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THE A DMINISTR.1'.TOR 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION 

WASHINGTON . D .C . 205 9 0 

This was a new kind of conference in which we had before us in one place 
a tremendous ar ray of local plans--more than one hundred of them--for 
enhancing the value of public transportation investments in our cities 
through a ori vate-oublic partnershi p. 

l~e already have visible evidence in a numbe r of cities of the benefits 
of joint development. This is onl y a beginning. Many new, exciting 
prospects are within our grasp if we have but the foresight and the 
courage to reach them. 

As President Carter said in his urban policy message: 11 The Federal 
government doesn't have the resources by itself to do the job. But we 
are ready to provide the leadership, the commitment and the incentives 
which will encourage all sectors of our country to rebuild and to maintain 
the quality of America's communities. 11 

~ /2 
Richard S. Pagevr-





PREFACE 

Local, State and Federal governments are cormnitted to making major 
improvements in urban transportation facilities. This commitment has 
been accompanied by a rapidly increasing interest in related joint 
development. 

A result of this widespread interest was the JOINT DEVELOPMENT 
MARKETPLACE at Washington in June, 1978. The conference was sponsored 
by the U.S. Department of Transportation's Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration through the Urban Consortium for Technology Initiatives, 
the Urban Land Institute, and Public Tech11ology, Inc., which serves as 
secretariat to the Urban Consortium. 

This document contains: 

• A summary of the Joint Development Marketplace. 
• A developer's perspective on joint development. 
• A Federal perspective on joint development. 
• Two Mayoral perspectives on joint development. 
• Two success stories. 
• Two Evolving Projects. 
• A summary of the Federal Pnnel. 
• A surrnnary of the Financial Panel. 
• A series of background papers prepared for the use of the 

conferees. 
• A summary of the Joint Development Marketplace workshops. 
• A Site Marketino Infonnation Summarv and Sheets. 
1 A list of the Joint Development Marketplace attendees. 

It is hoped that Marketplace participants and others who wish to 
pursue joint development projects find these proceedings to be useful. 
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JOINT DEVELOPMENT MARKETPLACE: A SUMMARY 

On June 25, 26, and 27, 1978, more than 600 persons met at 
Washington, D.C. to learn about and discuss emerging joint public
private development opportunities throughout the United States. 

One hundred forty-six private companies and finns were 
represented. 

Seventy-eight cities and urban counties sent their mayors or 
other senior officials. Thirty-six of these cities and counties 
exhibited plans for more thai 100 joint development projects, and 
their representatives were available--in fonnal site marketing sessions 
and infonnally--to answer questions about them. 

Top Federal officials, including Secretary of Transportation 
Brock Adams and 1-\.ssistant to the President Jack l~atson, emphasized the 
opportunity for a creative partnership among all levels of government 
and the private sector in the revitalization of our cities. 

Nationally recognized leaders in the fields of urban planning and 
economic development, urban transportation, land development, and real 
estate investment discussed joint development from their particular 
perspectives and took part in a series of workshops relating to public
private negotiations and the planning of joint development projects. 

The JOINT DEVELOPMENT MARKETPLACE--as the title indicates--was 
designed to be a marketplace for projects ready for development and · 
a marketplace for ideas.l In this respect it differed from the 
traditional Federally sponsored activity, at the conclusion of which 
is brought forth a transcript of the proceedings and a series of re
commendations. The value of the JOINT DEVELOPMENT MARKETPLACE was in 
being there, seeing what others had to offer, exchanging experiences, 
and making contacts. 

1The JOINT DEVELOPMEMT MARKETPLACE was sponsored by the U.S. 
Department of Transportation, Urban Mass Transoortation Administration 
and Office of ·the Secre"tary: ·through the- Lfrbari " Consortium for Technology 
Initiatives, the Urban Land Institute, and Public Technology, Inc. 
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Summary 

Despite the pragmatism of this approach, three themes were so 
pervasive during the marketplace that they must be reported here. 

• The Federal government is fully committed to joint development 
as a means of enhancing the desirable impact of public trans
portation investments in urban areas. 

Direct evidence of this is the repeated invitation of Urban Mass 
Transportation Administrator Richard S. Page to local governments to 
use the amendment to Section (3) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act 
of 1964 which then-Congressman Andrew Young sponsored in 1974. 
Recently, President Carter signed the 1978 Surface Transportation 
Assistance Act which has clarified and broadened the Young Amendment. 

The original Young Amendment authorized financial aid to public 
or quasi-public transit corridor development corporations or entities.* 
Eligible costs included buses and other rolling stock and the acqui~ 
sition of land 11 within the entire zone affected by the construction 
and operation of transit improvements, including station sites . ." 
Public highways were excluded. 

In the 1978 Act, public highways are again excluded with the ex~ 
ception of fixed guideway facilities such as rapid transit systems~ 
busways and transit malls. The 1978 Act also includes assistance for 
new technologies in the fonn of innovative and improved products such 
as downtown people movers. 

In addition to land acquisition and rolling stock, Jleligible 
costs 11 under the new Act include those for demolition of existing 
structures, site preparation, utilities, building foundations, walk
ways, and open space. It also provides for the acquisition, construc
tion, and improvement of facilities needed for intennodal transfers 
(e.g., intennodal tenninals, transit malls, park-and-ride lots), but 
not for the construction of commercial revenue-producing facilities or 
of public facilities not related to public transportation. Under the 
old Young .l\rnendment,intermodal tenninals were not eligible, except for 
the portions which directly affected the public transportation system. 

There is also a requirement in the 1978 Act that the disposition 
of any net increases in property value be worked out prior to project 
approval and that all persons or entities occupying space in facilities 
will pay a "fair share" of the cost of such facilities through rental 
payments or any other means acceptable to the grantor. 

*While the 1978 Act removed the phrase "public or quasi-public 
transit corridor development corporation or entities, 11 such entities 
are still eligible to apply for aid as public bodies. 
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Summary 

An annual funding ceiling of $200 million has been placed on joint 
development projects to be funded out of the revised Young Amendment. 
This is one of the first pieces of legislation to be enacted from 
President Carter's Urban Initiative proposals made early in 1978. 

The Urban Mass Transportation Administration has refrained from 
issuing regulations based on the Young Amendment until actual project 
experience can be accumulated. However, discussions during the market
place clearly indicate that Federal policy is directed toward flexibility 
in administering the statutory authority in tenns of the requirements of 
particular projects and that project applications are welcome. 

Perhaps even more significant was the personal participation in the 
marketplace of Jack Watson and Secretary Adams, as well as the presence 
of Administrator Page and his staff and of high-level representatives of 
the Federal Highway Administration, the U.S. Department of Commerce, and 
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

This level of participation underscores Jack \1atson's statement, 
during the plenary session on the Federal Perspective, that: 

If there is a central the~ to the President's 
recently announced urban policy, I have absolutely 
no doubt what that theme is. It is partnership. 

It is partnership not only between and among the 
levels of government--Federal, State, city, county--but 
creative partnership between and among all those 
levels of government and the private sectorwhich, 
in the opinion of the President and of Brock Adams, 
and of the other leaders of this Administration, is 
really the great motor that must move us toward 
vital cities. 

• Actual and potential delay in the joint development process 
is still a major deterrent to joint development. 

It has long been obvious that a major risk to the developer in a 
,joint development project is unpredictable delay, caused by the public 
nature of the project, that may increase costs and defer rental income. 
This marketplace made it clear that delay is the enemy not only of the 
developer, but of all the participants in a project. 

•• Financial institutions operate on budgets. They need to 
know where and when their money will be invested. It is a 
serious matter to them when a planned flow of money is de
ferred over a substantial, and often indefinite, period of 
time. 
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Summary 

•• Public officials are concerned that delays in project 
completion will result in criticism and may bring in its 
wake political repercussions, such as the loss of support 
for co111T1unity development activities generally or, even, the 
loss of an election. 

•• And transit operators fear that delays in the private devel
opment will cause politically unacceptable delays in provid
ing transit improvements or in initiating new service. 

There are three paths by which the problem of delay may simulta
neously be approached. 

l. By prepackaging as many as possible of the items that must be 
completed before a developer can move ahead with assurance. 
These may include enabling legislation, referendums, tax abate
ment and other local ordinances, public hearings, environmental 
impact reviews, zoning and subdivision actions, and variances. 

2. By providing finn assurance that planned public improvements 
will be made on schedule. This requires political commitments, 
as well as assured sources of funds for the transportation and 
other public improvements, and cooperation agreements among the 
public agencies which are to provide them. 

3. By simplifying and making more flexible the processes by which 
Federal assistance in support of joint development is committed 
and made available. 

• The joint development process must include means by which 
residents can participate in planning projects that affect them 
and their neighborhoods and can themselves realize some of the 
economic benefits that result. 

This subject was discussed in three of the six workshops. 
Harold B. Williams, Director of Civil Rights, Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration, summarized the issues in a background paper prepared for 
the conference. He writes: 

There are three areas in which action must be taken in a 
specific and timely manner to assure that the people's 
interests are realized: 

Participation of local neighborhood organizations and 
citizens in planning, site selection, transit station 
design, and resulting area development. 

Employment and training, through the setting aside of jobs 
and the provision of training for unemployed and dis
advantaged youth. 
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Surrmary 

Provision of opportunity for minority businesses to reach 
their full potential. 

The JOINT DEVELOPMENT MARKETPLACE showed that the opportunities for 
joint development are there--perhaps more of them than most persons re
cognized. So are the financial aids available from the Federal govern
ment--in programs already authorized and administered by the Departments 
of Transportation, Co11111erce, and Housing and Urban Development. There 
is no better way to conclude this summary than to repeat what Secretary 
Adams said in closing his keynote address to the conferees: 

It's time to take America 's cities off the sick 
list, and mayors off the hook. Our urban conmunities 
are a valuable national asset. Through a new partner~ 
ship of commitment and investment, we can preserve, 
protect, and improve those urban assets for the future. 
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PART II 

JOINT DEVELOPMENT MARKETPLACE: 

HIGHLIGHTS and MATERIALS 



Section l: Speeches 

This section includes four general speeches concerning the various 
developer, Federal, and mayoral perspectives of joint development. 

In the first speech, Harold Jensen of the Urban Land Institute 
discusses what a developer is interested in obtaining from the local 
project participant. Next, Honorable Brock Adams, U.S. Secretary of 
Transportation,and Honorable Jack Watson, Special Assistant to the 
President, give personal opinions on what they feel the Federal role in 
joint development is and will be. The two last speeches concern the 
attitudes of Mayor Thomas Moody of Columbus, Ohio and Mayor Hans Tanzler 
of Jacksonville, Florida on joint development prospects in their urban 
areas. 

8 



DEVELOPER'S PERSPECTIVE 

Harold S. Jensen 
Metropolitan Structures 

President, Urban Land Institute 

Let me start this candid dialogue by taking a few minutes to tell 
you what's on my mind as I approach this meeting--speaking now as a 
developer. 

First, I am concerned that you public officials be aware of what 
we developers will be looking for when you outline your various joint 
development opportunities. Joint development,after all,can be a compli
cated and sometimes risky enterprise so I am going to approach your 
proposals with caution. Metropolitan Structures, of which I am a 
partner, is active in four cities and examining opportunities in three 
others. We, like many developers and lenders, think of our market as 
being national rather than local. We feel we can and must carefully 
choose among the many cities with development opportunities. 

In analyzing development potential l'Jithin a city and, more impor
tantly, between cities, there are a number of variables that I consider 
very important. Some obviously have to do with demand characteristics; 
others have to do with supply factors or our ability to bring a project 
to market on time and within budget. In this forum, it is probably not 
necessary to dwell on demand factors, so let me dispose of that quickly. 

In general, we look for opportunities where demand for space--be 
it office, retail, or residential--is strong. Strong demand means that 
the prevailing market demand price is high enough to return an acceotable 
profit over the cost of constructing new space. He determine this by 
looking at vacancy rates, rate of absorption, competitive products, type 
and quality of tenants in the area, general economy of the city, and, 
possibly, the changing or emerging role of the CBD. We are also con
cerned about site specifics such as vehicular and pedestrian access, 
proximity to ancillary services, adjacent activity, and general per
ception of location as a good place to work or live. 

Many sites being presented by cities exhibiting in the marketplace 
today and tomorrow are not in what I would define as strong market areas 
but rather are located in uncertain markets. In these latter cases the 
demand price for finished space is not \'Je 11 enough known for developers 
or lenders to be able to determine whether there is a profit to be 
earned by developing a project. In situations like these, one is very 
cautious and, in addition to the specific types of information just 
described, it is necessary to look at factors directly controlled by 
local government. 

The local factors that affect supply in the uncertain market (and 
in many strong markets as well) are numerous. To interest a developer 
in a proposed site requires the right answers to the following questions: 
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Sreech: Jensen 

First, is the use proposed appropriate for the site? Many cities 
have plans outlining an elaborate scheme for downtown redevelopment. 
If the whole plan could be put in place at once, each component might 
work. Unfortunately, instantaneous redevelopment does not occur and 
thus the site available for development today frequently must stand on 
its own, depending solely on existing demand. 

Second, is the site cleared and r eady for use? Sites offered to a 
developer, especially one from out of town, that are encumbered with 
tenanted buildings or rights-of-way are not ready for use and will not 
generally be considered. When acquiring a site from a public agency in 
an uncertain market, a cleared parcel is expected. 

Third, are development t ools at hand? Does local government have 
the authority, the funding, and the delivery mechanism to provide the 
incentives or the assistance promised? Frequently, major projects call 
for land write-downs or special public improvements such as a parking 
garage or improved street access. A developer wants to know if what is 
needed to make a project possible is available, can be promised, and, 
more importantly, will be delivered. 

Fourth, is the local political climate responsive? A Mayor and 
council must be supportive of a major project, especially one requiring 
public assistance. Development takes years to complete and requires 
commitments to its major partners throughout. Helpful to a developer 
is support from local business leadership and cooperation from labor. 
A local administration that can pull business and labor together in 
support of a project is a tremendous asset. 

Fifth, does the administration appear competent to deliver on 
commitments made? This unquestionably is a subjective judgment but 
one frequently made by developers. Certain cities have a reputation 
as a good place to do business. When all other things are equal, in a 
choice between two projects in two different cities, it is the one with 
the good reputation that wins out. How are judgments made regarding 
competence? There are a number of key variables: Strong desire by 
Mayor's staff to expedite; a zoning review process that supports develop
ment; evidence of the willingness and capacity to provide infrastruc
ture in advance of development; and finally, a Mayor with a stout heart 
who does not shy away from controversy. 

These five questions are indicative of what developers ask either 
their consultants, their staffs, or other developers. Though frequently 
phrased in different ways, these questions do represent what we need to 
know. Cities that have 11 yes 11 answers to these questions will catch our 
attention. 

Aside from looking for certain features in public agency proposals 
or solicitations, private developers are concerned with the process of 
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Speech: ,Jensen 

development. The saying that time is money can't be repeated often 
enough. If we have any choice at all, we will choose to work in sit
uations where the development process is "reasonable ·. 

11 

Unfortunately, 
what is reasonable from our perspective seems too often to be of no 
interest or irrelevant from a public agency's viewpoint. 

Moving through the stages of the development process is becoming 
more difficult and taking ever-increasing amounts of time. To the ex
tent that the added hurdles--be they environmental reviews or citizen 
participation or whatever--improve the final product or the environment 
in which it is located, we are generally receptive to their inclusion. 

However, when regulations and procedures merely mask indecision, 
hidden no-qrowth agendas or bureaucratic ineptitude, then it is appro
priate and essential for those of us involved in creating a development 
product to object to the burden and to seek to have it removed. 

The development of a major project today requiresan inordinate 
amount of cooperation. But coooeration between public and private 
sectors doesn't just happen. First, we must try to understand and 
accept the credibility of each other in the development process, our 
goals and the constraints under which we operate. Second, we must have 
the willingness to resolve conflicts that arise and to do so expedi
tiously. 

The words about cooperation appear simple and are therefore taken 
for granted; unfortunately, the case they describe is not common to 
many communities. How often, for example, has it been necessary for a 
developer to justify a profit simply because those who demanded the 
information have made no effort to understand the dynamics of invest
ment? This is as unfortunate in my mind as the need for a mayor to 
remind a developer that the appearance of doing business together has 
political liabilities. 

Cooperat ion, as you can tell by my definition, is a s tate of mind. 
It entails a recognition that developers need local officials and local 
officials need developers. Cooperation does not require that the public 
sector neglect its own goals to please the developer. Nor does it de
mand that the developer forego his profit for the corrrnunity. Both are 
essential. 

In conclusion, if you feel ''leaned on"by a developer, be assured 
that the public agency point of view will be represented by others at 
this meeting. The public agency participants have gone to a great deal 
of effort to make this an effective marketplace. Let's all join in the 
effort. I'm sure we will be rewarded. 
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FEDERAL PERSPECTIVE 

Honorable Brock Adams 
Secretary 

U.S. Department of Transportation 

Good Morning. The President's Urban Initiatives proposal has now 
been made. The 15th and final piece of legislation in that package has 
been sent to Congress. As Vice-President Mondale told the Conference 
of Mayors last Tuesday, the national development bank President Carter 
proooses would generate $16 billion in private investment for the 
cities most in need. Our purpose today is to examine some of the pro
spects for joint development--to put public and private investment 
dollars to work on urban improvement projects. 

In his urban policy message President Carter said: 11 The Federal 
government doesn't have the resources by itself to do the job. But 
we are ready to provide the leadership, the corranitment and the incen
tives which will encourage all sectors of our country to rebuild and 
to maintain the quality of America's cornmunities.11 

That's what brings us here today. We are saying to the private 
sector: 11 The momentum is swinging back to the cities; Jorn us ,n re
vitalizing urban life." t~e're saying, as President Carter has said, 
that 11everyone has a stake in the health of our urban places. 11 We're 
also saying: 11 Don't blame your mayor or council member or UMTA for the 
condition of your city, unless you're prepared to do your part to make 
it better. 11 vie' re saying: 11 He 're a 11 in this together to make it work. 11 

With that in mind, there are three short messages I want to bring 
to you. 

1. Federal dollars are needed for salvation of the cities. 

This Administration is dedicated to the salvation of our cities. As 
was pointed out at last week's Conference of Mayors meeting, the sections 
of the Federal budget that have been growing most rapidly are those dealing 
with assistance to States and cities. Under President Carter, Federal 
aid to State and local governments has increased 25 percent in two years, 
going from $68 billion in fiscal 1977 to $85 billion for fiscal year 
1979. In addition, as a part of his national urban policy proposal, the 
President is budgeting another $200 million for urban public transpor
tation capital investment projects. 

2. Federal dollars alone are not enough. 

Federal 
the answer. 
program wi 11 
to do it. 

dollars alone won't solve our urban problems. That's not 
Piling a little more money on top of every existing Federal 
not cure the root problem. And we do not have the funds 
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Speech: Adams 

What I'm saying is, we want to modernize the way we invest in State 
and corronunity projects. 

First, we illnt to simplify transportation planning, so that high
way and transit developments are planned together and in concert with 
other community objectives. We want States and localities to be able to 
make long-range plans, so private development can proceed accordingly. 

Second, we illnt to improve the management of transportation re
sources, so narrow categorical restrictions do not limit the ways funds 
can be used and prevent us fran using the money available. 

Thi rd, we want uniform funding formulas - 80/20 for everything 
except Interstates or transfers from them--so local officials' decision
making won't be dominated by the amount of money the community has to 
put up to get a Federal grant. 

Fourth, we want to make better use of the dollars available, by 
managing the long-tenn colTITiitments so we can cover those commitments 
without increasing taxes or adding to the deficit . 

The proposed highway/transit bill now enacted moves in that 
direction. The President's urban policy moves in that direction. 
This meeting moves us further in that direction. Then we will restore 
vitality to our cities, and promote long-term growth and development 
at a cost we can all afford. 

3. A pirtnership is necessary. 

The "conservation of our communities" and the "coherent long-range 
urban policy" the President has called for can't be achieved by the 
public or the private sector alone; and it won't be accomplished by 
piecemeal programs being pursued independently by a galaxy of Federal 
agencies. That's why joint efforts like this are so essential. It is 
also why coordinated transportation planning is vital to the future 
of our urban communities. 

Transportation ties a city together, links it \.\/ith its suburbs, 
moves its commerce and provides mobility for its people. He can't 
have an effective urban policy without an effective transportation 
policy. 

Twenty-five years ago department stores began following the high
ways to the suburbs. As shopping centers became more popular, down
town business districts declined. Public transit, deprived of its 
bread-and-butter traffic and forced to expand its lines--at greatly 
increased costs --collapsed as a private enterprise industry in the 
United States. 
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But today, new transportation projects can provide excellent 
catalysts for joint development opportunities. 

Detroit, Michigan, for example, has a downtown people mover and 
pedestrian "sky-way" system in the works together with a combination 
parking facility and corranercial development to serve the new Re-
naissance Center. · 

Baltimore, Maryland is already working with local planners on the 
joint development of three transit station sites for the city's new 
rail system. 

Gary, Indiana is preparing a joint development proposal around a 
relocated tenninal of the South Shore rail line on the edge of its 
downtown district. 

In New York, there is a proposal to create conmercial space in 
refurbished passageways connecting Grand Central station, a rebuilt 
Commodore Hotel and an existing subway station. There are two other 
immediate prospects in the New York City area, including a transit 
mall in the South Bronx and the development of Jamaica Center in 
connection with the Kennedy Airport rail line relocation and exten
sion. 

Here in Washington, a joint development venture is being planned 
around the Columbia Heights station in the 1968 riot corridor. 

I am pleased to announce this morning (June 26, 1978) the award of 
a $2.6 million UMTA grant to the Denver Regional Transportation Dis
trict to assist in the design of a pedestrian transit mall to be 
served by free, low-polluting transit vehicles. A major terminal faci
lity will be tied into the mall to connect express commuter buses with 
the mall shuttle buses. This transfer facility offers the opportunity 
for the construction of a major corranercial office building on the land 
adjacent to and the rights over the terminal. 

I would point out that, in this particular example of joint 
development, the only Federal investment is in the transit mall itself. 
Denver is fortunate in that it generally is experiencing a strong 
local economy. Other cities may not be as fortunate and we recognize 
that additional funds may be necessary to stimulate the private invest
ment in their development projects. Our program is designed to be 
flexible, to provide the necessary catalysts for an entire range of 
joint development opportunities. 

That's why we're trying to provide cities the means to develop 
their public transportation potential, and produce alternatives to the 
private car. 

14 



Speech: JI.dams 

This involves three key decisions by local people. 

One: The solutions have to fi t the city they serve . New Yor k 
and Los ~nqeles, for example, can never have the same ki nd of 
system. Cities must build the type of system their peopl e want 
and ~Jill support. \~here rail systems are appropriate, they should 
be built in segments. Private development will be better served 
by a system planned in total but built in increments. 

Two: Be certain the system affords new opportunities for t he 
redevelopment of urban properties. As urban highways made land 
less useful, we must now make urban land more useful. Park-and
ride stations orovide natural points for suburban business ven 
tures, and as the downtovm areas are gradually 1 i berated from 
their dependence on the private car, land and facilities now 
needed to accommodate vehicles can be put to other use. 

Three: The recycling of public t ranspor tation will help restore 
civi c pride and the city loyalt y and spiri t that comes from 
bui ldi ng a community. Certainly the "working alliance" of all 
levels of government with the private sector and with the ci t i
zens of the community wi 11 serve, as President Carter has said, 
to instill a new sense of purpose and mutual interest. 

Thank you for your interest in this important endeavor. 

15 



FEDERAL PERSPECTIVE 

Honorable Jack Watson 
Assistant to the President 

I am very pleased to be here this morning. I would like to be
gin by stating that the Carter Administration believes that the 
Nation's cities have a tremendous amount of potential. For all of 
our problems, for all of our difficulties, deficiencies and short
falls, we have tremendous strenqth to build on. We have tremendous 
1,-1ells of creativity and imagination in the private sector. If there 
is a central theme to the President's recently announced urban policy, 
I have absolutely no doubt what that theme is. It is partnership. 

It is partnership not only between and among the levels of 
government--Federal, State, city, county--but creative partnership 
between and among all those levels of qovernment and the private 
sector which, in the opinion of the President and of Brock Adams and 
of the other leaders of this Administration, is really the great 
motor that must move us toward vital cities. 

To the extent that we can leverage government expenditures 
creatively, with massive imagination, private sector investment and 
innovation, our cities will be saved, our cities will he strong, our 
cities will be nice places to live. 

One of the things that the Federal government has not done 
very well traditionally, which we're working very hard on now, is 
packaging across agency lines. Some of the men on this platform 
with me--Bob Hall, who is the Assistant Secretary for Economic 
Development in the Department of Commerce, Bob Embry, Assistant 
Secretary for Community Development in the Department of HUD, and 
Mort Downey, Assistant Secretary of DOT--sit with me and others on 
an Interagency Coordinating Council that Dick Page mentioned. vie 
met this morning, as a matter of fact. 

\•Jhat we're doing with the interagency group of policy and 
decision makers is packaging. ~Je are trying to create synergisms 
from the Federal side that 111il 1 respond to synergisms that we hope 
are going to emanate from you--from mayors and city councils and 
county governments and private sector developers. 

I cannot think of a better, more apt illustration of partner
ship than is represented by this Joint Development Marketplace. I 
went down to see the exhibits this morning and, to coin Dick Page's 
phrase, I am swept away with enthusiasm at what is being thought 
about, at what the potentialities are. 

Before I leave this stage, it is my privilege on behalf of the 
President and, speaking for him at this moment, to thank you, to 
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welcome you here, to urge you on to the kinds of creative colla
borations that this country, this government, our cities, towns, 
and counties need. 

Thank you. 
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MAYOR'S PERSPECTIVE 

Thomas Moody 
Mayor 

City of Columbus, Ohio 

Good afternoon. I'd like to talk about something this afternoon 
that could have a major impact on our ability to carry out joint 
development projects--the California tax initiative, Proposition 13. 
The repercussions of its passage could well change the future course 
of local government in this country. In reacting against property 
taxes pushed ever upward by the pressure of inflation, the voters in 
California may be heralding a mood of austerity. But their vote also 
underscored some very basic concerns that have been on the minds of 
local officials for some time. It is clear that while the local 
property tax is the princioal source of local revenues, it is not the 
right way to support the vast array of services that local governments 
are called upon to provide. The local property tax was not designed to 
support them, and it never will be able to. Nor should it, since many 
of the costs that our citizens must bear through their local property 
tax payments--costs of such programs as air and water quality planning, 
uniform wage and hour lav1s that are set without attention to local 
conditions, mandated benefits and pensions for local employees, and a 
variety of other costs--are mandated by Federal and State laws. 

Proposition 13 can be read as a clear statement in opposition to 
the imposition of these burdens on property owners. 

t·Jhat' s the remedy? From the point of view of the National League 
of Cities, there are some basic strategies that could be applied. 

The first of these is to broaden the local tax structure. A 
broader arr~y of local services could be supported locally if States 
would give cities the local option to rely on such alternate sources 
of revenues as local sales taxes or payroll taxes. These are possible 
in some communities, but they have traditionally been denied to cities 
in this country. 

A second strategy would be to shift the burden of financing local 
services. The National League of Cities has long advocated the Federal 
assumption of welfare programs. We would also support State funding 
of education. We strongly support the use of fiscal notes or similar 
forms of reimbursement for paying for programs mandated by State or 
Federal laws. 

Another basic strategy for local government would be to greatly 
improve the management capacity of local government and local officials. 
One of the messages that the California voters delivered is a call for 
reduced government spending. To balance that demand for austerity with 
the real and pressing needs of cities and the people who live in them 
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will require management ability of the highest order. It will require 
that local officials know how to get .the most and best use out of 
every dollar they take in through local taxes. It will require that 
every program, every nroject, serve a variety of needs. It will require 
that every resource a city offers..--human, physical, cultural, or econo..
mic--be used wisely. 

Improved management, higher productivity, greater application of 
technology must continue to be of high priority to local government. 
This was the basic motivation of the National League of Cities and 
other public interest groups when they created Public Technology, Incor
porated. If ever the knowledge and experience gained by this organi
zation in its seven years of existence is needed, it is now. Clearl~ 
greater cooperation between the public and private sectors in the 
efficient utilization of scarce resources permeates this conference. 

\~hat is required, in the end, is a strong sense of urban conser
vation. The response to Proposition 13 need not be a radical and 
sudden one. Prooosition 13 really only underscores the importance of 
a concept that has been at the foundation of everything the National 
League of Cities has been doing for the past few years. That concept-
that philosophical foundation for League policies--is the idea of urban 
conservation. 

Urban conservation, at its simplest, is the thought that cities 
are resources, and like other resources they must be used wisely and 
conserved, not used up and discarded. Our cities represent immense 
investments of time, money, brick, steel, concrete, hope, dreams, labor, 
S\<Jeat, tears, and laughter. These investments cannot be allowed to go 
to waste through misguided and inappropriate programs at any level of 
government. 

There are countless examples of Federal and State programs that 
have worked against our cities rather than conserving them. Some of 
the most visible ones, ·however, have been transportation programs. 

Transportation has often done as much to divide our cities as it 
has to hold them together. There has been a wrong side of the tracks 
ever since there were railroads. Highways have filled the suburbs 
with people and filled downtowns with cars. Expressways have created 
walls between people who once were neighbors. 

