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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The term transit-oriented development (TOD) is being used increasingly in transit literature, 
particularly in studies related to planning and design of urban rail transit. TOD relates to the 
integration of diverse (but desirable) land uses with transit, both temporally and spatially, 
and is designed to increase transit ridership and to promote desirable land uses surrounding 
the station areas. The major benefits of TOD include reduced traffic congestion, improved 
mixed development, reduced household spending on transportation and others.

The primary objective of this project was to examine the TOD-related activities of peer 
cities along with the Metro Detroit area (if any) and recommend a number of measures to 
integrate TOD as a part of future transit development planning in Metro Detroit. The project 
team visited Atlanta, Denver, Cleveland and St. Louis to gain first-hand knowledge of their 
transit systems and TOD activities. 

Based on the review of TOD-related activities/attributes of various cities, along with the peer 
cities, the project team developed a set of measures to integrate TOD with the planning 
and design of transportation facilities in the Metro Detroit area, to maximize the economic 
growth potential and improve the quality of life of the citizens of the local communities 
and the users of the transit facilities. This study also identified planning, economic, and 
institutional mechanisms for the effective design and implementation of TOD. These 
recommendations are specifically focused on the Metro Detroit area and are intended for 
the Regional Transportation Authority (RTA) of Southeast Michigan. However, they should 
also be applicable to other regions when planning and implementing new transportation 
systems. The recommendations for RTA include:

• Provide mobility for all people by means of a sustainable world-class transportation 
system.

• Use public-private partnerships (PPP) to fund TOD and walkable streets.

• Work closely with the Michigan Land Bank and accept assistance of Urban Land 
Institute.

• In areas of expected massive development (e.g., the former fairgrounds) partner 
with the developers to ensure transit friendliness attributes of the area. 

• Pursue HUD and US DOT grants that support transit–oriented communities (TOCs).

• Recognize places of historical significance and use historical credits to aid develop-
ment in partnership with developers.

• Provide GIS-based economic, demographic, land use, transit and walkability data 
for potential TOD developers to encourage and facilitate their planning and design. 

• Work with cities along the primary transit corridors to develop consistent corridor-
wide zoning and provide guidelines for best practices. 
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• Designate at least one transit station within each city along the transit corridor as that 
city’s information center (maintained by the respective city). To assure consistency, 
provide system-wide station standards of design, visual quality, and maintenance. 

• Consider Smart Street concepts for applicability when building transit routes. 

• Consider planned BRT transit route endpoint stations for BRT-related TOD. Potential 
candidates include: Mexican Town, Masonic Temple, New Center, Pontiac, Shelby 
Township, and Roseville stations. 

• Examine Dearborn’s preliminary TOD plan of intermodal transit center for applicability 
area wide. 

• Work closely with existing agencies, such as the Woodward Avenue Action 
Association (WA3) and Golden Spike to promote TOD concepts along the Woodward 
corridor and other transit corridors.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The term transit-oriented development (TOD) is being used increasingly in transit literature, 
particularly in studies related to planning and design of urban rail transit. TOD relates to the 
integration of diverse but desirable land uses with transit, both temporally and spatially. They 
are designed to increase transit ridership and to promote desirable land uses surrounding 
station areas. A desirable feature of TOD is pedestrian orientation, as demonstrated in a 
number of recent studies. A TOD complex is typically centered on a transit station with 
gradually decreasing density contour lines, characterized by high density development 
in the center with progressively lower density development spreading outward from the 
center. One formal definition is:1

Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) is typically defined as more compact development 
within easy walking distance of transit stations (typically half a mile) that contains a mix 
of uses such as housing, jobs, shops, restaurants and entertainment.

Although the above definition of TOD does not mention any specific transit mode, current 
development patterns in North America (USA and Canada) suggest that urban rail transit, 
particularly light-rail transit (LRT) is most conducive to TOD.2

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TOD AND TRANSIT

Over the last decade, there has been an increased interest by American and Canadian 
cities in constructing light rail transit (LRT) systems in metropolitan areas with the intent 
of improving mobility.3 Other factors that have driven the LRT trend include, but are not 
limited to:

• Reduced negative environmental impacts compared to standard buses (powered 
by fossil fuels).

• Ability to carry larger passenger volumes efficiently.

• Better service reliability than standard buses. 

• Reduced dependence on foreign-sourced fossil fuels (i.e., crude oil).

• Ability to generate significant economic development.

• Less capital-intensive than rapid-rail transit (RRT) systems.

• Better societal image than standard buses.

A preliminary search indicated that there are: 

• 29 cities in North America that have LRT systems in operation.4

• More than 20 cities under extension or under construction for LRT.5
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• More than 35 cities where LRT systems are in various stages of system planning 
and design (including the Detroit metropolitan area).6

• Over 100 TOD projects currently exist in the United States, and the majority of them 
are located around heavy, light and commuter rail stations.7

The current literature indicates that many of the LRT programs are on their way to achieving 
their desired goals of generating higher passenger ridership than the existing bus service, 
fostering significant economic development, and reducing travel congestion, as observed 
in San Francisco Bay area, Arlington County, Virginia, Hillsboro, Oregon and others.8 One 
recent study found that a major economic advantage of TOD is a significant reduction in 
transportation costs for households located in or around TOD areas.9 The study shows that 
households with sufficient access to transit stations (i.e., considered to be within a five-
minute walk of the transit station), spend about nine percent of their household income on 
transportation, while the corresponding figures of the average household and households 
in the suburbs in the United States are 19 percent and 25 percent, respectively. The recent 
increases in crude oil prices are likely to cause this gap to increase even further in the future. 

Another study observed that TOD-type housing options in four metropolitan areas produced 
significantly less traffic than that generated by a comparable conventional development.10 
At the national level, these savings are likely to result in less dependence on foreign 
oil. Lastly, recent experience with transit in different cities shows that for every dollar of 
investment in transit, there is an additional five to six dollars worth of economic development 
generated by TOD programs.11

Thus, the major benefits of TOD can be summarized as:12

• Reduced traffic congestion, traffic hazards, and environmental pollution.

• Increased transit ridership due to the 4D attributes of TOD: density, diversity, design 
and distance to station. 

• Potential for significant economic development in proximity to TOD.

• Reduced household spending on transportation, with a focus on lower-income 
households.

• Reduced dependence on non-renewable energy.

• Promoting of walkable communities and desirable land uses.

• Potential reduction of urban sprawl.

• Promoting of vibrant station centers, conducive to pedestrian travel.

There is no universally-accepted premise about what TOD should accomplish. However, 
a review of TOD experiences of other cities reveals that:13
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• Neighborhoods near transit are more racially and socio-economically diverse than 
other neighborhoods.

• The growth of households within transit zones will be significant in the next 20 years.

• For every 100-foot decrease in distance between a home and the TOD, the average 
sale price of the home is increased by $10,500.

• TOD creates a sense of community and a place where children can play and adults 
can grow old comfortably. 

• In Portland, Oregon after implementation of TOD, the transit mode share of work 
trips increased from 31 to 46 percent, while non-work trips increased from 20 to 31 
percent.14

Compared to other types of developments, environmental and community related benefits 
include:

• Land preservation.

• Reduced air pollution.

• Improved air quality.

• Improved quality of life for everyone.

• Less driving time, with potential to allow more time with family and friends.

• Improved accessibility.

• Improved health.

• Encourages walking and biking.

• Increased pedestrian safety.

• Slowed automobile traffic.

• Fewer automobile accidents.

