for offices and 1.1 spaces per 1,000 square feet for
residential uses), which are approximately one-third lower than ratios beyond the half mile
circle.  On-street parking controls are also imposed.  Trip caps for individual uses are also im-
posed.  When new development would cause these parking ratios and trip caps to be ex-
ceeded, parking enterprise district, with structure parking facilities must be created.  Public
parking garages then would provide opportunities for shared parking and promote more effi-
cient land use.

             

56 Interview
                                          

 with Steve Fisher, Prince George’s County, 5/7/98.

The West Hyattsville Transit District Development Plan proposes specific locations for pub-
lic parking garages, which are to be built when surface parking ratios and trip caps are met.
– 6 –
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STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT TRENDS

The Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments conducted a study in 1983 that took
an initial survey of land use and development around Metrorail stations.57  The study did not
include statistical analysis, but organized profiles of planning efforts, joint development proj-
ects, and surrounding development at existing Metrorail stations. The report made the fol-
lowing summary conclusions:

•  Stations within the District of Columbia all experienced changes in surrounding land
use plans and policies, but development actually occurred only around the downtown
sta-tions, including Farragut North, Farragut West, Gallery Place, and Metro Center.

•  The Rosslyn-Ballston corridor in Arlington County, Virginia, experienced the most
in-tensive development. Between 1978 and and 1983, the corridor acquired 1.8 mil-
lion square feet of office space, as well as 370 residential units. Also in Arlington
County, the Jefferson Davis corridor (including the Pentagon City and Crystal City
stations) accu-mulated 1.5 million square feet of offices and 1,200 residential units.

•  The City of Alexandria experienced some office development around the station area
prior to completion of the study, as did the New Carrollton station area in Prince
George’s County.

•  Other stations experienced little development.

The 1983 Council of Governments study has not been updated, and no comprehensive
analysis of land values or construction around the D.C. stations has been conducted. Some
evidence of development exists, however, from local planning documents, other transporta-
tion documents, case study reports, or interviews. Available information is listed below.

•  Bethesda. By 1995, Bethesda’s downtown area contained 7 million square feet of office
space, 2.3 million square feet of retail space, and 5,000 dwelling units. Prior to Metro’s
ar-rival, Bethesda had a few high-rise office and residential buildings, with predomi-
nantly one- and two- story buildings located on or near Wisconsin Avenue.

•  Silver Spring. After the arrival of Metro, the Silver Spring CBD gained almost 3 mil-
lion square feet of office space, 188,000 square feet of retail space, and 640 dwelling
units, all within one quarter mile of the station. As of 1995, three additional mixed
retail and office development projects were planned. 58

                                                       

57 Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments. Metrorail Station Area Planning: A Metrorail Before-and-After Study

Report (August 1983), 125-131.

58 Transportation Research Board, National Research Council. Transit Cooperative Research Program Report 16: Transit and

Urban Form, v. 2, ch. 4 (1996) 55-64.
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•  Grosvenor. Most residential units in the vicinity of the Grosvenor station were built
prior to the arrival of Metro, and development immediately around the station has
been mini-mal since the station opened. There are current plans for high-rise resi-
dential develop-ment that will add more than 1,400 dwelling units and supporting
retail space to the area.

•  West Hyattsville. Since the station was completed in 1992, the West Hyattsville station
area has experienced no development or changes in land use.59

FACTORS INFLUENCING STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT

Similar to other metropolitan regions, station area development in the Washington D.C. area
has been made possible by the strength of the regional economy. However, because the
Washington D.C. area covers such a large area and has so many distinct jurisdictions, the suc-
cess of transit-oriented development around a particular station has been more strongly
shaped by localized market forces and planning policies.

Development at Ballston and Bethesda stations was made possible by anticipatory, long-range
master plans that promoted high-density, mixed-use, and pedestrian-friendly development.
Also, County governments in both places extended public funding to encourage development
around the station cores.

West Hyattesville, in contrast, has not started to evolve into a true transit village, because the
local market forces have been weak. Moreover, transit overlay provisions have not been
strong enough to lure developers or transform station areas into transit-oriented communi-
ties.

COMPREHENSIVE, LONG-RANGE MASTER PLANS

Of the four stations reviewed in this case study, Ballston and Bethesda have been planned
through comprehensive, long-range master plans. The plans were initiated in anticipation of
the Metrorail extension, and they have provided the structural framework through which all
station-area development has occurred.