Things have been changing, however , Ten years ago, highway 
planning became something of an adversary proceeding. Engineers and 
highway planners found themselves confronted by well-organized conmunity 
groups who were not going to be divided by expressways that would bring 
them nothing but air pollution and noise. 
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11 What's your highway going to do to my neighborhood?" is the basic 
question. And if you substitute any other fonn of transportation for 
highways, the concern is still the same. People have realized that 
transportation must do more than just move people and goods . 

. ~ichar~ S. Pa9.e, J\gministrator of the Urban Mass Transportat1on 
Administration (UMTA) at the U.S. Department of Transportation, lists 
five purposes for public transit--mobility, energy conservation, envi
ronmental protection, employment and economic development. Those five 
purposes are also important parts of what the National League of Cities 
has been defining as urban conservation--and they are high goals for the 
sort of joint development that you have come here to talk about. 

Mobility--the simple ability to get from home to work and back--is 
crucial, and a large number of people must depend on public transit for 
that mobility. ~le have all become aware of the need for energy conser
vation and for environmental protection. Neither can be achieved with
out some cost, but neither of them can be ignored for much longer. 
Employment is essential for all our people, but it is extremely impor
tant for inner city residents, and it is the key to revitalizing center 
cities. 

Transportation plays a vital role in reaching each of those five 
goals. The joint development of transportation facilities which meet 
the wider needs of our cities, their neighborhoods, and their people 
is not only a sensible approach but an essential one. Thank you. 
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MAYOR'S PERSPECTIVE 

Hans Tanzler 
Mayor 

City of Jacksonville, Florida 

Thank you. In the eleven years that I've served in the National 
League of Cities, the United States Conference of Mayors and various 
other organizations, the cry has been the same--urban crisis and urban 
conservation. We called it 14 different things throughout those 
years and there have been as many solutions and recommendations as we've 
decried the problems which face us, but they really were su1T111ed up and 
surrounded by another problem spelled out in urban flight. 

The shift of population from the incorporated city into the unin
corporated areas has created problems for cities. We've decried the 
Federal incentives--the highway systems, and the tax incentives--that 
made it possible for one to go into the larger areas, build a bigger 
house and deduct the interest rates and so forth. You were better off 
than trying to refurbish the dwelling in which you were living inside 
the city 1 imits. 

There is another war going on in this nation to which we are going 
to have to address ourselves. And I'm sorry that we will. What 
I'm referring to is the interstate economic tax incentive war that many 
states are engaging in. 

Industries are moving from the major cities of the North into the 
so-called "sunbelt" of the nation. There are a number of reasons for 
this shift, not the least of which are the taxes, the working condi
tions, and the climate. As these industries shift, what is taking place 
in Florida and in other southeastern States is certainly an unhealthy 
growth. 

For instance, the State of Florida has increased its population 
by more than two million people since the last census. Growth like 
that creates tremendous problems. Fort Meyer has, for example, had a 
42 percent population increase in a single year. 

Bel i eve me, before I go on, that I'm here today competing with all 
the other cities to encourage industry relocation to my area. Such 
encouragement has already resulted in many new developments in the City 
of Jacksonvil l e of which I'm very proud. I do know, however, that 
every time a plant relocates to Jacksonville, some other mayor is having 
additional problems. As the tax base forces one industry out of a city, 
the mayo r of that city is faced with the need to provide the basic level 
of services with a declining tax base. 

t1/e do have some alternatives to urban flight. 
minimize center city decline is through annexation. 
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the incorporated limits of Jacksonville into the unincorporated areas 
of the county because there aren't any--the city limits go to the 
county line. While we still have urban flight, it's one hell of a long 
drive. If it takes you an hour to get back and forth on an expressway 
or an Interstate, with the cost of energy, then it isn't worth the 
effort to flee the city. So, to some extent, it is a solution to the 
problem. Yet in some ways we're punished for our progressive organi
zation. 

I would like to be critical, if I may for a moment, about the 
attitudes (Congressional, regulatory, or otherwise) used in developing 
the guidelines for use of Urban Development Action Grant (UDAG) monies. 
Our city, because it did annex, was unable to participate in this year's 
UDAG program because we now average the population residing in the core 
of the city with those that were in the unincorporated areas of the 
county. When we combine the two, we end up a little above the standard 
set for use of UDAG monies. However, we still have a large population 
in the core of the city which is well below the poverty level and would 
meet every UDAG guideline. 

On the other hand,the solution has been recognized--the self-help 
solution of annexation or flexibilities of your city limits. However, 
those that take advantage of this are,to a very large degree, penalized 
for having helped themselves. 

Also, another potential solution for center city decay is the 
downtown people mover. The City of Jacksonville is first on the list 
of additional people mover projects, if the Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration (UMTA) ever gets around to funding any new ones. I must 
say, parenthetically, that I am personally pulling for the Mayor of 
Cleveland in his efforts to overcome the recall election. I hope he 
gets re-elected because, as you know, he rejected the $42 million the 
Federal government has allocated for Cleveland to build a downtown 
people mover. If he doesn't want it, then UMTA will just have to see 
who is next on the list. I think that is only fair. 

The City of Jacksonville has an Economic Development Administra
tion grant to establish an Economic Review Office within the -Office 
of the Mayor. The office will evaluate· every grant that we might 
possibly apply for and determine what the economic impact will be on 
our co1TJT1unity. 

What I'm saying to you is that if there is a solution to the 
directions that cities are taking on a national basis to solve local 
government problems, there has to be some method of emphasizing and 
maximizing the economic multiplier effect on private development. I have 
suggested repeatedly that every project should have at least a four-, 
five~,or maybe a ten-time multiplier effect. If a city can show the 
Federal government just how many times those dol lars are going to be 
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multiplied on a private scale, the Federal government can make decisions 
that will automatically stimulate the economy. 

Keeping downtown Jacksonville economically strong and a vital urban 
cen~er is a constant problem, as it is in every downtown throughout the 
Nation. Trying to convince people of the importance of maintaining the 
Downtown is a problem. I don't have the city limit, as I said, so 
that's not the problem; however, there are still those who myopically 
reject the concept of soending money on the downtown since we have such 
fabulous shopping centers farther out. The argument is: "My office is 
out there and I don't need to go downtown; therefore, why spend my tax 
dollar downtown?" 

These are familiar arguments, I'm sure. Trying to convince the 
people that more than 15 percent of our total taxes comes from less 
than one square mile of the city's 847 square miles is not easy. One 
should easily be able to see the necessity of preserving that one 
square mile. Also, if one-fourth of the population work there, then 
certainly we would want to preserve it. 

~Je want to save dovmtown from a standpoint of public safety and 
of making it an ideal place to work and shop. It is still amazing to 
me that I find so many people, whose intelligence I admire, are still 
against spending tax dollars on . downtown development. They will say 
that you should let the free enterprise system work by itself and that 
the development will take care of itself . 

I'll close with this observation. If you see a picture of 
Jacksonville, you will see Independence Square, the magnificant jewel 
of our skyline. This block paid the City of Jacksonville's and the 
County of Duvall's coffers less than $100,000 in taxes. It was that 
way when I came into office. There was a rundown bowling alley and a 
few dilapidated corner shops. It looked terrible. This year the 
Jacksonville Independence Square will generate $1,000,000 in taxes. 
Now, which is better, $100,000 or $1,000,000? 

How important was it to get that developer to make a decision to 
put that building there? If it is a $32 million building, what 
are the multiplier effects? How many others with millions of dollars 
of investments made the decision to expand banks and other holdings in 
that area? Once there was a sign of progress in downtown Jacksonville, 
investors and developers began to flock to the area. Developers and 
financial institutions have indicated that they are willing to commit 
almost $400 million dollars to the revitalization of Jacksonville's 
downtown not only because of the new building, but because of the hope 
that a people mover might someday be built downtown. If we have to 
fight every inch of the way, the goal will be accomplished. 

23 



Speech: Tanzler 

As I step down after 12 years as Mayor of Jacksonville, the advice 
I give to you is to keep things simple so that the public can understand. 
If the people don't understand what the project is, regardless of the pro
ject's efficiency, they will not go along with it. Communication is, was, 
and will always be the number one problem we have. 

Thank you, God bless you, and I appreciate this opportunity to speak 
to you. 
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Section 2: Project Presentations 

This section describes both success stories and evolving projects 
in joint development. 

The first two presentations, by Gerald Maier of the Philadel-
phia Redevelopment Authority and the other by W. Scott Toombs of Rouse
Philadelphia, Inc., briefly sunmarize some of the facts concerning the 
successful Philadelphia Gallery joint development project. J. David 
Hunt describes the Portland Mall success story and Mayor George 
Latimer of St. Paul covers the St. Paul Galleria project which is 
now underway. 

The next four presentations cover joint development projects 
related to the Washington, D.C. Metro stations. J. Kirkwood White of 
the D.C. Municipal Planning Office and Henry Cord of Washington Metro
politan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) give general descriptions of the 
Metro system and their views of the Metro system joint development pro
cess. John Israelson of Woodward and Lothrop department stores de
scribes their joint development project with WMATA. Ronald T. Goode 
of the Oliver T. Carr Company, a developer, describes an evolving joint 
development at the Metro Farragut West Station. 
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SUCCESS STORY: THE GALLERY, PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 

Gerald Maier* 
Director, Market Street East 

Philadelphia Redevelopment Authority 

Good morning. !~le feel that the Philadelphia Gallery was a very 
successful joint development project. The three main financial parti
cipants included: 

• Gimbel's Department Store 
t Rouse Company 
• Philadelphia Redevelopment Authority 

In addition to the preceding, the City of Philadelphia, primarily 
with Housing and Urban Development funds, contributed funds for land 
acquisition and utilities relocation. 

The Southeastern PennsyJvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA) was respon
sible for making the major transit improvements associated with the 
project--those at the 8th Street Subway Station. I believe that the 
rail and corrnnuter connections made the project work. 

The Philadelphia City Council took the lead in organizing 
the project by passing 15 ordinances. Including redevelopment funds, 
the city contributed 30-35 percent of the project costs. The Gallery has 
created 30,000 jobs. 

(At this point there was a slide presentation). 

* Mr. Maier gave a slide presentation on the Gallery. This text 
describes some of the project facts he brought out prior to the pre
sentation. 

26 



SUCCESS STORY: THE GALLERY, PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 

\•J. Scott Toombs 
Sr. Development Director 
Rouse-Philadelphia, Inc. 

Good morning. During the past several months I've been im
pressed with the amount of interest shown in all aspects of revitali
zation of U.S. central cities. New Orleans, Chicago, Pasadena, 
Boston and many other cities have revitalization projects in planning 
or under construction. It's important for all of us that these pro
jects become successful realities because our collective investment is 
too great to write off as a depreciated asset. 

Philadelphia's success with revitalization has been tremendous. 
The Gallery is a part of that process. There were many hurdles to 
overcome in developing the Gallery; problems that could only be over
come by a trust relationship between the government and the private 
developers. Each of the parties had to take extraordinary risks in 
order to perform their part of the bargain. There were several im
portant ingredients which led to the success of the Gallery. They 
included the following: 

• Philadelohia is a city with an excellent track record 
in urban· renewal. It has brought excellent office and resi
dential development back to the center city. Also, a great 
amount of retailing was going on before the idea of the 
Gallery was conceived. People use mass transit in Phila
delphia--900,000 riders daily. 

• The department stores were willing to make major commitments 
to the Gallery's success. A total of $47 million were 
committed by two major department stores. Both stores 
agreed to long -term operating covenants which . were very 
important to project financing. Project financing is extreme
ly important, as those of you in the private sector know. 

• The City Administration was extremely supportive of the pro
ject. The Mayor said that the Gallery Project was one of his 
major objectives and followed through on that objective. 

• The $20 million in Federal funds granted to Market 
Street East created a project of distingu1shed design, and 
magnificant structure. Because of this, the project was one 
in which development economics could work favorably for both 
the project participants and the city. 
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The r1ayor saw to it that the project ran correctly and quickly 
through the city approval processes. In addition--

• The project was never a political issue. 

• The public supported the project. 

• The business community was united in making the project 
a success. 

• The financial c0111Tiunity ultimately provided the mortgage, 
probably more as a public service at the time than the ex
cellent investment the Gallery has turned out to be. 

• Revitalization had been going on for a long time in the 
same area. 

Seventy percent of the customers come to the Gallery by public 
transit. 

The Gallery has approximately 200,000 square feet of retailing 
located on five levels between the two large department stores. One 
ot the retailing levels is underground. 

In conclusion, I'd like to express my appreciation for the oppor
tunity to discuss the Gallery at this Joint Development Marketplace. 

Thank you. 
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SUCCESS STORY : THE PORTLAND MALL, PORTLAND, OREGON 

J. David Hunt 
Executive Director 

City of Portland Development Commission 

Mayor Goldschm idt was asked to talk today about a success story : 
The Portland Transit Mall and the redevelopment--the joint devel op
ment--that has been the result of the Mall 1 s construction in the 
center of our downtown . 

He would tell you, first, that back in March of 1971, when t he 
concept of a Portland Mall was first envisioned, and then in September, 
1973 when that vision was first put to paper as a grant application 
for $12 million to UMTA, w~ never talked--publicly;-a~out develo P.ment 
or redeve 1 opment becaase, ,n those day$,' UMTA wasn t interested ,n any-
thing but a pure transportation project. And even though most of us 
recognized that the Portland Mall, if funded, would be the larges t 
single public investment to Portland's downtown in 40 years, and 
its major impact would be as a catalyst for turning around years and 
years of neglect and decline, we coul dn't say t hat . 

Today, of course, joint development is a Federal programm i ng 
catchword. The Department of Housing and Urban Development will fu nd 
a housing project when one of the key objectives is jobs . The 
Economic Development Administration will support a downtown performing 
arts center if it demonstrates that it will attract people and economic 
activity. And the Urban Mass Transportation Administration now keys 
its transportation project funding on the basis of the joint devel op
ment that it will stimulate. Legislation (since enacted) that wou ld 
open up the Young Amendment and that was a part of President Carter's 
original transportation legislative package would do more than make 
joint development an explicit objective of urban transportation pro
jects--it would actually fund joint development projects. 

Mayor Goldschmidt feels that the difference between the approach 
to local government needs now being taken by the major agencies of 
the Federal government under President Carter, and the kind of Federal 
policy that we were forced to live with over the past several decades, 
is li ke night and day . 

If the redirection and coordination of Federal urban policy t hat 
President Carter and the Congress have brought to this Nation ' s ci ti es 
in the last two years is anything like the initiatives that Thomas 
~folfe saw when he returned to his home city in the late 1930 1 s, then 
we now know why he said, "I think the true discovery of America is 
before us. 11 

For we now believe the true discovery of Portland is before us , 
and we hope this is true for other American cities as well. We say 
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this because of the success we have had in the recent years with the 
redevelopment of Portland's downtown, and because of new Federal 
initiatives that now open up new orportunities to keep the momentum 
of our success going. 

Before we talk about this redevelopment in Portland, we want to 
describe to you where we began six years ago, and our strategy to get 
from where we were to where we are today. 

We began six years ago with the recognition that if the downtown 
died, the city would die. Our downtown is almost 10 percent of the city's 
tax base, and today it provides 72,000 jobs and about 10 percent of the 
city 1 s employment. And more than this, it is Oregon's only urban center, 
with cultural activities, theaters and restaurants that are resources 
that exist nowhere else in the State. Our downtown is as important to 
Oregon as our mountains, rivers, and our ocean coasts. 

Six years ago, the downtown was in a state of decline and the 
negative impact of the lack of confidence in the future of the down
town was affecting the whole city . 

Retailers were leaving the city. The air was seriously polluted, 
and EPA's Clear Air standards threatened to limit the access of 
shoppers and clients to what downtown merchants and offices still re
mained. New potential projects were caught in planning hassles and 
red tape because no one seemed to know what we wanted and there was no 
downtown plan to guide new investments. 

First, we ha.d to resolve the region 's major t r ansport at ion dead
Zocks--Mt. Hood Freeway. One of the last segments of the Interstate 
highway system and a symbol of all that had gone wrong in our city, 
it had to be stopped from cutting up our neighborhoods and destroying 
5,000 households that would use the downtown as their shopping center. 

Second, we ha.d to impr ove the regions air q uali t y . Because of 
downtown Portland's location in the 14i 11 amette Va 11 ey between Port
land's hills on the west and Mt. Hood on the east, our air quality 
had become a serious obstacle. In 1972, the City got together with 
the State and the transit agency to devise a plan that would bring us 
into compliance with the mandate of the 1972 Clear Air Act,which 
placed a lid on parking in our downtown with emphasis on public 
transit. 

Third, we took advantage of our inherited resources in t he 
downtown: 

• Along the east of the central business district--the river
front --and our two historical districts. 

• Along the west, running from the north end of the business 
district to the south end, the Park Blocks, an attractive 
area for housing. 
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t And between these two corridors, at the center of the busi
ness district, the historic Pioneer Courthouse. 

The point is that we knew we could use these inherited resources as 
anchors for our downtown redevelopment. 

Fourth, we invested all of the City's discretiona.ry resources in 
a way that ma,ximizes private sector involvement. And this is where 
the real pay-out is, because we know that government, alone, cannot 
and should not be expected to do it all. Public spending should re
flect public policy and, as such, be a signal to the private sector. 
And once the signal is given, it has got to be consistent; govern
ment has got to decide what it does want. Basically, we needed a 
plan. 

Each of the strategies--resolving transportation deadlocks, 
cleaning up the air, taking advantage of inherited resources, and 
targeting public resources--were all merged into a larger downtown 
plan whith is the basis for the recent success, the Portland Mall.* 

* A slide presentation followed these remarks. 
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George Latimer 
Mayor 

City of St. Paul 

Good morning. I would like to begin by giving you a brief des~ 
cription of the City of St . Paul. I would then like to share with you 
our experience with what a developer looks for when deciding to develop 
a site. 

I would also like to thank the organizers of this Joint Develop
ment Marketplace. I have learned a great deal. I think that the 
objectives of the Carte~ Administration's Urban Policy, the reper
cussions of the energy shortage, and the need to develop our center 
cities are best approached by organizing cross sections of groups, such 
as we have here today. 

· St. Paul is an older northern city which is the capital of 
Minnesota . It has a population of about 300 ,000 . Together w1th Minne
apolis, which has a population of 375,000, the metropolitan area has about 
2 million people. I would like to talk about some of its distinguishing 
demographics for a moment because I feel they are worth noting. 

vJe are all familiar with out-migration , when the population leaves 
the city for the suburbs. St. Paul has had out-migration~ but nowhere 
near as much as some other large cities across the country. During the 
lastl5 years, Minneapolis has lost approximately 27 percent of its 
population, Cleveland around 33 percent and St . Louis about 40 percent. 
However, St. Paul has lost only 11 percent of its population and, compared 
to many northern cities, has a f~irly stable population . 

St. Paul has a diverse economy. It i s a city with 17 institutions 
of higher education, State capital government offices and many Federal 
offices . All of these facilities have a stabilizing effect on our city. 

Our unemployment rate is around 3.8 percent which, if you examine other 
cities our size across the nation, is fairl y good . St. Paul has a 
higher than usual Medicare age which tends to make the City more stable. 
There are so few areas with underemployment and poor that we can res-
pond to their needs. St. Paul has fewer persons , slightly under 10 percent 
of its population, living below the poverty level than any of the 50 
largest cities in the country . 

As far as development goes , the last several years have been very 
productive and exciting. In 1977-78, even with the devalued dollar, 
St. Paul has had a larger amount of money invested in development per 
capita than any other U.S. city . 

Two years ago we had one 500-unit, hi gh-quality housing complex 
for downtown. Since then , three highrises for senior citizens have 
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been constructed. These units represented all of the available housing 
in downtown with a working population of 70,000. This has caused us 
to do two things: 

• Construct additional retail development in downtown. 

• Develop a downtown residential population. 

This has a snowball effect because we have constructed l ,000 
additional housing units in the downtown area. I anticipate that before 
construction ends, the population in the downtown area will exceed 10,000. 
I feel that a residential component is very important to assure the suc
cess of downtown development projects. 

As mentioned by Mr. Jensen earlier, there are five key ingredients 
a developer looks for: 

• Whether the land-use is appropriate for the sight. Each compo
nent should stand by itself. 

• Hhether the site is clear and ready for development. 

• Whether the necessary development tools exist, including the 
authority to make commitments, -funding and financing ability, 
and a delivery mechanism. 

• Whether the local political structure will be responsive through
out the project. 

• Whether the local administrator can deliver on the commitments 
that are made. 

St. Paul has all of these. This accounts for the success of the 
Ga 11 eri a. 

Another element that is important and enhances our ability to 
respond quickly to development opportunities is that, upon takfog office 
in 1976, I organized the Economic Development, Housing Authority, 
Planning Department, Community Development, and Capital Improvement 
Budget Fund . After a year of organizing, along with the proper legis
lative actions and community participation, we have a department with a 
unified budget. This unified budget allows me to move in a variety of 
ways to finance a project. 

Because the community supports the plans, a large amount of Commu
nity Development money is being used to revitalize the blighted down.,. 
town . The reason we have used Community Development money to develop 
downtown is that St. Paul has a good housing program. We have invested 
in renovating our housing stock, most of which is old; therefore, while 
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the downtown deteriorated, the neighborhoods did not. This, too, has 
prevented a high out- migration of city residents. 

The one financial tool I have not mentioned is the Port Authority, 
which has been active in St. Paul for the past 15 years. The Board of 
Directors is appointed by the Mayor. The Port .A.uthority has independent 
bonding authority, as long as the City Council and the Mayor grant 
approval. Presently, the Authority is expanding into housing develop
ment and is building a parking garage, which is part of a joint development 
project. The Port Authority provides a flexible tool and has had a good 
financial record. 

Every project undertaken by St. Paul has had a prompt response and 
cooperation from the Federal government. The tools are there to be used. 
In the Galleria project, we had a private commitment of $38 million, a 
public commitment of $65 million, and another commitment from a 
private hotel to develop a new retail-hotel project. Because of a 
Federal UDAG grant, we were able to complete that package. The end 
product was the hotel, the Galleria, and the retail-office complex going 
up all at the same time with a terrific savings in construction costs. 

In conclusion, I have tried to share some of our exper i ences in 
St. Paul with you. I hope this information has been beneficial. 

34 



EVOLVING PROJECT: THE WASHINGTON, D.C. METRO STATIONS 

J. Kirkwood White 
Assistant Director 

Zoning and Planning Coordinator 
D.C. Municipal Planning Office 

Good morning. Three joint development projects will be discussed 
during this session, but first I would like to give you a little back
ground on Washington. 

Washington has one of the largest geographic downtowns of any city 
in the country. This is one of the reasons why Metro is so important 
to us. The downtown stretches for nearly 2 square miles, including the 
Federal buildings and the local business community. We have a low 
scale downtown due to height restrictions which accounts for the spread 
rather than building up. 

There are more than 400,000 Federal and private employees working 
in the downtown area. Therefore this requires a very large public 
transportation commitment. The Federal commitment along with local 
matching funds has allowed us to build one of the finest transportation 
systems in the world. 

In the early planning stages of Metro, we recognized the value 
of joint development at Metro stations. The city acquired the 
Metro Center sites, which have excellent development opportunities. 
Firstly, this land was acquired because Metro Center is the key station 
with two major lines crossing in the core of the city. Secondly, it is 
a prime development site with 600,000 square feet of land. This pro
perty has been offered on the market and we have received very respon
sive bids. The D.C. government will make a decision on the developer 
next month. 

The city also acquired a large site at the Gallery Square station, 
the second major transfer point in downtown. This land, next to a 
major department store and the National Portrait Gallery, has been 
offered for development. To date there have not been any bids. Also, 
Metro runs into sections of the city that are in need of development 
due to the riots in 1968. Sites have been acquired and are available 
for development. 

In the early planning stages, the D.C. government applied for, and 
was granted, UMTA funds to construct Metro. The Mayor and the City 
Council established a transportation development team to identify 
"knock-out" panels which would give direct access to a number of local 
businesses, office complexes, and hotel complexes. This has already 
been accomplished at a major department store in downtown l.Jashington. 
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We have updated our planning and zoning processes to take full advan
tage of Metro. 

A new mixed-use zoning ordiance has been passed in the western 
region of downtown where residential development is under construction. 
He recognized the need to get residential development i n the downtown 
area. The new Pennsylvania Avenue Development Corporation (which was 
established by Congress to revitalize the Pennsylvania Avenue Downtown 
Corridor) has also recognized the need for downtown residential deve
lopment. 

Commercial zones in the downtown area have been revised to en
courage mixed-use development. There is no longer a penalty for resi
dential use in certain areas. Also, the number of public hearings 
required for planning and development has been reduced in order to 
expedite and encourage interest and stability in the investing com
munity. 

We have prepared and have before the City Council new goals and 
policies under the new Comprehensive Planning Authority. A new Civic 
Center is planned and we have prepared a downtown pedestrian system 
for the sole use by pedestrians in a major downtown retail corridor. 

Another major step in planning was taken by working very closely 
with the business community. We have also had a great deal of success 
working with the Metropolitan Board of Trade. We have found that there 
has to be a great deal of coordination between the Washington Metro
politan Area Transit Authority, the District Government, and other 
agencies that have something to do with the development of the city. 
Since this is a Federal city, there are Federal agencies looking over 
our shoulders. Consequently, they must be involved in the development 
process also. 

In the development of the joint development site at Connecticut 
and L Streets and International Square, zoning adjustments were necessary, 
roof structures had to be approved and set-backs had to be approved. 

In the development of the site around the Van Ness Station, a 
planned-unit development to pen11it development over a Metro Station 
is in the process. 

Our basic suggestions are: 

• Plan early with the transit authority 

• Obtain Federal col11llitments for money 

• Conduct the necessary studies 
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• Provide physical access between the station and the 
development sites adjacent to the stations. 

• Set up the phasing of the development process so that all 
concerned know how long it takes to go from the initial 
stage to the actual development. 

If you have not visited Washington in the past several years, I 
think all of you will see Washington, D.C. as a changed city. The 
population is stable, the local government is stable, and there is 
a rebuilt stable economy. Please see the Metro system. 

Thank you very much. 
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Henry Cord 
Head 

Management, Disposal and Special Projects 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 

Thank you and good morning. I would like to talk about the roles 
that Metro, WMATA and the District Government play in the developments 
being presented to you today . I represent the Washington Metropolitan 
Area Transit Authority and we operate Metro. 

Presently, the Metro System operates along 23 revenue miles with 
29 operating stations. Later this year we are expanding the system to 
29 revenue miles with 34 operating stations (effective November 20, 
1978). There are another 20 miles under construction. This represents 
only a part of the planned 100-mile, 87-station system. The WMATA Board 
of Directors announced earlier this month that the operating hours will 
be extended to midnight and operation will begin on Saturdays. Two 
weeks ago we reached 1 million weekly riders, which means our daily 
ridership exceeds 200,000. 

Metro has already contributed to the fulfillment of the President's 
Urban Policy. It is encouraging urban development, shaping urban growth , 
increasing urban accessib i lity and mobility, and improving the general 
state of urban environment in the Washington area. Through coordinated 
efforts, a new partnership exists which seeks to capitalize on this 
,· ,g ion's emerging transit system. 

Our purpose here is to emphasize the joint development relation
ship in the development of transit stations. Metro impacts seven major 
municipalities in the greater D.C. area, four of which have actively 
participated in the Marketplace and identified development opportunities 
at 11 transit areas in D.C., Prince George's County, and Montgomery 
County in Maryland, and the city of Alexandria, Virginia. 

The first step taken by WMATA in 1961 was to develop policy guide
lines for acquiring real estate properties. These policies are: 

t Develop guidelines to enable ~1MATA to exercise the necessary 
controls in construction and operations. 

t Ensure that all of the long-term leases provide for payment of 
taxes to the local jurisdictions. 

, Focus attention to the size, shape, location and accessibility 
of the property to be acquired, as well as the utility for the 
remaining prorerty. 

t Ensure that the acquisition will occur in a manner that does not 
impair future re-use potential. 
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This policy guidance gives direction to the planning and engineering 
phases of our activ i ties. 

There is one careful consideration when acqu1r1ng a site: 
partial acquisition . This may inhibit future development of that site, 
precluding re-use. This is a problem encountered when acquiring down
town sites with multiple owners. On the Connecticut and L Street joint 
development project, the entire site was purchased. A 12-story 
retail/corrunercial/office building was constructed and now is occupied. 
Our long term leases provide for payment of real estate taxes. This 
project received 100 percent support from the local government. The normally 
required below-grade park1ng was substituted with retail space that 
has a direct connection to the Metro system. Off-street loading space 
was reduced. There is a net rental area of 145,000 square feet of 
corrnnercial office space and 41,650 square feet of net retail space. 

In conclusion, it is my belief that WMATA has successfully estab
lished the ability to pursue joint development at Metro stations. The 
key elements have been coordination with local governments and private 
developers. Through this fonn of partnership , j oint development can 
occur and contribute to the following: 

• Improving the environment surrounding transit stations; 

• Providing an aesthetically pleasing development; 

• ~roviding a greater convenience to Metro riders; 

• Assisting local governments in meeting their objectives; and 

• Achieving a form of value capture by its investments in public 
projects. 