• Increased “eyes on the street.”

Travel Impacts

People living in communities with high quality and well integrated transit (transit-oriented 
communities [TOC]) own fewer vehicles (0.93 per household versus 1.93 per household), 
drive half as many miles yearly, walk and bicycle four times more, and use transit 10 times 
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more (1.2 percent versus 11.5 percent) than residents of more automobile dependent 
communities.15 Table 1 displays this pattern in Portland, Oregon, based on land use type.

Table 1. Mode-Split Pattern of Transit-Oriented Communities in Portland, 
Oregon

Land Use Type
Auto Ownership 
per Household

Daily VMT 
per Capita

Mode Split (%)
Auto Transit Walk Bike Other

Good Transit/ Mixed Use 0.93 9.80 58.1 11.5 27.0 1.9 1.5
Good Transit Only 1.50 13.28 74.4 7.9 15.2 1.4 1.1
Remainder of Region 1.93 21.79 87.3 1.2 6.1 0.8 4.0

Source: Todd Litman, Evaluating Public Transportation Health Benefits (Victoria, B.C, Canada: Victoria Transport 
Policy Institute for the APTA, June, 2010).

TOD-FAVORABLE POLICIES

According to the Center for Transit-Oriented Development (CTOD), the policies shown 
in Table 2 support economic development located along a new transit corridor.16 These 
policies, if considered, should encourage TOD and TOD-favorable activities.

Table 2. Example of Economic Revitalization Policy
Policy Impact
Local Hire Requirement Makes transit construction beneficial for those who live along the 

corridor (contributes to local economy, generates community pride, 
engenders a sense of “ownership” of the project worked on).

Tax Breaks and Other Incentives Encourage businesses to locate near transit stations.

Creation of  
Business Improvement District (BID) or  
Tax Increment Financing District (TIFD)

Assists to fund streetscape and other improvements.

Shared Parking Preserve access to local businesses before, during and after 
construction.

Source: Reconnecting America’s Center for Transit-Oriented Development (CTOD), TOD 203: Transit Corridors and 
TOD; Connecting the Dots [Guidebook] (October 2010, updated February 15, 2011), 19 (list) http://ctod.org/
pdfs/tod203.pdf (accessed January 7, 2014).

FACTORS RELATED TO TOD

A number of factors must be considered while examining the TOD potentials of any site. They 
include, but are not limited to, existing land uses, demographics, employment distribution, 
zoning, walkability and density within a half-mile radius of a station. Compared to other 
attributes (demographics, land use and others) normally considered when evaluating 
potential TOD, walkability (as quantified by Walk Score®) and density factors are not as 
familiar attributes of a station’s surrounding area. Thus they are described here for the 
sake of clarity.
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Walk Score®

In order to quantify the walkability of a candidate site for TOD, Walk Score® (a tool 
developed with the intent of scoring geographic locations on their pedestrian-friendly 
attributes) is utilized in some cities.17 For example, Metropolitan Atlanta Regional Transit 
authority (MARTA) provides Walk Score® information next to each station to encourage 
TOD, but St. Louis and Denver do not provide such information. The algorithm used by 
its developers ranks addresses on an additive scale (see Table 3), ranging from 0 to 100 
(representing descriptions of “Car-Dependent” to “Walker’s Paradise,” respectively. Using 
this approach, points are awarded to the address in question according to the number of 
destinations in its proximity, and their relative distance to them as well. Points of pedestrian 
attraction beyond one mile from the entity in question are not counted in the Walk Score.

Table 3. Walk Score® Thresholds
Score Category Name Walkability Description

90 - 100 Walker’s Paradise Daily errands do not require a car.

70 - 89 Very Walkable Most errands can be accomplished on foot.

50 - 69 Somewhat Walkable Some amenities within walking distance.

25 - 49 Car-Dependent A few amenities within walking distance.

0 - 24 Car-Dependent Almost all errands require a car.

Source: Walk Score, “How It Works” (June 23, 2010), http://www.walkscore.com/how-it-works.shtml (accessed 
January 7, 2014).

Density

TOD-related development should be relatively dense and compact within the core area 
(normally defined as the area within a 0.5-mile radius). Density can be measured in the 
following ways:

• Floor Area Ratio (FAR): This is the ratio of the total built (floor-space) square footage 
on a site with respect to its land area. This is frequently used to measure density. 
For example, a site with land area of 100,000 square feet and 300,000 square feet 
of building floor space on it has a FAR value of 30.

• Dwelling Units per Acre (DUPA): As the name describes, this is the number of 
residences built in an acre’s area. TOD professionals use DUPA as a measure of 
density for their residential developments. For example, a single-family home on 
a 0.25-acre lot has a DUPA of four. However, an apartment complex (with multiple 
residences within a single building) in an urban setting can easily represent a DUPA 
of 75 or more. 

According to MARTA TOD guidelines, the most recognizable measure of density and scale 
is height.18 However, height and density do not always translate the same way all the 
time. For example, a taller building with more open green space at the ground level and a 
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shorter building with less open green space could have the same FAR or DUPA. Accepted 
density guidelines are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. TOD Residential Density Guidelines, by Station Type, MARTA 2010
Station Type FAR DUPA Height (floors)
Urban Core 8.0-30.0 75+ 8-40
Town Center or Commuter Town Center 3.0-10.0 25-75 4-15
Neighborhood 1.5-5.0 15-50 2-8
Arterial Corridor 1.0-6.0 15-50 2-10

Source: Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA), “Chapter 5: A Model TOD Zoning Overlay,” in MARTA: 
Transit-Oriented Development Guidelines (Atlanta, GA: MARTA, November 2010) http://www.itsmarta.com/
uploadedFiles/About_MARTA/Planning_and_Projects/TOD_and_Real_Estate/Chapter%205-A%20Model%20
TOD%20Zoning%20Overlay.pdf (accessed January 7, 2014).

Notes: FAR: Floor Area Ratio 
DUPA: Dwelling Units per Acre
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II. RECOMMENDED APPROACH FOR IDENTIFYING  
TOD LOCATIONS

The process of identifying transit-oriented development (TOD) packages at any selected 
site requires detailed analyses of the existing conditions (e.g., population, land ownership) 
and the possible barriers that may inhibit TOD implementation (e.g., zoning definitions and 
classifications). 

DEVELOPMENT INVENTORY

In order to develop a TOD package at any site, it is first necessary to assess the type 
of existing development within some pre-defined influence boundary. For TOD projects, 
that pre-defined boundary should be established as no greater than a 1.0-mile walking 
distance (to capture the upper boundary of comfortable walking distance for transit riders 
and TOD residents), and the types of development that may be of interest include, but are 
not limited to, the following:

• Residential (e.g., for-sale, rental, senior, low-income)

• Retail/Service/Commercial (e.g., eateries, apparel store, drugstore, grocery)

• Public/Civic/Institutional (e.g., parks, pedestrian plazas/common areas, schools, 
churches, hospitals)

These data enable developers to determine what type of new businesses to include among 
the existing development to allow for growth and expansion.

POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS

Along with noting the existing developments in a TOD area, the characteristics of the 
surrounding area’s population must be analyzed when considering development or 
redevelopment. Developments that cater to the needs of this local population, while 
attracting new population would be considered highly desirable. For example, if part of 
the population in a TOD area consists of people of a certain demographic (elderly or low-
income, for example), one may consider including businesses that not only accommodate 
their interests and needs, but also those that are likely to attract new people (visitors as 
well as residents). 

