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Transit-Oriented Development in
the Inner City: A Delphi Survey

Anastasia Loukaitou-Sideris
University of Califorrua, Los Angeles

Abstract

Tius study presents the results of a three-round Delph: survey that focused on issues
and opportunities related to transit-oriented development (TOD) im US inner cinies. The
survey querted a panel of 25 experts about the vanous goals and objectives of the prac-
trce of TOD, as well as the preconditions and constramis surrounding such development
in economucally disadvantaged areas of the mmer city Staring from a wide range of
responses, the panel was eventually able, through the Delphi process, to focus on specif-
ic issues and propose a concrete set of strategies Jor the implementation of TODs

Introduction

Economic development of depressed imner-city areas has long been a goal
of local government and city planning. In the 1980s, there was considerable
debate regarding the optimal allocation and planned investment of private
resources in mner-city neighborhoods that can itngger privete economic activi-
ty and attendant jobs and tax revenues (Witherspoon 1982). In particular, trans-
portation investments, often utilizing state and federal funds, were viewed as
capab}le of inducing positive change and development in derelict inner-city
areas (Cervero 1987).

Over the last decade, city planners and transit officials have promoted the
idea of using rail transit stations as instruments of development. Many planners
and designers have enthusiastically espoused a fransit-oriented transformation
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in urban form. Wntings about TOD have proliferated {Calthorpe 1990, 1992,
Katz 1994, Bernick and Cervero 1997). TODs are defined as muxed-use coro-
mumnties within a quarter-mile radius of a rail station. Their design configura-
tion and land uses emphasize a pedestrian-oriented environment and remnforce
the use of public transportation. A mix of residential, retail, office, open space,
and public uses are arranged w comfortable proximity, making 1t possible for
residents and workers to travel by transit, bicycle, or foot (Calthorpe 1993).
Such development 15 often described as a “village” surrounding the transit stop,
where a core commercial area provides space for offices and retail. This vision
is about an alternative way of life supported by a higher deosity, pedestrian-
friendly, and transit-contingent urban environment.

Transit villages have been described as tools for revitalizing U.S. inner
cities (Bermuck 1996). In their book Transit Villages for the 2Ist Century,
Bermck and Cerverc {1997, pp. 9-10) argue that:

The transit village offers a fresh new approach to stimulating econom-

1c growth in imner-city neighborhoods served by rail . . . . Combining

transit village planning with aggressive programs to improve the social

and physical infrastructure of neighborkoods can provide a formula for
progressive change. . . . Transit villuges can be important catalysts to
community rebutlding

Such enthusiasm notwithstanding, substantial social, economic, and insti-
tutional barriers persist. Many of the obstacles are rooted in the segregated
social ecology of U.S. cities. Inner-city neighborhoods that have often been seg-
mented by freeway development, are now experiencing & new “intrusion,” as
fixed rail lines have to traverse them to link suburban centers with the down-
town (Loukaitou-Sidens and Baperjee 2000). These areas suffer from a long
history of disinvestment and neglect. Fear of crime, drugs, gangs, and viclence
dormnate public percaption.

Is there a future for “transit villages™—so far considered mainly in the con-
text of middle- and upper-class suburban settings—along the inner-city corri-
dors? What are the constramnts and potentials for implementing TOD around
inner-city transit stations?
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Rail Transit and Economic Development: Literature Review

A literature teview to respond to the previous questions provides some
confradictory arguments. Studies of the 1970s and early 1980s have typically
found that transportation investments may have some smali effects on eco-
nomic development, but only if certain preconditions are present, Knight and
Trygg (1977) have argued that for substantial land-use ympacts to ocour in the
vicinity of a railway station, four factors need to exist simultaneously:

1. local government policies supportive of development;
2. & growing regional economy;
3 availability of developable land around stations, and

4 positive physical characterishics of the station srez (good location, compati-
ble land uses, etc.).

Gomez-ibaiiez (1985, p. 349) reported that merchants and developers
located near light rail lines in San Diego, Calgary, and Edmonton found them
to be rather numportant factors for business activity or development decisions
He argued that for 4 rail system to produce significant development around sta-
tion areas three conditions need o be met.