The master plans not only establish allowable uses and development standards, but create
comprehensive site and infrastructure programs, definitive implementation strategies for de-
velopment, and phasing for both private development and provision of public services. The
comprehensive nature of these master plans have helped coordinate public and private par-
ticipants. They establish specific actions intended to reach an end-state vision for the station
area.

The Bethesda Central Business District Sector Plan includes several key elements: 1) Land Use
and Zoning Plan; 2) Transportation Plan; 3) Streetscape Plan; 4) Environmental Resources

                                                       

59 Interview with Senior Planner, John Funk, Prince George’s County, 5/6/98.
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Plan; 5) Community Facilities Plan; 6) Historic Resources Plan; 7) Implementation Measures.
Each section contains a description of objectives and recommendations for improvement.
Where relevant, existing conditions are also described. By compiling all the necessary infor-
mation and plans for the station area, the master plan provides a coordinated program for
focusing development at the station.

SUPPORTIVE ZONING

At Bethesda, zoning is used to implement plans for station-area development and to provide
developers with incentives for appropriate uses and amenities. The Bethesda Central Business
District plan includes several different zoning designations, but the area immediately around
the station is designated as TS-R, or Transit Station Residential. The Montgomery County
Code states that the TS-R zone is intended to provide multiple-family residential densities for
use at locations within walking distance of the transit stations. The zoning ordinance estab-
lishes basic use and development standards for the zone, and additional regulations for subar-
eas and certain sites are specified in the district plan.60  CBD zones are used for areas immedi-
ately beyond the station, and help to establish downtown office uses and urban environments.

In Silver Spring, zoning has also been used to implement the Central Business District Sector
Plan, which focuses on the Metrorail intermodal station. In response to the original 1975
Sector Plan for Silver Spring, Montgomery County rezoned most of the CBD area for CBD
zones like those used in Bethesda. While minor zoning adjustments were made over time, the
upcoming 1998 amendment to the Sector undertook an analysis of the existing zoning to de-
termine deficiencies. The analysis found several ways in which zoning inhibited redevelop-
ment efforts or other goals of the Sector Plan. In some cases, zoning did not permit the type
of urban design or character envisioned in the plan, particularly in the vicinity of the station.
In other cases, zoning requirements increased the cost of development in blighted areas be-
yond feasibility, or were inconsistent with market trends. The 1998 update of the Sector Plan
will take the findings of the working paper into account.61

In West Hyattsville, the creation of a transit overlay zone has been used less successfully to
establish station-area uses and standards, because the overlay zone is used outside of an over-
all development plan. The rezoning alone was not enough to catalyze development.62

PUBLIC FUNDING

In comparison to other metropolitan rail stations throughout the county, such at L.A. Metro
or BART, the Washington Metro stations show fewer cases of large-scale public financing.

                                                       

60 Montgomery County, Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 59, Volume 4 of the Montgomery County Code (1993), 260-6; Mont-

gomery County Planning Department, The Bethesda Central Business District Sector Plan (1994), 72-89.

61 Montgomery County, Zoning Working Paper for Silver Spring Central Business District Sector Plan (1998).

62 Interview with John Funk, Prince George’s County, 5/6/98.
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However, Ballston has had public funding components that have bolstered commercial office
and station area development. At Ballston public funding was used to reduce development
costs, particularly associated with parking garages.

•  In Ballston, the County issued industrial development bonds that co-financed a
3,200-car parking garage for Ballston Common, a major regional mall that sparked
nearby office and supportive commercial development. The County also built the
Stuart Street pedes-trian mall to connect the Metrorail station with the mall.63

•  The Federal government also indirectly helped support office development at Ball-
ston. After establishing the policy that all new government offices would be located at
Metrorail stops, Ballston became home to the National Science Foundation, the Na-
tional Pollution Control Center, the U.S. Army Legal Services Agency, the Federal
Deposit Insurance Cor-poration, the Applied Research Planning Agency, and the Na-
tional Rural Electric Coop-erative Association.

JOINT DEVELOPMENT

The Washington Metropolitan Area Transportation Authority (WMATA) has emerged as the
national leader in joint development. Initial ad hoc attempts at joint development were suc-
cessful and lead to the creation of an official policies and staff positions for joint develop-
ment.64  Currently, WMATA has an Office of Real Estate with 35 professional staff members,
10 of which are dedicated to joint development functions.65  Rather than reacting to initiatives
of private developers, WMATA actively seeks joint-development opportunities. WMATA has
completed more than twenty joint development projects, selections of which are listed in Ta-
ble 12-2.