According to Reconnecting America (CTOD), gentrification is an issue.19 However, cities, 
states and the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) are 
taking the necessary steps to reduce the chances of gentrification by: 1) imposing rent 
control, 2) requiring a certain percentage of rental units to be affordable, and 3) providing a 
tax incentive to developers. It must be noted that there are 255,636 privately owned HUD-
subsidized units within a 0.5-mile radius of existing or proposed rail stations in 20 regions 
(including New York, Boston, Houston, and San Francisco).20



Mineta Nat ional  Transi t  Research Consort ium

10 Recommended Approach for Identifying TOD Locations 

LAND OWNERSHIP

Available land may have to be transferred from an existing owner to a developer in order 
for development to occur. Rather than owning several parcels of land scattered throughout 
an area, a developer may wish to assemble adjacent parcels of land into larger blocks to 
facilitate desirable development patterns. 

The condition of the local real estate market has significant impact on the success of 
TOD. Denver Regional Transportation District (RTD) uses a very successful land-banking 
approach with the assistance of the Urban Land Institute (ULI).

ZONING

Zoning is a primary determinant to the types of land uses permissible under local ordinances 
and may be a major issue when dealing with any type of development/redevelopment 
project. With the TOD goal in mind, zoning definitions/classifications may have to be 
adjusted to allow for a specific type of building/project. The feasibility of such zoning 
changes under the current city ordinances must be carefully assessed. 

FUNDING

A key factor in the successful implementation of any TOD program is the availability of 
funding. Funding can come from various sources, such as grants, special tax provisions, 
incentives, private donations, etc. Amidst all the planning barriers, funding may be the last 
hurdle to be cleared before project groundbreaking takes place.

BARRIERS TO IMPLEMENTATION

Although there are many factors in each of the studied TOD sites that are believed to 
ease the implementation process (e.g., high transit ridership, existing vibrant community, 
proximity to frequently-traveled travel corridors), there may also be underlying factors that 
could inhibit TOD implementation as well. Examples of such inhibiting factors include:

• Assembly of disaggregate and scattered land parcels (properties may be difficult to 
purchase or obtain).

• Costs of infrastructure improvements (e.g., sidewalk/curb construction, storm water 
drainage, pedestrian and vehicular traffic signals, street lighting).

• Vehicular and pedestrian traffic issues (e.g., capacity, safety, operations).

• Financing challenges (e.g., sources of funding, community support for funding).

• Lack of coordination among TOD stakeholders (e.g., public versus private 
organizations; local/state/federal governments, private property owners).

• Market conditions (lack of demand for new developments).
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III. MECHANISMS DEPLOYED TO IMPLEMENT TOD

GENERAL MECHANISMS 

The implementation of any new program (e.g., TOD, joint development, etc.) is often 
hindered by different barriers. In order to overcome these barriers, it may be necessary 
to deploy a different set of mechanisms or techniques. TOD stakeholders may execute 
the development mechanisms described below. This includes a broad range of groups 
and organizations, including, but not limited to: local governments (e.g., planners, city 
council, and public works), federal/state/regional governments (e.g., FHWA, HUD, MDOT, 
and SEMCOG), private developers, transit providers/agencies, and financial institutions. 
The deployment of these mechanisms requires significant intergovernmental cooperation 
at different levels. Mechanisms may be classified into three categories:

• Planning: This relates to strategies that may be used to change zoning definitions 
or master plans for communities to facilitate the implementation of TOD programs. 
Examples include creating overlay zoning districts, benefit assessment districts, 
empowerment zones, and rezoning properties.

• Institutional: This relates to strategies involving a planned arrangement for the 
coordination of efforts and use of resources among different TOD stakeholders. 
Examples of this mechanism include the creation of project-specific planning 
commissions (i.e., TOD-focus), joint-development programs, municipal powers, 
development rights, and court rulings.

• Economic: This relates to strategies that may be used by TOD stakeholders to 
overcome economic barriers through a commitment of public monetary resources. 
Examples include property leasing, public-private partnerships (PPP), tax incre-
ment financing districts (TIFDs), land banking, alternative sources of funding, land 
acquisition, and grants (local, state, or federal).

Metro Detroit has many examples where such mechanisms have been utilized for the 
execution of development projects. Mechanisms that may be used for the implementation 
of TOD projects in the state of Michigan, the Southeast Michigan Council of Governments 
(SEMCOG) region, or counties and local governments are listed in Table 5.21
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IV. EXPERIENCE OF TOD IN COMPARABLE CITIES

The project team visited the four cities of Atlanta, Cleveland, St-Louis and Denver to 
discuss their transit-oriented development (TOD) related experiences.22 Although some of 
the information presented here could have been be obtained even without visiting those 
cities, visits and face-to-face discussions with agency professionals exposed the project 
team to a number of unique features that made these visits worthwhile. Some of these are:

• Branding of the HealthLine in Cleveland and its impact on TOD.

• Leadership style of the Cleveland Regional Transit Authority (RTA) CEO.

• Land banking activities of the Denver Regional Transit District (RTD).

• Activities of Metropolitan Atlanta Regional Transit Authority (MARTA), without CEO.

• Impact of TOD-related investments on adjacent neighborhoods and school districts.

The findings of the team’s visits are summarized below. 

ATLANTA

Metropolitan Atlanta Regional Transit Authority (MARTA) carries more than 500,000 riders 
every day.23 In addition to MARTA, other agencies, namely Georgia Regional Transit Authority 
(GRTA), Cobb Community Transit and Gwinnett County Transit provide express bus service. 
More than $4 billion has been invested along MARTA’s corridor as a part of TOD.

It is to be noted that MARTA contributes $476 million per year to Atlanta’s gross regional 
product.24 In order to encourage TOD within the vicinity of transit stations, land use, 
demographic, zoning, Walk Score®, density, and other information are available for more 
than 30 stations. Regional transit agencies along with metropolitan planning organizations 
have played a key role in planning and implementing TOD by providing funds. In the case 
of MARTA, this effort is shown in Table 6.25

Table 6. Source of TOD-Related Grants, Loans, Tax Credits and Other Financial 
Incentives

Funding Authority Grant Type Description
Livable Centers Initiative,  
Atlanta Regional Commission 

Planning Planning grants that encourage local jurisdictions to plan 
and implement strategies that link transportation 
improvements with land use development strategies to 
create sustainable, livable communities consistent with 
regional development policies. Funded with federal STP 
dollars at ~$5M annually. 
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Funding Authority Grant Type Description
Beltline Affordable Housing 
Trust Fund, Atlanta 
Development Authority 
 

Implementation/ 
Property Acquisition 

Grants available for private developers and Community 
Housing Development Organizations to create and 
preserve affordable housing within the Atlanta BeltLine Tax 
Allocation District (a future 22-mile transit loop). Program 
funded with $8.3 million of general funds from the City as 
well as a set-aside of beltline tax increment revenues. 
Projects receive up to $2.5 million per multi-family 
development or $750,000 per single-family development. 

Source: Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA), MARTA: Transit-Oriented Development Guidelines 
(Atlanta, GA: MARTA, November 2010) (accessed January 7, 2014).

CLEVELAND

The Cleveland RTA serves 1.28 million residents of 39 cities and townships. Since 2006, a 
significant amount of development has taken place along its transit corridor.26 

A major highlight of the Cleveland system is the development along the HealthLine, a bus 
rapid transit (BRT) line. Unlike other cities, readymade information surrounding any transit 
stop is not available. 