1. The rail system produces a significant improvement in transportation service
quality and accessibility.

2. The metropolitan area 15 growing

3. There is supportive local zoning,

Kaught (1980) clatmed that the available evidence did not show that
American and Canadian rail rapid transit investments had had any major effects
on urban structure or ecopomic development On the other hand, in 2 compre-
hensive study of hight rail transit systems in the United States and Capada,
Cervero (1984) concluded that the economic stimulus of hght rail on wban
form can be moderately high when accompanied by a strong regional econc-
my, a prodevelopment policy orientation, zoning, taxation, and jomnt develop-
ment incentives, as well as physical improvements that enhance aesthetics and
pedestrian access and create hospitable station settings.
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In a study of the mmpacts of urban rail transit on local real estate markets
in two of the fastest-growing cities in the United States in the 1980s, Atlanta
and Washington D C, Cervero and Landis (1993) found that the rail systems
had a posttive impact on station real estate markets. These impacts included
hugher rents, lower vacancy rates, and higher densities in office buildings
around station areas {Cervera 1594).

In the late 1980s and 1990s, the debate about the effectiveness of transit
investments in inducing economic development was revisited The New
Urbanist movement advocated physical layouts, calied “pedestrian pockets,”
where light rail transit was an mtegral element of the urban form (Kelbaugh
1989, Calthorpe 1993; Katz 1994). The force of these ideas and their promise
of urban revitalization convinced many city plauners. Since 1990, much-tout-
ed design gwmdelines have sought to shape TOD in the City of San Diego and
in Sacramento County (Calthorpe 1990, 1992). In 1993, the most automobile-
oriented city m the nation, Los Angeles, formulated guiding principles for sta-
tion-arez development (City of Los Angeles Planning Department 1993). TOD
is a major component of Los Angeles’s long-term growth strategy, as the city’s
new General Plan calls for drecting 75 percent of all new development onto 5
percent of 1ts fand, mostly around rail stahons and bus stops (Chu and Curtiss
1995). In 1994, the Califorma legslature enacted a transit village bill to pro-
mote such planning sfforts

In the 1990s, the subject of TOD found both academuc proponents and
critics. Proponents (Bermick 1996, Bermick and Cervero 1997} tended to
emphasize the opportunities for TOD and transit village development. They
noted the growing w lingpess of transit agencies and local governments to in1-
tiate joint development projects near rail stations, receptive policies and legis-
lation for coordinating transit and land-use decisions, and demographic growth
of population groups (the elderly, young professionals without cluldren, etc.)
that are prnime candidates for TOD lhiving (Bermck and Cervero 1997,
pp 138-139).

Skeptics have mostly emphasized barriers such as local institutional
obstacles (Boarnet and Crane 1998), as well as the behavior of private land
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markets, They bave pmpointed the fact that, despite the enthusiasm, residential
TOD activity has been rare i practice (Boarnet and Crane 1998) Examuning
an inner-city lme in Los Angeles, Loukaitou-Sidens and Banerjes (2000)
found no evidence that 1t had promoted revitalization and growth m the adja-
cent neighborhoods They argued that the New Urbanist’s romantic image of a
transformed inner city stands o stark contrast with the decay, unemployment,
poverty, and crime that characterize these neighborhoods (Loukaitou-Sideris
and Banerjee 1996, 2000).

Despite the rhetoric about the potential of New Utbanism to revitalize
stark mner-city areas, the few implemented examples of New Urbamst plan-
ning are located in outlying suburban areas or have been designed as resort
towns that are typically devoid of fransit There has been, however, & notable
exception in the works A $100 million redevelopment 1s currently under con-
struction around the Fruitvale BART station that will bnng a mixture of hous-
g, shaps, offices, senior center, child care facilities, library, and community
centers to this low-mncome QOakland neighborhood (Wadhawani 1999). The
Fruitvale development 15 the result of ntense commumity activism by the
Spamush Speaking Unity Council, a local community group that was able to
attract extensive funding from the public sector (Federal Transportation
Authonty, Housing and Urban Development, Health and Human Services) and
prvate foundations (Hewlett, Irvine, Ford) (Bernick 1996).