Thank you for your attention. 
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John A. Israelson 
Vice Pres ident 

Store Planning and Engineering 
Woodward and Lothrop 

Good morning. As I was sitting here, I could not help thinking 
about the subway station that is being contructed very close to this 
room. I, along with other retailers, have been down into the tunnels 
to observe the construction. I was thinking about the amount of 
passengers that this hotel, along with the other establishments in the 
area, will bring to the downtown Metro Center, the station I am going 
to discuss. 

I represent a major downtown department store. For those of you 
who are from out of town, it is called Woodward and Lothrop, probably 
the largest volume department store in the area. We have 14 stores 
throughout the area. Oddly enough, all of these stores either are or 
will be located in the vicinity of a Metro station. 

Before the beginning of this joint development project, Woodward 
and Lothrop had two buildings- -950,000 square feet of retail space--on 
both sides of G Street,which is the main subway entrance. There was 
an archaic tunnel connecting the two buildings. One of the buildings 
is very old and we are waiting for the new convention center to be 
completed so we can tear it down and start a major development on that 
side of the street. Our south building is relatively new and we are in 
the process of investing $6 million for remodeling. 

The financial arrangements for this joint project with WMATA were 
not a one-way venture for us, as the developer or retailer, or for 
HMATA. It was a legitimate business deal. ~-JMATA gained a lifetime 
easement for their major subway entrance through our building and we, 
in turn, gained the mezzanine on the top of the subway tunnel, which 
amounts to 4,400 square feet of retail space connecting our two 
buildings. The formula for this is good planning. 

In 1976, when the first subway line opened, the Red Line, we 
took traffic counts during lunch hours on the mezzanine. We were 
getting 1,600 to l ,700 young ladies that would not normally be there 
because the travel time from their place of employment to the down
town store was impossible with a one-hour break. Now we know who 
the customer is, the age range and the income level. 

In July 1977, when the Blue Line opened, we took another count. 
There was a 70 percent increase in traffic through our doors. In late 
1977, we found that there was another 50 percent increase in traffic. 
One-fourth of our downtown customers arrive by Metro. 

40 



Project Presentation: Israelson 

Because we know the age group of our customers entering the store, 
the merchandising on the mezzanine level ts geared toward that age level. 
There is a completely new, modern look in the main building. We also 
constructed three fast food restaurants which attract young customers. 
They have a variety of foods with a cormnon eating area. 

I would like to conclude this discussion by emphasizing the need 
to begin your planning early. It should not take 11 years, as it did 
in our case. Many of you have the opportunity to begin planning 
irmnediately and I urge you to do so. For example, look at Montreal, 
Canada for commercial development and Toronto, Canada for housing 
development opportunities. To show you our optimism, we are planning 
for a subway connection and a major remodeling of our Chevy Chase store, 
located in Friendship Heights just across the District line. 

I hope I have given you some insight on our view on joint deve
lopment. 
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Ronald Goode 
Vice President 

Oliver T. Carr Company 

Good morning. I appreciate the opportunity to be here today. I 
will begin by talking about International Square, which is a mass 
transit-oriented office/retail complex being developed in downtown 
Washington. It is situated along the Metro Blue Line, which links 
downtown lfoshington with National Airport. 

The development encompasses 106,000 square feet of land. It is the 
largest single private development in the central business district. 
The land transfers, ownership, and financing were all done privately, 
but it is a joint development project because it has a Metro connection 
and an easement agreement with the city. 

International Square was conceived in 1962 as a joint venture in
volving an automobile company, Equitable Life Insurance Company, and 
other private investors. There is a 99~year lease with the Washington 
Medical Center. The first phase of the project is completed and occu
pied. The second phase is under construction. The development will 
occupy 961,000 square feet of office space on 11 levels, 108,000 square 
feet of retail space on two levels, and 220,000 square feet of parking 
space with a capacity for 800 cars. The total cost of the project is 
$80 mi 11 i on . 

The project will be completed in three phases in order to: 

• Accommodate the relocation of the ~Jashington Medical Center 
facilities. 

• Assure that we could release manageable increments of office 
space,based on what we thought the market could ~bsorb. 

Phase I was completed in March 1977 and it is 100 percent lei:\sed, Phc\se II 
should be completed in April 1979 and is already 65 percent lec\$ed, We hope 
to have Phase III completed in 1983. 

The actual Metro connection is scheduled for Phase III. There will 
be a direct entrance from the street level to the mezzanine of the 
Farragut West Station. In addition, there is a 11 knock out 11 panel in 
this station which will allow us to construct an escalator leading to 
the lower retail level of International Square. 

The accommodation of this Metro connection was accomplished by an 
easement agreement with WMATA, a surface, subsurface and aerial easement. 
This allm'ls us to construct escalator connections from two levels of 
International Square to the subway, install elevators for handicapped 
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person~ and relocate the cooling towers for the subway on the roof of the 
building. This easement agreement involved no cost to ~/MATA. 

The Metro connection as well as the size of International Square 
will create a unique design along with excellent marketing opportunities. 
We will be able to construct two levels of retail space with a diagonal 
pedestrian mall leading from 19th and K Streets to the Metro entrance 
at 18th and Eye Streets. 

t~e encountered one major problem in dealing with the Metro entrance. 
The locations of the foundations of Metro's escalator entrance were in
compatible with the column sracing planned for the Phase III building 
above. Also, the foundations were insufficient to hold the load capa
city of a 12-story building. Fortunately, we realized the problem 
early and were able to change the design. There was an additional cost 
of $250,000 in design and construction cost change orders. We nego
tiated ~n agreement with t~1ATA to ~hare this cost. 

Phase I has been extremely successful. As I stated earlier, the 
office/retail space is 100 percent leased and rents for an average of 
$11.25 per square foot with 335,000 square feet of office space. Ground 
floor retail space rents for an average of $25.00 per square foot encom
passing 16,000 square feet. Leases for Phase II, which is not completed, 
will average $12.00 per square foot. 

I would like to emphasize that WMATA has played a large role in the 
success of this project. This cooperat'i ve effort has created· benefits 
for all parties: 

• The Carr Company will have the most unique commercial development 
in downtown Washington. 

• WMATA will have increased ridership from the 6,000 occupants of 
International Square. 

• The project will employ a full-time staff with an annual payroll 
of $350,000> in addition to a night cleaning crew of 90 with an 
annual payroll of $300,000. 

• The city will get an additional $1.4 million dollars in real 
estate taxes, $100,000 in parking taxes, and$½ million 
in retail sales taxes. 

• The public will have a more vibrant downtown and a pleasant 
place to work and shop. 

I hope you will be able to benefit from our experiences, both good 
and bad. 

Thank you. 
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FEDERAL PANEL: PRESENTATIONS 

The Federal panel includes descriptions .of the Federal role in 
joint development. The panel includes brief reviews by: 

• Honorable Mortimer L. Downey, Assistant Secretary for Budget 
and Programs, U.S. Department of Transportation 

• Honorable Richard S. Page, Administrator, Urban Mass Transpor
tation Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation 

• Robert C. Embry, Jr., Assistant Secretary for Community 
Planning and Development, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development 

• Robert Hall, Assistant Secretary, Economic Development Admini
stration, U.S. Department of Coll111erce 

• Lester Lamm, Executive Director, Federal Highway Administration, 
U.S. Department of Transportation. 

FINANCIAL PANEL: QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

This section summarizes the responses to common questions, pre
pared by the Urban Land Institute, concerning the financing of joint 
development projects. Panelists included: 

• Ronald R. Rumbaugh, Executive Vice President, Urban Land 
Institute 

• Bowen H. McCoy, President, Morgan Stanley Realty, Inc. 

• Gillis Pratt, Jr., Executive Vice President, Galbreath Mortgage 
Company 

• Brian Strum, Vice President, Real Estate Investments, Prudential 
Insurance Company of America 
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Honorable Mortimer L. Downey 
Assistant Secretary 
Budget and Programs 

U.S. Department of Transportation 

Good morning. I will try to keep my remarks brief. As Secretary 
Adams stated a few minutes ago, coordination of effort is a difficult 
task and there is never enough money for what we put highest in our 
priorities. Each year, the cry is more money for UMTA, more money for 
highways, and more money for all the important efforts we are sharing. 

In sharing these programs and projects, we now have the kind of 
coordination between Federal, State, local, and private agencies which 
we would like continued in the future. Through coordination, those 
priorities which have the most potential will have a chance to rise to 
the top. That's not to say that everyone will get every dollar they 
would like, but rather through the process of coordination of effort, 
those projects that really offer major potential will be the ones that 
move to the top of the priorities list. 

As some of you may know, we recently sent a budget amendment to 
Congress for the Mass Transportation Program. This proposed amendment 
wi 11 attempt to accomplish two goa 1 s and more importantly, put some 
muscle behind the words "Urban Policy- 11 The first specific initiative 
is an addition of $200 million to support urban development projects 
and the kinds of things we are talking about here today. The second 
part of the amendment deals with an attempt to get advanced funding 
for some of the major transportation projects that many of you may have 
underway (both were enacted in the 1978 Surface Transportation Assis
tance Act). Again we think we can get better planning if we can put 
those appropriations a year or two out in front, so that we know there 
are no uncertainties about funding. 

Now we must get moving, and begin developing the basic transit 
projects, and the ancillary joint development projects we are talking 
about today. 

Thank you. 
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Honorable Richard S. Page 
Administrator 

Urban Mass Transportation Administration 
U.S. Department of Transportation 

Thank you very much for the kind introduction. If none of us knew 
what joint development was a few months or years ago, it seems pretty 
clear that there is a great deal of enthusiasm about it here. 

I am pleased to welcome you to \~ashington, and to an unusual 
conference-~he Joint Development Marketplace. The enthusiasm is evtdent 
when one views the exhibits, some of which were brought here at great 
expense by cities and private business soonsors. This is an unusual 
gathering because it is designed with the Urban Land Institute's ori
ginal idea and active participation as a marketplace of ideas, not as 
a proceedings of Federal speeches. I also want to congratulate each 
of you who came and especially the city and county representatives 
who volunteered their time and their effort with their projects, even 
some have subjected themselves to public scrutiny and analysis at the 
Marketplace. 

A few years ago, no one was quite sure what joint development was, 
or meant. When then Congressman Andrew Young sponsored his amendment 
to the 1969 Urban Mass Transit Act a few years ago, it seemed like a 
good idea. The Congress agreed and the Urban Mass Transportation Ad
ministration (UMTA) agreed, but it was still a skeleton without flesh 
and blood. 

Now, after several studies and some false starts, we have some 
existing projects and proposals which can be seen downstairs. These 
projects are in all types of cities across America, large and small. 
At least two dozen cities have come to UMTA with potential projects. 
In fact, I'm told there are 104 projects in 36 cities and counties re
presented at this conference. 

We have some outstanding success stories, like the Gallery in 
Philadelphia and the Portland Mall in Portland, Oregon which you heard 
about this morning. In short, we have an idea whose time has come. 
\-le now know that joint development means a combined effort of public 
and private dollars, which enhance a project to make it better, more 
useful and more attractive than it otherwise would have been. 

Surelv, this combined effort and enhancement can stretch scarce 
government funds and can harness the energy and talent of developers 
so that transportation projects are used to improve the quality of life 
in our cities. I am not supposed to make a speech, so I shall stop, 
but not without restating UMTA's active interest and support with grant 
funds for joint development. And not without a soecial thank you to 
all of you, especially The Urban Land Institute and Public Technology, 
Inc. 

46 



FEDERAL PANEL 

Robert C. Embry, Jr. 
Assistant Secretary 

Corrnnunity Planning and Development 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

To begin with this morning, there are several things that I'd li ke 
to stress very briefly. The first is that t her e is no clear dividing 
line between transpor tation, community development and economic deve
lopment. People who are looki ng at it from the private sector probably 
see these funds as interchangeable and are disturbed that they have to 
deal with two or three agencies in order to put projects together. 

But fortunately, there is a transportation element, there is an 
urban and community development aspect and there is a .business aspec t 
to what goes on in cities, and so there's a necessity for these t hree 
departments and three departmental programs. But I think we 're all 
committed to make these projects happen, and we don't care wh i ch agency 
is assigned, is out on the street, identifying that proj ect. We want 
to use our resources to move these projects ahead, and we, that is, the 
U.S. Department of Transportation, the Economic Development Administra
tion and the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, meet 
jointly on all these projects to find out how we can add the additi onal 
ingredient which will allow these projects to occur. 

The point has been made a couple of times that the atmosphere has 
changed. If we were having this meeting ten years ago, \'le perhaps 
would be engaged in a lot of wishful thinking about what we'd like t o 
see happen in cities, but we'd be running against some major market 
forces that were going to defeat a lot of our objectives. 

But in the late 1970's, those market forces are turning around, and 
we think we're spending Federal money in areas where the future exists, 
and in areas where we'll have a very real and immediate payoff . 

But the important additional lesson that we've learned is that the 
discipline of the private market is absolutely essential. Gover nmen t 
officials, no matter how much experience they've had, can never know 
whether private money will follow public money. 

The central theme of each of our programs is lever age. The word is 
repeated in the legislation many times so that it can become a cliche 
and a catch phrase . The importance of leverage is that we want to make 
sure that the limited public money that we have will in fact lead to 
private investment. t~e want to avoid the wishful thiriking brought on by 
land use marketability studies which say, if you put in all this public 
money, it can 1 t help but generate private investment. _Based on m~ nY . 
years of experience, we know that it can not happen. In fait, priva t e 
investment usually does not happen unless you nail down exactly who i s 
going to do what. 
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Therefore, we want to make sure that the private sector is involved 
from the beginning. vie also want to make sure that city officials see 
the representatives of the private sector as their partners--not their 
enemies. 

\.-Je want to see the city officials sit down, when they begin a pro
ject, and talk to the private business community to find out what is 
realistic and what is not realistic. We also want the private business 
community to understand the constraints that the public officials are 
operating under, and to understand the very real problems and procedures 
that public officials have to go through. 

The Department of Housing and Urban Development has three programs 
that are specifically relevant to what you are doing at this Joint De
velopment Marketplace. As I look through the list of joint development 
projects that are being discussed, and I look around the room, I know 
that our programs are already being used. 

The first is the Community Development Block Grant Program--the 
$3.5 billionin block grant money that goes out to cities. 
That money can be used for joint development and for economic develop-· 
ment. We amended the law last year to make it clear that the money was 
eligible for commercial and industrial development, and that it can be 
used in any way the city wants to use it. It can be used as equity, as 
a loan, to build a building, and to equip a building. There is no 
limit on the imagination that can be used in putting Community Develop
ment funds to work. The funds can be used alone or to supplement an 
EDA project, a U.S. Department of Transportation project or a project 
that's city-funded. 

The second program is the Urban Development Action Grant program 
which was outlined in Section 110 of the Housing and Community Develop
ment Act of 1977. We completed our first round of funding about three 
months ago. This week we're deciding on our second round of funding. 
That is $400 million, with an addition of $275 million now in Congress, 
along with an additional $275 million for EDA for Title IX. The UDAG 
program is available to distressed cities only, of which there are about 
310 over 50,000 in population and about 1,800 below 50,000 in population. 

The UDAG money can be used as the glue to put together a specific 
project deal, where a private commitment has already been made. The 
commitment has to be firm so that we know who the 1 ender is and who 
the developer is. The leverage in the first round of action grants was 
six and a half private committed dollars for each dollar of public money. 
For example, for $150 million of public money, almost a billion dollars 
in development will take place. 

!•le are very excited about the response of the private sector to 
this new program. We think that our successwill grow, 
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The final progr am is one that is not widely used--Section 108 of 
the Housing and Community Development Act of 1977. Section 108 per
mits a comnunity to borrow up to three times their annual community 
development allocation, which they can in turn lend out at the ~ederal 
borrowing rate. Section 108 has a $3.5 billion ceiling , and it 
means a city like Detroit, for instance, which receives $60 million 
in community development money a year, can borrow up to $180 million 
in Federally insured notes. It is a pure Federal guarantee, and 
does not go against the bonding of the City of Detroit. Detro i t 
could use that $180 million fo lend out , t o make comnercial and 
industrial development take place. And the security for the loan is 
their community development money, so if there's a shortfall in pay
backs in future years, we can draw on the ir annual $60 million t o make 
up the difference. 

We think that with these three tools-- in combination with t he EDA 
programs and the U.S. Department of Transportation programs- -there are 
no r easonable pr ogr cons that can ' t take place i n urban ar eas~ that won ' t 
take place because of the lack of pederal tools. We have the tools, we 
want to help, and we're ready to cut red tape wherever possible. In 
fact, the UDAG program has almost no regulations, and we want to keep 
it that way. You can do anything- -we have yet to have the proposal 
made to us that is not fundable under the UDAG program, because we 
realize that diversity of cities and the diversity of opportuni t ies pre
vent a Federal dictation of a model that must be used elsewhere. 

The final point I want to make is the fact that the Department of 
Transportation is sponsoring this meeting today. The Department of 
Transportation is now not just thinking about moving people from one 
place to another as quickly as possible, but is looking at what the 
total economic and social impact of their programs are. This is at 
the heart of the new Federal urban policy. The people now running the 
Department of Transportation have been right in the lead of this effort 
from the beginning. Therefore I would like to thank them for thei r 
efforts and to assure them of our complete cooperation in the future. 

Thank you. 
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Robert Ha 11 
Assistant Secretary 

Economic Development Admi'nistration 
U.S. Department of Corrrrnerce 

Thank you. I, too, am delighted and quite exci'ted to be here. 

When I joined the EDA, the Economic Development Administration, 
it became very clear to me rather quickly that most economic develop
ment decisions for urban areas were being made in the transportation 
and the water and sewer area rather than in the so-called economic 
development area. I think that this fact underlies the importance 
of the inter-agency coordinating council, and the other joint efforts 
that Federal agencies are establishing. 

If budgets are the main criteria, the Economic Development Ad
ministration is not a major agency. Historically it has worked pri
marily in rural and non-urban areas dealing with areas of economic 
distress. EDA has other related functions, other than working with 
targeted economic development programs. It runs some cyclical 
efforts, and also has a lot of economic adjustment programs, like 
trade adjustment, military base closings and so forth. 

But, under the Carter Administration, we are moving more into 
the urban areas. Some recent Congressional legislative amendments 
now enable us to do that. There has been a doubling of our budget, 
and half of our 1979 budget will be going towards urban renewal. 
Comoared to other Federal programs, it is not a lot of money (about 
$300 million), but we see it as good seed and catalytic money. 

As for the kinds of things we are engaged in, we have a full 
array of tools for economic development, starting with planning, 
technical assistance and business development loans. Our 1979 
budget will be somewhere on the order of $130 million in direct loans, 
guaranteed loans, and also public works grants and infrastructure 
costs. 

As part of the present urban package, we will be administering 
the differential tax credit--an additional five percent tax credit for 
businesses in designated areas. Also, we'll be participating in the 
national development bank. 

One point I want to leave with you this morning is that, in re~ 
viewing our past policies, we have found that EDA may have been inad
vertantly contributing to center city decay by financing and support~ 
ing the development of industrial parks on the periphery of urban 
areas. 
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But we are turning that policy around, and focusing our economic 
development assistance in urban areas into the central city to the 
extent that it's economically feasible. As part of our re-examina
tion of how we operate and how we do business, we have started a 
pilot demonstration effort in 37 urban areas. We call this the 
Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy. 

Basically, this strategy is intended to improve local-based 
economic planning--not only to improve planning, which is not an end, 
but in effect to provide a better influence on the decision-making 
related to investments. And we are not just talking about EDA invest
ments, but other Federal agencies, and, ultimately, private sector 
investments. 

In the short run, within our own agency, we are trying to• 
improve our packaging of orograms--i.e., business development loans, 
public works loans, and technical assistance packages. We are trying 
to achieve a critical mass with our resources. 

As part of this effort, we're asking you local decision-makers 
to tell us how you are going to use your Urban Development Action 
Grant (UDAG) money. ~le would also like to know your thoughts on the 
general direction of EDA, and how environmental or transportation 
strategies affect your decision-making process. We would like this 
information to make sure that these sorts of strategies and direc
tions influence the degree to which our agency will go into an area 
and the kinds of investments we'll make. 

I'd like to give one example of the kind of thing we're inter
ested in and excited about. In the city of Portland, we developed 
a year and a half commitment for about $12 million worth of packaged 
economic development grants and loans. As part of the package, the 
City of Portland had identified some UMTA and other f)epartment of 
Transportation investments that they were going to make, and we 
said, "Okay, if that piece is going to be there, then we'll go along 
with your industrial park. 11 This industrial park was not out in the 
boondocks, but in the heart of the city. Also as part of this pack
age, there will be some parking and other transportation arrangements 
so that the jobs we do create in Portland will go to the people that 
need them the most. 

There is nothing magic about this. It's just common sense. 
~Jhat we have to do is get the Federal act together so that we can 
allow common sense to work, not only at the Federal level, but the 
local level as we 11 . 

And I think we will all see, in a couple of years, how we've 
begun to break down some of the institutional barriers and some of 
the programmatic barriers. The net result will certainly be a 
benefit and a gain to our communities across the country. 

Thank you. 
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Lester Lamm 
Executive Director 

Federal Highway Administration 
U.S. Department of Transportation 

Thank you. I'd like to echo a lot of the sentiments expressed by 
the other panelists, namely, that the Federal Highway Administration as 
an agency is also corranitted to the concept of making joint development 
work. 

In our case, we don't have a Young Amendment type of authorization 
within the Federal aid to highways program area. Therefore, we are 
forced to look at each joint development proposal on its individual 
merits. Working in a cooperative relationship with State and local 
agencies we have to determine what portion of any particular action 
can be funded through the high\.'1ay categories and \\l~at classes of funds 
are more likely to be available in this case. 

It has been working, however. Historically, we have close to 500 
individual examples of joint development activities using ongoing 
highway projects, some of which I was happy to notice were emphasized 
and brought out in the displays in the exhibit area. 

As far as what we'd like to emphasize in the future, the foremost 
requirement is that local and State public agencies and the appropriate 
sector have their act toqether when coming to us with a proposal for 
joint development. It is necessary that we see how the highway 
related portion of the project ties into some of the other public and 
private funding sources. 

While not a hard and fast rule, due to the lack of specific 
legislative initiative which we have, the highway portion of the project 
is normally limited to what goes on within, above, or below the highway 
right-of-way itself. 

One thing we're trying to emphasize is the development of auto
restricted zones, downtown malls, or whatever you want to call them. 
Along this line, FHWA and UMTA have jointly administered a demonstration 
project which involves 100 percent Federal financing for auto restricted 
zones. 

At this point,viable projects are proceeding down the mill. There 
were a large number of good proposals submitted which were not found to 
be candidates for the 100 percent Federal money. We'd like to point out 
that when other existing UMTA and Federal Highway Administration programs 
are considered, there are more than four cities moving along a Federally 
financed ARZ projects at this point. 
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I would like to mention that we and UMTA would like very much to 
receive a number of multi-modal transportation related proposals. We 
have found it much easier in recent months to talk to and to work with 
UMTA. I think, as has been mentioned several times during the panel, 
that the spirit of cooperation has all but eliminated the competition or 
ill feelings between Federal agencies that may have been noticed previously 
by the lbcal or State levels . · 

We consider ourselves part of a team that is put together to help 
you solve your problems, and we want to do our part. We'd also like to 
emphasize, to the extent the national urban policy (as represented in the 
1978 Surface Transportation Assistance Act) is passed by Congress, that we 
will fulfill our role in solving some of the long-standing,deep...seated 
problems in the target cities that have more than their share of urban 
problems. 

I would also like to mention that, within this context, you should not 
feel restricted in talking about or thinking about proposed joint deve
lopment projects. While you might consider the types that are exhibited 
here at the Marketplace or those in the vicinity of brand new highway 
projects, a lot of our program emphasis is designed now to improve the 
existing road and street network in ways which utilize the existing 
system better. It may be that a joint development project in connection 
with one of these activities fits the bill. 

The final point I'd like to mention is that there are several 
different classes of Federal-aid highway dollars that are available. 
From the cities' point of view, the city perspective in particular, I'd 
like to highlight the availability of Federal-Aid-Urban-System (FAUS) 
money. 

This money is available for either highway or transit projects and 
it really is the local prerogative as to what is done with the funding. 
The local role in using FAUS funds is far greater than with many of the 
other classes of Federal-aid highway funds. 

At the same time, it's ironic to me to note that we have very 
nearly $i.5 billion worth of FAUS money which is unobligated. So, 
it is a source of funding that exists now. It is not subject to any 
singular Congressional constraint on how much you can use. 

We would like to find a way to match up the dollars that are there 
with t he problems or with the proposed projects which are being deve
loped at this stage. 

In conclusion, I would like to say that I appreciate your attention 
and hope that this infonnation will be of use to you in setting up fu
ture joint development projects related to streets and highways. 
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Ronald Rumbaugh ... Executive Vice President, Urban wnd Institute 

Bowen H. McCoy - President, Morgan Stanley Realty, Inc. 

Gillis Pratt, Jr. - Executive Vice President, Galbreath Mortgage Co. 

Brian Strum - Vice President, Real Estate Investments, Prudential 

Question 

Mr. McCoy 

Question 

Mr. McCoy 

Question 

Mr. McCoy 

Question 

Mr. McCoy 

Insurance Company of America 

What is the best method to present a good joint develop~ 
ment project to a prospective developer? 

Deliver the best package possible that focuses on 
issues which will allow the developer to have success 
with the commercial financing. The oackage should 
include: · 

• zoning and permits; 
• environmental impacts; 
1 prospective tenants; 
• reasonable tax abatement, if possible; 
• parking facilities; and, 
• available transportation. 

Why is a developer needed if all of the above processes 
have been done? 

Usually if a developer is not involved in the picture, 
the project is not financed or doesn't get developed. 

What issues involving a project are developers concerned 
with the most? 

Developers are concerned with time delays because they 
are costly. They are also concerned with cash flows, 
since they operate on their own budget. Lastly, deve
lopers need to know when their money is going to be 
invested. 

~/hat factors are involved with underwriting a joint 
development project from an investment or financial 
point of view? 

• Projecting the possible income of the project is a 
major factor because costs usually are much more 
easily determined. 

• Determining exactly what the rental rates will be. 
• Determining the stability of the commercial rental 

flow. 
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Question 

Mr. Strum 

Question 

Mr. Strum 
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Pratt 

t Making agreements between the developer and the 
financial institutions on the size and stability of 
the project's income. 

What can be done to encourage a joint development pro
ject from both the developer's and the financial insti
tution's viewpoints? 

The best way to get both the developer and the financial 
institution interested in a project is to create a 
scarcity value by giving the project an appearance of 
meeting a seriously unmet need. Also, you can generate 
an air of excitement and novelty about the project. 

What is the possibility of obtaining foreign equity 
capital for an urban development project? 

Foreiqn sources of equity money are unique because 
the investor usually wants to remain passive--not 
bothered with the intricate problems of a joint develop
ment project. Foreign investors like to be sheltered 
by an active and successful developer. 

From a financial institution viewpoint, what should one 
consider when determining leases in a joint development 
project? 

One should consider the following: 
• What the rental price will be? 
• Hhat is the financial stability of the 

lessee in terms of paying the rent? 
• What is the future of the project? 

~!hat factors should be considered when determining the 
price of rent for the development? 

• The public sector has to determine whether it wants 
to charge the same rates it would receive under normal 
development conditions. This includes the real estate 
taxes that normally would be assessed and whether the 
city wants to consider itself a developer and make a 
profit on the project. 

t The public sector has to determine whether the rent 
would be based on a percentage factor, which would 
generate an amount equal to the real estate taxes 
otherwise generated by a similar piece of property. 

• The public sector that wants increased rents should 
not think in terms of net profits, but in terms of a 
percenta9e of the gross amount of money. 
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Question 

Mr. Strum 

Question 
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• A financial institution looking at a lease has to 
consider the effects of the rent on the income flow 
from the project. Also they must consider 1t1hether 
or not a lease is subordinated. This means that the 
financial institution cari view the initial project 
as subject to its mortgage. The financial institu~ 
tion can project that it will always have the entire 
project; therefore, it does not have to pay rent if 
it inherits the project or if there is a foreclosure . 

What happens if a financial institution wanted to fore
close on a city or public body? 

Politically it would never do this and it is question
able whether such a foreclosure could be enforced. 

How can you avoid the problem of foreclosing on a city? 

• Allow foreclosure only against the lease hold itself. 
This means that even though the land is subordinated, 
the mortgages do not have to kick the city out and. 
thus, do not have to take the risk of bad publicity. 

• Build into the agreement an option to buy the land 
from the city at the time of foreclosure. 

• Make sure the lease is not subordinated, but look at 
the minimum rent needed, deduct this from the income 
flow, and measure the projects financing capabilities 
by the income fl ow. As a consequence, when the lease 
hold is foreclosed, the minimum rent continues to be 
paid. 

Does a financial institution have any other options to 
prevent foreclosure on a public body? 

There is a fourth option, which is a middle of the road 
type, that you can call an economic subordination. This 
means that the lease provides that no rent is payable 
until the mortgage payment is made; therefore, if there 
is not enough cash in the oroject to pay the mortgage, 
then the rent will not be paid. 

What happens upon foreclosure in the above situation? 

The mortgagee does not have to pay any rent until the 
debt service due on the pre-existing mortgage has been 
earned. Rent payment can be looked upon as sort of a 
second loan. The city remains entitled to the land so 
it is not legally subordinated to the loan on the 
mortgage. 
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Question 
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Question 

Mr. Strum 

Question 
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H.ow does a municipality or a developer guarantee that 
there will always be vital management of a particular 
project tn a lease? 

t You cannot guarantee anything; however, one can get 
a percentage rent from a retail establishment. 
There are books written about what each type of 
retail establishment can afford to pay as a percen
tage of the gross sales. The percentage can vary 
from 15% up to 60% of the gross sales as rent. 