The world renowned Cleveland Clinic and University Hospital has sponsored the BRT 
line along historic Euclid Avenue and branded it as the HealthLine. The Cleveland RTA, 
in conjunction with the City and local business, was able to attract market rate and 
affordable housing developments. By 2010, more than $4.3 billion had been invested 
along the HealthLine corridor.27 However, TOD along other corridors namely along light 
rail transit (LRT) and bus lines is not significant. In discussions with agency professionals, 
it was reported that the financial benefits have not permeated the immediately adjacent 
neighborhoods, or the adjacent school district.

DENVER

The Regional Transportation District (RTD) of Denver provides bus and LRT services today, 
but as a part of their FasTracks initiative, light/commuter rail and BRT will be added within 
the next few years. The system presently carries more than 300,000 riders on any given 
day.28 RTD uses a set of eight factors in planning and implementing TOD. RTD has been 
a model of innovative engagement and collaboration to forward TOD implementation. For 
example, along the west corridor, the cities of Denver and Lakewood and their housing 
departments formed a joint venture to do a corridor-wide implementation plan focusing on 
equitable development. 

RTD takes an active role in locating stations and park-and-ride lots to support TOD. For 
example, a private development group invited RTD to move a station onto its property to 
facilitate TOD. 

RTD’s Land Bank is a very successful venture. It has sold five parcels of land next to Union 
Station for $30 million and is planning to invest in TOD.29 
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FasTracks provides long-term funding for TOD-related activities, which is a unique 
practice. Various agencies and metropolitan planning organizations have played a key 
role in planning and implementing TOD in Denver by providing funds as shown in Table 7.

Table 7. Regional and Transit Agencies that Provide Grants, Loans, Tax Credits 
or Direct Financial Incentives to TOD, Denver

Authority Grant Type Description
Station Area & Urban Center 
Planning Funds,  
Denver Regional Council of 
Governments 

Planning Station Area/Urban Center Planning grants assist local 
governments in developing plans for existing and future 
transit station areas and designated urban centers that 
further the region’s goals and meet the needs of local 
communities. Program funded at $3.5 million over 4 years. 

Denver Metro Mayors Caucus 
TOD Fund,  
CO Housing and Finance 
Authority 

Implementation Seven cities that are part of the regional Mayors Caucus 
pooled their Private Activity Bond authority to finance the 
construction or rehabilitation of multi-family rental projects 
near existing or planned transit. Money cannot be used to 
purchase or hold land. Projects must meet criteria related 
to size, affordability and transit accessibility; gain access to 
lower debt financing costs and to Low Income Housing Tax 
Credits. The fund has $65 million. 

TOD Acquisition Fund,  
Urban Land Conservancy, 
Enterprise Community Partners,  
City and County of Denver, 
Several other investors 

Property 
Acquisition 

Acquires properties in current and future transit corridors, 
with the goal of creating and preserving up to 1,200 
affordable housing units. The fund is capitalized at $15 
million, with an eventual goal of $25 million in total loan 
capital. The fund will purchase and hold sites for up to five 
years along transit corridors. 

Source: Hanifin et al., Study of Factors that Enable and Inhibit Effective Regional Transit in SE Michigan: Phase I, II, 
and III (Detroit, MI: Mineta National Transit Research Consortium, 2013).

ST. LOUIS

St. Louis Metro (Bi-State) provides both bus and LRT services along with some paratransit 
service. More than 54,000 daily30 riders use this system. St. Louis Metro earns the most 
revenue per rider in comparison to other visited transit systems. Since the inception of the 
transit system, more than $2 billion have been invested in TOD.31

They developed the most comprehensive database for 37 existing MetroLink LRT stations. 
These data (Figure 1) include demographic, land use, zoning and other related information 
within the 0.25- to 0.5-mile radius of selected LRT stations. However, unlike MARTA, St. 
Louis does not provide walkability (Walk Score®) or density (floor area ratio [FAR]) related 
information. Otherwise, the MetroLink information can be used to determine the potential 
for TOD around each of the 37 LRT stations. 
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Figure 1. Transportation and Housing Information around a LRT Station 

in St. Louis
Source: Citizens for Modern Transit-St. Louis, http://www.cmt-stl.org/wp-content/uploads/2011 

(accessed January 14, 2014).
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V. TRANSIT IN METROPOLITAN DETROIT, MICHIGAN

The Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG) is the metropolitan planning 
organization (MPO) designated for the southeast Michigan region encompassing seven 
counties: St. Clair, Macomb, Wayne, Oakland, Livingston, Washtenaw, and Monroe).32 
The current population of the southeast Michigan area is more than four million, placing it 
among the top five most populous regions in the country. 

Long-term predictions conducted in early 2012 indicated that overall population growth will 
be 0.8 percent, while household will grow by 6 percent, but jobs will grow by 12 percent 
over the next 30 years 2010-2040.33

In 2010, approximately 143,358 households in the SEMCOG region have been identified 
as households without access to a private automobile.34 Despite this figure, the modal split 
for transit in the region is very low: only 2.0 percent of people commuting to their place of 
employment do so using public transit (mostly captive riders). In contrast, 94 percent of 
commuters travel to work by car, van, or light truck.35 Thus, Metro Detroit area cannot be 
designated as a transit-oriented community (TOC).

Regions with similar population bases in the United States and Canada (e.g., Washington, 
D.C.; San Francisco, CA; Boston, MA; and Toronto, Canada) have successfully created 
and maintained a transit base by attracting choice riders, thereby significantly reducing 
congestion levels, environmental pollution, and dependence on fossil fuels.36 The common 
ingredient among these cities is some type of rail-based travel mode, either LRT or rolling 
rapid transit (RRT). 

Choice riders are those commuters who choose to travel by way of public transit, despite 
the fact that they own at least one private automobile. Very little emphasis, if any, has been 
placed by policy makers in this region to attract these riders (until now, by creating the 
Southeast Michigan Regional Transit Authority in 2013). This is evident from the fact that, 
while the region ranks fifth in population in the country, it ranks 23rd, both in the number 
of miles and hours of transit services provided.37 Furthermore, the region ranks 21st in the 
amount of local dollars spent on transit. However, this trend will most likely change due to 
the creation of the RTA. 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

As stated in the SEMCOG report, many regions in the United States spend more than 
three times as much, per capita, for transit services than does Metro Detroit area: Detroit: 
$75.00, Cleveland: $180.00, Atlanta: $190.00, San Francisco: $490.00 (see Figure 2).38 
The contribution of farebox income towards the operating cost in these cited regions are 
at 19 percent, 21 percent, 28 percent, and 38 percent, respectively. It is to be noted that 
nation’s largest transit agency, New York, is at 56 percent in this context.39 Also, local 
government funding varies widely, with the highest being Cleveland (73 percent) and 
lowest being Detroit (32 percent).40 Other factors that have limited the availability of transit 
activities in the region (until recent legislative action establishing the Southeast Michigan 
RTA) include: the lack of consensus about the structure, governance and funding of a 
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regional transit system, and lack of support among the public-at-large for a viable transit 
funding base.

This situation is exemplified by a number of missed opportunities experienced in obtaining 
transit resources. For instance, the bulk of a $600 million commitment made by the federal 
government in 1974 was “lost” because of a general lack of consensus on the programming 
and planning aspects for a transit system.41 Similarly, the first regional transit agency in the 
Metro Detroit area, Southeast Michigan Transportation Authority (SEMTA), was created in 
the early 1970s without a dedicated local transit support base (unlike other metropolitan 
regions in the country), thereby limiting the region’s ability to compete for federal grants.42

Figure 2. Selected United States Metropolitan Regions: Per Capita 
Transit Spending

Source: Environmental Council, http://www.environmentalcouncil.org/mecReports/TransitVision2008.pdf 
(accessed January 16, 2014).