Is the Fruitvale example paradigmatic for things to come, or is it a umque
case that is unlikely to be repeated elsewhere? What are the prospects for TOD
in America’s inner cities? In addressing this issue, this article reports on a
Delphi survey of knowledgeable transportation planning experts

The Delphi Research Concept

The Delphi techmque was developed by Norman Dalkey and Olaf Helmer
of Rand Corporation in the early 1950s as a means of systematic group judg-
ment (Rawitz 1991). According to Linstone and Turoff (1975, p. 3), Delphi 15
a “method for structuning a group communication process so that the process
1s effective m allowing a group of individuals, as a whole, to deal with a com-
plex problen.” The belief 15 that the group’s judgment will have more validity,
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and will be more complete and accurate than individual points of view (Dalkey
1972).
Use of a Delphu survey 1s appropriate when there i3 lack of consensus or
agreement regarding the nature of a problem or the components, which must
be included in a successful solution (Rawitz 1991). The Delphi technique has
been employed 1o a variety of different contexts, as its rehance on human judg-
ment makes it useful in decision- and policy-making situations (Cavalli-Sforza
etal. 1982).
The goal of the Delphs technique is to bring informed consensus, or at
least to delineate, clarify, and define existing opinions and views (Herrick
Cramer 1991). This is aclieved by an iterative process in the form of two to
four rounds of questions. In the first round, the panel responds to the questions
posed by the researchers, who, m turn, use statistical measures to summarize
the panel’s responses. The summaries are fed back anonymously to the panel
for the second and subsequent rounds In these rounds, experts are asked to
reconsider their responses based on the information provided to them by the
results of the previous round. The goal of the iterative process 15 “to obtain &
convergence of responses to each question. Such convergence would be indi-
cated by the decrease in the measures of dispersion for the responses and by
stability of the distribution of the responses to each question” (Cavalli-Sforza
et al. 1982, p. 12).
The Delph1 process possesses several strengths. It:
¢ teduces the effect of dominant individuals, by preserving anonymity and
eliminating face-to-face communication (Dalkey 1972);

« enables the creation of a heterogenecus group for problem solving (Rawitz
1991);

* encourages “exhanst.ve search” of issues and opuicns; and

+ allows for a better opportunity to reach consensus (Rawitz 1991).

In terms of weaknesses, the method pools out extreme views, as consen-
sus 1s reached by averaging. In addition, the quality of the findings can be
affected by a poor (or not representative) selection of the panel, and by a poor
summary, analysis, and report of the results of each round.
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The study reported in this article employed a pane] of 25 individuals who
bad knowledge and experience in the field of TOD ! Panel members were 1den-
tified by means of four criteria:

1. position at a university in the field of transporiation planning and/or real
estate and economic development (7 participants);

2. lsading position m a public sector agency involved in TOD (6 participants);

3. leading position it a private sector company that has been involved as con-
sultants or developers in TOD (7 participants); and

4. Jeading position in & nonprofit orgenization or community group that has
been involved 1n TOD (5 participants).

The 25 panel members were from six different states (Califorma, Tihinos,
Massachusetts, Missourd, Oregon, Pennsylvaniz) and the District of Columbia,
but they have been m mvolved in TOD planning, design, development, or
research for projects in a much wider geographical spectrum.® Individuals who
had leading roles in their organization (dwrectors, managers, principals, project
mapagers, senior associates) were sought from the public, private, and non-
profit sectors. This yielded 20 male and 5 female respondents. The racial/cul-
tural breakdown of the panel was: whate, 20; African-American, 1; Latino, I,
Asian, 1; and undeclared, 2. While this is certainly not a balanced sample in
terms of race or gender, 1t may be quite representative of the sociodemograph-
ics of the group that tends to acquire leading positions in the TOD field.

Findings and Discussion
During the first round of the Delphi process, participants were told that:

The study seeks to exanune TOD n two different ways. It will look at
the various goals and objectives underlimng the practice of 70D and
will also examine the means and problems of its implementation. We
are particularly focusing on TODs in North American inner-cily aregs,
and we want to identify the relevant issues, objectives, opportunifies,
and constraints surrounding such development By inner city, we mean
the economically disadvantaged areas that lie between the downtown
district and a city 5 suburbs.
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Panel members were asked to respond to four open-ended questions:
1. What are the most important goals of TOD?
2 What are the most important objectives of TOD in inner-city areas?
3 What are the most important preconditions for successfiul TOD in inner-city
areas?
4. What are the most important barriers to inner-city development?