Generally, WMATA has had two major elements in its joint development program, transfer
of development rights and system interface, which the Authority defines as follows:

•  Transfer of Development Rights is the disposition, by lease or by sale, of excess
WMATA-owned or controlled real property interests, including air rights, at or near a
station area.

                                                       

63 U.S. Department of Transportation, Metrorail Station Area Planning: A Metrorail Before-and-After Study Report (August

1983), 77.

64 In 1969, at the Metro Center Station, WMATA obtained easements, as well as ground and underground development rights

at 50 percent of fair market value, from the Woodward & Lothrup Department Store, who was allowed to connect its

planned underground mezzanine directly into the Metro Center Station. In 1975, at the Farragut North Station, WMATA

leased the development rights above the Farragut North Station in exchange for ground rent, a percentage of net operating

income, and rights to locate cooling equipment atop the 11-story office building. (Robert Cervero; Peter Hall; and John Lan-

dis, Transit Joint Development in the United States (Berkeley: Institute of Urban and Regional Development, August 1992).

65 Interview with Alvin McNeal, Washington Metropolitan Area Transportation Authority, 5/11/98.
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•  System Interface is the direct, physical connection of pedestrian, vehicular, or visual
access to WMATA facilities from adjoining private or public development. Connect-
ing facilities could include station mezzanines or entrances, kiss & ride, parking, or
bus areas.

Table 12-2.

SELECT WMATA JOINT DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS
Project
Description

Joint Development
Agreement

Status

Ballston Metro Center 28-story mixed
uses, including ho-
tel, condominium,
office, and retail;
parking.

Air Rights/Land
Lease/Sale/Exchange
at Station.

Completed 1989

Bethesda Metro Center 17-story office
bldg; 12-story ho-
tel; 3-story retail
arcade; public
plaza; parking.

Air Rights/Land
Lease/Sale/Exchange
at Station.

Completed 1985

Chevy Chase Pavilion/
Friendship Heights

Pedestrian connec-
tion to pavilion.

System Inter-
face/Connection Fees.

Completed 1988

Hetch’s Metro Center Pedestrian connec-
tion to shops.

System Interface/Cost
Sharing Agreement.

Completed 1986

International Square/
Farragut West

Pedestrian connec-
tion to office cen-
ter.

System Interface/Joint
Use of Facilities.

Completed 1983

McPherson Square Station 11-story office bldg
over 2-story retail.

Air Rights/Land
Lease/Sale/Exchange-
System Interface.

Completed 1983

Pentagon City Pedestrian connec-
tion to office bldg.

System Inter-
face/Connection Fees.

Completed 1989

Rosslyn Metro Center 19-story office bldg
over 3-story retail.

Air Rights/Land
Lease/Sale/Exchange
at Station.

Completed 1979

Union Station Pedestrian connec-
tion to station and
shops.

System Inter-
face/Connection Fees.

Completed 1988

Woodward & Lothrup
Metro Center

Pedestrian connec-
tion to shops.

System Interface/Cost
Sharing Agreement.

Completed 1977

Source: Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority, WMATA Joint Development Program: Project Summaries (February
1990); Robert Cervero; Peter Hall; John Landis; Transit Joint Development in the United States (Berkeley: Institute of Urban and
Regional Development, August 1992), 61.

In preparing for joint development, WMATA typically conducts preliminary market studies
to determine the feasibility of development at station sites. Visioning and community plan-
ning processes are typically handled by local jurisdictions. Provisions of master plans, urban
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design standards, access needs, infrastructure, or other local policies are sometimes negoti-
ated with local jurisdictions in the early stages of joint development, often before a private
developer is selected. This approach helps make the joint development deal more alluring to
the private partner, because preparations for the site are done ahead of time. In selecting pri-
vate developers, WMATA has formal guidelines to evaluate projects; they want to increase in
ridership for stations and buses, to increase revenue for the Authority, to implement local
master plans, and to promote economic development.

IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS

The more successful station-area planning in the Washington D.C. area has had a solid plan-
ning framework based upon an area-wide master plan that encompasses not only the imme-
diate station area, but the surrounding neighborhoods as well. Zoning was used as an effective
implementation tool at Bethesda, Silver Spring, and Grosvenor, by removing barriers to de-
velopment around the station. At West Hyattsville, the transit overlay zoning failed to serve as
an effective planning frameworks, and as an implementation tool, it was used too restric-
tively.