Lastly, no transit allocations were made out of increased gasoline tax revenues in the 
state, resulting from 1997 legislation, despite the fact that up to 10 percent of these funds 
could have been dedicated for transit. 
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Transit services are currently provided by three major agencies in the Metro Detroit: 

• Detroit Department of Transportation (DDOT): Provides service within the city limits 
of Detroit, Hamtramck, and Highland Park.

• Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional Transportation (SMART): Provides service 
for the greater Metro Detroit area, with limited service within the Detroit city limits 
(including the cities Hamtramck and Highland Park). 

• Detroit Transportation Corporation (DTC): Operates the People Mover system.

DDOT and SMART provide bus route service for over 100,000 transit miles per operating 
day, generating a daily ridership of over 160,000.43 A number of other transit services are 
available in the SEMCOG area for their respective local communities: 

• Ann Arbor Transportation Authority (AATA): Provides service for the city of Ann Arbor.

• Blue Water Area Transportation Commission (BWATC): Provides service for the city 
of Port Huron.

• Lake Erie Transit (LET): service for the city of Monroe and for Monroe County.

Additionally, the M-1 Rail organization is a non-profit public-private partnership of Detroit area 
business and civic leaders that intends to plan, construct and operate a LRT system within the 
central business district of Detroit to stimulate economic development by late 2015.44
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VI. VARIOUS CHARACTERISTICS OF DETROIT AND 
COMPARABLE CITIES

Information related to population, median income, mean travel time, and land area of various 
cities including Detroit is presented in Table 8. Based on the 2010 census, population 
density of the city of Detroit is close to Cleveland, Pittsburg and St. Louis, and much higher 
than Atlanta, Denver and Charlotte. Thus, designating Detroit as a city of vacant land is a 
myth, as there is no truth in such designation, and the city has great potential for quality 
transit and transit-oriented development (TOD).45 

EXISTENCE OF TOD IN DETROIT

Woodward Avenue Action Association (WA3) is a very active TOD advocacy group in the 
state of Michigan.46 The objective of this economic- and community-based organization 
is to shape the future of the 27 miles along Woodward Avenue, from downtown Detroit 
to Pontiac, by promoting TOD. The master plan of each of the cities along Woodward 
corridor, starting with the city of Ferndale and extending to Birmingham, contains TOD 
elements. Lists of WA3’s TOD-friendly partners are included in Table 9. 

There are a number of establishments in Detroit, especially along the Woodward Avenue, 
that have all the attributes of TOD other than being very close to reliable transit service 
route. Examples of these establishments within and around the city of Detroit are presented 
in Figure 3 and Figure 4.47 However, transit service next to these facilities is not very 
dependable. Proximity, distance to a station (with a reliable service), being one of the 
desirable attributes of TOD.

WA3 developed a number of tools for communities along Woodward Avenue to facilitate 
their TOD activities. In this regard, they identify a number of steps to be taken in order to 
implement TOD Figure 5.48 As shown in Figure 5, integration of reliable transportation system 
with the existing and planned developments is the essence of transit-oriented development.

According to SEMCOG, by the year 2030, about 33 percent of the region’s population will 
be over 55 years old, thus plans should be undertaken to create livable communities for 
them. TOD can play a significant role in this context.49
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Figure 3. Example 1 of 2: Mixed-Use Development in Detroit 
(Suitable for future TOD)

Source: Woodward Avenue Action Association, Planning for Growth in the Cities along Woodward Avenue: The 
Benefits of Mixed-Use and Transit Oriented Development in Your Community ([Presentation], November 
9, 2007), 5; http://www.woodwardavenue.org/uploaded_pics/pdf/pdf-20091019163626.pdf, 32 (accessed 
December 23, 2013).
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Figure 4. Example 2 of 2: Mixed-Use Development in Detroit 
(Suitable for future TOD)

Source: Woodward Avenue Action Association, Planning for Growth in the Cities along Woodward Avenue: The 
Benefits of Mixed-Use and Transit Oriented Development in Your Community ([Presentation], November 
9, 2007), 21; http://www.woodwardavenue.org/uploaded_pics/pdf/pdf-20091019163626.pdf, 32 (accessed 
December 23, 2013).
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Figure 5. Steps to Implement TOD along the Woodward Corridor
Source: Adapted from: Woodward Avenue Action Association, Planning for Growth in the Cities along Woodward 

Avenue: The Benefits of Mixed-Use and Transit Oriented Development in Your Community ([Presentation], 
November 9, 2007), 32; http://www.woodwardavenue.org/uploaded_pics/pdf/pdf-20091019163626.pdf, 32 
(accessed December 23, 2013).

Michigan’s Golden Spike is another TOD interest group focused on Southeast Michigan’s 
key transportation corridors.50 It is a collaborative effort among the Michigan Suburbs 
Alliance, Michigan Environmental Council and Tourism and Economic Development 
Council. Golden Spike is funded by a grant from the People and Land program of the W.K. 
Kellogg Foundation. Golden Spike has published the document Using Transit-Oriented 
Development to Create Economic Vibrancy in Neighborhoods: A Guide for Elected and 
Appointed Officials in Michigan to assist communities in implementing TOD. Recently, the 
Michigan Land Bank51 has been very active in developing public-private partnerships. It is 
to be noted that the mission of the Michigan Land Bank is to:52 

promote economic growth in this state through the acquisition, assembly and disposal 
of public property, including tax reverted property, in a coordinated manner to foster 
the development of that property, and to promote and support land bank operations at 
the county and local levels. 
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The Michigan Land Bank is in the process of signing an agreement with Magic Plus LLC 
(a land developer) to develop the former Michigan state fairgrounds. As part of their 
development plan, a transit station is included. 

The City of Dearborn has developed a comprehensive TOD around their planned intermodal 
transit station. A sketch depicting the proposed transit station is presented in Figure 6.

Figure 6. Preliminary TOD Plan around Dearborn Intermodal Transit Center
Source: City of Dearborn, “City of Dearborn’s Intermodal passenger Rail Station” (no date), http://www.cityofdearborn.

org/images/stories/dearborn%20intermodal%20transportation%20station.swf (accessed January 14, 2014).
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VII. POTENTIAL TOD-RELATED FUNDING SOURCE  
IN DETROIT

Any location along the transit corridor within jurisdiction of the state of Michigan, the SEMCOG 
region, and the city governments is eligible for varying degrees of development incentives. 
For instance, although the city of Detroit has experienced a decrease in population over 
the past three decades, the city government and the Detroit Economic Growth Corporation 
(DEGC) have established well-defined mechanisms to promote developments expected to 
improve the quality of life for the remaining population. Programs intended to attract nationally-
recognized casual dining restaurants and grocery stores are likely to be of particular interest 
in this context. Such programs are examples of local support for new development. 

At the other end of the scale of funding levels, the current federal administration has 
expressed a strong desire to incorporate smart growth, sustainability, and livability into new 
developments in the nation’s communities. Federal monies are largely available through 
a competitive process, rewarding the most suitable projects with grants. The marriage of 
local incentives, at the low end, federal incentives, at the high end, and state and regional 
programs, somewhere in between, may be highly attractive to stakeholders wishing to 
pursue development projects. 