The furst round yielded varous responses from the panel (Table 1) and
showed that the concept of TOD is loaded with a variety of expectations that
mnclude economic (e g., generate revenue for the transit authority, the developer,
the community), environmental (air quality, sustamability, reduction of sprawl,
energy conservation), social (choice, mobility, accessibility, social inferaction),
and planning (land-use/transportation coordmnation, regional linkages) goals.
Participants stated that, i addition to these goals, mner-city TODs should pro-
mote commmunity economic development, enhance safety, create jobs, increase
the value of the residential market, reinforce prior public investment, atiract more
retailers, provide affordable housing, effectvely link the inner city with other
parts of the metropolitan area, and combat 1nner-city decline.

Participants listed an array of preconditions for successful ;uner-city
TODs that mcluded economic and market-related factors (federal and state
funding, private sector interest, public/private parinerships, and good econom-
ic climate), regulatory/institutional factors (collaboration and cocrdination
among different public agencies, proactive planning departments and transit
agencies, political support, and commumity nvolvement), as well as urban
form and transit charactenstics conducive fo TOD The Lst of responses to the
last question was the longest—an indication of how difficult it 15 to establish
TODsmUS inner cities, Participants discussed a wide spectrum of barriers to
such development, including economic, social, and mnstitutional constraints.

The first round did not involve any prioritization of responses. However,
in the second round, the panel was asked to select and rank the 10 tems they
felt were the most important per question. Responses that recerved a very low
score were eliminated. This reduced the range of answers considerably (Table
2) In this round, three experts—all from academia—Tfelt strongly that the TOD
concept could not be successfil in achieving 1ts goals or significantly influ-
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encing urban life One panehst argued, “TOD is a hopeless waste that can
divert resources from other more worthwhile projects.” This response was
mcluded in the survey of round 2, but was elimmated from round 3, receiving
a very low score. Subsequently, one of the three panelists decided to stop par-
ticipating in the Delph: process, while the other two stayed on.*

To 1dentify the most significant issues, precondihons, and constraints
related to TODs, a third survey was sent to participants during round 3. This
survey asked the panel to select and rank the five most important responses to
each question Responses that received an average score of less than 2.0 were
eliminated. Table 3 shows the respondents’ priority ranking and scores.
Additionally, respondents were encouraged to discuss possible strategies, poli-
cies, and actions that could counteract the percerved barriers to inner-city TOD

Even though there was no unanumous agreement, the panel was able to
effectively identify the five or six most important 1ssues and concerns for each
question, Considening that the first round had generated 20 te 30 responses per
question, this was a considerable accomplishment.

Experts agreed that the major goal of a TOD is to create a mixed-use,
pedestrian-fnendly neighborhood within walking distance from 2 transit stop
that offers choices for living and working, reduces automobile dependence,
effectively mtegrates land use and transportation, and mcreases transit nder-
ship and revenue for the transit system This 1s & rather broad statement that
-could have been easily drawn from the Charter for New Urbamsm (see
Kelbaugh 1997). As shown :n Table 3, experts felt that for inner-city areas,
three additional social and economic objectives should take precedence (1)
community and economic development, (2) mobility and accessibility to jobs
and services, and (3) reinforcement of prior public investment In other words,
the panel believed that TOD mn inner-city areas should have the objective to act
as a catalyst, combat mnner-city decline, and bring about positive change.

The panel argued that successful TOD cannot be carned out by only one
entity but needs the successful collaboration, financial support, and regulatory
assistance of public agencies, local government, and the private sector, support
of the local community; and interest from perspective consumers (market
demand} But these preconditions are often not met in the mner cities because
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the private sector 15 dismterested to mvest there, and major retailers are afraid
to move in. As one panel member, who is m charge of real estate acqusition
for a major supermarket chamn, stated, “The potential for high volumes are eas-
iy achieved in the inner city, but low preductivity and high shrink [theft of
product] reduces profits on sales ” Thus, real risks along with preconceived
prejudices lead to lack of financing and 1mhitbit development of mner-city sites

This creates a competitive disadvantage of the inner cities that find 1t difficult
to compete for development dollars. In addition to the lack of private sector
wnterest for the development of commercial space, panel members pomted out
that there 15 an absence of market demand for inner-city residential space with-
in the range of costs at which 1t is possible to develop. Because muxed-use
development 1s more expensive than conventional comstruction, residential
urts are not affordable for many inner-city residents, while more affluent citi-
zens are not interested in moving to the muer cities

Creating TOD in the Inner City: Proposed Strategies and Actions
This is a very strong development time and due to a number of posi-
tive aspects, such as low interest rates and good market acceptance for
less conventional, newer prototypes, it is time to move the vision inio
reality In my opinion, this is the best time in 50 years to shape our
commaunities with urban form different from the post—World War I sub-
urban sprawl.