• The person in charge of the retail component of your 
project has to have knowledge of what percentage of 
the qross sales a retail store can afford. If he 
pushed too much, he will force a higher turnover 
situation. 

If a developer or municipality presented a financial 
institution with a project that is already leased with 
a rental percentage, what things would the financial 
institution look for? 

The financial institutions take a careful look at the 
type of retail stores and the percentage of the gross 
sales which have been allocated for rents. On paper 
the retail establishments may produce tremendous 
streams of incomes, but if the financial institution 
is not convinced that the retail store can produce the 
sales, they know that the lease will fail. 

Many people feel that you get a lot through leases. 
For example, if you have a 25-year lease or a 30 year 
lease, you are guaranteed rent for 25 or 30 years. Is 
this true? 

No. Take, for example, the bankruptcy of Grants Depart
ment Stores. The courts held that even on a 25 year 
lease, the longest Grants had to pay rent was three 
years. 

There are exceptions, though. For example, many of the 
Grant Stores which \<Jent bankrupt were taken over by 
K.Mart. Let's say that K.Mart boarded up one third of 
a store. This store may generate much higher sales per 
square feet on the remaining space than the original 
Grants. Thus, K~Mart would end up paying a higher 
rent on a gross sales percentage than Grants. 

Are there any formulas used today which require a per
centage of a project's space to be pre-leased before 
financing can be approved? 
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Financing institutions do not finance what builders build. 
Builders build whatever a financing institution will fi
nance. If all financing institutions are loaning money, 
then the required amount of preleased space will be 
around zero. On the other hand, if you are in 1975 and 
just went through a recession, then the required amount 
of preleased space will be around 102 percent . Right now, in 
1978, the amount of required pre-leasing is around 50 percent. 

Generally, for apartment projects, there are no pre-
leasing requirements. Finance institutions put in a 
commitment provision that states if the project is not 
leased when it is funded, 20 percent of the loan 
is taken away and they fund what is called the 
floor amount. 

If you are talking about an office building development, 
most financial institutions want to see at least 30 to 40 per
cent rented office space--not just letters rif .•intent, but a 
key lease subject to completion from a major tenant. 

If you are talking about a doctor's office building, then 
financial institutions are looking for a percentage of 
leased space higher than 50 pe~cent; however, in many doctor's 
office complexes, the doctors are involved as equity 
partners. When you get into financing industrial project~ 
most of them are not speculative, especially in the viare
house area. Generally, the financial institutions are 
looking for key leases which provide enough income to 
service the debt. 

Do financial institutions make any exceptions to these 
pre-leasing agreements? 

Yes, for example, late in 1975, a totally empty (no ore
leases) office building was financed. It was in Rosslyn, 
on top of a new subway site. The point is that each 
financial package is customized and financing in a great 
part depends on location. 

One important point in this situation is that many times 
the major life insurance companies that make loans on 
coITJT1ercial projects have what they refer to as an esca
lating clause in the financial paper . In essence, it 
means that if the project gets into trouble, the lender 
will not hold the developer legally responsible for any 
deficiences in the event of a foreclosure ; therefore, the 
large lending institutions are looking for the financial 
risk to be minimized with either super locations or by 
contractual obligations from tenants that have the ability 
to remain in business over the tern, of the mortgage. 
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Question What is the best position for a large corporation to take 
when considering occupying a large amount of new office 
space- - that of a tenant, a developer, a land owner, etc.? 

Mr. Rumbaugh: They can be a tenant onZy and could work directly with a 
developer. The large corporation can drive a terrific 
bargin because they are the anchor tenant and are res
ponsible for making the building possible. The large 
corporation gets the needed space delivered at the cost 
specified in the lease. If cost overruns occur, theore
tically, the developer is responsible to make up the 
difference. In this case, the developer can charge 
higher rentals on the additional speculative soace re
maining. 

On the other hand, the large corporation can buy the land 
and ground-lease the land to themselves. This involves 
a lot of complex areas--financial accounting standard 
boards, whether the mortgage on the office building is 
corporate debt or not and numerous other problems. Many 
corporations used to be able to finance office buildings 
and get the benefits of ownershio while not having this 
impact on their financial statements or their corporate 
debt capacity; however, it is increasingly more diffi
cult to do so. 

Question Who advises a large corporation on whether they should 
be the tenant or the developer? 

Mr. Rumbaugh: Financial institutions spend a large amount of time 
advising corporations on which role to play and how that 
role will have an impact on their financial statements 
and their borrowing capacity. The answers require a very 
sophisticated balancing of corporate financial impli
cations and their desire to have equity in the project. 
Also, there can be a terrific interplay between a corpo
ration and a developer on all of these points. 

Question Are there any good reasons why a tenant would want to 
put equity into a oroject? 

Mr. Pratt The large tenant is usually an institution which 
wants to protect the continuity and the quality of 
the building management. They have more control over 
this issue i f they own part of the property than they 
would as a tenant trying to enforce clauses in a lease 
which often are based in favor of the landlord. 
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For the past 10 years, financing institutions, major 
life insurance canpanies, and others have taken equity 
positions in large development deals, both urban down
town development as well as suburban development. 
Financing institutions recognize that equity ownership 
of real estate is a 900d investment and that developing 
a project is as good a vehicle, if not better, than 
buying existing properties. 

What should potential equity holders look for before 
investing money in a project? 

The canpetition should be carefully examined; for 
example, what rents are being paid in the community? 
What are the future projects being planned for develop
ment? What is their location relative to the subject 
property? And, is the rent that will be charged on the 
remaining space left going to pay expenses and give a 
satisfactory return on the equity? The major debt 
service, even in an over-built market, is carried by the 
major tenant. 

It is conceivable to say that the equity owners of a 
project would rather have the building occupied if they 
went below the market, if the lender agrees, to get 
tenants into the building so that the surplus of space 
will be occupied in two to three years. This would 
cause the tenants to eventually end up with a lease 
based on the on~going market prices. 

Many redevelopment areas are located in places that do 
not have records in tenns of economic activity. Is it 
true that no one wants to be a pioneer in this situation? 

If you have to turn an entire community around to make a 
particular site work, the community takes the lead in 
the project in order to eliminate as much of the finan
cial risk as possible. Many times these projects can be 
a catalyst for further development. 

Why is it felt that urban pioneers do not make money in 
real estate? 

The ideal location is not there, the people or pedestrian 
traffic. In addition, the costs price you out of the 
market. 
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Section 4: Issue Papers 

This section includes nine issue papers prepared prior to the 
Joint Development Marketplace. The issues covered include: 

1 11 Joint Development in Connection with Public Transportation 
Projects in Urban Areas. 11 

1 11 Transit and Urban Economic Development. 11 

1 11 Appropriate Public Actions in Support of Joint Development in 
Different Market Situations. 11 

1 ''Transit Corridor Development Corporations and Interim Control 
Measures. 11 

1 11 Social and Economic Opportunities in Joint Development. 11 

1 11 Minority Business Participation in Transportation System Joint 
Development Projects. 11 

1 11 Urban Development and Urban Conservation: Conflict and 
Accommodation. 11 

1 11 Urban and Architectural Design Problems of Joint Development 
Projects. 11 

1 11 Joint Development Potential of Intercity Rail Stations: An 
overview of the Northeast Corridor Improvement Project. 11 
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INTRODUCTION 

Over the past several years there has been a growing awareness of 
the need to coordtnate public transi t investments and private invest
ments in land development as part of urban economic growth and revi
talization strategies. In March 1978, President Carter gave renewed 
support to this effort in his Urban Initiatives P~ogram, a commitment 
by the Federal government to help in the revitalization of urban 
America. A major part of the transportation element of the President's 
program includes the stimulation of t ransportat i on joint development 
projects . 

.,..-
Joint development, as the tenn i s used here, refers to a product: 

A land development that is related functionally and physically to a 
public transportation facility. l/ 

The transportation facility is often a fixed guideway transit 
system or a limited-access highway. It may also be a high-volume bus 
terminal, a pedestrian mall or transitway , a commuter railroad station, 
an airport, or a waterport. 

The related development may include a wide variety of public and 
private uses, both on land that is made availab le for redevelopment 
and on land that is vacant or is being used for agricultural or other 
low density uses. Thus, sane public officials supportive of joint 
development may seek center city revitalization while others desire to 
strengthen the economic base of suburban political subdivisions. The 
same diversity of interest may be found in potential private investors 
in joint development projects. 

BACKGROUND 

Local, State, and National governments, as a matter of public 
policy detennined by elected representattves, are committed to major 
investments in transportation facilities. These investments are being 

l/ The term joint development is qualified in this definition in order 
to keep the discussion which follows within the scope of the Joint 
Development Marketplace, which is concerned with land development in 
connection with public transportation proj ects. It should also be 
observed that joint development is not synonymous with public-private 
cooperation. Since land development is usually a private sector re
sponsibility and transportation the responsibil i ty of the public 
sector, the successful implementation of j oint developments usually 
requires public-private cooperation. But , this does not always have 
to be the case. Grand Central Terminal was a joint development in 
which the privately-owned railroad owned both the transportation 
facility and the related land development . As a practical matter 
today, however, the transportation facility v-.'i ll be publicly-owned, 
and the joint development process will usually i nvolve public-private 
cooperation. 
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made to achieve a wtde spectrum of public purposes; i.ndivtdual mobility, 
economic development, urban revitalization, conservation of natural 
resources, and environmentally sound patterns of land use. 

While the concept of coordinating transoortation with land develop
ment is of ancient origin, the tenn joint development appe~s to have 
gained use in relation to highway projects during the 1950 ~with consi
derable research on the subject being funded by the Federal Highway 
Administration. Less well-know r. is the attention given to the subject by 
aviation planners. In fact, some of the most successful joint develop
ments have been built around airports. This has occurred in part because 
the Federal Aviation Administration has encouraged the multiple use of 
airport facilities in order to attain greater economic returns from air
port investments. 

The renewed public interest in public mass transportation has been 
accompanied by an increasing interest in transit-related joint develop
ment. This interest is discussed in greater detail below . 

./ THE MAJOR ACTORS IDENTIFIED 

This paper focuses on the major issues related to the 1mplementation
of joint development projects in connection with mass transit systems. 

The participants in planning, designing, and implementing these 
joint development projects can be placed into four general categories: 

• Transit agencies. 
• Private developers. 
• State and local governments. 
• Federal government. 

Transit Agencies 

In all of the major urban areas, mass transportation services are 
a public responsibility. Transit agencies must be responsive to public 
purposes and goals. They depend upon special taxes or appropriations for 
funds for capital investment and a substantial proportion of their ope
rating costs. They must obtain, and hold, not only the support of their 
riders, but also the support of political leaders, the public at large, 
and various special interests who may hold differing views. This 
broader public accountability places constraints on the actions taken 
by public transit agencies not generally experienced by orivate operators. 

Within this context, it is apparent why some transit agencies may 
not be eager to become engaged in joint development. Joint development is 
another objective to contend with. It places a drain on limited staff 
resources, leads to construction and operational delays, and creates 
unfamiliar administrative and technical problems. Public support for 
joint development may not be widespread, and important segments of the 
public may be actively hostile toward a specific plan. 
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There are, hov1ever, clear benefits which a transit agency can rea~ 
lize from ,joint development. These include: 

,, 
• A built-in source of transit patronage. 

✓ , More adequate amenities at and around stations. 
✓, Improved intermodal connections. 

• Shared capital improvement costs. 
• Income from land sales and leases, as well as increased 

revenues from taxes,dedicated to the construction and 
maintenance of the transit system. Joint Development 
also helps fare box revenues because it assures that 
ridership will be within easy access, and may,in fac~ 
result in an increase in ridership. However, it should 
be remembered that all these financial benefits may not 
be enormous. 

These benefits are substantial and should be given greater attention 
than they currently receive. Under private ownership, they ranked high 
in the minds of transit operators. The construction of many of the pri
vate transit systems in the United States was promoted by companies 
which were also in the land development business. Trolley lines in 
cities such as Los Angeles were built by entrepreneurs who intended to 
develop large tracts of land along transit corridors. 

Issues 

Transit authorities must work within difficult political and 
economic constraints. They must contend with legal constraints that are 
not conducive to joint development. They must work with planning and 
forecasting tools that are inadequate for forecasting the conditions 
under which successful joint development is assured. 

Nevertheless, it appears likely that in the future~transit agencies 
will play a more active and positive role in joint development. In 
doing so, they must address these issues: 

• Greater attention must be given to joint development potentials 
in station location and route alignment decisions. This may be 
the most crucial aspect of any attempt to encourage joint deve~ 
lopment. One possible solution to this problem may be to place 
the control of the transit planning process within agencies and 
governing bodies having wider urban planning and economic deve
lopment experience and objectives. Another solution could 
involve the inclusion of incentives that encourage active pro
motion of joint development in the trans i t planning and funding 
processes (as has been the case in Detroi t). 
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t Transit agency staffs are generally unfamiliar with real estate 
development issues and problems. Greater attention should be 
paid to the development of staffs who can actively market and 
dispose of property. 

• Transit design and construction techniques emphasize engineering 
and operating considerations. Parallel emphasis should be placed 
on methods and materials which make it easier to adapt transit 
facilities to unanticipated long term joint development poten
tials. 

Private Developers 

The private real estate developer is the crucial participant in the 
joint development process, yet developer participation, especially in 
relation to the develo9ment of transit systems, has been difficult to 
obtain. Generally, the real estate community in the United States has 
been slow to acknowledge that important benefits can accrue from 
participation in joint development projects. These include: 

• Improved market potential as the result of increased accessibi
lity, especially at high..-.volume stations. 

· t Creation of additional development sites--,especially where air 
rights over transit-related facilities are made available for 
development. 

v • Improved internal circulation and other area-wide amenities 
which increase the competitive advantage of a project. 

Issues 

While it is possible to make a long list of issues which may arise 
in connection with a joint development project, a few key concerns are 
of particular import~nce to potential private developers. Public agencies 
must meet each of these concerns if they are to be successful in inducing 
private participation in the joint development project. 

1 t The private developer must be satisfied that he or she will re
ceive a reasonable rate of return--a return commensurate with 
the risks he or she assumes. 

• Time is a critical factor in financial planning, laying out the 
work, meeting third-party commitments, and determining risk. 
lt pervades a 11 other considerations . . The possibility of delays 
in effecting public actions, meeting legal challenges, and se
curing required concurrences under the development contract is 
a major deterrent to private participation in a joint develop
ment project. 

67 



Issue Paper; Hurd, Burkhardt 
& Moore 

• The consistently successful private developer is not a speculator. 
t~hile some financial risks are inevitable, and must be reflected 
in the expected rate of return, the private developer is not 
interested in the projects which involve substantial risks against 
which it cannot protect itself. Joirit development projects pre
sent two specific areas of risk which must be addressed by the 
responsible public agencies: 

l. High front~end costs associated with the planning and nego
tiation of potential developments are l ost to unsuccessful 
candidates and are not recovered for a substantial oeriod of 
time by successful candidates. · 

2. Uncertainty that critical public commitments to the project 
will be fulfilled in the event of changes in political lead
ership or public policies and obj ectives. 

a. The private develooer must look to the nrotection afforded 
by a· legally .... enforceable contractual ob.ligation, which 
provides indemnification for losses suffered through non
performance by a public agency participant in the project. 
Similarly, private developers must accept the fact that 
the public agency must also protect itself against non
performance by a developer. 

b. On the other hand, contractual coITJ11itments must not be so 
rigid that changes cannot be made to reflect external 
circumstances which may arise during the development 
period and which jeopardize attainment of project objec
tives or give rise to substantial risks which the parties 
to the agreement could not reasonably foresee or nrotect 
themselves against. 

• The private developer generally prefers that a responsible public 
official will be designated as a single po i nt of contact in the 
execution of the develorment contract. The developer cannot be 
expected to assume the burden of coordinat i ng public agency 
actions or the resolution of disagreements among such agencies 
which may arise during the development per iod. 

State and Local Governments 

State and local governments can benefit in many ways from joint 
development projects. Some of these benefits,such as revenues from sale 
or lease of land,have been covered in the discussion of transit agency 
involvement. There are others which may, in fact, be substantial. They 
include: 

' • Increased Tax Revenues. However, it should be recognized that 
development which occurs around a transit station may be the 
result of regional shifts and not the resu l t of a net increase 
in regional growth. 
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,, • Quality Design and Urban Environment. One of the primary objec
tives of joint development is to encourage high~uality develop
ment at and around stations. However, the achievement of this 
objective will only be assured through the development of rea
sonable design controls. 

' • Increased Opportunity. Joint development projects provide in
creased employment,shopping,and residential opportunities. 

' • Reduced Public Costs. Joint development projects will often lead 
to greater mixtures of complementary uses and increased density 
thereby reducing the relative costs of suprortive public capital 
investments. 

Issues 

State and local public agencies involved in major transportation 
investments in urban areas also have key concerns which must be satis
fied before they embark upon a joint development project. These concerns 
may f:>ear a superficial resemblance to the key concerns of private deve ... 
lopers-... but the issues are essentially different, as indicated below: 

✓ 

• The risk which the public agency assumes in joint development is 
different from that of a private developer. The latter is con
cerned only with financial risk. The public agency is also con
cerned with financial risks, but the basic risk is political: an 
unpleasant legislative investigation, the loss of public support 
for this and future projects, the loss of an election. 

/ 

• If market conditions change,then the role of the public sector 
will change. In strong market situations,3ssistance may be 
necessary to assemble land (raising legal questions as to the 
powers of eminent domain) but many design and development ob
jectives can be achieved through application of regulatory 
powers. Marginal and weak market situations raise the need for 
wider uses of public powers and assistance. 

✓ .,, ✓ 

• The rate of return required by a private investor before it will 
participate in joint development requiring public assistance may 
be oerceived as excessive, or even as a windfall. Such a res
ponse often raises accusations that public officials and the 
public generally do not fully appreciate private sector needs 
in tenns of profits. This issue raises sensitive questions 
about rates of return and public sharing in project profits for 
which no set standards should be established. 

• Public policy and objectives may, in fact, change during the · 
course of project development . Where private investment is 
involved ,~hese changes in policy can have enonnous financial 
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implications and will raise the questions of who should be res ~ 
ponsible for covering the costs if projects already begun are 
suddenly tenninated. 

• The public agency not only bears responsibility for recruiting 
private participation, but also responsibility for selecting a 
reliable rrivate developer. In doing so it must take into 
account State and local laws which require open competition, 
requirements of Federal and State agencies that are providing 
funds and are themselves bound within a framework of laws and 
requlations, demands of legislators and citizens for detailed 
information about the project and the prospective developers, 
requirements for public hearings, Sunshine laws, and other 
constraints over which the local public agency has little or no 
control. 

• The public agency may find it legally impossible to enter into a 
development contract which has the effect of abrogating legisla
tive authority to raise and appropriate public funds or the sta 
tutory powers of public officials. 

• CoITJ11unity preservation and environmental concerns will continue 
to be an important consideration in the public response to joint 
develooment. The maintenance of effective citizen participation 
will also be an important consideration. Developing successful 
mechanisms for balancing these concerns with economic growth and 
other public objectives will greatly affect the prospects for 
joint development. 

The Federal Government 

Except for limited public works assistance during the oepression of 
the 1930's, Federal aid in the construction of urban mass transportation 
facilities did not become available until 1964-. As the Federal invest
ment has grown, there has arisen a complementary interest in joint deve
lopment. 

The benefits of joint development at the Federal level may appear 
on the surface to be less tangible than those derived by the other par
ticipants. In fact, they are quite substantial: 

• Joint development can actively support other Federal policies, 
including: 

1. Urban revitalization, an objective which has been reiterated 
recently in the President's urban policy statement. 

2. Energy conservation, by reducing the long term use of pri
vate automobiles and promoting maximum utilization of transit 
facilities. 
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3. Environmental protection~ through better spatial and physical 
relationships. 

4. Economic opportunity, by increasing the mobility of socially 
and economically disadvantaged people. 

• As indicated above, joint development can be a source of direct 
revenues to local governments and transit agencies. It can also 
indirectly benefit transit revenues by increasing potential rider
ship. Thus,by encouraging joint development activity at the local 
level, the Federal government can help to improve the financial 
condition of transit agencies and local governments. 

Evolution of UMTA's Interest in Joint Development 

The Federal government's interest in joint development first appeared 
in the early days of the urban mass transportation program-- then lodged 
in the Housing and Home Finance Agency and (in 1966) in i ts successor, the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development-~when local public agency 
applicants were asked to describe the relationship between a proposed 
project and other Federally assisted programs such as urban renewal, and 
community development activities generally. Projects for which a positive 
relationship could be shown were given preference in the allocation of 
Federal funds. One of the first five capital assistance projects under 
the 1964 Act provided Federal assistance in the construction of the tran
sit~elated features of the Nicollet Mall in Minneapolis. Additional 
Federal funds, for street furniture, were provided by the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency under its urban beautification program. 

The transfer of the Federal urban ~ass transportation program to 
the newly established Department of Transportation in 1968 severed the 
urban mass transportation-urban development connection. Under the 
Reorganization Plan, some Section 9 planning funds were left with the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development to assist regional planning 
a~encies in planning for urban development related to public transpor
tation investment. By 1973, most of these planning funds had been spent, 
and the balance was transferred to the Urban Mass Transportation Admini
stration (UMTA). This transfer coincided with approval of joint develop
ment planning as part of a rlanning grant made to Atlanta for its rapid 
transit system. 

The planning done in Atlanta brought to the fore the need for 
greater flexibility in the use of caaital assistance funds available 
under Sections 3 and 5 of the Urban hass Transportation Act of 1964. 
In 1974, the Congress, responding to concerns advanced in behalf of the 
Atlanta urban area, adopted the Youn0 Amendment in the 1974 Act. 
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Congressman Young's amendment changed Section 3(a) of the Act signi~ 
fi cantly : 

l. It added a new authorization for the Secretary of Transportation 
to make grants and loans to public bodies to assist in financing 
the establishment and organization of public or quasi-public 
transit corridor deve1opment corporations or entities. 

2. It amended the definition of eligible facilities and equipment, 
which originally read: 

Eligible facilities and equipment may include land (but 
not public highways), buses and other rolling stock, and 
other real and personal property needed for an efficient 
and coordinated transportation system. 

to read: 

Eligible facilities and eouipment may include personal 
nroperty including buses and other rolling stock and 
real property including land (but not public highways), 
within the entire zone affected bv the construction 
and operation of transit improvements, including station 
sites, needed for any efficient and coordinated mass 
transoortation system 11hich is compatible \'1ith socially, 
economically, and environmentally sound patterns of land 
use. 

Some UMTA Related Issues 

The Young Amendment represented a major change in UMTA's purposes 
which could have far reaching impact. Administrative guidelines have 
not yet been prepared to imrlement the Young Amendment. The Urban r1ass 
Transportation Administrator, at a conference on Joint Development and 
Value Capture on Sentember 23, 1976 said: 

UMTA has intentionally not yet issued regulations under 
the Young Amendment. I'm not sure that 'Vte could artfully 
write such regulations in a way that would not constrain 
opportunities that might be available. It has been my 
instinct, instead, to let transit authorities and developers 
come to us 'Vtith proposals; I vtould hope that, over time, we 
could distill what might become the guidance and regulations 
for this program out of practical experience rather than the 
other way around. 

Since that conference a number of cities have been preparing appli
cations for UMTA consideration. One city, Baltimore, has a project 
partially through the application process, but has not received formal 
project aporoval. 
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Local transit and government representatives have generally applauded 
UMTA for not issuing restrictive regulations, and they support the idea 
of funding a broad range of demonstrations leading up to the preparation 
of regulations. On the other hand, many have found UMTA's joint develop
ment program too open-ended and ambiguous. With one or two exceptions, 
these local representatives have sought some form of guidance, oarticu
larly on the nature of eligible applicants, eligible facilities, the use 
of project income, and total budget constraints. 

UMTA's response has been to informally establish some oroject cri
teria. It has indicated a willingness to fund projects physically or 
functionally related to a transit station facility. Eligible costs 
might include but are not necessarily limited to: 

• Access links, including pedestrian walkways, parking facilities, 
and direct entrances to private structures from stations. 

• Foundations which are adequate for the support of nrivate 
structures over stations and rights-of-way . 

• Open space, plazas, malls, and other amenities. 

• Land acquisition and cost writedown . 

• Site clearance and preparation, including the nrovision and 
relocation of utilities. 

These indicate that U~ff.l\ is leaning toward reasonably broad defi
nitions of project eligibility. The principal exclusion which seems 
generally agreed upon is that of equity financing for construction of 
space for sale or rent. 

This attempt at clarifying the Young Amendment has been paralleled 
by an administration proposal to make the legislation more specific. 
The Congress has been asked to consider--and has not yet acted upon--a 
proposal which would amolify the Young /-\mendment by authorizing the 
Secretary of Transportation to make grants and loans to assist States 
and local public bodies in financing, among other things: 

Section 1O2(a)(l)(D) The cost incurred in connection with 
projects for the acquisition of land and the preparation of 
such land for urban develooment purposes to enhance the 
effectiveness of any mass transportation project approved 
under this Act, and which are physically and functionally 
related to such mass transportation projects. Such assistance 
can include but is not limited to the cost of demolition, site 
preparation, utilities, building foundations, walkways, and 
open space but cannot include the cost of construction of 
commercial revenue-producing facilities, whether publicly or 
privately owned, or those portions of public facilities not 
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related to public transportation . Such grants or loans shall 
be subject of the tenns, conditions, requirements and provi-
sions (similar insofar as may be apnrooriate to those applica
ble to grants and loans under this Section and Section 5 of this 
Act), as the Secretary (of Transportation) may determine to be 
necessary or appropriate for the purposes of this Section, 
including requirements for the disposition of the net increase 
in value of such land resulting from the project assisted under 
this Section .... In administering this subparagraph, the 
Secretary shall confer with the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development and the Secretary of Commerce concerning community 
development activities and plans for urban area development which 
may be benefitted by the program assisted under this subpara
graph (S. 2441 as reported). 

But other issues still remain to be answered: 

1 Funding Levels. So far no funds have been specifically set 
aside for ,joint development. The question remains--where does 
this come from? Transit representatives may be expected to 
oppose joint development funding if it materially reduces the 
funds available for capital improvements directly related to 
transit systems. 

Funds for joint development have been proposed in the 
President's UTban Initiatives Program. \t./hen this program was 
announced the administration had already submitted its trans
oortation legislation to Cong ress . Thus,the Secretary of 
Transportation submitted a letter reauesting that the proposed 
legislation be amended to include an additional authorization 
of $200 million a year for fiscal year 1977-1982 to the 
amounts already proposed for Section 3 discretionary grant 
program. This letter also asked that authorizing language be 
included for improved coordination between public transportation 
and other forms of transportation, including intermodal termi
nals, and repeated the request for modifying the joint develop
ment language (excerpted above) . 

The Senate and House have responded differently to the 
Administration's reques t s. The Senate Banking Corranittee has 
included the proposed _joint development and intermodal facili
ties language into subsections D and E of Section 3 of the UMTA 
legislation. It has also inc l uded a provision in the budget 
authorization for Section 3 which says "not more than 200 
million dollars of sums appropr iated for each fiscal year" 
1979-82 shall be available for grants and loans under sub
sections D and E. The House Pu blic Works Committee kept the 
existing joint development language and has added provisions 
for $50 million a year for intermodal terminals and another $50 
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million a year for joint developments. This would be in addi
tion to the projects that could be funded under the $1.8 billion 
which would also be authorized for Section 3. 

• Project Income. There is a major question over who gets back 
any project income. Section 4(a) of the 1964 Act provides 
that the Federal government shall pay BO.percent of net project cost. 
Since 1964 this has been held to mean that any gains from the 
lease and sale of property and anv other revenues that serve 
to reduce the local share (20. percent) of net project costs must be 
shared proportionately with the Federal government. 

~,Jhile many have argued that this issue could be resolved 
administratively under the existing terms of the Young Amend
ment, it has also been addressed directly in the pending 
legislation quoted above. This would allow the Secretary of 
Transrortation to modify the pay-back requirement when money 
is derived from land sales, rents, and tax increments. 

• ~1inority Participation. The Urban Mass Transportation Admini
stration has recently strengthened its regulations for minority 
business participation in projects funded through its programs. 
This is an important part of overall efforts to use Federal 
financial resources and powers to promote greater social jus
tice. There is an opportunity for minority participation in 
the planning, design, construction management, and utilization 
of joint development projects. Greater attention must be given 
to encouraging the different actors to participate creatively 
in realizing this opportunity. 

• Federal Agency Coordination. A major procedural question appears 
to be that of how to secure the active cooperation of other 
Federal agencies--particularly HUD and EDll.--in joint development 
project financing. Can application procedures and grant manage
ment be simplified and coordinated for projects which are joint
ly funded at the Federal level? 

CQNCLUS IONS 

The concerns and issues identified in this paper are common to 
many, if not all, transit-related joint development projects. 

Rowever, the mechanisms by v1hi ch these concerns can be met wi 11 
vary according to local circumstances. Nor is the list complete. 
These are the major common concerns. Other concerns will come up 
in connection with specific project proposals, and these must 
also be resolved in the light of local circumstances. 