The City of Detroit utilizes a number of organizations and authorities in planning development 
intended to improve economic growth and quality of life for its citizens. The DEGC is a 
private, non-profit organization that provides the city a number of services, with the intent 
of creating new investments and employment: project management, financial assistance, 
planning, and development assistance. The 35 members of the DEGC collectively serve 
as the authority governing other organizations, all of which are intended to boost economic 
activity within the city of Detroit. The affiliated organizations are listed below:53

• Downtown Development Authority (DDA): The DDA was created in 1976 with the 
intent of promoting economic growth, focused in the downtown district of the city 
of Detroit. This area contains approximately two square miles of land area, and is 
bounded by: John C. Lodge Freeway (M-10) to the west, Fisher Freeway (I-75) to 
the north, Chrysler Freeway (I-375) to the east, and the Detroit River to the south.

• Detroit Brownfield Redevelopment Authority (DBRA): Provides incentives for the 
city of Detroit to pursue redevelopment and revitalization efforts in areas in need 
(e.g., environmentally contaminated, blighted, abandoned, or underutilized). The 
authority is governed by a nine-member board of directors. 

• Economic Development Corporation (EDC): This is a component of both the 
City of Detroit and the DEGC. Some of the long-term activities involving the EDC 
include making loans payable to the City of Detroit utilizing U.S. Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) grants, and designating land parcels for tax benefits and 
incentives.

• Neighborhood Development Corporation (NDC): Established as a subsidiary 
corporation by the EDC, housing and neighborhood programs within qualified 
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blighted or redevelopment areas can be implemented by the NDC. The NDC can 
implement a program to acquire property, construct improvements, and rehabilitate 
or construct houses for immediate sale, as long as it is in accordance with a City 
Council-approved project plan.

• Local Development Finance Authority (LDFA): A component of the City of Detroit 
and the DEGC, the LDFA was created in October 1988. The objectives of the 
authority are the collection of taxes from within tax increment districts to pay 
debt service used to complete development projects and establish additional tax 
increment districts within the city limits (e.g., East Riverfront Conservancy, Jefferson 
Ave. Chrysler Corporation assembly plant). 

• Tax Incentive Finance Authority (TIFA): This branch was established in 1982 under PA 
450 of 1980. Funding for TIFA comes from tax increments captured as a result of new 
growth. Spending of funds must be in accordance with a City Council-approved plan.

The City of Detroit has the benefit of a well-defined hierarchy of planning organizations 
and departments. Throughout the city, there are a number of completed developments 
that exemplify the full potential of PPPs. For instance, Joe Louis Arena (home to the 
Detroit Red Wings of the National Hockey League (NHL)) and Cobo Hall were constructed 
through the use of well-executed PPPs. 

MECHANISMS FOR EFFECTIVE IMPLEMENTATION SPECIFIC TO THE CITY 
OF DETROIT

There are various mechanisms available to stakeholders pursuing development within the 
Detroit city limits. As mentioned earlier, there are a number of organizations that operate within 
the city that are empowered to execute these mechanisms in cooperation with the City. 

Institutional mechanisms, including joint development (JD), were used for the planning and 
construction of Cobo Hall, a 700,000 square foot convention center, located in Detroit’s 
central business district (CBD). The structure is most notable as the historical home of 
the North American International Auto Show, held every January. Cobo Hall was opened 
to the public in 1960, and was constructed in the airspace directly above a portion of 
the John C. Lodge Freeway (M-10). This project and others that have been supported 
by the City of Detroit (expansion of Cobo Hall exhibition spaces) suggest that there are 
no legal objections to development in the airspace over, or below, public facilities. If this 
assumption holds true, spaces above or below public facilities may be utilized for more 
productive uses, including commercial, residential, institutional.54 

In recent years, other noteworthy joint development projects have included the Detroit Zoo, 
the Detroit Institute of Art. Mechanisms involving local, state, and federal organizations 
and agencies that may be used for the implementation of TOD projects in the city of Detroit 
are listed in Table 10.55 



Mineta Nat ional  Transi t  Research Consort ium

29
Potential TOD-Related Funding Source in Detroit 

Ta
bl

e 
10

. 
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t P

ro
je

ct
 Im

pl
em

en
ta

tio
n 

Fu
nd

in
g 

M
ec

ha
ni

sm
s:

 C
ity

 o
f D

et
ro

it

 
Ju

ris
di

ct
io

n
A

ge
nc

y
Pr

og
ra

m
A

pp
lic

at
io

ns
Fi

na
nc

in
g 

(T
yp

e)

1

Fe
de

ra
l

FH
W

A
P

ed
es

tri
an

 &
 B

ic
yc

le
 S

af
et

y 
P

ro
gr

am
R

es
ea

rc
h,

 d
ev

el
op

in
g 

gu
id

el
in

es
, t

oo
ls

, s
af

et
y 

co
un

te
rm

ea
su

re
s,

 
id

en
tif

yi
ng

 ‘h
ot

’ s
po

ts
.

––

2

H
U

D

S
us

ta
in

ab
le

 C
om

m
un

iti
es

R
eg

io
na

l p
la

nn
in

g,
 la

nd
 u

se
 p

la
nn

in
g,

 a
ffo

rd
ab

le
 h

ou
si

ng
, m

ul
ti-

fa
m

ily
 

ho
us

in
g,

 li
nk

in
g 

la
nd

 u
se

s,
 z

on
in

g 
re

fo
rm

, e
ne

rg
y-

ef
fic

ie
nt

 h
ou

si
ng

.
G

en
er

al
 F

un
d

3
H

O
P

E
 V

I
E

lim
in

at
io

n/
re

cl
am

at
io

n 
of

 d
is

tre
ss

ed
 p

ub
lic

 h
ou

si
ng

, d
em

ol
iti

on
, r

eh
ab

, 
ne

w
 c

on
st

ru
ct

io
n,

 s
up

po
rti

ve
 s

er
vi

ce
s 

fo
r t

he
 re

lo
ca

te
d,

 g
re

en
 b

ui
ld

in
g.

 
G

ra
nt

s 
(C

om
pe

tit
iv

e)

4
P

ub
lic

 H
ou

si
ng

 P
ro

gr
am

O
pe

ra
tin

g 
ex

pe
ns

es
, r

ep
ai

rs
, i

nc
or

po
ra

tin
g 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l 
su

st
ai

na
bi

lit
y,

 e
ne

rg
y 

an
d 

w
at

er
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n.

G
ra

nt
s 

(F
or

m
ul

a)

5
H

ou
si

ng
 C

ho
ic

e 
an

d 
P

ro
je

ct
-B

as
ed

 V
ou

ch
er

s
P

ro
vi

de
 fu

nd
in

g 
to

 lo
ca

l p
ub

lic
 h

ou
si

ng
 a

ge
nc

ie
s 

fo
r r

en
ta

l s
ub

si
di

es
. 

A
llo

w
 te

na
nt

s 
to

 re
lo

ca
te

 c
lo

se
r t

o 
w

or
k,

 fa
m

ily
, o

r p
la

ce
s 

of
 w

or
sh

ip
.

––

6
C

om
m

un
ity

 D
ev

el
op

m
en

t B
lo

ck
 G

ra
nt

s 
(C

D
B

G
)

M
ay

 b
e 

us
ed

 fo
r l

ow
-to

-m
od

er
at

e 
in

co
m

e 
pe

rs
on

s,
 p

re
ve

nt
io

n 
of

 s
lu

m
s/

bl
ig

ht
ed

 a
re

a,
 m

ee
ts

 c
om

m
un

ity
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t n

ee
ds

 h
av

in
g 

ur
ge

nc
y.