—Delphi participant
The passage from vision to reality is not easy. Studies have shown that even

in good econonuc times, & transit line cannot, by its mere presence, catalyze a
miracle in the inner city (Loukaitou-Sideris and Banerjee 2000). Development
and positive change m an environment that has remained dismvested in and
pegiected for decades requires specific and drastic achions, coordmated policies,
and concrete strategies. As shown in Table 3 (question 4), the panel found five
major mpediments to implementing TOD around inner-city stations:

1. disinterest of the private sector to locate and invest in the 1mner city;

2 zbsence of a market demand from the part of the public that can afford to

pay the arguably higher cost entailed in a mixed-use development,
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3. competitive disadvantage of the iner city;
4, preconceived prejudices regardimg mnner-city locations; and
5. lack of financing for inner-city locations. )
Participants were asked to outline proposals that can héiﬁ counteract these
barriers that TODs face 1 mner-city environments

Indudng Private Sector Interest

Some panelists argued that local communities, planning departments, and
redevelopment agencies should do a better job in marketing a neighborhood’s
commercial strengths so as to attract private developers aod retaders to the
mner city Despite stereotypical images of distressed economic landscapes,
inner cities can provide certan advantages to mvestors that are missing from
downtown and suburban locations (Porter 1996). Inner-city commercial strips
are usually characternized by an abundance of available commercial space, and
lower commercial rents and land valves than those encountered m outlying
locations. Despite Jow incomes, inner-city hugh densities translate 1nto a con-
sumer market with substantial purchasmg power. Inner cities are often under-
served mn retailing and services, which also creates opportumities for incoming
businesses to fill the void. Despite these advantages, panelists felt that local
governments need to assume part of the investment risk and give incentives to
developers and retailers to locate in the inner city. Some pauelists proposed rent
subsidies, while others believed that the public sector should seek to provide
some exclusivity for a bme period to ensure the success of the incorning com-
mercial development. As one participant reasoned, “The ability to have control
of the market for a time peniod shall enhance the success of the project and
after completion would spur future developments based on its success.”

Panelists felt that developers will be attracted if the cost of development
is effectively lowered Development of inner-city sites often requires added
costs for land assembly and for clearance of toxic pollutants from the soil.
Mrxed-use develepments are more expensive because the cost of code compli-
ance is greater than m conventional single-use projects The role of the public
sector i, once agam, crucial in offsetting some of these costs. Public agencies
may put together a program of land assembly and land write-down, or become
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partners in projects to reduce costs. They can offer administrative and regula-
tory assistance, help expedite development approvals, limit special charges and
impact fees, and be flexible in certam code requrements. One participant opti-
mistically stated, “Once the fundamental issues of cost are overcome, the
developers and lenders will be there.”

Buiiding Market Demand for TOD Housing

A preliminary market research could help identify market needs and
impediments. There may be some demand for inner-city bousing—-some experts
felt that it may consist of aging baby boomers who are tired of their long com-
mutes and want a more “urban” experience Others believed that young profes-
sionals or the elderly might be more Iikely to “expeniment” with mner-city
living. Market research should identify the demands in rental and for-sale hous-
ing and match the proposed development to the economue reahities of the area.
As any housing expert would argue, housing decisions are made not only on the
basis of guality of the housing unt, but are greatly influenced by the quality and
number of neighborhood amenities and the condition of surroundings. Many in
the panel stressed the importance of “good schools, less crime, improved infra-
structure, and cleaner environment” One parhicipant argued, “Beyond actual
safety the perception of safety also matters. This means well-lit areas, unob-
structed lines of sight, clean sidewalks, and public spaces. All these translate
into a considerable investment and subsidies from the public sector. One expert
proposed the use of regional tax sharing for school improvement and crime
reduction, as well as the direction of mereased revenues from changes in feder-
al mortgage deductions® fo accelerate brownfield redevelopment, acquire open
spaces, and mmprove fransit and 1its surrounding environment.