Thus, it is difficult for Federal and State agencies that pro
vide financial assistance to local public agencies to prepare general 
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policies and rules that will fit the needs of particular projects. 

The need now is for those who are interested in joint development, 
at all levels of goverrment and in the private sector, to understand 
the basic issues and to appreciate the underlying concerns of the various 
project participants. This should pennit joint development efforts to 
move ahead on the basis of tndividua lly negotiated agreements among the 
public participants and between local agencies and private developers. 
The experience gained through this process can provide a sound basis 
for the later development of Federal and State policies and regulations 
which take into account the legitimate concerns of all the participants. 
Ftnally, in the interim period, some means should be devised for con
tinuing the interchange of ideas and experiences among participants. 
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INTRODUCTION 

How Cities Could Use Transit As 
A Development Tool ; 1-Jhy They l/ 
Don't; What To Do About It 

Unfortunately, this paper must begin on a discordant note . I find 
the connection between transit and urban economic development much 
looser than many of us would like. By urban economic development I 
refer to the planned investment of public resources to attract private 
resources and attendant jobs, income and tax revenues for local 
communities. Explicit reliance on "leveraging" private investment is 
what distinguishes economic development from many traditional govern
ment programs and public works nrojects that affect local economies. 

The idea that transit can be used as an important lever to in
fluence private investment decisions was pioneered in several larqe 
scale real estate orojects in the early deacdes of this century, 2/ 
and has r2ceived growing attention in professional planning ci rcfes, 
particuiarly during the past decade. Yet few aspects of today's tran
sit in this country are 1:1ore disanpointing, if findings of BART's 
impact study are any indication. Except for a possible influence on 
downtown San Francisco and Oakland, BART "has had few detectable 
effects on urban develonment patterns, and its effects on traffic 
congestion are similarly undetectable." y 

~1any "exogenous" factors may help explain these failures (e.g. 
local economic conditions). But a major reason is that advanced 
planning to relate transit and urban economic develonment is either 
too abstract oralto~ether non-existent . . As a result, early deci
sions about transit often overlook development opportunities or the 
specific means for exploiting these potentials effectively. 

"DETAILS" MAKE THE OIFFEREMCE 

For certain development opportunities to be available at all, 
decisions as to route alignment, station location and placement of 
access points to adjacent pronerties are critical. For example, a 
variation of only one block in transit access to a developable down
town site can make or break a major project proposal, and consequently 
affect all related land use decisions that would otherwise "fall into 
line" thereafter. Moreover, deliberate initiatives may be required by 
responsible public agencies to exploit development potentials effective
ly. The Gallery at Market Street East in Philadelphia is an excellent 
illustration of both points. Likewise, individuals or sm~ll citizen 
groups not visible at the regional planning scale may have more in
fluence on private investment tha~ the most attractive station area. 
This is particularly true where local communities oppose ne1•1 develof:)
ment (and may secure downzoninn of a station area to accomplish their 
objectives). · , · 
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At certain locations and times, these 11 details 11 make the difference 
in joint development. Moreover, recourse to government incentives for 
business investment may be required to accomnlish certain public objec
tives, particularly in weak market conditions. · Securing commitments from 
business and government for a key development project are not things to 
be predicted, but must be obtained through deliberate effort. Public 
agencies, as \.'Jell as the private sector, may have to work very hard to 
make things happen as desired. Jl.t this 11micro 11 level, where most invest
ment decisions are made, there is little 11inevitable

11

about the business 
of urban development. 

MULTIPLE BENEFITS 

Joint develooment, the focus for this paper, refers to the multiple 
use of transport corridors and station areas for real estate projects 
and transit facilities. From an economic standpoint, the combined bene
fits from such complementary capital improvements can be greater than 
were they accomplished separately. From an organizational standpoint, 
since transportation is generally a government responsibility and land 
development primarily a private function, joint development often 
requires close coordination (and in some cases a 11 oartnership 11

) between 
both sectors. For business, the result can be an imoroved return on 
investment and enhanced orol)erty values, stemming from skillful inte
gration of the transport improvement and adjacent land uses. Combining 
multiple uses and facilities into a single project is already familiar 
to practitioners in the real estate field. In mixed use development, for 
example, developers deliberately plan and manage a mutually supporting 
mix of uses and activities so that economic 11 spillovers 11 reinforce each 
other on the same site. 

Joint development may also be a means to achieve multiple public objectives, 
from increasing transit ridership to encouraging private investment in 
blighted areas and strengthening center city economies. Another advan-
tage to government, often overlooked in the emphasis on traditional reve-
nue sources for transit (e.g. the farebox and local general funds), is to 
gain access to new sources of funds. These innovative techniques include: 
tax increment financing, special benefit or a deditated property tax on 
station areas, lease or sale of air rights already acquired in the course 
of transit construction, and incentive zoning and similar controls which 
shift some share of the financial burden for transit from public to pri-
vate sectors (e.g. developer provision of pedestrian connections to a 
station stop as a condition for zoning approval). 

Many of these innovative financing techniques are legally feasible 
and l)racticable for transit applications. As such, they represent an 
untapped source of transit revenues that most localities have been slow 
to investigate. A common denominator is their reliance for transit 
financing potentials on private investment in land around transit facili
ties or station areas. Most innovative techniques, in fact, require 
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development of new revenue-producing land uses (e.g. offices, shops, 
housing,hotels) for financing potentials to be realized--hence joint 
development. 

As to financing potentials, recent analysis indicates that a combi
nation of innovative financing techniques could defray perhaps 5 to 15 
percent of the capital costs associated with certain fixed guideway 
facilities. These facilities might include a light rail line con
structed in a central city, or a small area system such as a 
DPM (downtown people mover). This suqgests the important contributory 
role of joint development and innovative financing techniques, as such 
revenues pay a material part of the local share of Federally oriented 
transit improvements. ii 

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS 

In the United States and most other countries, major transit 
improvements are public investments paid for with the taxpayer I s money. 
Yet, these investments can have significant impacts on urban development, 
affecting the location, scale, physical configuration and economic 
success of new and existing real estate projects. If the public autho
rities who plan and build these syster,s are to take such impacts into 
account, joint development issues need to be addressed at each stage of 
transit planning and implementation. 

Given this objective, what are the practical implications that 
arise? First and foremost, this new concern for urban economic develop
ment will require collaboration and cooperation of individuals and or
ganizations--local government, transit authorities, renewal or economic 
development entities, private developers, business groups--on a scale 
seldom encountered before. This means devising a transit planning pro
cess which begins to identify develooment opportunities and constraints 
at an early stage, before route alignment and station location decisions 
have been determined. It also calls for involving key private sector 
decision-makers (including real estate interests and major lending 
institutions) at an early point, in addition to local government offi
cials, the residents of major neighborhoods affected, and so forth. 

A second oractical implication is the expanded view of costs and 
benefits that many leaders in business and government have sought in 
recent years. Looked at with this expanded view, the least-cost solu
tion from a transportation perspective may be very expensive from the 
standpoint of a corrrnunity's economy. 

A third implication is that,if transit is to contribute to other 
objectives such as urban economic development, these benefits must be 
better measured and credited against the additional costs. What is 
important is that long-range benefits of development (e.g. local jobs 
and tax revenues) be considered together with the costs (e.g. provision 
for knock-out panels and reinforcement of station footings and founda-
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tions for subsequent air rights development). Likewise, the feasibility 
of new development needs to be evaluated from a private investment per, 
spective (i.e. will the proposed project pay for itself, or will it re• 
quire some type of subsidy or local public support?). Moreover, for 
certain projects, the concept of 11 self sunport" relevant to local 
government may be much broader than for private investors. For instance, 
a new convention center that generates more local jobs, retail sales 
and hotel patronage may be economically feasible in the publicly rele• 
vant sense, even if it loses some money on a 11 private accounts 11 basis. 

In order to illustrate these implications, it is helpful to review 
key linkages between transit planning and joint development. This pro
cess, as shown in Exhibit. l in a somewhat simplified form, should in
volve important interrelationships at every step. Thus, for development 
potentials to be identified and exploited effectively, each stage of 
transit planning should incorporate key decisions about transit station 
area development before proceeding to the next step. §_J 
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Exhibit 1. PLANNING TRANSIT AND JOINT DEVELOPMENT 

Source: 
I 

Transit Planning 

Systems Planning 

Route Alignment and 
Station Location 

Land Acquisition 

Station Design 

Station Construction 

Transit Operation 

-----

Station Area Development 

Market Research 

Development Programning 

Choice of Development 
Strategy 

Project Design 

Financing and Project 
Construction 

Property Management 

Administration and Management Research Association; 
Gladstone Associates. 
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Systems Planning 

Transit will be most effective as an economic development tool 
when improvements build upon, and are closely linked to, existing economic 
strengths of the corrrnunity served. For example, subway stations 
"anchored" to a downtown's major department stores are generally far more 
successful than those "afloat" in a sea of parking spaces, or in the 
midst of low-density residential areas removed from special amenities 
or strong institutions. 

Among the most important strengths, upon which a corrrnunity can 
build its transit area development efforts, are the following: 

o Office space demand, which \'Jill continue to expand over the 
long run in many cities, notably those serving a regional 
headquarters function (although some now have short-term 
surpluses of office space); 

o Major existing retail establishments, business firms or other 
commercial facilities which may require added room for reno
vation, expansion or parking; 

• Major existing institutions such as hospitals, universities, 
museums and art centers. They may also need added space and 
can create housing demand nearby for their employers and users, 
as well as attracting others who consider it desirable to live 
nearby; 

• Attractive amenities like parks, riverfronts or lakes, as well 
as historic sites or areas, which can establish a particular 
style that attracts intensified local demand for retail services 
and even housing; 

• Major public buildings and facilities (e.g. city halls, court
houses, convention centers) which can create demand for ancil
lary services nearby; and 

•The rising number of small, adult-oriented households in most 
metropolitan areas. They can form a potential source of housing 
demand for upgraded residential areas if the housing offered 
there is designed to meet their needs, tastes and ability to pay. 

To identify these supports for new development, specific social, economic 
and physical characteristics of the areas to be served by transit should 
be thoroughly evaluated through market research. 
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Route Alignment and Station Location 

The related issues of route alignment and station location are 
typically the two key planning decisions from the standpoint of transit 
station area development. To intensify development potentials around 
station areas, transit improvements should be located where economic 
conditions ahd other major factors act to reinforce rather than counter
act the impact of improved accessibility. As a rule, this means tar
geting transit investment in areas with strong market conditions, the 
potential for viable assemblies, suitable zoning, and similar supporting 
factors. In some station areas, developer interest may be already signi
ficant. In others, market research may be required to document develop
ment potentials and/or identify conditions under which private invest
ment would prove feasible. 

The most important conditions can be grouped under the heading of 
11 local market factors- 11 Although national demand and supply patterns 
are important, regional and 11micro 11 patterns are what most critically 
affect the success of a particular real estate project. An additional 
important factor concerns the availability of assembled land. vlhere 
land ownership is badly fragmented around transit facilities, developers 
may not be able to assemble the sites they require at reasonable cost. 
Hence, development may be inhibited despite generally favorable market 
conditions. 

Other factors can also be important. For example, stations situated 
in areas where transit will intercept other modes of travel such as 
feeder buses, commuter rail, and paratransit can enjoy correspondingly 
greater development potentials. In addition, successful integration of 
transit with access by other modes will help determine whether activity 
modes will have sufficient intensity to generate the economics for 
development. 

Land Acgui sition 

All too often, land acquisition for joint development purposes is an 
afterthought in transit planning. Ideally, however, land acquisition 
policies should reflect the development strategy chosen for a specific 
station area. For example, given strong market conditions and special 
district zoning governing a station area, only acquisition of land for 
the transit facility and accessory parking may be required. On the other 
hand, given weak market conditions, supplemental (or "excess") acquisi
tion may be called for, along with 11 co-development 11 of ensuing projects, 
the combined development of a project by business and government (i.e. 
where the public sector assumes some of the risks and/or costs that are 
normally borne by private developers). 

Likewise, a development strategy for specific station areas should 
reflect an appropriate level of involvement by government in the develop
ment process, given local economic conditions, the costs and benefits of 
government involvement, and public and private resources available at one 
time. 
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Station Design 

Ideally, the transit station and adjacent development should be de
signed simultaneously, so as to properly integrate the multiple uses, 
facilitate pedestrian flow, and maximize market potentials through pro
per placement of key oroject components (e.g. retail). Simultaneous 
design is seldom possible, however, since station implementation rarely 
coincides with the decision-maki ng cycle for private developers. 

Accordingly, joint development can be facilitated through such 
measures as the following: placement of access points (e.g. off-street 
station entrances) on adjacent properties, provision of knock-out 
panels, reinforcement of station footings and foundations to allow for 
future air rights development. In some cases, construction of a tem
porary station facility may be called for, to be replaced by a perma
nent structure whenever development occurs. 

REQUIREMENTS FOR REAL ESTATE DEVELOPMENT 

Real estate development is a specialized business. At first blush 
it may seem alien to transportation planners. Although appearing com
plex, it actually is a relatively straightforward process. It depends, 
however, on a detailed economic analysis to identify development poten
tials, to determine the feasibility of specific projects (including 
matters of market, financing and management), and to provide the docu
mentation necessary to gain access to necessary sources of private (and 
sometimes public) funds. Feasibility determinations involving market 
and financial data should be very specific about current and prospec
tive conditions; generalities will not do. 

Failure to respect these requirements for real estate projects in 
the transit planning process is one basic reason why joint development 
opportunities of major transit investment are not often realized. One 
specific problem is that few plans are explicit about how transit can 
affect private investment decisions, beyond general references to 
improving accessibility. Within the scope of this paper, I have 
attempted to address this issue by identifying these specific functions 
in Exhibit 2. Far more specific economic data and analysis are 
required, of course, to determine whether or not to proceed with a 
giv2n development project, to define the scale and type of its facili
ties, and to quantify its prospects for financial success or failure 
with reasonable accuracy. 

Failure to identify and exploit development potentials can also 
stem from a lack of understand i ng on the part of local government and 
transit officials about what urban economic analysis should accomplish 
as part of transit planning. Many public officials consider the econo
mic elements of transit plans (e.g. a joint development study cost
benefit analysis, and a financ i al plan) as something one "goes along 
with" in order to gain access t o Federal funding. 
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Today, however, a professional economic study as part of transit 
planning offers signficant benefits to both government and business 
alike. No two economic studies as part of transit planning are ever 
identical, nor should they be. The various types of mar~et and finan
cial analysis which follow, however, are generally applicable to most 
investigations of the prospects for private investment as part of a 
major transit improvement. 

In conclusion, I believe the prospects are bright for transit 
station area development around the country, providing public officials 
implement the kinds of land use and development decisions that support 
taxpayer investment in transit by deploying these improvements (and 
other incentives, if necessary) as tools for urban economic development. 
In choosing the proper course of action, however, the costs and benefits 
should be weighed in much more specific ways than has been the case in 
most U.S. transit planning efforts to date. 
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Exhibit 2 

Possible Transit Impacts on Private 
Investment Decisions 

Type of Transit Impact 

Improves general accessibility of 
area served. 

Improves specific accessibility of 
parcels at key points along arte
ries (otherwise stated: changes 
relative accessibility amon9 speci
fic parcels), and concentrates 
development potentials at parcels 
so served. 

Creates "new" sites \'Jith superior 
accessibility, through air rights 
development or transfer of deve
lopment rights to adjacent loca
tions. 

Issue Paper: Witherspoon 

Illustrative Examoles 

Extension of a rail segment links 
outlying area to nearby sources of 
employment, housing demand and urban 
services, and to other activity 
centers in the metropolitan region . 

Examples: early evolution of Los 
Angeles, Shaker Heights in suburban 
Cleveland. 

Location of key access points around 
transit stations tends to cluster 
certain types of high-intensity land 
uses (e.g. high-rise residential 
development in outlying areas, high
rise commercial or multi-use pro 
jects at "close-in" locations). 

Exam~les: Park Place residential 
complex and Sheppard Center mixed 
use project in Toronto. 

Air space associated with transit 
improvement makes possible large, 
pre-assembled sites for develop
ment at 11 choi ce" l ocati ans in high 
density centers, where land costs 
are high and land ownership is 
fragmented . .lJ 

Examples: Park Avenue/Grand Central 
Terminal complex in New York City , 
Penn Center in Philadelphia, 
Illinois Center in Chicago, Place 
Bonaventure in Montreal. 

Note: Refers mainly to fixed guideway system impacts at the sub -regional 
scale, where significant private investment is involved . 

.l/ A closely related type of impact concerns transfer of development 
rights associated with one piece of property (e.g. air space over a 
transport arterial) to another piece of property, so as to allow the 
receiving property to be developed more intensively than would other
wise be pennitted. A common situation, for instance, is "sale" of 
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Possible Transit Impacts on Private 
Investment Decisions 

Type of Transit Impact 

Creates transfer facilities and 
attendant development ootentials 
as a result of transit' riders 
shifting modes. 

Improves internal circulation by 
linking otherwise disoersed 
activity center and functionally 
related, business operations, and 
by facilitating year-round move
ment in all-weather facilities. 

Issue Paper: Witherspoon 

Illustrative Examoles 

Location and design of transit ter
minals takes advantage of change in 
travel mode to enhance economics 
for development at specific sites. 
When transit oatrons leave their 
vehicles they' typically move on 
foot to local buses, shuttle ser
vice, taxicabs, or further pedes
trian journeys. Likewise, when 
entering a transfer terminal, 
passengers move from these other 
modes to transit service. In both 
cases, this modal shift creates a 
"natural break" in their journeys 
where travellers can conveniently 
patronize various types of commer
cial enterprises, especially con
venience goods stores and service 
outlets. 

Examples: Alexis Nihon Plaza in 
~ontreal, Eglinton Center in 
Toronto, proposed terminal facili
ties for Denver's Transitway/Mall. 

Subway lines or DPM (downtown people 
mover) connect existing office and 
retail concentrations, hotel/motel 
to convention center and so forth, 
and/or provides access to potential 
activity centers not otherwise fea
sible for development and/or ties 
into outlying parking areas. DPM 

air rights over a highway or transit line to allm<J an adjacent build
ing to have higher density and/or windows overlooking the donor pro
perty (a situation that might othervJise not be allowed because of the 
right of the donor parcel to have a tall building also, which might 
requ i re a party wall rather than a window wall). 

Deve looment riqhts transfer was a technique used to facilitate deve
lopment of Ross]yn Center, a 20-story office and retail building lo
cated in Arlington, Virginia at a stop on the Washington Metropolitan 
Area Transportation Authority's (HMATA) rapid transit system (Metro). 
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Possible Transit Impacts on Private 
Investment Decisions 

Type of Transit Impact 

Source: Gladstone Associates. 
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Illustrative Examples 

to office development provides both 
better communication to other office 
space and elevator-like access to 
restaurants, stores, and services. 
DPt1 to retail development provides 
tremendously greater visual expo
sure to passing pedestrian traffic. 

Examples: Internal circulation pro
vided by downtown subway segments in 
Toronto, Montreal and Washington, 
D.C.; proposed DPM's in Los Angeles, 
Houston and St. Paul. 
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Exhibit 4 

TYPES OF ECONOMIC ANALYStS ANO POSSIBLE 
BENEFITS TO PUBLIC ·AifD PRIVATE SECTORS 
IN TRANSIT/JOINT DEVELOPME~T PLANNING 

Issue Paper: Witherspoon 

TYPE OF ANALYSIS 

Market Research 

Involves both measurement of econo
mic variables (e.g. size, age and 
composition of households, and 
their propensity to consume), and 
analysis of economic relationships 
(e.g. supply and demand for rele
vant trade area). Should be based 
on analysis of statistical series 
and original field research. 

Results expressed as 11market po
tentials II the expected total 
sales of'a service or product (e.g. 
office space, as measured in square 
feet) over a stated period of time 
(e.g. per year). 

Development Programming 

Based on market research and fur
ther evaluation of related factors 
such as access, site attributes and 
land ownership patterns, derives 
11 development potentials,11 which 
reflect the share or capture of the 
market potential which is possible 
for a specific area or site (e.g. 
downtown locations served by tran
sit). 

Results are expressed as develoo
ment programs,·which specify land 
and/or building development (e.g. 
units of housing, square feet of 
office space), along with timing, 
phasing, acreage allocations and 
program alternatives. 
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POSSIBLE BENEFIT 

Can assist transit planning by 
establishing economic trends, land 
use natterns, and other major fac
tors · affectin~ future transporta
tion requirements for moving people 
and goods. 

Can benefit transit or development 
entity by providing basis for 
decisions about alternate trans
port modes, route alignment and 
station location. 

Can benefit private developer(s) 
by identifying scale of available 
development opportunities (e.g. 
average absorption of office 
space downtown= 500,000 square 
feet/year), relevant supply/demand 
factors, dominant nodes of building 
activity (e.g. around transport 
facilities) and so forth. 

Can assist transit planning by 
identifying amount and type of 
development that can be absorbed 
at each stop, based on market 
realities (there is a limit on re
gional demand). 

Cantenefit transit or development 
entity by identifying and enume
rating joint development opportu
nities in and around transport 
corridors and transit station 
areas, through inventory of key 
properties, analysis of alternate 
land uses and derivation of speci
fic development programs 1,11hi ch are 
consistent with available market 
potentials for the area. 
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TYPES OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS AND POSSIRLE 
BENEFITS TO PUBLI-C- ANO PRIVATE SECTORS 
IN TRANS IT/ JO INT DEVELOPt-iENT PLANNING . 

Issue Paper: Witherspoon 

TYPE OF ANALYSIS 

Development Programming (cont'd.) 

Financial Feasibility Analysis 

Financial feasibility analysis 
translates market notentials and 
development programs into financial 
terms, to test project feasibility 
and bottom line results. 

In addition to establishing whether 
the proposed project is feasible 
(i.e. would pay for itself), such 
analysis should identify key fac
tors affecting feasibility (includ
ing matters of market, project 
financing, and management, as well 
as supporting public actions), and 
evaluate the extent to which these 
factors affect feasibility. 

Results are expressed in terms of 
capital investment requirements, 
financing alternatives, leveraging 
possibilities, cash flow and re
turn on investment (ROI). Finan
cial analysis can also be extended 
to assess after-tax implications, 
earnings per share, and tax shelter 
possibilities. 

Source: Gladstone Associates. 

93 

POSSIBLE BENEFIT 

Can benefit investors by permitting 
private developers and lenders to 
review real estate opportunities 
in a fonnat with which they are 
familiar. Also assists in the de
sion of marketable real estate 
products. 

Even simple financial analysis (e.g. 
to level of oro formas) can assist 
transit or development entity in 
determining the impact of public 
actions on real estate development 
(e.g. minimum development densities 
which would be feasible for pri
vate investment at specific loca
tions). Such analysis can also give 
dimension to financing potentials for 
certain innovative techniques (e.g. 
what added costs would a developer 
be willing to incur for transit
related improvements in return 
for a density bonus for building 
near a transit station stop?). 

Can benefit private developer(s) 
by evaluating oroject feasibility 
through a standard type of analy-
sis widely used in the develop-
ment industry. 
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TY PES OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS AND POSSIBLE 
BENEFITS TO PUBLIC AND PRIVATE . SECTORS 
IN TRANSIT/JOINT DEVELOPMENT PLANNING 

TYPE OF ANALYSIS 

Economi c Feasibility 
(als o called cost-benefit analysis) 

l,Jhereas financial feasibility analy
sis typi cally focuses on return on 
priva t e individuals or firms, econo
mic feasibility analysis broadens 
the concept of costs and benefits to 
tenns re levant for government. This 
analys i s is particularly critical for 
urban renewal, new stadiums,public 
buil dings and other facilities. 
Moreover, the concept of "self 
support" relevant to local govern
ment i s often much broader than for 
private enterprise. 

Results expressed after comparison 
of costs and benefits in tenns of 
economi c return on investment. For 
transport facilities and other major 
investments expected to involve 
substantial capital improvement over 
an extended period of time, present 
value t echniques should be employed 
to rela te future costs and benefits 
to an appropriate base year. 

Implementation Strategy 

The essential end-oroduct of a com
plete economic ana .lysis should be a 
feasibl e, responsible development 
strategy , backed up by specific 
plans of action capable of being 
implemented. 

Source: Gladstone Associates. 
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POSSIBLE BENEFIT 

Can benefit transit or develop
ment ent i ty by evaluat ing projects 
not normally undertaken by private 
developers (e.g. projects of 
quest ionable feasibility or in an 
initial condition of economic 
distress). In such situations, 
joint development may not be 
possible without special incen
tives to stimulate private in
vestment and/or more direct 
public intervention in the de
velopment process . 

Can benefit private developers 
by providing economic basis for 
public assumption of r isks and/or 
costs which are normall y borne 
by the private sector. 

Can benefit both transit or de
velopment entity and private 
developers by defining a feasible 
development program and effi 
ciently organizing the means of 
product ion. 
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l/ Many of the findings and conclusions in this paper are derived from 
two research proj ects conducted by Gladstone Associates in major U.S. 
and Canadian cities. One is a recentlv comDleted reoort for UMTA, 
Innovative Financinq Techni ues: A Catala and Annotated Biblio
graphy of Transit Applications 1978. The other, now nearing com
pletion with The Urban Land Institute is a series Qf case 
studies--evaluating prominent joint development proJects, with an 
emphasis on deals structured between business and government--based 
in this country and Canada. Both studies have proven quite illu
minating about widespread inadequacies in U.S. transit planning 
practice, with respect to joint development. I want to stress, 
however, that the observations in this paper are my own, and do not 
necessarily reflect the views of UMTA, ULI, or any of our other 
clients. 

Y Perhaps the most ambitious promotion attempted was that of Henry 
Huntington of Los Angeles. As historian Daniel Boorstin observes: 

11 The urban sprawl which characterizes modern Los Angeles 
received its initial impulse from the designs of Henry E. 
Huntington. In 1900, after inheriting a vast fortune from 
his uncle, Huntington began to extend streetcar lines in all 
directions from Los Angeles. Simultaneously, he purchased 
thousands of acres of real estate along the lines and began 
developing residential and resort communities. In this way, 
Huntington constantly recouped the cost of his car lines 
through sale of his real estate. 

Eventually his streetcar lines, valued at $100 million in 
1910, extended 30 miles from the city, served at least 
40 incorporated communities and added 12 suburbs to metro
politan Los Angeles. 11 

'}_/ See Melvin M. ~1ebber, 11 The BART Experience: Hhat Have \fo Learned? 11 

(Institute of Urban and Regional Development and Institute of Trans
portation Studies: October 1976), p. 39. 

Webber elaborates as follows: 

11 The initial plan for BART was also to generate growth at 
selected subcenters throughout the metropolitan region. In 
addition to the high average speed, that was the other rationale 
for widely spaced stations. The planners fully expected that 
increased accessibility at train stations would make the 
surrounding areas attractive to business firms and apartment 
dwellers, followin9 the model of earlier commuter railroads in 
the East. In turn, clusters of offices, shops, and high~density 
housing around these stations would visibly restructure the 
region, stemming from the drift toward lov1-density dispersion and 
urban sprawl. 
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(Cont'd.) 
It is now 14 years since the BART project was approved, and there 
is, as yet, little evidence to corroborate those forecasts and 
hopes. Most suburban stations stand in virtual isolation from 
urban development activity in their subregions, seemingly ignored 
by all except commuters who park their cars in BART's extensive 
lots. A few apartment houses have been built within one-mile 
radii of a few stations, but they are exceptions. Two modest 
sized office buildings were erected, in Berkeley and Walnut Creek, 
close to the stations and as a direct response to BART's coming. 
Although they were initially in trouble owing to BART's delayed 
opening, they now are reported to be occupied. In general, how
ever, the transit stations have not attracted higher density 
suburban developments. 

On the contrary, in a few places, Oakland 1 s Rockridge neighbor
hood may be the most dramatic example, BART's coming has provoked 
citizen protests against potential high-density or commercial 
development. In turn, zoning regulations have been changed to 
prohibit apartment houses and shops, securing the established 
single-family housing pattern. The area surrounding the Rock
ridge station experienced an actual decline in property values 
when BART opened. Following the zoning change to one-family 
houses, land values have been rising,the highest being nearest to 
the station." 

Ibid, p. 15. 

y See Gladstone Associates, Innovative Financin Techni ues: A Catalo 
and Annotated Biblio raph of Transit A nlications Urban Mass 
Transportation Administration: 1978 . 

§1 The following exhibit and discussion build upon materials first set 
forth in Administration and Management Research Association, Office 
of Midtown Planning and Development, Office of the Mayor, City of 
New York, Transit Station Area Joint Development (1976). 
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INTRODUCTION 

This paper discusses the factors that influence the private deve
lopment sector to undertake joint development. The discussion is 
approached from the perspective of the private sector. Key issues 
affecting developer decision-making are the primary focus. The 
underlying assumption regarding those decisions is that market forces 
and not public objectives detennine whether activity will take place 
and what type of activity it will be. 

Advocacy of greater public attention to market forces is the real 
message of this paper. Joint development, if it is to be a oublic 
objective, must be recognized as a response to market situations. 
Public policies and programs which seek to promote such activity must 
be responsive to those forces as well. Many public actions, unfortu
nately, can be inconsistent \'Jith or contrary to the pressures of the 
market and thus are unlikely to produce the desired response. Unless 
and until government officials aporoach joint development with recog
nition that private investment is constrained by the market many de
sired projects will not be built and thus, in turn, many public ob
jectives associated with these projects will not be realized. 