Overall, the WMATA joint development program also used effective implementation tools.
The exchange of development rights and system interface for mixed-use office, retail and ho-
tel uses maximized pedestrian traffic for developers, attracted additional transit ridership, and
helped generate development interest around stations. WMATA capitalized on the success of
initial, ad hoc joint development agreements to establish a permanent joint development staff
and to seek development opportunities proactively.

SUMMARY ASSESSMENT: IMPLICATIONS FOR SEATTLE

The experience of transit-oriented development along the D.C. Metro can offer Seattle several
lessons:

•  Local Lead. Despite that Metro has played a strong role in station-area development,
local jurisdictions have typically lead projects for station-area development. This ap-
proach had preserved a local emphasis and coordination with local land use planning
efforts.

•  Master Plan. Ballston and Bethesda, two of the D.C. area’s most successful station-
area projects, used master plans for coordinating long-term development around the
station. The master plans coordinated public and private investments, linked station-
area planning with planning efforts for other areas, harnessed existing implementa-
tion tools for the station area, and committed public resources to the station area over
time in coordination with private development. Stations without Master Plans, like
West Hyattsville, have evolved in a much more piecemeal way.
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Table 12-3.

IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS FOR TOD AT WMATA METRO STATIONS
Bethesda Silver Spring Grosvenor West

Hyattesville

Station Area Market
Development Strategies

Preliminary mar-
ket studies.

Market studies
for 1998 Sector
Plan update.

WMATA Pre-
liminary market
studies.

Preliminary mar-
ket studies.

Non-rail Infrastructure
Investments

Sector Plan for
streetscape and
transportation;
phasing for APF.

Planned pedes-
trian improve-
ments in 1998
update.

Planned pedes-
trian improve-
ments for private
site develop-
ment.

Improved street-
scapes, walking/
biking trails.

Shared Parking/
Parking Management

Long-term park-
ing permits for
Metro users in
County parking
lots.

No. No. Retail center
owners not in-
terested in
shared parking.

Expedited Permits
and Reviews

No. No. No. Conformance
with TDDP ex-
pedites process.

Rezoning Sector Plan cre-
ates Transit Sta-
tion-Residential;
CBD zones.

Sector Plan cre-
ates CBD zones.

Sector Plan cre-
ates high-density
residential zones.

Transit District
Overlay Zone;
Development
Plan.

Land Assembly County assem-
bled station-area
sites.

No. No. Some private
sector land as-
sembly.

Direct Public
Investments in Projects

WMATA joint
development;
Sector Plan in-
cludes commu-
nity facilities.

NOAA office
building.

WMATA joint
development

No.

Local Transit
Service Design

No. Intermodal sta-
tion to link
MARC, Metro,
buses, cars.

No. Bus service in-
creased.

•  Supportive Zoning. Transit overlay zones may not create the appropriate land uses
around station areas, because overlay zones typically change development standards.
Such measures may be inadequate for encouraging station-area development. Special
base zones for transit areas may be more effective in creating the appropriate land
uses and pedestrian environment. High-density office or residential zones may add
enough development to the area to support transit. Such zoning may be adequate if a
master plan contains additional design or pedestrian standards. West Hyattsville
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shows, zoning along can accomplish little; rather, zoning is effective in the context of
a more comprehensive plan for development.

•  Public Funding. Few of the stations in the D.C. area received direct public funding for
station-area development or public amenities. Infrastructure investments were typi-
cally provided by developers incrementally. Fairfax County provided funding for
parking and pedestrian amenities upfront at Ballston station, but only in coordina-
tion with approved private projects. The federal government provided indirect assis-
tance, however, by locating federal office buildings at Metro stations. This suggests
that the right type of market conditions, master planning, and supportive zoning can
attract developers without large, upfront public expenditures.

•  Joint Development. WMATA’s joint development initiatives at both the Bethesda and
Grosvenor stations helped entice development. WMATA prepared land use provi-
sions, conducted initial environmental review, and provided system interface and de-
velopment rights to private developers. These initiatives made station-linked joint de-
velopment attractive for the private sector. An initial successful demonstration proj-
ect established the precedent for effective joint development and showcased the bene-
fits of joint development for both surrounding businesses and transit ridership.
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