G
ra

nt
s 

(F
or

m
ul

a)

7
S

up
po

rti
ve

 H
ou

si
ng

 fo
r t

he
 E

ld
er

ly
 (S

ec
tio

n 
20

2)
S

up
po

rti
ve

 H
ou

si
ng

 fo
r P

er
so

ns
 w

ith
 D

is
ab

ili
tie

s 
(S

ec
tio

n 
81

1)

S
up

po
rt 

op
er

at
in

g 
an

d 
m

ai
nt

en
an

ce
 c

os
ts

 s
o 

th
at

 re
nt

 p
ric

es
 re

m
ai

n 
af

fo
rd

ab
le

 fo
r t

ho
se

 w
ith

 v
er

y 
lo

w
 in

co
m

es
.

G
ra

nt
s 

(C
om

pe
tit

iv
e)

8

C
ity

 o
f 

D
et

ro
it 

C
B

D

D
D

A

H
ou

si
ng

/O
ffi

ce
/R

et
ai

l D
ev

el
op

m
en

t P
ro

gr
am

A
ss

is
ta

nc
e 

fo
r t

he
 c

on
st

ru
ct

io
n,

 re
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t, 
or

 im
pr

ov
em

en
t o

f r
ea

l 
pr

op
er

ty
.

Lo
an

s
9

S
m

al
l B

us
in

es
s 

Lo
an

 T
ra

ns
ac

tio
ns

 P
ro

gr
am

A
ss

is
ta

nc
e 

fo
r b

ui
ld

in
g 

ow
ne

rs
, t

en
an

ts
, a

nd
 b

us
in

es
s 

ow
ne

rs
, w

ith
 th

e 
in

te
nt

 to
 h

al
t d

ec
ay

 o
f p

ro
pe

rty
 v

al
ue

s 
an

d 
to

 c
re

at
e 

ne
w

 e
m

pl
oy

m
en

t.

10

D
E

G
C

 

B
us

in
es

s 
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t L

oa
n 

Fu
nd

Fo
st

er
 in

ve
st

m
en

t i
n 

na
tio

na
lly

 o
r r

eg
io

na
lly

 re
co

gn
iz

ed
 c

ha
in

 re
ta

il/
re

st
au

ra
nt

 v
en

tu
re

s.

11
R

ea
l P

ro
pe

rty
 G

ap
 F

un
d

E
nc

ou
ra

ge
 in

ve
st

m
en

t i
n 

th
e 

re
ha

bi
lit

at
io

n 
of

 re
al

 p
ro

pe
rty

 b
y 

D
et

ro
it 

re
si

de
nt

s.
12

C
ity

 o
f 

D
et

ro
it 

N
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d 
E

nt
er

pr
is

e 
Zo

ne
s 

(N
E

Z)
P

ro
vi

de
 ta

x 
in

ce
nt

iv
es

 fo
r h

ou
si

ng
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

.

Ta
x 

R
el

ie
f

13
C

om
m

er
ci

al
 R

eh
ab

ili
ta

tio
n 

A
ct

 (P
A 

21
0 

of
 2

00
5)

E
nc

ou
ra

ge
 re

ha
bi

lit
at

io
n 

of
 c

om
m

er
ci

al
 p

ro
pe

rti
es

 n
o 

le
ss

 th
an

 1
5 

ye
ar

s 
ol

d 
by

 a
ba

tin
g 

ta
xe

s 
on

 n
ew

 in
ve

st
m

en
ts

. P
ar

tic
ul

ar
 e

ffo
rt 

ex
er

te
d 

in
 s

ee
ki

ng
 g

ro
ce

ry
 o

r p
ro

du
ce

 m
ar

ke
ts

.

14
P

er
so

na
l P

ro
pe

rty
 T

ax
 A

ba
te

m
en

t P
ro

gr
am

E
nc

ou
ra

ge
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t o

f t
he

 fo
llo

w
in

g 
pr

oj
ec

ts
: m

in
in

g,
 

m
an

uf
ac

tu
rin

g,
 R

&
D

, w
ho

le
sa

le
 tr

ad
e,

 o
ffi

ce
 o

pe
ra

tio
ns

.

15
O

bs
ol

et
e 

P
ro

pe
rty

 R
eh

ab
ili

ta
tio

n 
P

ro
gr

am
E

nc
ou

ra
ge

 re
ha

bi
lit

at
io

n 
an

d 
re

co
ns

tru
ct

io
n 

in
 d

is
tri

ct
s 

th
at

 m
ay

 c
on

ta
in

 
pr

op
er

tie
s 

th
at

 a
re

 b
lig

ht
ed

 o
r f

un
ct

io
na

lly
 o

bs
ol

et
e.

16
R

en
ai

ss
an

ce
 Z

on
e:

 W
oo

dw
ar

d 
Av

e.
A

pp
ro

xi
m

at
el

y 
2 

ac
re

s 
of

 la
nd

 is
 e

lig
ib

le
 fo

r a
 n

um
be

r o
f t

ax
 in

ce
nt

iv
es

: 
bu

si
ne

ss
, i

nc
om

e,
 s

ta
te

 e
du

ca
tio

n,
 p

er
so

na
l p

ro
pe

rty
, r

ea
l p

ro
pe

rty
, 

ut
ili

ty
 u

se
.

S
ou

rc
e:

 D
et

ro
it 

E
co

no
m

ic
 G

ro
w

th
 C

or
po

ra
tio

n 
(D

E
G

C
), 

“A
bo

ut
 U

s”
 (n

o 
da

te
), 

ht
tp

://
w

w
w

.d
eg

c.
or

g/
ab

ou
t-d

eg
c/

ab
ou

t-d
eg

c-
2 

(a
cc

es
se

d 
Ja

nu
ar

y 
7,

 2
01

4)
.



Mineta Nat ional  Transi t  Research Consort ium

30 Potential TOD-Related Funding Source in Detroit 



Mineta Nat ional  Transi t  Research Consort ium

31

VIII. EXPERIENCE OF OTHER CITIES ON TOD  
AND BUS RAPID TRANSIT

In recent months, bus rapid transit (BRT) has been considered as an alternative mode of 
transportation by various cities in the U.S. and abroad, including Detroit. The project team 
observed the success of transit-oriented development (TOD) along the HealthLine (BRT) 
in Cleveland. In order to further examine the impact of BRT on TOD, a report prepared by 
the Breakthrough Technologies Institute of Washington D.C. was reviewed. The objective 
of this study was to examine the impact of BRT on TOD in six cities, namely Cleveland, 
Ohio; Boston, Massachusetts; El Monte, California (USA); Ottawa, York Region (Canada) 
and Brisbane (Australia).56 Survey methodology was used to gather input from developers 
and government agencies concerning attributes of BRT that are considered when planning 
development. Considering Detroit’s plan to introduce BRT as a future primary mode of 
public transportation, it is a relevant study. Among the major findings were:

• Stakeholder Cooperation: Cooperation among key stakeholders, including 
public agencies, non-profit development organizations, property owners, and private 
developers, is critical to success.

• BRT Permanence: For developers, permanence of the BRT is an important 
factor. Permanence can be demonstrated even with relatively low infrastructure 
investment, if there is a clear, long-term public agency commitment.

• Service Schedule: Frequency, speed and convenience of the service are important 
to many developers and property owners. These features differentiate BRT from 
conventional bus service, which is generally not considered appealing for TOD.