To set the framework for analyzing appropriate public responses 
aimed at promoting joint development activity in different market 
situations, the first sections of the paoer provide definitions, des
cribe actors, and analyze stages of the development process. Once 
this is taken care of, Section IV gets to the heart of the subject by 
laying out three different market situations and suggesting appropriate 
governmental response to each. Section V closes the paper with a short 
discussion of the limits of public action. 

Definition of Joint Develooment 

The term Joint Oevelooment as used in this paper describes a pro
duct. It is a real estate development that is in some 1J.1ay physically 
and functionally connected to a transportation facility and deriving 
some benefit from it. The word joint refers to the t\-10 components: 
real estate development and transportation. It does not refer to the 
public and orivate actors. 

A joint development project should be similar to any other real 
estate development project in that its feasibility must be determined 
by market forces. By judging those market forces a developer deter
mines the scale and type of use subject to constraints set by public 
actions, principally by zoning. A transportation component can change 
market conditions, thereby improving the use potential and enhancing· 
the economic return possibilities of a particular site. 
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However, it should be stressed that such a transportation improvement, 
as in the case of other forms of publ tc tnvestment, _tends to affect 
only some of the conditions in the marketplace and these only slowly. 

A private developer reacts to a perceived market demand as 
manifested through vacancy rates; prices for office, retail, and hotel 
soace; current construction activity; absorption rates; etc. He invests 
time and money intending to earn a return that compensates him for these 
investments. The greater the risk associated with the investment, the 
less the desire to invest. Some of this risk, though certainly not all, 
can be compensated through a commensurately hiqher than normal re-
turn. However, where a developer does not or cannot perceive market 
demandJhe does not see the opportunity to earn his return. Public 
action aimed at promoting transit-related or any other form of develop
ment must therefore affect the market situation in such a way that a 
developer is not only aware of it but can respond to it. 

Real estate activity is subject to more constraints than just market 
demand. The most significant are probably (l) land assemblage; (2) 
zoning and other land use regulations; (3) financing difficulties; and 
(4) a host of problems such as weather, labor strife, and material 
shortage, all beyond the control of the developer. A transportation
related project compounds these constraints for the private developer 
with some complexities of its own : additional public agencies to nego
tiate and coordinate activity with, more opportunity for citizen involve
ment and objections, more difficu l t financing, and potentially many more. 
All result in time delays and other costs. A joint development project 
clearly takes more effort to accomplish correctly. Both public and pri
vate participants must understand the difficulties and find approaches to 
overcome them. In those cities enjoying a cooperative spirit between 
the public and private sectors, development activity has taken place. 
Unfortunately, all cities have not had this good fortune. In these 
latter cases, the failure to create an environment conducive to joint 
development has reduced developer interest and prevented projects from 
reaching their full potential. 

THE MAJOR ACTORS IN THE PROCESS OF JOINT DEVELOPMENT 

Many actors affect real estate projects that are coordinated .with 
transportation improvements. They do so wittingly and unwittingly through 
independent actions. In addition to the develooers, the major partici
pants are (l) transit agencies, (2) agencies of local government, such 
as a city planning department, renewal authority, or development agency, 
(3) Federal agencies, (4) land owners, (5) lenders, and (6) tenants. 
Though many other individuals and organizations play important roles in 
any given project, most joint developments can be broadly defined by the 
actions of these six groups. 

Joint developments are built when the separate objectives of all 
participants meet at some corrmon ground. Where this does not occur it 
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is because the objectives of one or more actors appear to be incompati~ 
ble with the needs of the others. A closer look at these situations 
often reveals that the incompatibility is more attitudinal than real, 
and that attempts to overcome the conditions can lead to successful 
joint developments projects being undertaken. In discussing the 
actors below,the stress is twofold. First,to identify the primary 
focus of the participants and second,to uncover where and how public 
action might influence them to be more responsive to joint development 
opportunities. 

Transit agencies are generally empowered to operate and construct a 
system to move people within a designated area. In regard to the first 
function,their principal objective is to maximize ridership subject to 
budgetary constraints imposed on them by other agencies of government. 
The constraint exists because typically,revenues generated through the 
fare box cover only a portion of the total operating costs of a system 
and thus subsidies are required. Loss minimization in such situations 
becomes a political necessity which frequently is achieved through 
service cutbacks. Uncertain service ultimately influences the perfor
mance of businesses dependent on it. A factor not lost on developers. 

The construction of new transportation facilities or tra11s i.t systems 
are also constrained, in this case by two factors: budget l1m1ts and 
engineering parameters. These constraints influence transit agency 
objectives. Generally, cost minimization and not development maxi
mization are the end result. If station locations and routJng decisions 
are made based primarily on cost, certa.in types of future development 
activity are often precluded. Knowing how their actions affect develop
ment might cause some transit planners to rethink their decisions. 

City olanning departments, renewal authorities, and development 
agencies have numerous objectives. These include preservation of 
neighborhoods, promotion of economic development, disposal of excess 
land, development of housing for low and moderate income families and 
many more. Rarely in the United States is enhancement of joint develop
ment opportunities one of these. If transit planning and land use 
planning were to be coordinated,it could most easily be done as it is in 
Canada. Provision of density bonuses on land adjacent to transit and 
imposition of constraints on land distant from transit would have a 
dramatic impact. In addition these agencies could assist the developer's 
land assemblage problem through holdout condemnation and liberal use of 
the eminent domain power. Alas, the politics of such policies are pro
bably too treacherous for even the most dedicated of joint development 
advocates. Whatever the a~parent virtues of coordinating transportation 
planning and development planning, the future,like the past,appears to 
hold little hope that it will become public policy. 

Federal agencies distribute funds to urban areas through a myriad of 
departments, agencies, and rrograms. The objectives and regulations of 
each are widely divergent and only minimally coordinated even with the 
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advent of an urban policy and a Presidential mandate that the executive 
branch will work together. Joint development, until recently, has been 
low on the apparent priority scale of most agencies other than the Urban 
Mass Transportation Administration. Improvements seen recently generally 
reflect passive Federal resoonse to local initiatives rather than an 
aggressive policy to- leverage transit dollars through other funding 
sources. Local public action can do little in theory to influence 
policy objectives. In practice, however, constant pressure on the in
stitutional structure will probably result in innovative funding arrange
ments in support of joint development that were never previously anti
cipated. 

Land owners other than public entities have a profit maximization 
goal that is not inconsistent with joint development. Unfortunately 
fragmentation of ownership frequently precludes conversion of land to a 
use compatible with the transportation component because an individual 
owner usually cannot realize his highest return by making an early 
commitment to such a course of action. Unless and until a number of 
parcels are put together, joint development cannot take place. Realizing 
the value of the last piece or outage,most owners wait to see. Timely 
development, therefore, becomes a difficult if not impossible task to 
achieve. Government action can help overcome this constraint by holdout 
condemnation procedures and throu~h incentive zoning procedures that 
accrue benefits only to the joint developer. 

Those public agencies owning land, such as renewal authorities, 
school boards, the postal service, and others often have disposition 
objectives that are not responsive to public agency needs. Coordination 
between governmental units appears to be as cumbersome as that between 
the public and private sectors. For an individual developer to pur
chase publicly-held land from one of these agencies in anticipation of 
a possible joint development project is a risky procedure at best. 
Bidding procedures, politics, and bureaucracy all intervene to make the 
process time-consuming and costly. Government action could easily re
duce these diseconomies by better coordination. 

Lenders are by nature a conservative breed. A stable return viith 
low risk is probably the best statement of their mortgage loan objec
tives. Their lending rractices show a strong bias towards emulating 
their institution's deal of yesterday rather than innovating a new 
type of deal for today. Given limited experience with the complexities 
of joint development financing packages, most act as if they are re
luctant dragons who are forever hungry for a deal but are afraid to 
taste what they have not eaten before. Public action can reduce the 
dissonance by providing some guarantees and through friendly arm 
twisting. 

Tenants, the end user of developed space, make their location 
decisions on the basis of a number of factors including cost; convenience 
for employees, executives, and customers; proximity to complementary 
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activities; and transportation. Various types of users weigh each of 
these factors differently. Some office tenants, such as insurance 
companies or other large corporate firms,are likely to pay little heed 
to the convenience of a subway or bus stop at their door except where 
climate is especially severe or where publtc transtt is the preferred 
way to commute. Others, such as a firm with sales, consulting, or 
counseling activities,might be highly oriented to a subway or a new DPM 
system. Retail tenants, on the other hand, are probably much more sen
sitive to the potential of pedestrian traffic. If transit riders can 
be drawn through retail shoos and if these potential shoppers can be 
induced to focus on the goods at hand, access to transit can have tre
mendous value. Joint development does, therefore, offer possible bene
fits to some tenants but certainly not all. 

Having looked at the major actors, though certainly not all of the 
actors, who influence joint development, we turn next to a discussion 
of the development process. This gives perspective to joint deve
lopment by showing the constraints imposed on all real estate projects 
by that development process. 

STAGES IN THE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

There are essentially eight stages in any real estate development. 
They are (l) market analysis, (2) project identification, (3) site 
acquisition, (4) negotiations with public entities, (5) planning, design 
and engineering, (6) financing, (7) construction, and (8) marketing. 
1/Jhatever the complexity of a projectJall the functions represented by 
these categories must be undertaken. Each constitutes a potential 
pitfall to the success of any venture. 

In relating the stages in the process to the discussion of joint 
development, it is helpful to focus on those areas where public action 
can assist private develo~ment activity to achieve a mutual objective. 
Though assistance is possible and common in all areas, it is typically 
site acquisition, negotiations with public entities, planning, design 
and engineering, and financing that require the most concerted efforts. 

Site Acgu is it ion 

As previously mentioned, it is often difficult to assemble a large 
enough parcel of land to undertake a major development project. Private 
land assemblage techniques, which include (l) ac~uisition of parcels 
slowly and quietly over time and (2) partnership arrangements with land 
owners who receive a percentage of the return as compensation, work only 
in some situations. Unfortunately, where joint development is a possibi
lity, interest in sites is frequently extensive. This generally rules 
out secretive purchases and limits opportunities for joint venture 
arrangements. What frequently is left is development on publicly-owned 
land. In prinicple, this is not bad; however, without an expanded land 
acquisition program, the number of sites suitable for joint development 
might prove very limited. 
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Negotiations with Public Entities 

Negotiation by developers with public entities probably is the most 
variable of all the stages in the development rrocess. The difficulty 
the developer perceives is that, unlike most other activities in the 
process, it is frequently impossible to discover the area of mutual 
interest. Because local governments have many different objectives, 
interest groups, and institutional concerns which must be reconciled 
before develooment approvals can be given, it is often impossible for 
a developer to receive the timely response to ideas and submissions. 
The results of delay are often abandoned projects that cities and 
developers both desired. 

Many solutions have been sought to resolve the problem. They include 
(l) establishment of a lead public agency empowered to coordinate public 
actions on a given project, (2) early designation of a develooer who will 
in cooperation with the public agen~y plan and execute a development 
package, and (3) partnershio undertakings between a oublic agency and a 
developer with the public agency bearing some of the cost and some of the 
risk traditionally borne by the private sector. The desirability of each 
of these approaches depends on the situation. Their consideration in 
itself is a good sign that the problem has been recognized. 

Planning, ~esign, and En~ineerin8 

The physical design of any ~roject typically involves trade-offs 
within a developer's organization between design people and marketing 
and construction people. On top of this, joint development, by its very 
definition, also requires coordination between a developer's staff and 
representatives of the transnortation planning agency. To be p~ysically 
and functionally connected entails a certain overlap of physical space. 
Excellent examoles of this can be seen in the transit access arranqements 

I ~ 

at the numerous joint developments in Canada and at the Gallery project 
in Philadelrhia. 

The record of coordination in cities around the country is generally 
not very good. Institutional jealousies, short.-sightedness, and general 
lack of concern have ~lagued many joint development and other types of 
projects. A solution, if there is one, derends on the capacity of both 
public and nrivate representatives to accept the legitimacy of the 
other's concerns. 

Financing 

Financing can be the hane of the developer's existence. He sees 
what he considers to be good projects abandoned for lack of adequate 
funding. The solution to the oroblem is not easy to find. Major lenders, 
including life insurance companies and savings and loan associations, 
are reluctant to enter into long-term mortgages on projects when there 
is uncertainty in their minds as to the adequacy of the return and long-
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term security. The risks they perceive, especially in joint development 
projects, result from one of four factors: ( 1) genera 1 project comp 1 exity, 
suggesting higher than exoected construction and financing costs; (2) 
uncertain demand; (3) unusual ownership or legal arrangements ; and (4) 
developer capability. All can be affected by public actions. 

Perhaps the most significant advance in public response to these 
problems has been the assumption of the extraordinary risk portion of 
certain loans. By providing second mortgage money or by supplying mort
gage insurance it has been possible for the public sector to overcome 
major problems perceived by lenders. In this case and in others, a 
small public action is symbolic of an important attitudinal change which 
to many in the private sector is the most meaningful event of all. 

THE PUBLIC ROLE IN INFLUENCING JOINT DEVELOPMENT IN DIFFERENT MARKET 
SITUATIOMS 

Joint development occurs only where market demand, whether natural 
or reinforced by public action, justifies the building of the non - transit 
portion of a project. Evaluating that demand should and must be a 
function of those involved in transportation planning. Even when system 
design takes place before there is concern for future development, it is 
possible to influence private development activity if the market forces 
prevailing at the time of the hoped-for development are understood and 
heeded. The first part of this section outlines the characteristics of 
three different market situations. The remainder will deal with appro
priate public actions for each. 

1. The Market Environment 

The opportunities for joint development can be discussed in terms 
of the strenQth of existing market demand. Three situations describe 
that demand .: Strong market, uncertain market, and weak market. The 
characteristics of each will be discussed below. 

a. Strong Market Situation 

A strong market can be loosely defined as one where private market 
activity supports new development. Hhat this means is that demand for 
space exceeds supply at the prevailing market price and that this price 
is high enough to attract development and investment activity. Key 
factors apparent in many strong market situations are (1) strong local 
economies, (2) locations in the mainstream of traffic close to similar 
and complementary activities, and (3) in cities with high transit 
ridership, access to that transit. A strong market designation can re
fer to any type of use: office, retail, residential, hotel, or indus
trial. It does not usually describe a mixed-use situation, whicm is 
merely the· integration within one development of a number of other types 
of space usage, each with their own demand. A mixed-use project fre
quently combines uncertain market sectors with strong market sectors. 
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b. Uncertain Market Situations 

Uncertain markets are those markets where the demand price for 
space is unknown. This can result from (1) changes in general market 
conditions, (2) changes in use, (3) changes in activities in surrounding 
locations, or (4) a mixture of uses whose imoacts on one another have 
yet to be determined. When any of these conditions exist, both deve
lopers and investors are unsure whether the price they can charge for 
developed space will be high enough to justify undertaking a project. 

As a general rule, central cities in the midst of decline or re
vitalization, or on the brink preceding these movements, are likely to 
have uncertain markets within their central business districts. The 
first three conditions listed above characterize a changing central 
city role. The private sector finds such changes to be highly risky 
and usually seeks to forestall investment until the future is more 
clearly defined. An uncertain market resulting from ne1t! uses or an 
unlikely mixture of uses can occur in almost any city. Within the Sun 
Belt, for example, a number of mixed~use projects were built in what 
apoeared to be strong market areas that did not produce a favorable re
turn to investors. The common failing has been \'1eak demand for one of 
the components. !·Jhen one aspect of a balanced project fails, no 
matter hm'I successful the other components, the project is likely to 
have serious financial problems. 

c. Weak Market Situations 

Weak markets, by our definition, exist when the demand price for 
space is below its supply price. Many factors can explain this 
situation. Within an older central city the most common factor is a 
shift in demand out of the core into the suburbs or beyond due to de
clining neighborhoods, population changes, or relocation of businesses. 
Within generally strong growth markets, a weak market for a certain use 
reflects demand not yet generated. ~·Jeak market situations are distinct 
from uncertain markets and cannot and should not be treated the same 
by public entities. Market forces determine how much a particular 
economic activity can afford in the way of space costs. A price insuf
ficient to induce investment in supply reflects the inappropriateness 
of a use in a location at a certain time. 

2. Appropriate Public Response to Different Market Situations 

The options available to public agencies bent on promoting joint 
development are extensive. They run the gamut from providing a trans-
portation improvement that can readily accommodate orivate development 
connections without further government action, through real estate · 
developments undertaken in partnership between public and private 
sectors with an assortment of zoning, financing and risk assistance 
tools, up to complete public sector development of the non-transit 
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component. All can achieve the same objective: the creation of a real 
estate project connected physically and functionally to a transportation 
improvement and benefitting from it. 

A problem many government agencies have is identifying what 
actions are appropriate for a given market situation. Most questions 
are raised, unfortunately, after the transportation improvement has 
been planned or even installed. After a system is in place,it is too 
late to affect sane decisions which influence joint development oppor
tunities. It is not too late, however, to respond to specific site 
opportunities. To do this effectively, it is necessary for local 
governments to evaluate existing market conditions and then develop a 
plan of action \vhich supplements and supports, where appropri ate, pri
vate sector activity. The chart at the end of this paper presents a 
schematic view of the types of public response .suggested by different 
market conditions. A perusal of that chart before proceeding to the 
next section might be helpful to the reader. 

The chart is predicated on the assumption that the primary public 
objective in each market situation is to achieve private development 
at the project site which generates the greatest amount of economic 
activity . This assumption orobably does not reflect the concerns of 
most cities in the process 6f planning or building a subway or DPM 
system. Other objectives are generally given more attention. These 
include develooment control, community preservation, cost recovery, 
and design improvement. 1/ These latter objectives, the author be
lieves, can receive far too much attention, frequently at the expense 
of promoting the development with the greatest economic impact on the 
local community. It would be presumptuous to believe that public 
officials and citizen groups will reorder their priorities. Rather, 
it is hoped that,by stating clearly which actions can beneficially 
impact development, an inappropriate response will not be offered out 
of ignorance. One result,hopefully,will be less wasted expend itures 
and more successful development. 

Let us now turn to a discussion of the appropriate public role 
in support of joint development. Each market role v1ill be discussed 
separately. 

Jj For a fuller discussion of these objectives and of the impact of 
implementation techniques on them in strong and weak market sit
uations, one should read Administration and Management Research 
Association of Mew York City, Inc. (AMRA) Office of Midtown 
Planning and Development, Office of the Mayor, City of New York, 
(1970) Transit Station Area Joint Development: Strategies for 
Implementation, Final Report, especially pages 41-54. 
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a. Public Action in a Strong Matket Situation 

To generate the greatest amount of economic activity at a joint 
development site, local government can most appropriately do two things. 
It can, first and foremost, assist developers to overcome land assemblage 
difficulties and, second, offer special zoning which increases the 
amount of rentable space that can be developed. Both of these types 
of actions reflect the strong market situation's unique characteris
tic--demand for space greater than available supply at the prevailing 
prices. Developers do not need subsidies in this situation. They do 
need assistance overcoming institutional constraints--multiple owner
ship and limits on the size of development. 

Other public actions that make sense in a strong market situation 
are (1) transit-related incentives aimed at promoting a physically and 
aesthetically desirable connection with the transportation component 
and (2) public financing mechanisms. The latter are means of financing 
public improvements through the imposition of a special tax on those 
who benefit but also on those who can afford to pay. These are help
ful tools and probably result in a more desirable environment for joint 
development; they are not, however, essential. 

Many cities have used other tools listed on the chart in strong 
market situations. At best, they probably resulted in greater profits 
for the developer; at worst, they had no noticeable effect at all. In 
a world of limited resources,neither of these results seem to be worthy 
goals of public action. 

b. Public Action in an Uncertain Market Situation 

To promote extensive development activity at a transit station or 
other transportation facility in an uncertain market, two public 
actions again stand out as being paramount. One is risk assumption, 
the other is special zoning. The purpose of the first is to overcome 
an inherent weakness of an uncertain market: lower developer risk due 
to the risk public officials assume can approximate the conditions of a 
stronger market, thereby facilitating lender financing. Special 
zoning, the next most appropriate action, aids an uncertain market 
through the provision of development incentives which frequently 
allow planning for an entire site but require only incremental, less 
risky development. 

Many other tools are also appropriate to a lesser degree in un
certain market situations. Land acquisition, for example, can be a 
major aid by speeding up the assemblage process, thereby reducing 
planning time and risk. Demand creation through construction of 
public improvements will frequently spill over effects on the joint 
development site. The ubiquitous transit-related incentives will 
also improve the desirability of the non-transportation component of 
any site. 
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One comment about a possible inappropriate tool ought to be made. 
Too frequently,it seems, an uncertain market is mistaken for a weak 
market. As will be stressed below, the latter situation generally re~ 
quires largedoses of public dollars to overcome a deficiency in invest
ment that the market will not and cannot support. An uncertain market, 
on the other hand, possibly can support such private investment. To 
invest public dollars before the uncertainty of the situation is removed 
is potent i a 11 y very wasteful . If the market proves to be strong, the 
dollars will never be recovered. An uncertain market cries out for risk 
assumption and not cost reduction. 

c. Public Actions in a Weak Market Situation 

The two primary responses of local government to weak market situa
tions should be demand creation and cost reduction. t,Jeak markets, by 
definition, cannot support private investment in the real estate develop
ment component of a joint development. A public objective to promote 
economic activity adjacent to a transportation facility in such a situa
tion can be realized only if there is an investment, frequently sub
stantial, of public dollars. Both demand creation and cost reduction 
techniques entail this large public commitment. They are appropriate 
because they attack the market problem that forbids private investment, 
namely, a demand price below a supply price. 

Demand creation techniques can and should be used in weak market 
situations. These include public lease of space, user-financing and . 
public improvements. Similarly, cost reduction techniques have a role 
to play. Property writedowns, tax exemptions, and abatements are the 
principal ones here. 

Other appropriate techniques in weak market situations relate 
to investment of public dollars in one form or another. They can be 
differentiated from the most significant public actions in the strong 
and uncertain market situations by their emphasis on restructuring the 
market rather than on trying to overcome some imperfection in it. The 
real problem with weak markets is knowing when it is best for the public 
sector to do nothing. This topic is addressed in the next section. 

THE LIMITS OF PUBLIC ACTION 

Available public action in support of joint development can be 
listed on a continuum beginning with no government action at one end 
running to public development at the other extreme. P.. review of cities 
\'Jill probably show a fairly even spread along this continuum. The pro
blem with this spread is that a technique that is available may not be 
appropriate in the market situation. 

Public action must address a specific type of problem, otherwise 
it can be and frequently is wasteful. The chart at the end of this 
section graphically identifies public responses suitable for various 
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market situations. One type of response was excluded--that was the 
response of no public action. The paragraphs below will correct the 
deficiency. 

Strong market situations with large public or private landholdings 
around station locations are obviously not in need of land assemblage 
assistance. If zoning restrictions set height limits that are non
negotiable, as in \-Jashington, D.C., and if major sites already have 
maximum densities and highest use designations, special zoning may also 
be unnecessary. 

Does this mean there is no appropriate public action in this cir
cumstance? The answer would seem to be no. Transit access assistance 
is generally appropriate in all markets if joint development is, in fact, 
a public objective. Providing knock-out panels and building in columns 
strong enough to support anticipated future development will probably 
never be a wasted expense. To igno~ either the inevitable or desired 
development use is really the major error of the no-action posture. 

Uncertain market situations along with weak market situations call, 
at times for no action. If general economic conditions are chanqina for 
reasons other than transportation improvement, it may be better to 
let development opportunities evolve. Uncertain markets on their own 
frequently lose their uncertainty and become strong or weak. Frequently 
it is easier for public officials to deal politically with these latter 
market demand situations than it is with the former. 
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Exhibit 1 

Appropriate Public Actions in Different 
Market Situation 

Public Actions 

Cost Reduction 
Property writedowns 
Tax exemptions and abatements 

Demand Creation 
Public lease of space 
User financing 
Public improvements (e.g. convention 

center, fare free concourse, public 
garages) 

Land Acquisition 
Supplementary purchase for transit 
Supplementary condemnation for transit 
Holdout condemnation 

Public Financing Mechanisms 
Federa 1 grants 
Special tax districts 
Tax increment financing 

Risk Assumption 
Loans 
Guarantees 
Equity participation 

Special Zoning 
Special District 
Bonus or incentives 
Floating zones 
Public Utility Districts 
Conditional 
TOR 

Transit related incentives 
Coordinated planning of transit access 
Coordinated construction 

Other 
Public development 
Ja\1/boni ng 
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Market Situation 

Strong Uncertain l~ea k 

(2) 
X 
X 

( 1 ) 
X 
X 

X X 

( 1) 
X 

X 
X 

X X 
X 
X 

( 1 ) 
X 
X 

X 

(2) (2) 
X 

X X 
X 
X 

X X 
X 

X X X 
X X X 

X 
X 

Note: The numbers in parentheses represent the most appropriate public 
actions in the author's view. 
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TR~NSIT coqRIDOR DEVELOPMENT CORPORATIONS AND INTERIM 

COt!TROL ~EASl_!RES 

OVERVIHJ 

This paper discusses two important issues involved in the formula
tion of a comprehensive corridor scale joint development program. The 
first issue involves the full background to what should be considered 
in the decision of whether or not to establish a Transit Corridor 
Development Corporation (TCDC). Included in this evaluation is a 
status rerort on decisions pending in various U.S. cities (TCDC). 

The second issue examined in this paper involves the range of inte
rim control measures and comorehensive planning techniques now being 
utilized to establish "consensus" long term policy agreements regarding 
joint development. This evaluation also includes a status report on 
recent innovations and rolicy decisions that have been made regarding 
corridor development control under consideration in other U.S. cities. 
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I. TRANSIT CORRIDOR DEVELOPMENT CORPORATIONS 

INTRODUCTION 

A transit corridor development corporation (TCDC) is a 
special-purpose public or quasi-public development entity.l/ The 
major purpose of a TCDC is to coordinate and package a new- development 
within the station areas of a 11 fixed 11 guideway transit system. In 
order to achieve its basic development coordination function, a TCDC 
can be organized as either a management corporation or as a 11 true 11 2/ 
development corporation. -

Structured as a management coproration, the TCDC would normally be 
chartered as a development entity operating under the authority and 
budget control of a municipality. Under this organizational framework 
the corporation would: (l) manage the assets (i.e. land) and (2) re
present the municipality's interests in the coordination and negotia
tion of private development projects located within the defined transit 
"corri dor 11 area. 

Structured as a 11 true 11 development corporation, the TCDC would be 
chartered as a self-sustaining entity with an independent budget. 
Under this organizational framework, the TCDC would carry out the same 
project coordination and land development responsibilities as the 
management corporation; however, its posture towards the initiation and 
degree of financial participation in ioint development projects would 
be more active. For example, in this form a TCDC could, under its own 
authority,issueiebentures or secure other types of long-term capi-
tal financing to sustain the joint development process. 

In concept a TCDC-would appear to be a valuable organization that needs 
to be examined or an optional means to promote and implement joint de
velopment project. Before one is established, however, there are 
several issues for local governments to address. For example: 

o What is the locally intended role and function of the 
corpora ti on? 

• What special advantages would it afford over the existing 
development entities now responsible for community development 
controls and programs? 

• What other public action, such as enabling legislation~would 
be needed to achieve implementation of a TCDC? 
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• What local resource commitments and Federal monetary support 
are available or would be needed to ensure its ultimate success? 

Each of these issues are discussed below and related to the current 
status of TCDC programs now under consideration in several U.S. cities. 
Subsequently, general observations are provided regarding the future 
outlook for both the wider acceptance and ultimate success of the 
TCDC concept. 

ADVANTAGES OF TCDC OVER EXISTING AGENCIES, OR, WHY HAVE A TCDC? 

Even if the local municipality already has established a development 
corporation,3/ a TCDC has one universal advantage. This advantage is 
that,with a TCDC, corridor/station scale joint development would be given 
at least equal, long-tenn priority in relation to the corridor 
community 1 sonqoing economic development programs. 

Secondly, private sector developers could look to a single entity that 
would represent the city, or cities in the coordination or packaging 
4/ of joint development projects. Without a separate TCDC it is likely 
that the short-tenn joint development opportunities would still be 
implemented but the follow-up efforts to secure and coordinate second 
stage or long-term development would be hindered. 

Thirdly, the establishment of a TCDC could also have funding advantages 
over existing agencies. These advantages relate to the fact that either 
the prior "track record" or otherwise demonstrable capability of the 
local government to coordinate and manage the implentation of joint 
development projects is recognized as a major factor in potential 
Federal grant awards. In cities with less extensive experience with 
large-scale community or joint development programs, the creation of a 
TCDC would (1) provide greater assurance that the joint development 
project could be successfully carried out and (2) could help demon-
strate the "consensus" public sector support for joint development. 
In cities with extensive .experience with large scale community or joint 
development projects, the establishment of a TCDC would enhance the 
probabilities of a larger scale or additional long term funding from 
the Federal government. 7/ 

Fourthly, through the appointment of the local transit authority 
director to the TCDC board, the city can obtain the type of ongoing 
higher level policy "interface" that is necessary to properly coordin
ate the transit system facility design and construction with joint de
velopment activity. Recent experience in all "new i>.tart" fixed guide
way transit cities has shown that serious joint development accommoda
tion decisions within the transit authority can only be resolved at the 
executive level of the agency. The director of the TCDC would be af
forded the type of executive "access" that would ensure better advance 
planning and follow-up between the parallel implementation of the new 
facility and joint development projects. Normally, this desired level 
of cooperation is extremely difficult to achieve through existing agencies. 
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Finally, TCDC could cut across city and other local jurisdictional 
lines--it could provide a forum for coordinated regional development 
where growth no growth policies could be worked out. This is an 
arduous process, but in many metropolitan areas, community preser
vation and economic development proponents have no forum for 
reaching some coordinated decision; the result is haphazard situations. 