Reducing the Compelitive Disadvaritage

Inner cities’ competitive disadvantage is exacerbated by public policy. As
one participant explained, the public sector should “create 2 more balanced
playing field through land-use policy and other pricing mechanisms so that
TOD can become competitive to ex-urban development, which is perceived as
having lower risks and costs.” In reality ex-urban developments create social
costs that are rarely borne by the development community. This pauelist
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advised that counties force ex-urban developments to pay more realistic impact
fees, and states and regions initiate legislation that establishes “Smart Growth™
plans with a diverse supply of housing Key changes in tag reform can also
encourage lgh-density housing 1 urban areas.
Addressing Preconceived Prejudices

The absolute need to demonstrate success in inner-city TOD was stressed
by many panelists as a means to address fear and skepticism. One participant
reasoned, “If a market exists, jumpstarting a few good projects can create a
buzz and positive images to counteract the negativity and prejudice that sur-
rounds mner-city hving.” Others suggested that transportation or redevelop-
ment agenctes find commumties interested in demonstration projects and work
closely with themn towai d the realization of a successful plan

While TODs are sometimes inlubited by NIMBYism i suburben com-
mumnties (Deakin, Bernick, and Chang 1992), fears of gentnification are often
prevalent mn inner cifies Pohcies to address such neighborhood concerns
should mnclude an educational process and public discourse, as well as the
involvement of community members 1n all stages of the process.
Ensuring Financing

Redlining has historically plagued inner-city areas. But this problem can
now be seen as an opportunity because banks now have new requirements fo
show lending in low-income communities According to one participant,
“Bank mergers are another opportunity, since the acquiring institution often
peeds to demonstrate & commitment to wvestments in neighborhoods which
have been overlooked by existing banks.” Another source of financing can
come from local housing assistance programs that can be targeted to a TOD
project to guarantee the revenues needed to justify a conventional loan. In cer-
tan cases, local and state agencies can make the needed financial contribution
and become part owners, as has happened in the Del Norte Place project on
BART. Fimally, federal money from the Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act and its successors can contribute funding.
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Conclusions

This discussion has clearly demonstrated that there are many pieces that
need to be in place for TOD to succeed in the inner city. While local commu-
wities and the private sector are certanuly actors 1 the process, 1t 15 really the
public sector that is asked to take the lead, set the stage, develop policies, and
offer ynportant subsidies and assistance to support the creation of TOD m the
inner city. The actions of the public sector are influenced to a great extent by
the atistudes of the public, sice 1t 15 taxation that defines public revenue. It
remains to be seen if TOD will become a viable option for community
eshancement and positive change 10 America’s inner cities
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Endnotes

I. Many participants stated that they had one or more of the following profes-
stonal affiliations: American Planning Association, American Institute of
Certified Planners, International Society of City and Regional Planners,
American Collegiate Schools of Planmng, American Institute of Architects,
American Economic Association, Association for Public Policy Analysis and
Management, Congress of New Urbamsm, Regional Science Asscciation
International, Transportation Research Board, Institute of Transportation
Engineering, Urban Land Institute, Western Regional Science Association,
Women’s Transportation Semunar, Society of Hispamic Professional
Engineers.
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2, This distribution reflected the present employment status of the participants.
Many of them had worked under various capacities in the pest.

3. Delphi participants hsted the following areas where they have been involved
in TOD work' Angheim, Atlanta, Bayonne, Beavertown, Boston, Boulder,
Broomfield, Chicago, Cincionati, Dallas, Denver, Grensham, Hayward,
Hoboken, Holyoke, Japan, Jersey City, Long Beach, Las Angeles, Madison,
Marin County, Milwaukee, Orange County, Philadelphia, Philippines,
Phoentx, Portland, Riverside County, Sacramento, San Bemardine County,
San Diego, San Jose, San Francisco, Seatfle, Somerville, Sonoma County,
South Ambay, Stockton, St Louis, Toronte, Washington, D.C., Weehawken,
Union City, Vancouver

4. In general, academic participants were more skeptical about the merits or
desirability of TOD development than the other three groups.

5. This Delphi participant proposed the elimination of federal mortgage inter-
est deductions for households with mcomes over $250,000 and the use of
this revenue for inner-city improvements.
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