• Streetscape Improvements: In downscale corridors, streetscape improvements that 
accompany the BRT may be at least as important as the transit service for attracting 
new investment.

• Prominent Station Design: In some cities, developers and properties owners cited the 
value of a prominent visual profile for the BRT and aesthetically appealing infrastructure.

• Streamlined Development Process: It does not appear to be necessary to 
provide financial incentives for BRT-related TOD. Developers appeared much more 
interested in an expedited permitting or rezoning process, as time is a critical factor 
in making development projects financially viable.
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IX. CONCLUSION

In this report, transit-oriented development (TOD) related activities of the four peer cities’ 
transit authorities namely Atlanta, Cleveland, Denver and St. Louis were summarized. 
However, attributes (population density, average travel time etc.) of other cities were also 
reviewed as a part of this effort. Even though, Metro Detroit does not have a substantial 
transit system, a number of TOD-related activities similar to the above-mentioned cities 
have taken place. A set of recommendations were developed after examining the activities 
of various cities, including Detroit, as well as a bus rapid transit-related TOD report. It is 
to be noted that some recommendations are derived from our personal observations of 
various transit systems, including Detroit. The author believes strongly that implementation 
of such recommendations will assist in developing a world-class transit system in Detroit, 
and best practices from this report could be replicated in other regions. 

GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING TRANSIT FOR THE RTA

The recommendations for the Southeast Michigan Regional Transit Authority (RTA) are: 

• Provide mobility for all people by means of a sustainable world-class transportation 
system (e.g., Cleveland HealthLine), keeping long range investment in mind.

• Believe that “the person standing at the corner in the cold waiting for the ride is 
the most important person in the world and they only exist for that person” and act 
accordingly, above and beyond their own self-interest. This recommendation 
applies to all Southeast Michigan transit service providers. 

• Use public-private partnerships (PPP) to fund TOD and walkable streets.

• Work closely with the Michigan Land Bank with the assistance of the Urban Land 
Institute.57 

• Work closely with mega-developers (such as Magic Plus), so that the fairgrounds, as 
well as other future developments (such as the planned development surrounding 
Masonic Temple) will include transit friendliness as one of their attributes.

• Encourage local government to contribute more than 32 percent (Detroit’s current 
local contribution) of yearly operations cost. 

• Pursue HUD and US DOT grants that support transit-oriented communities (TOCs).

• Recognize places of historical significance and use historical credits to aid development 
in partnership with developers.

• Provide GIS-based economic, demographic, land use, transit and walkability data 
for potential TOD developers to encourage and facilitate their plans.
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• Work with cities along the main transit corridors to develop consistent corridor-
wide zoning. RTA could suggest best practices for TOD-favoring zoning (or even a 
master plan).

• Designate at least one transit station within each city along the transit corridor as that 
city’s information center (maintained by the respective city). To assure consistency, 
provide system-wide station standards of design, visual quality, and maintenance.

• Consider Smart Street concepts for applicability when building transit routes. 

• Consider current transit route endpoint stations for BRT and BRT-related TOD. 
Candidates include: Mexican Town, Masonic Temple, New Center, Pontiac, Shelby 
Township, and Roseville stations.

• Examine Dearborn’s preliminary TOD plan of intermodal transit center for compatibility 
with planned system-wide improvement. 

• Work closely with existing agencies, such as the Woodward Avenue Action 
Association (WA3) and Golden Spike to promote TOD concepts along the Woodward 
corridor and other transit corridors.

• Become familiar with the TOD initiative tools developed by the WA3, Golden Spike, 
and other similar agencies.

• Work closely with M1-Rail while planning transit-related development activities.

RECOMMENDATIONS SPECIFIC TO BUS RAPID TRANSIT-RELATED (BRT) 
TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT (TOD)

BRT has been selected as the preferred mode of future transportation for the Southeast 
Michigan region. The following recommendations for the RTA, in its leadership role, pertain 
to new and redeveloped TOD along the planned bus rapid transit (BRT) lines.

• Take the leadership role in fostering cooperation among key stakeholders, including 
public agencies, non-profit development organizations, property owners, and private 
developers. Such cooperation is critical to success. 

• Be cognizant of and demonstrate the permanence factor of BRT. For developers, 
permanence of the BRT stations/route is an important consideration. Permanence 
can be demonstrated even with a relatively low infrastructure investment, if there is 
a clear, long-term public agency commitment. 

• Frequency, speed and convenience of the service are important to many developers 
and property owners. These features differentiate BRT from conventional bus service, 
which is generally not considered appealing for TOD. Evaluate the level of service of 
various providers annually to develop means to improve service. 
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• In downscale corridors, streetscape improvements that accompany the BRT may be 
at least as important as the transit service for attracting new investment. Apply due 
diligence in creating and maintaining the streetscape improvements of each locale. 

• In some cities, developers and property owners cited the value of a prominent 
visual profile for the BRT and aesthetically appealing infrastructure (i.e., HealthLine 
in Cleveland). Visit Cleveland to gain first-hand knowledge and experience about 
the prominent visual profile of HealthLine.

• BRT-related TOD developers are more interested in an expedited permitting or 
rezoning process, as time is a critical factor in making development projects 
financially viable. Work with cities, townships, counties and others to expedite TOD-
related permitting/zoning processes.
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ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

4D Density, Diversity, Design, Distance (to station)
AATA Ann Arbor Transportation Authority
BWATC Blue Water Area Transportation Commission
CBD Central Business District
CDBG Community Development Block Grants
CEO Chief Operating Office
CTOD Reconnecting America
DBRA Detroit Brownfield Redevelopment Authority
DDA Downtown Development Authority
DEGC Detroit Economic Growth Corporation
DTC Detroit Transportation Corporation
DUPA Dwelling Units per Acre
EDA Economic Development Assistance
EDC Economic Development Corporation
EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
FAR Floor Area Ratio
FasTracks Program is a multi-billion dollar comprehensive transit expansion plan in 

the Denver, Co area
FHWA Federal Highway Administration
FTA Federal Transit Administration
GCRTA Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority
GIS Geographic Information System
GRTA Georgia Regional Transit Authority
HealthLine Bus-Rapid Transit System in Cleveland
HUD United States Department of Housing and Urban Development
JD Joint Development
LDFA Local Development Finance Authority
LET Lake Erie Transit
LLC Limited Liability Company
LRT Light Rail Transit
MARTA Metropolitan Atlanta Regional Transit Authority
MDOT Michigan Department of Transportation
MEDC Michigan Economic Development Corporation
MetroLink St. Louis region’s light rail system
MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization
MTA Metropolitan Transit Authority
NDC Neighborhood Development Corporation
NHL National Hockey League
P3 Public-Private Partnership
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PPP Public-Private Partnership
RRT Rolling Rapid Transit
RTD Regional Transportation District
SEMCOG Southeast Michigan Council of Governments
SEMTA Southeast Michigan Transportation Authority
SGIA Smart Growth Implementation Assistance
SMART Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional Transportation
STP Surface Transportation Program
TCRP Transit Cooperative Research Program
TE Transportation Enhancement
TIF Tax Increment Financing
TIFA Tax Incentive Finance Authority
TIFD Tax Increment Financing District
TOC Transit-Oriented Community
TOD Transit-Oriented Development
UDM University of Detroit, Michigan
ULI Urban Land Institute
US DOT U.S. Department of Transportation
WA3 Woodward Avenue Action Association
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