MINIMUM "GO AHEAD" CONDITIONS 

First of all, unless the magnitude of documentable joint development 
opportunities related to the committed transportation facility is 
viewed to be significant, consideration of a TCDC is usually not 
warranted. For example, if concentrated urban development is likely 
to oGcur only at one or two stations and the complexity of the pro
posed projects is similar to those now carried out by the local 
community development authority, it would be more appropriate to place 
responsibility for joint development with the existing entity. 

Secondly, an agency should be prepared to fully participate in the 
TCDC feasibility studies and formally concur in any recommendation 
for its adoption and implementation. An extremely high level of 
coordination must take place between the TCDC and the local transit 
agency. Without a prior understanding of the need for the acceptance 
of the defined role of the corporation's future,success will be limited 
or even possibly politically obstructed. 

The necessary policy and financial support requirements of a TCDC must 
be clearly defined at the local government level; prior to the time 
serious consideration is given to create this type of development 
entity. Ideally, a "consensus" support decision would be made,based 
on the results of an overall feasibility analysis 3/ participated in 
by all affected public agencies and segments of the local community. 

Background 

The institutional aspects related to the establishment of a 
TCDC range from basic political "acceptance" to, in certain 
cases, the formulation and passage of enabling legislation. 
Initially, the most critical institutional aspect is to de
termine the significance of the advantages a TCDC would have 
over the agency now responsible for community-wide develop
ment programs. Subsequent to the determination of the over
all merits of the creation of a development corporation, 
the i ssues of functional accommodation bt other existing 
agencies or expanded legal authority can be addressed. 

Need for Institutional Acconmodation 

The legal authority and responsibilities of the TCDC must be 
established by corporate charter with the full knowledge and concurrence 
of other existing agencies . Even in matters that would continue to be 
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handled by other parts of city administration such as zoning, utility connec
tion, etc. the (1) procedural priorities available to the TCDC and (2) 
means by which future disputes are to be resolved between agencies should 
be defined and formally adopted. 

If the TCDC is, for example, to direct and administer a corridor 
master plan program, the altered responsibilities of the local city 
planning department should be agreed upon in advance. In particular, 
the type of formal representation or procedural inputs that are to be 
guaranteed in the TCDC in area-wide development planning, Federal 
grant strategy development, etc., must be identified and incorporated 
into its adopted management program. 

Need for Expanded Legal Authority 

To a large extent,the definition of the role and responsibilities of 
the TCDC will determine the level of expanded legal authority that 
will be needed to establish the corporation. In many states--
Oregon, California, Pennsylvania, etc~-state legislative approval is 
needed to create a new development authority such as a TCDC. In an 
increasing number of states--Ohio, Maryland, Florida, etc.--
special purpose development corporations can be created by local 
approval and the preparation of a standard corporate charter application. 
The final determination of the level of expanded legal authority must 
be made locally. 

It is important to note that the (l) calendar time frame required and 
(2) political prospects of obtaining ex~anded legal authority will 
often become important criteria in either defining the role of the 
TCDC or, even in the final decision,whether or not to establish the 
organization. Therefore, serious legal investigation of existing local 
and state statutes should be undertaken early on in the TCDC feasibility 
evaluation efforts. 

Summary 

The entire set of institutional accommodation and legal issues must be 
carefully evaluated during the formative stages of the TCuC feasibility 
studies. Due to the unique institutional framework and varying legal 
authority of most cities, the solutions to each of these issues will 
not be directly transferabij e ·to other cities. However, the principles 
used to resolve conflicts and attain consensus,as well as the procedures 
followed by cities which implement a TCDC, will undoubtedly afford 
valuable insights for others considering the concept. 

After examining the funding needs and opportunities for establishing and 
operating a TCDC, this paper reviews the status of cities actively con
sidering or which have already decided to form this type of development 
corporation. 

118 



FUNDING/STAFF REQUIREMENTS 

Background 

Issue Paper: Harmon 

To date, a TCDC has not been established or even formally approved for 
funding under existing Federal legislation. The only technical bases 
available to estimate staff requirements or identify funding eligibility 
are: (1) previously completed 8/ or ongoing research 9/ undertaken 
by UMTA or local cities and (2)-tentative draft guidelTnes. However, 
what has been learned or thus far documented still provides valuable 
guidelines for cities that are or would consider establishing this 
type of development corporation. 

Funding Requirements 

In order to establish and maintainthis type of development corpora
tion there are four types of funding support that will be required. 
The key elements of a comprehensive TCDC financial program should in
clude provisions for: (1) feasibility/policy formulation studies; (2) 
management/organization evaluation studies; (3) staff recruitment, 
ongoing legal, and administrative payroll costs and (4) local 
capital investment funding. In Table I, shown on the following page, 
the order of magnitude of estimates, tentative of their costs, the 
available funding sources and the tentatively adopted eligibility 
criteria to secure their funds are presented for each major program 
element. 

Staff Requirements 

During its formative years, the professional staff requirements of a 
TCDC would typically involve: (1) an agency director, (2) a project 
manager, (3) a financial analyst, an inter-agency program coordination 
staff and (4) an appropriate level of administrative (i.e. secretarial, 
accounting and legal) support. Specialized professional service 
needs such as appraisal, possibly legal,etc.,would probably be con
tracted for. Initially, site plan reviews and engineering feasibility 
analysis would most logically be obtained through inter-agency agree
ments. The actual administrative/payroll budget for a TCDC would be 
established during the management/organizational study phase of its 
development. It should be noted that current Federal legislation only 
provides for financial support to 11 establish 11 a TCDC. The eligibility 
of ongoing administrative costs has not been clearly defined. Under 
the pending "Urban Initiative Program 11 legislation a reasonable level 
of ongoing administrative TCDC costs would be eligible for UMTA funding. 
However, the proliferation of a larger bureaucratic entity would (1) 
be discouraged by the pending Federal guidelines and (2) be counterpro
ductive to the success of the TCDC. 

Summary 

Through existing or pending Federal legislation nearly all TCDC funding 
requirements ranging from organization studies to capital investment 
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TABLE I 

FUNDING PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS TO ESTABLISH AND OPERATE A TCDC 

Program Element 

Feasibility/Policy Studies 
(i.e. one time) 

Management/Organizational 
Studies~/ (i.e. one time) 

Start-up Costs 'J}__/ 
(i.e. one time) 

Ongoing Administrative 
Costs 5:../ (annual) 

Local Capital Investment 
Funds _<J_/ (ongoing) 

~/ I ncluding l egal fees 

($000) 
Cost Estimate 

$50 - $75 

150 - 200 

50 - 100 

200 - 250 

2 - 10,000 

'J}__/ Including accounting, staff recruitment, etc. 

Available Funding 
Sour ce 

UMTA (Section 9) 

UMTA (Section 6,9) 

UMTA (Section 3,6) 

UMTA (Section 3) 

UMTA (Section 3 
80 - 20 match) 

5:../ Includes outside appraisal, financial and legal support. 
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• Approved Study Design 
• Committed Fixed Guideway/Intermodal Center 

• Policy Consensus 
• Institution Accommodation Commitment 

• Policy Consensus 
• Preparation of Approved Management Plan/ 

Local Match 

• Es tablishment of TCDC 
• Local Ma t ch 

• Public Policy Consensus 
• Private Sector Commitment 
• Local Match 
• Local Capability 

d/ Eligible capital grant (Section 3). If urban initiatives legislation passes, up to $200 million will 
be available for this purpose. 

Source: Robert J. Harman & Associates Inc. 
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needs could be eligible for program support (i.e. UMTA) on a 80-20 
match funding basis . Technically, the corporation could be an eligible 
recipient of any Federal corrmunity or economic development program as well 
as private foundational support. Under any foreseeable circumstances 
the construction costs of any corrmercial facility would not be eligible 
for Federal program support. However, for those joint development project 
elements that could be classified as 11 site preparation 11 costs it is quite 
possible that Federal grant monies will become available. The corrmitment 
of local matching funds equal to at least 20percent of the total TCDC program 
costs will be necessary . In addition, the reorientation of local community 
and economic development practices to support both the TCDC itself as well 
as any approved joint development project is likely to be required. 

The staffing of the TCDC will most likely require recruitment of a 
specialized group of professionals highly skilled in large scale 
real estate project 11 packaging" and implementation. Staff neP.ds 
beyond that required for administrative support will most likely not 
be eligible for Federal support . 

STATUS OF TCDC PROGRAM IN U.S. CITIES 

Background 

Currently, there are five or more U.S. cities that made formal decisions 
to undertake or that are seriuosly considering efforts to establish a TCDC. 
These cities include Baltimore, Portland, Jacksonville, ColumbusJand 
Miami. Of these cities, only Baltimore and Portland have advanced 
beyond the initial corrmitment to include consideration of a TCDC in their 
transportation facility implementation program planning. The current 
status of the TCDC programs in each of these cities is highlighted below. 

Baltimore 

In January 1977, the City of Baltimore formally submitted a 
Section 3 grant application to the Urban Mass Transportation Administration 
for a joint development/value capture demonstration. This grant 
requested $10 million for site preparation costs for joint development 
projects at three stations (Lexington Market, North Avenue and Reisterstown). 
Also included was a request for $1.2 million to establish and operate a 
Transit Corridor Development Corporation. 

The Baltimore TCDC is proposed to be organized as a management corpor
ation to function similarly to the successful Charles Center Inner 
Harbor. It would have an initial staff of three to four professionals supported 
by outside consulting service . The corporation's role would be to (1) 
manage the implementation of the three proposed joint development pro-
jects,(2) coordinate all future development within the station areas, 
10/ and (3) package and foster future joint development projects throughout 
the corridor. 

To date, UMTA has provided an original and an amended letter of 11 no 
prejudice 11 to allow ongoing station construction to be coordinated with 
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the largest of the three proposed joint development projects (i.e. 
Baltimore Gardens). Public environmental impact statement (EIS) hearings 
are now s~he?uled for August 1978. Subsequent to satisfactory completion of the 
process, ,t 1s expecte? that UMTA will approve the joint development canital 
cost and the TCDC funding elements of the Baltimore arant aonlication. 

Portland 

Under the sponsorship of the TRI-MET, the Portland rretropolitan area has 
completed a study design to undertake a detailed feasibility analysis 
of (1) a TCDC, (2) alternative corridor scale joint development con-
trol techniques and (3) interim development control measures tor the 
Banfield corridor. One of the unique aspects of this evaluation of joint 
development techniques (including a TCDC) is that all corridor 
communities and regional agencies are fully participating in the study 
program from the outset. In the case of the corridor communities the 
senior heads of government will participate directly in the monthly 
progress/work sessions. The feasibility program has been founded under 
an UMTA (Section 9) planning grant. The study will begin this summer 
and will require six months to complete. If the outcome of the feasibility 
study recommends a TCDC, the next step will be to apply for funding to 
complete the management and organizational studies leading to implementation 
of a TCDC. 

Jacksonville 

The City of Jacksonville and the Jacksonville Transit Authority (JTA) 
are currently undertaking a DPM system feasibility study. Unique to 
all other DPM feasibility and preliminary engineering studies now under-
way in the United States, a detailed examination of a TCDC was specif-
ically included in the joint development element of their work program. 
One of the most important outcomes of the feasibility of the overall 
Jacksonville DPM Program will be the recommendation of the implementation 
techniques that will be employed to achieve joint development. The prospects 
that a TCDC will be included as an integral part of this program is now 
viewed to be very good. 

Columbus 

The City of Columbus is currently conducting a joint development recon
naissance study in the I-67O corridor. The transportation facility 
improvements under consideration include: (1) an interstate freeway, 
{2)High-occupancy vehicle lanes; and (3) light rail. Serious consideration 
1s being given to the creation of a TCDC to package and coordinate future 
joint development activity in this corridor. Pending the final outcome of the EIS 
hearings (scheduled for September 1978), a formal joint develooment oroara~ will be 
adopted. Currently, it is expected that a TCDC will be a reco'mmended part 
of the overall implementation program. 

Future Outlook 

During the next 12 to 24 months, ··at least one and possibly tv10 TCDC's 
will be established under the Young Amendment provisions of the 1974 Urban 
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Mass Transportation Act. This approach to corridor scale joint 
development is especially relevant to cities (e.g. Baltimore, 
Portland and Columbus) that decided to initiate their joint development 
programs well in advance of the construction and operation of the 
transportation corridor improvement. In surrmary, this concept offers 
major advantages in ensuring the successful implementation of a com
prehensive long-term joint development program. 
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II. INTERIM CONTROL MEASURES 

During the critical period in which a corrmunity is formulating its 
corridor scale joint development program, after the transportation 
system improvement has been approved, land use speculation and un
guided private development often pre-empt many joint development 
opportunities. Several factors,including: (1) the strength of local 
market forces; (2) the portion of vacant/developable land within 
station areas under public ownership or control; (3) the scale of the 
short term joint development opportunities and (4) the sensitivity of 
the urban environmental integration issues determine the need for 
interim control measures. 

Based on these factors, varying degrees of interim control measures 
have been adopted or are under consideration in most ''new start" 
transit cities. In the following discussion, the major types of 
interim control measures that are suitable for application at the 
corridor scale, are examined in relationship to their purpose, legal 
requirements and operational features. 

TYPES OF CORRIDOR SCALE CONTROL MEASURES 

The types of corridor scale development control measures range from 
the extreme of a complete development moratorium to traditional types 
of master planning. Quite often special area control measures such as 
sector planning serve as corri'dor development control measures . This 
occurs when these tools are applied at all stations to provide support 
for a comprehensive corridor development strategy. This latter type 
of control measure is generally more politically acceptable and in 
many instances, can achieve the same result as more stringent types 
of controls. 

The purpose, legal requirements and operational features of the six 
most prevalently used (or considered) types of corridor scale control 
measures are presented in Table 2, shown on the following page . Even 
when the type of control measure is selected, local policy consider
ations and community input will determine its duration, and geographic 
coverage. It should also be noted that there is a considerable amount 
of flexibility regarding the level of control that is established 
through the application of any of these types of corridor development 
control measures. 

The selection of the type of corridor scale control measure should 
take into account (1) existing legal powersJ (2) the magnitude and 
timing of "indeed" market pressures, and (3) the calendar time frame 
required to formulate a corridor scale joint development strategy and 
program. For example, if the joint development planning efforts begin 
late in the system construction process and immediate public sector 
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Corridor Content Measure 

l . Mora tori urns 

2. Masterplanning 

3. Joint Powers Agreements 

4. Sector Planning 

5. Urban Renewal Districting 

6. Benefit Assessment Districts 

TABLE 2. INTERIM CONTROL MEASURES 

Purpose 

• Complete freeze on all new 
development 

• Undertake a comprehensive revi
sion of zoning, public infra
structure plans in relation to 
a staged development strategy 

• Increase the effectiveness of 
existing local development con
trols by concentrating on com
bining existing legal authority 

1 Strengthen and revise existing 
zoning controls within corridor 
areas 

• Immediately apply urban renewal 
district controls and legal powers 
to all station areas in accordance 
with comprehensive development 
strategy 

• Allow all development to proceed, 
with knowledge that projects will 
be subject to stricter planning 
requirements and special types of 
tax levies 

SOURCE: Robert J. Harmon & Associates 
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Legal Requirements 

• Concensus political decisions by 
corridor communities 

f Enabling state legislation unless 
now available 

• Concensus policy decision by corridor 
communities 

• Application of existing legal authority 

• Concensus policy decision by corridor 
communities 

• Preparation and execution of a con
tractual agreement between all affected 
jurisdictions or special purpose 
entities 

• Revision of existing zoning code or 
policy decision by general purpose 
governments 

• Concensus political decision of each 
municipality 

• Enabling state legislation unless 
available 

• Full public hearing process with 
affected land owners 
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action is required, then there is no time to seek enabling legislation 
for any new type of controls. Similarly, existing legal authority may 
be the only means to establish interim controls until comprehensive 
planning can be completed. In generalJ the more stringent types of con
trols should only be considered for very high growth corridors. 
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REVIEW OF RECENT OR PENDING CORRIDOR CONTROL DECISIONS 

Several of the cities m_ost actively _involved in_ joi_nt de_velopment 
program planning have recently made decisions regarding interim or 
long-term transportation corridor development control measures. The 
following discussion reviews the background and expected results of 
these decisions . 

Baltimore 

In July of 1977, the City of Baltimore designated all nine rapid 
transit stations on the Phase A-1 system as general districts. By 
this action all future private development was "automatically" re
quired to be in compliance with the station area master plans that 
were being developed for each station. This decision provided both 
interim and long-term control within the context of a comprehensive 
corridor development strategy. 

Results 

The decision has allowed the city time to complete its station area 
ma~ter plans and receive coITTTiunity input before finalizing either 
station designs or circulation plans . At the same time unwarranted 
speculation at or near station areas has been reduced and private 
sector develo pment plans can proceed within a consistent public 
policy framework. 

Montgomery County 

The Maryland National Park and Planning Commission has recently com
pleted the sector plans for each of the twelve WMATA stations located 
in Montgomery County. This sector planning effort was initiated 
under special enabling state legislation passed in January of 1973, 
No zoning change decisions were allowed in the designated station area 
until the sector plan was completed and fonnally adopted, High , 
medium and low growth stations were also defined. 

The traff ic capacity of local streets and the general goal of refo
cusing high-density development nearer to 11 hi gh growth II station areas 
were the major parameters used to allocate the revised estimates of 
station area holding capacity . 

Results 

The reso l ution of local community concerns regarding high density de
velopment required a longer time period than was originally envisioned. 
As each sector plan is adopted, however, private development can pro~ 
ceed within a consistent public policy framework, It should be noted 
that each sec t or plan has been approved well in advance of any station 
opening. In addition the individual sector plans will be automatically 
reviewed every three years to take into account changes in local mar-
ket or traffic conditions. 
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The City/County of Honolulu 

The City and County of Honolulu has this past month prepared a draft 
set of comprehensive corridor zoning regulations for the proposed 
alignment row of the HART rapid transit system . This development con
trol measure will allow an orderly coordination of future development 
within the context of adopted station area master plans. 

Expected Resu1ts 

When implemented,this corridor scale control measure will reduce un
warranted speculations and provide a realistic basis for private sector 
investment planning. 

Portland 

In July of this year, the Portland 1112tropolitan area will undertake a 
comprehensive feasibility study of both the TCDC concept and a full 
range of interim control measures from sector planning to moratoriums. 
The significance of this study is that all corridor communities are 
fully participating. In addition, it represents the earliest time 
in the implementation schedule of a major transportation facility in 
which comprehensive evaluation has been made of corridor scale joint 
development implementation techniques. 

Future Outlook 

Ultimately the decision regarding either interim controls or long term 
coordination measures establishes the basic policy framework for the 
corridor communities'overall joint development program. Therefore, 
the timing and outcome of this decision is very critical to the pro-
gram's success. Both from the public and private sector viewpoints, 
the earlier this policy evaluation begins the (1) better the ''public 
interest" is served and (2) the greater the overall economic returns 
will be to the system and the city. 

In my view, this policy formation process should begin at or before 
the start of the preliminary engineering phase of transportation system 
development. When this occurs, joint development packaging can be under
taken soon enough to prevent construction delays. In addition, it then 
will be viewed and accepted as a cooperative rather than an antagon
istic input to the station location and desigh process. 
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As defined in the Young Amendment contained in the 1974 Mass 
Transportation Act. 

Meaning one required to become financially self~sustaining. 

Three of the cities (Baltimore, Columbus and Jacksonville) 
that have decided to, or are most actively considering creating 
a TCDC, have existing development corporations or authorities. 

Land assembly, property negotiation, lease term negotiations and 
project approval. 

Especially through the addition of senior staff experienced in 
private sector project packaging and coordination. 

This is especially true in the case of the pending Urban 
Initiatives Program funding ($200 million per year) prepared 
by the Carter Administration for joint development under the 
Urban Mass Transportation Administration. 

This type of regional forum "consensus" model evaluation of a 
TCDC is now underway in Portland, Ore, 

See" Join t Development Implementation Strategies and Technique?" 
report prepared by AMRA (1977) for the Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration. 

Especial ly the direct city consultation work now being conducted 
by the Ri ce Center Joint Development Team. 

Baltimore declared all station areas as renewal districts by City 
Council action in July of 1977. 
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INTRODUCTION 

People, rail, brick, and mortar are the ~rime elements in joint 
development and urban revitalization. The architect's and engineer's 
plans, the draftsman's T-square, and the builder's trowel have achieved 
excellence in the structural improvement of the physical environment. 
For the most part, however, developers have not done as well in 
improving the human side of their creations. 

Transit is a catalyst and a stimulator of physical and economic 
development; it is also a catalyst and stimulator of social development. 

Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) assistance to pub
lic bodies in carrying out mass transportation projects covers a range 
of activities which result directly in new transit facilities, transit 
malls, rehabilitation and refurbishment of existing stations, pedes
trian walkways, and indirectly in business corrrnunities, residential 
areas, and recreational facilities. The funds used in making these 
public improvements have a multiplier effect, not only in the fiscal 
sense, but in the broader social sense as well. Transit-related deve
lopment provides new opportunities for local participatory planning, 
employment, and minority business. By capitalizing on these opoortu
nities, joint development and urban revitalization programs can achieve 
the social objectives that have eluded past Federal efforts to produce 
economic stability and improve the quality of life in cities. 

The IJMTA. joint development effort, however, has ~ot so far focused 
adequate attention on the human, economic, and social potential which 
is created by urban revitalization projects. When the first UMTA joint 
development conference was convened in September 1976, there was consi
derable discusssion of station impact, slum clearance, new activity 
centers, high density concentration around stations, and corridor de
velopment. Conversely, there was little discussion of people involve
ment from Day One to the completion of structures and about what happens 
to people in the redeveloped S?ace and the contiguous area after the 
builder has vacated the site. 

In the nearly two years since the first conference, increasing 
emphasis has emerged on the relationship of urban revitalization to 
local governments, neighborhoods, and voluntary associations. Presi
dent Carter, in his new urban initiatives, New Partnership to Conserve 
America's Corrrnunities, has stated that the objectives of Federal 
assistance are to arrest and reverse the deteriorating infrastructure 
of core cities which causes economic decline and population migration. 
Three of the six principles of the new partnership are people-oriented: 

• To involve all levels of government, the private sector, 
neighborhoods, and volunteer associations. 

• To increase access to opportunities for disadvantaged people. 

• To focus resources on conserving existing communities. 
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To carry out these principles the President proposes to: 

• Provide employment opportunities for long-term unemployed and 
disadvantaged persons in urban areas. 

• Encourage States and neighborhood groups to become partners in 
urban revitalization. 

• Improve the physical environment and cultural facilities in 
urban areas by producing additional assistance for housing, 
mass transit, the arts, and recreation. 

The Administration's oosition on urban conservation offers a new 
opportunity for UMTA to rei1rite its chapter on the nontransportation 
impact of transit decisions, to make decisions which take into conside
ration the economic, oolitical, and social effects of mass transit on 
the quality and form of urban life. States, cities, developers, and a 
cast of urban participants must negotiate, under Federal leverage, a 
means of bringing about a more equitable distribution of involvement and 
benefits to urban dwellers in the community rehabilitation process. 

There are three areas in which action must be taken in a specific 
and timely manner to assure that the people's interests are realized: 

• Participation of local neighborhood organizations and cities 
in planning, site selection, transit station design, and 
resulting area development. 

• Employment and training, through setting aside jobs and the 
provision of training for unemployed and disadvantaged youth. 

• Provision of opportunity for minority businesses to reach 
their full potential. 

PARTICIPATION 

Penetrating the business participation cycle by citizens in core 
cities is no easy task. The planning, financing, and construction com
munities are a tight-knit fraternity with protectionist patternsthat 
make change and inclusiveness difficult. Moreover, many of the partici
patory programs which resulted from the Great Society and New Federalism 
programs of the last dozen years have left developers with a negative 
view of the merits of citizen participation. Many experimental efforts 
at coll111unity involvement were fragmented and poorly coordinated, pri
marily because these efforts were understaffed, underplanned, and 
underfinanced. 
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There is substantial evidence to show, however, that where social 
and human development values are given equality with the development of 
physical facilities, and where staffing, planning, and financing are 
adequate, effective group participation occurs. 

The salient element, however, is timing. Participation must begin 
at the beginning, and be inclusive in each phase of the process. Through 
participation on representative boards, citizens must be part of the 
planning, design, and approval process. Advisory committees must part i
cipate in site selection and in economic and social impact analysis. 
These groups must be involved in the establishment of community develop
ment corporations and other coITJTiunity-based economic infrastructures to 
carry out urban revitalization during and after the transit construction 
is completed. These recommendations, properly applied, will go a long 
way in humanizing joint develorment. 

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING 

The major metropolitan areas of this country contain a high concen
tration of minority and disadvantaged unemployed youth and adults. 
Many of these metropolitan areas are already recioients of UMTA funds 
to improve mass transit and to revitalize their areas. Without a dou bt, 
these transit improvement program investments have a major employment 
impact. The Department of Transportation estimates that each billion 
dollars of transit funds results in up to 83,000 person-years of employ
ment. 

Several of the recent major UMTA funding commitments have included 
requirements for employment and training opportunities for minorities and 
unemployed youth. These efforts should be expanded through concurrent 
action by local transit authorities, joint developers, and local govern
ments: 

• To establish apprenticeship training programs. 

, To develop additional manpower training programs to assure 
skills for the operation of transit systems. 

, To set a percentage goal for the employment of unemployed 
youth. 

, To employ residents of target areas. 

These programs should be a part of a planned effort to make the 
system work for the unemployed urban dweller by making him or her part 
of the system. This simplistic axiom takes more than sloganeering to 
make it work; it requires the system to deliver training skills and to 
provide gainful employment to the ultimate beneficiary--the unemployed . 
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The Department of Labor encourages the establishment and expansion 
of apprenticeshi p training programs based upon the size of the construc
tion project and the projected manpower needs of the area over a per iod 
of time. These projections are made so as to assure that adequate skills 
are available when public works projects are begun. Therefore, public 
bodies must consult with the Department of Labor and local apprentice
ship training councils to ascertain the necessary level of participation 
to meet the construction requirements before joint development orojects 
are underway. 

The construction of transit stations, pedestrian \'1alkways, office 
buildings, and the development of the surrounding area generates new 
categories of occupational needs. Additionally, the initiation of rail 
rapid transit service requires the training and deployment of new techno
logical skills. The magnitude of the training needs and the critical 
construction path require careful planning and coordination with all 
elements--Federal, State, city, and community--at an early point in the 
planning process. 

The establishment of employment goals for affected classes of 
Americans in the construction industry work force is an accepted prac
tice. In joint development and urban revitalization this requirement 
is the single most important factor in assuring benefits to the ultimate 
beneficiary--the unemployed. The establishment of realistic employment 
goals at the local level by UMTA grant recipients in consultation with 
local groups reviewing local conditions is the best way to assure accep
tance and understanding of the objectives of the employment program. 

Hhen major long-term construction projects, such as transportat ion 
complexes, are undertaken in a neighborhood, it is recommended tha t 
residents of that area be given some job preference. This site-specific 
employment creates economic stability in the area, minimizes disruption 
and inconvenience, and promotes project acceptance. 

These employment programs can be carried out through the establish
ment of new programs and the review of existing programs in conjunction 
with schools, private nonprofit organizations, apprenticeship training 
councils, etc . UMTA has and will continue to participate in the cost of 
these project-related programs. 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR MINORITY BUSINESS ENTERPRISES 

The establishment of sound business firms is a challenge to anyone, 
but it is an even greater challenge to minorities and women. Recogni
zing the importance of a viable business structure to the minority 
community, as well as the potential offered to minority entrepreneurs 
by UMTA-assisted transit improvement projects, UMTA has already gone 
far in defining specific requirements for the utilization of minority 
business enterprises (MBE's). The transfer of the UMTA MBE principles 
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to joint development and the guidance and technical assistance available 
make accomplishment in this area highly likely. 

It is important to plan for MBE participation at an early stage 
in the development process. MBE 1 s are available to carry out many of 
the categories of work which are required to plan, design, and construct 
the transit systen and the buildings resulting from joint development 
efforts. Moreover, the redeveloped area will encourage the establish
ment of additional minority.owned firms to serve the community. Finally, 
minority banks can provide the full range of services offered by other 
banking institutions and can thus be used for joint development invest
ments. These various types of minority business participation will greatly 
strengthen the community. 

In order to achieve full participation of minority and women-owned 
firms in joint development projects, special programs must be established. 
These firms face problems in bonding and cash flow which must be ad
dressed. Lowered bonding requirements, staged bonding, and wrap-up 
bonding are some ways to assist MBE 1 s in overcoming their bonding diffi
culties. The establishment of local minority enterprise small business 
investment companies (MESBICs) and assistance in the formation of joint 
ventures and in the development of loan packages can aid these firms in 
meeting their cash flow and start-up money problems. 

Goals for the utilization of MBE 1 s can and should be established. 
Requirements by UMTA that its grantees establish and meet realistic 
goals and the concurrent requirements by grantees that their contractors 
meet these goals has proven to be the most effective mechanism for in
suring MBE participation in UMTA-assisted activities. To ensure that 
these goals are given adequate consideration in the contracting process, 
UMTA is requiring that compliance with the MBE requirements of bid 
specifications be a condition of responsive bidding. In this way, MBE 
participation is as important a factor in bidding as are technical 
considerations and the level of ~BE involvement in the contract is 
known when the bid is submitted. 

Finally, efforts to encourage MBE 1 s to locate in the revitalized 
area will increase accertance of the project and strengthen the commu
nity. A coordinated effort, by the State, city, and minority and non
minority business community, v1ith the support of UMTA, to involve MBE 1 s 
in all phases of the revitalized effort, can lead to substantial gains 
for MBE 1 s and, as a result, increased economic stability in the local 
community. 

CONCLUSION 

In the months ahead, the U~TA Office of Civil Rights will provide 
in greater detail the guidance necessary to assist State and local 
governments, developers, and neighborhoods in assuring full participa
tion in the benefits of joint development. 
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Joint development provides us with the opportunities for construc
tive change, greater participation of development decisions, the sharing 
of business with minorities and women, gainful employment for the unem
ployed, and the fostering of project acceotance. All of these are 
enormous benefits to our society. By prooerly undertaking joint deve
lopment, we can improve our human value system, upgrade our communities, 
preserve our free enterprise system, and strengthen our democratic 
ideals. 
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INTRO DU CTI ON 

Minority-owned businesses remain an untapped resource for public 
and private joint development for a variety of reasons: developers' 
unfamiliarity with the minority finns and vice versa; the lack of 
effort to do business with these firms; and effects of discrimination. 
Private developers do not know who the minority finns are, what their 
capabilities are, and how they can be an asset to a development project. 

In fact, many major developers and prime contractors view the 
subject of minority enterprise participation as just one more obstacle 
to efficient implementation of a project. Unfortunately the call to 
increase minority business involvement has been considered as another 
plea for charity or a new fonn of a dole. 

Actually minority firms are motivated to provide quality services 
and products and thereby to make a profit, just as are non-minority 
finns. No black or hispanic individual in his or her right mind would 
invest thousands of dollars of savings, hard work and the total effort 
necessary to establish a viable business without expecting to perform 
well and to benefit financially as a result. The concert of contracts 
being "given" to minority firms is totally contrary to the actual 
experience of these finns. 

Increasingly, public agencies are imposing more stringent re
quirements for contractors and other recipients of public funds to 
take affinnative action assuring minority businesses an equitable 
opportunity to compete for work. In some instances, local laws and 
regulations require recipients of funds or prime contractors to meet 
set goals for minority business participation. In addition, local 
agencies are required to adhere to Federal requlations for minority 
business participation when Federal funds are involved. 

In March of this year, the Urban Mass Transportation Administra
tion (UMTA) issued stronger requirements for _grant recipients (local 
public agencies). These requirements, delineated in UMTA Circular C 
1165.1, include provisions that grant recipients must establish per
centage goals for the dollar value of work to be awarded to minority 
firms, set procedures to ensure that these firms will have an equi
table opportunity to compete for contracts and subcontracts, and main
tain records of their efforts. Prime contractors are required to set 
goals for minority finns and to include in their bids the names of 
minority subcontractors, and the scope and dollar value of the work 
to be perfonned. 

The more stringent requirements at both the Federal and local 
levels stem from the fact that discrimination in contracting on the 
basis of race and sex prevailed despite general regulations to the 
contrary. Less specific requirements did not result in significant 
change. 
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These requirements also reflect the increa,sed nolitical clout 
of the minority business community- at both. the Federal and local 
levels. Working through their own trade associations, minority poli
tical organizations and the major political parties, minority finns 
are successfully influencing elected officials to place a greater 
priority on assuring that these firms have an equitable opportunity 
to participate in economic development. 

This political involvement of minority firms can be an asset 
to a development project when these firms are included in the develop
ment team. Their lobbying for a particular project can help obtain 
the cooperation and financial benefits of local agencies in a timely 
fashion. 

The lack of communication between developers and minority busi
nesses goes both ways in that the key decision makers in private 
develooment firms are strangers to minority businesses. Often minority 
firms with relevant expertise do not have timely knowledge of business 
opportunities and are unfamiliar with the way in which developers do 
business. 

Yet there are many viable experienced minority firms that can 
contribute to the planning, design and construction phases of develop
ment projects. Even though the need for improvement of minority 
business participation in contracting remains, during the past lOyears 
minority finns, particularly architecture and engineering and con
struction firms, have experienced considerable growth. Thus, developers 
of major ventures can turn to experienced minority finns and it is not 
necessary to seek out brand new minority firms. 

The fact that many of these firms have performed Federal jobs can 
also be advantageous to a developer or construction manager, since the 
firms are alreadv familiar with Federal requirements. If the venture 
entails public funds, these firms know the ·paper work requirements and 
restrictions of some Federal agencies. In general,the inclusion of 
minority businesses in development will enhance and expand the resources 
available for profita.ble development. 

In recognition of the lack of experience of developers with mino
rity firms, this paper offers practical suggestions for including mino
rity firms. The following discussion briefly outlines: 

• t•Jhat a minority firm is. 

• How to identify minority businesses with experience relevant 
to proposed ventures. 

• How to set goals for minority business participation. 

• How to assist minority firms with cash-flow problems. 
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• How to provide technical assistance to minority firms. 

WHAT IS A MINORITY-OWNED BUSINESS? 

A minority-owned business is an enterprise that is owned and con
trolled by one or more socially or economically disadvantaged persons. 
A specific definition is stated below: 

A minority-owned business is a business of which 50 percent 
is owned by minority group members, or in the case of 
a publicly owned corporation, 51 percent of the stock is owned 
by minority group members. 

Minority group members are identified as: Black Americans~ 
Hispanic Americans (including Mexican Americans, Puerto 
Ricans, and Cubans), Oriental Americans, American Indians, 
and Alaskan Natives. 

This definition may seem obvious, however, there have been attempts 
to circumvent minority-owned business requirements by misrepresentations 
of the true ownership of a firm. One way to help avoid phony represen
tations is to require the firm to provide a written statement identifying 
the firm's owners by name, percentage of stock held by each owner, and 
the race or ethnic origin of the minority owners. 

How to Identify Minority Businesses with Relevant Capabilities 

In order to identify minority firms with capabilities relevant to 
a particular venture, it is practical to obtain information on several 
minority firms indicating their general capabilities; prior work exoe
rience, including the names of clients, scope of work performed and the 
dollar amounts of contracts; average annual volume of business; loca
tions in which they are licensed to work, etc. This information would 
assist a developer, construction manager or local agency in making a 
preliminary assessment that discussions or bids from those firms would 
be worthwhile to both the client and the minority business. Clearly the 
depth of this infonnation goes beyond a simple listing of names and 
addresses of minority firms. 

There are several ways to obtain detailed information on the 
capabilities of specific minority firms in a fairly short amount of 
time. One of the fastest methods is to contact a minority trade 
association which will provide information on their members, and,if 
desired, circulate information on an opportunity to bid or negotiate 
a contract. Attached is a list of minority architecture, engineering 
and construction trade associations with addresses and telephone numbers 
of key contact people. Many of these organizations have been strong 
advocates of minority business participation in transportation and real 
estate development and have worked closely with both Federal and local 
agencies to identify minority businesses. 
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Other sources of information on minority firms include: 

Small Business Administration Local Offices 

In addition to its loan program, SBA certifies small 
businesses for a set-aside program for Federal procurement , 
referred to as the "8(A)" program. Many minority businesses 
have been certified for this program. SBA helps the "8(A)" 
firms to market their services not only in the Federal 
sector, but also encourages marketing in the private sector. 
In order to be certified a finn must provide detailed in
formation on ov-mership, financial viability, credit infor 
mation and prior work experience. The data is updated 
periodically. Hence SBA has detailed knowledge of these 
firms and will refer developers to particular minority 
finns upon request. 

Office of Minority Business Enterprise, U.S. Department 
of Cormnerce 

OMBE funds local agencies to provide management, marketing , and 
technical assistance to minority finns. Some of these agencies 
have worked closely with local agencies to identify minority 
firms and to orovide assistance after contracts have been ob
tained. The he~artment of Commerce prints a directory of the 
funded local agencies. 

U~1TA Minority Business Data Bank 

As a part of its effort to strengthen its minority business 
program, UMT.A. initiated in 1977 a computerized data bank of 
minority business capabilities. t~hile the data bank was orin
cipally created for UMTA's own use and for local public transit 
properties, the infonnation is available to the public at a 
nominal cost. The data bank contains information on each fi nn's 
prior experience, including the names of clients, scope of work 
performed, dollar amount of the contract, gross receipts, 
bonding level, etc. Prior transoortation work is identifi ed. 
The data bank primarily includes architecture, engineering, 
construction, CPA , andmanufacturing firms, although other 
tyoes of businesses are included. Developers or local 
agencies interested in obtaining information about the data ban k 
may contact UMTA's Office of Civil Rights. 

Interagency Council on Minority Business 

This council was established to coordinate activities in the 
Federal Government regarding minority businesses. Although 
its major responsibility is Federal, a major thrust of the 
Council is to encourage minority business procurement in thP 
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private sector. The Council plans to create a centralized data 
bank of capability information on minority finns reflecting the 
experience of all of the various agencies by the Fall of 1978. 

State and Local Directories of Minority Businesses 

In some geographic areas, detailed capability inforn,ation on 
minority firms is compiled in directories. However, in some 
cities this infonnation is too superficial to be of practical 
use. Local governments may be contacted for infonnation on 
minority business directories. 

HOW TO SET GOALS FOR MINORITY BUSINESS PARTICIPATION 

The purpose of setting goals is to establish a benchmark for 
implementing commitments to offer opportunities to minority firms 
to compete for work within a specified time frame. Adequate planning 
is critical to the success of minority business participation, just 
as it is to any other aspect of a development project. In order to 
be successful, goals for minority participation must be closely related 
to projected procurement needs of the proposed venture. 

The minority business conmunity encompasses firms with capabili
ties related to the various ~hases of development: planning, design 
and construction. In setting goals, developers should consider their 
projections for contracting and the capabilities of minority firms. 
Based on this infonnation, practical goals may be established for 
minority business participation. Prior to implementing each develop
ment phase, the developer and its prime contractors should conduct 
an outreach effort to identify minority firms using the methods pre
viously discussed in this paper. 

Factors found to contribute to successful minority business goal 
setting are: 

t Goals should be based on projections of contract awards 
determined from the venture planning process. 

• Goals should be expressed as a percentage or dollar amount 
of total contracts projected to be awarded to MBE's. 

• Goals should reflect the full range of ~rocurement activity 
and not be confined to only one area, such as construction. 

• Different goals may be set by type of procurement, e.g., one 
goal for architecture and engineering finns, another for con
struction, and a third for purchasing. 

• Achievement of MBE subcontractor goals specified by the 
developer should be required of prime contractors. 
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• Goals may be related to the availability of MBE's. 

Goals that reflect these considerations constitute one of the most 
important steps leading to effective minority business participation. 

HOW TO ASSIST MINORITY BUSINESSES WITH CASH-FLOW PROBLEMS 

One of the most serious oroblems faced by many minority businesses 
once they have been selected for a job is having sufficient cash-
flow. A develooer can assist in the solution of this oroblem in 
several ways. Progress payments at stirulated intervais can be oro
vided. Also, a developer's connections with banks and insurance com
panies may help minority firms obtain lines of credit and other 
financial assistance from the lending community. 

Minority Enterprise Small Business Investment Comoanies (MESBICs), 
which exist in many areas of the country,may be useful in providing 
financial assistance to a minority firm. The developer or construc
tion manager's endorsement of the minority firm's re~uest for financial 
assistance may be a significant factor in gaining approval of assis
tance from MESBICS. 

HOW TO PROVIDE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO MINORITY BUSINESSES IN COMPLETING 
A JOB 

Every developer has a particular way in which he does business 
and has a preference for narticular orocedures. At the beginning of 
a contract with a minority firm, the developer or construction manager 
should brief the firm on the requirements and procedures. Periodically 
the work of the firm should be monitored so that oroblems can be iden
tified early. The experience of the developer may be quite valuable 
to the firm in solving problems. Communication bet\'-/een the manager 
and the firm will avoid design or construction delays. 

The techniques for develooing successful minority business par
ticipation in joint public and private ventures can only be highlighted 
in this paper. It is hoped that these recommendations vlill stimulate 
further exploration of this subject. Increased oarticipation of the 
minority business community in public and private development will 
strengthen the economic viability of the country and enhance confi
dence in the capability of the private sector to el"lploy initiatives 
resulting in economic and social progress. 
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INTRODUCTION 

How do we induce the private sector to return to cities and invest 
in ways that create jobs, profits, and economic growth? The answer in 
the Administration's urban policy initi'ative involves government, the 
private sector, and the residents of America's· communities and neighbor
hoods. 

Two Federal agencies with sizable funds for cities have come forth 
with versions of such partnerships: The Department of Housing and Urban 
Development's Urban Development Actions Grants (UDAG's) and the Depart
ment of Transportation's joint development program. The Economic Deve
lopment Administration and other Federal agencies, as well as many cities 
and States, are reassessing their activities in stimulating urban econo
mic development. The potential funding is quite large, especially when 
the additional private dollars the programs intend to attract are taken 
into account. 

The dialogue about these programs has so far largely focused on two 
members of the partnership, the private sector and government. The 
issues being hammered out revolve around what government has to provide-
in grants, loans, guarantees, tax incentives, the streamlining of regula
tions, and so forth--to convince the private marRet to invest in job
creating ventures in urban places it would otherwise avoid. This is ad
mittedly a formidable enough challenge. But is is not enough. 

If we have learned anything about cities in the past decades of 
governmental intervention in urban policies, then an . even more difficult 
questions has to be raised that goes beyond 11 how 11 to "what". What kinds 
of development do we want? What kinds of cities do we wish to encourage 
with public money and public stimulus? 

The lessons of an older partnership between the puhlic and private 
sector- ... urban renewal--should remind us that the answer cannot be limited 
to orivate profits and jobs, important as these are. Urban renewal did 
spur some good projects and did create jobs and economic activity. Yet, 
because of the le9acy of what was and what was not built, the program 
today is judged as a failure. 

The questions about "what" are most likely to be raised by the third 
element in the economic development partnership--the residents. The 
rumbles from residents have already begun, in fact, in the criticism by 
neighborhood groups over the first beneficiaries of the UDAG grants and 
in localized community debates over the impacts of subway construction 
in Washington, Atlanta, and Baltimore. 

CONFLICTS AMONG THE PARTNERS 

Item: Of 50 UDAG grants to "improve the quality of life in our 
vital urban centers," totaling $150 million, seven involved direct 
aid for building hotels and seven indirect aid to projects which 
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include hotels as ma,jor elements. Most involved large new center~ 
city construction. Neighoorhood spokesmen protested the empnas·is 
on brick ... and ... mortar projects that would change the downtown skyline 
and involve major devleopers. 

Item: In Baltimore, Maryland, the Urban Mass Transportation Admini ... 
stration is considering the funding of a joint development project. 
The city has developed plans for a posh shopping center, Baltimore 
Gardens, adjacent to a new subway stop in the heart of the now
blighted retail district. Federal money is to pay for acquisition 
and clearance of the site, including demolition of several viable 
small businesses, and buil dings that preservationists believe meet 
the criteria for listing on the National Register. Final agreement 
between the Federal government and the city has been delayed while 
a detailed environmental impact statement is prepared considering 
the architectural merits of the structures on the site and setting 
forth alternatives to the city's plan. 

Item: In Friendship Heights, District of Columbia, private developers 
created a multimillion dol l ar retail center around a Metro station 
being constructed in the midst of a settled affluent cOnT11unity of 
single-family homes. Following a local uproar, the area was down
zoned and replanned. Developers believe they have been unfairly 
deprived of building rights. The result i s a new major shopping 
area bereft of pedestrian amenities, design integration with tran
sit.or adequate parking. 

In these three examples, residents have been sharply critical of the 
decisions reached as a result of public~private sector planning. In the 
first example, they questioned the kinds of jobs and development involved; 
in the second, the use of Urban Mass Transportation Administration grant 
funds to tear down valued older buildings and viable businesses; in the 
third, the lack of planning for the joint impacts of a transit station 
and a sizable new retail center in a settled community. Such contro
versies should really come as no surprise. 

In raising such questions, residents are not necessarily right, nor 
do they necessarily speak for all the residents who may be affected. 
However, the questions they raise are legitimate ones not likely to be 
aired without their involvement. In each instance, public officials and 
private developers have been anxious to get projects underway and ways of 
securing the views of the residents have not been clearly worked out. 

In Toronto, Canada, a more serious confrontation occurred in the 
early 70 1 s in response to the high-rise commercial-retail development in 
the downtown area adjacent to the city's subway. The coordinated public 
planning and incentives which facilitated this dense development are 
often oraised by U.S. planners. Toronto residents were sufficiently dis
pleased, however, to topple the then-mayor and elect new city officials 
committed to reversing these policies . A moratorium on high-rise deve-
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lopment ensued, along with a strengthening of neighborhood sentiment and 
a review of the kind of development public policies should encourage. 

The city's new olan dowrr-zoned the central area of the city. Ex
plaining thi change,· Toronto's planning board said the new plan, "rather 
than encoura9ing wholesale massive change and demolition ... , attempts 
to strike a balance between accommodating desirable growth and change 
on the one hand, and maintaininq those asoects of the area which are 
perceived at this time to be worthy of retention and enhancement; its 
neighborhoods, its distinctive views, streetscapes and buildings, and 
its diversity of people and opportunities." l/ 

Further, following extensive public debate, the transit system is 
being expanded with light rail (trolleys), in part to ease the pressure 
for high-density development of land adjacent to the transportation 
system. 

Given these conflicts, it is not surprising that public officials 
should be somewhat sensitive about involving citizens. The processes 
have been imperfect even when one Federal agency and one program was 
involved. The complexities of the new urban development initiatives, 
particularly joint development, and the need to involve the private 
sector, will make the issues of timely and effective community partici
pation much more difficult. 

It is in everyone's interest that the concept of partnership rein• 
vestment in cities be given as much chance to succeed as possible. To 
do so means addressing the issue of involving citizens, and not only 
because they can be effective spoilers. Citizens have been demonstrating 
their capacity to move beyond negativism to constructive involvement, and 
their participation is both legitimate and necessary. The question is 
not how long the experts can avoid controversy, but rather whether the 
inevitable differences will result in divisive confrontation and con
flict, or be resolved through processes that acknowledge the -validity 
of differ i ng views and attempt to reach negotiated settlements. 

l·JHAT IS THE PUBLIC INTEREST? 

The fundamental question about whether neighborhood sentiments 
should be incorporated into government actions that affect their lives 
was presumably settled decades ago, when urban renewal was brought to a 
halt as the gap between its stated objectives and the realities widened 
beyond political acceptability. An early critic of the urban renewal 
program, J. Clarence Davies, III, saw back in 1966 that the involvement 
of neighborhood groups did not so much kill urban renewal projects in 
New York as expose the vulnerability of their premises. While residents 

y City of Toronto Planni_ng Board, Central Area Plan Review Part 1, 
Summary, October 1975, p.4. 
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did delay orojects and had partial views of the city's needs, Davies 
observed that ''the perspectives of the experts, however, were also 
limited." He concluded, "A unitary conception of renewal goals is 
both unfeasible and undesirable. A compromise among the different in
terests is necessary." y 

The fundamental ingredient of success in working out compromises 
among different interests, according to a recent study of citizen par
ticipation in transportation planning, is an open process. The report 
defines such a process this way: 

Openness means that the purpose and the content of the 
process, as well as the schedule for doing it, are described 
as clearly and concretely as possihle--the decisions that 
have to be made, the information that will be used to make 
them, the choices which are and are not open for considera
tion and why, and the time when different steps are necessary 
or desirable. It means the "ground rules" are clearly laid 
out, especially about who makes decisions and on what basis. 
Openness means that planning is done publicly, to the 
maximum extent possible--because the decisions that are to be 
made are public business .... Such openness does not guarantee 
that there will be trust or agreement bet\.-,een planners and 
public, but it does help to ensure that what conflict does 
take olace will be over the real issues rather than over the 
ouestion whether an honest intent to resolve them is the 
real objective of the process. 'Y . 

Of course, such openness is an ideal rarely achieved-~or sought. 
The view too often persists that citizens are spoilers rather than 
partners. 

Joint development raises the issue of public participation in the 
context of a program with multiple goals, innovative ideas about at
tracting the private sector, and the need to involve different govern
ment programs and levels of government with varying regulations and 
requirements. Involving the co111T1unity as a legitimate, even equal 
partner in this, it must be admitted, raises issues not at all easy to 
resolve. 

y J. Clarence Davies, III, Neighborhood Groups and Urban Renewal, 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1966), pp. 210-212. Dr. 

Davies is now Executive Vice President of the Conservation Foun
dation. 

y U.S. Deoartment of Transnortation, Federal Highway Administration, 
Effecti~e Citizen Partic~pation in Transoortation Planning, Vol. I, 
1976, pp.8 and 9. 
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So far, there are not many signals about how these will be addressed. 
The definitions in background material reviewed for this paper stress the 
striking of a deal between public officials and the private sector--not 
quite the partnership advanced by the President. Federal and local 
officials, along with citizens, interviewed were vague about the process, 
and indicated many unclear notions about the concept of joint develop
ment itself. 

The existence of ambiguities and uncertainties in a new program is 
not unique to joint development, of course. The ambiguities do, however, 
underscore the need for careful scrutiny of the public purpose of what 
is proposed as joint development with the aid of public resources. 

For example, a city may decid~ that it would be a good idea to have 
high-density development coordinated with a transit improvement to re
verse blight in its downtown core. Is the purpose to create land values 
to 11 recapture 11 for the public? What if the city has to write down the 
land costs significantly and give substantial tax abatements to attract 
a developer? The prospects for recapture from the adjacent land may 
evaporate. Is the purpose to create customers for a high-capacity 
transportation system? Then public funds may be heavily subsidizing a 
costly transit station as well as the development around it, each pre
sumably justifying the other. If the idea is, more broadly, to create 
a climate in which private investors will participate in revitalizing 
cities, increase the tax base, and so forth, then a range of options 
can be considered, depending on one's view of what urban revitalization 
is, whom it is for, and what activities, and related transportation im
provements, promote it. The involvement of citizens will probably 
modify the ideas that public officials and the private sector come up 
with. 

THE DIFFERING PERSPECTIVES 

Neighborhood pressures, according to Davies, resulted in at least 
three major changes in New York City's urban renewal program: (1) an 
increased emphasis on rehabilitation, (2) an abandonment of the princi
ple of developing urban renewal sites to their highest economic poten
tial, and (3) an increased emphasis on improved relocation procedures. 4/ 

In the decade that has followed Davies' analysis, the major direc
tions of neighborhood thinking have not changed significantly. Indeed, 
the constituency has become stronger. Today in many American cities 
there is considerable interest in historic and older buildings, a pre
ference for low scale, and a sensitivity to the displacement of people, 

!}! Davies, Neighborhood Groups and Urban Renewal, P. 212. 
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especially by government action. These concerns have more legal recog
nition and political backing now. The private sector and nublic offi
cia ls still tend to produce economic development projects that are bot h 
large and new. There are major exceptions to these generalizations, of 
course--but, on the whole, experience, self-interest, and preference 
often produce these differences in perspective. 

The Private and Public Sectors 

For the public official, large projects mean fewer projects for 
wh ich paperwork must be cleared. They present the prospect of somethi ng 
high ly visible, photogenic, and politically salable. A big developer 
may seem (and be) more responsible and solvent, more ready to proceed, 
more able to comprehend government incentives, more experienced in 
dealing with government red tape. Moreover, the concept of leverage 
ca lled for in the new economic initiatives--maximizing the amount of 
pr i vate investment and numbers of jobs created with a given amount of 
Federal dollars--seems, on the face of it, to call for the multipli er of 
big projects. 

New construction apneals to the private sector's needto reduce 
ri sk. Despite signs of new oooortunities, investing in cities is likely 
to be a gamble in unfamiliar territory. The predictability of costs in 
a new development on a cleared site and previous experience in market ing 
new buildings thus can provide guideposts in assessing the economics of 
the project. Image is important too. Corporate builders of headquarters 
towers can view a ne1v structure as a statement of up-to-date thinking . 
The f act that nev, economic functions are often involved--an expansi on in 
reta i l , office, or tourism facilities~-also favors new buildings. 

A word must be said about the taxing structure, and other system 
incentives which are generally acknowledged to create a more fav orable 
bottom line for new construction over old. Economists George Peterson of 
the Ur ban Institute and Richard Nathan of the Brookings Institute have 
argued that programs should be ''neutral'' in their impact on a devel oper ' s 
decisi on whether to build new or redo the old. Such criticisms have 
modifi ed some of the incentives that keep reappearing in governmental 
programs designed to encourage the private sector. While these incen
tives are important to recognize and modify, what may be even more impor
tant i s the fact that prevailing attitudes--both in the private and public 
sectors--favor new construction, for a variety of reasons, and it may be 
that the mind set creates the incentives more often than the other way 
around. 

Ut1TA' s joint development program, prorosed by the President for 
$200 million funding, has emerged in a context that implies even greater 
incentives for high-density redevelopment, since advocates talk abou t 
attracting riders to expensive transit installations, creating high l and 
val ues adjacent to transportation facilities in order to "recapture" 
some of the gain, and concentrating new development in the conventi ona l 
pl anning vision of rational urban form. 
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The Residents 

Public officials and developers will find among city residents today 
some strongly held opinions about what makes ·a city a desirable place to 
live, work, and invest. The reasons for the increased interest in city 
living are complex, and probably beyond our ability to comprehend entire
ly at this time. But a revival in many American cities is evident both 
in the new middle-class, young persons attracted to city living and 
among many less affluent residents, in the past often viewed as trapped, 
who now act as if they want to stay where they are. E} 

This positive change is admittedly only one trend in cities, many 
of which--the older ones, in particular--continue to signal distress. 
The new middle-class residential market is a trickle in many cities, but 
it is a stream in a few--Washington, Baltimore, Philadelphia, and Boston, 
for example. 

He don't know how durable this trend is. Some experts see it as a 
temporary phenomenon caused by the falloff in suburban building, high 
interest rates, or the bulge in household formation caused by the postwar 
baby boom.~/ But at the present time, interest in living in cities 
appears to be strengthentng. The message from this new market can be 
surm,ed up in the words neighborhood anct ·conservation ...... both of which are 
hard to define, but which could have great significance for new economic 
development initiatives. 

First, the residential movement in cities primarily involves fixing 
uo older houses. And these old2r homes seem to be more than a second 
choice. Their occupants like the older streets, the established trees 
and parks. They see as assets the low scale of development, the design 
and character of the structures, and the mixture of architectural styles. 
In some communities, neighborhood stores are reviving, although residents 
value their accessibility to downtown and their shopping preferences have 
not been scrutinized too carefully. 

City living has other attractions. Many newer residents enjoy the 
diversity, cultural opportunities, and sense of community they find. 
Long-time residents may have deep roots in homogeneous neighborhoods, on 
the other hand. There are numerous community groups organized around 

§} See, for example, Phyllis Myers and Gordon Binder, Neiqhborhood Con
servation: Lessons From Three Cities (The Conservation Foundation, 
Washington, D.C., 1977) . 

§j See for example, Franklin James, Back to the Citb: An Aporaisal of 
Housin Reinvestment and Pooulation Chane in Ur an Jimerica (The 
Urban Institute, Washington, D.C., 1977 . 
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such local self-help goals as improving city services, prodding lenders 
to invest in the neighborhood, diverting city traffic from residential 
streets, and fixing up houses. 

No one should be surprised when these kinds of pepple show an in
terest in what happens in the downtowns, or if they think that what 
they have learned in their neighborhoods about rehabilitation, scale, 
amenities, and incremental change applies to economic development as 
well. Maybe they have something important to say. It is, after all, 
their confidence in their neighborhoods that is the basis for any 
optimism about the prospects for profitable reinvestment in cities. 

A COMMONALITY OF INTERESTS 

Despite the different perspectives, government, private entrepre
neurs, and residents have a corrmonality of interests in improving the 
economic health of cities. Of course, there are extremists: neighbor
hood people who see all public-encouraged investments in downtown as 
sell-outs to businesses, and investors who don't understand why it is 
important for people to live in the city. However, most people fall 
somewhere in between, and can be persuaded by reasonable arguments, or 
put off by acrimonious debate. Most people can probably agree on the 
merit of using public money to see whether the city economy can provide 
more jobs for the under- ,- and unemployed. 

The questions residents raise about what kinds of projects can 
best accomplish this goal and achieve other purposes as well is mirrored 
in the more sophisticated language of urban experts. Thus, Professor 
Norton E. Long of the University of Missouri points to the example of 
New Haven, "which had more money spent on it per capita than any city 
ever has or ever will" as a lesson in the failure of the trickle-down 
theory of brick-and-mortar renewal of central business districts. 
Professor Long believes the healthy functioning of cities is dependent 
on neighborhoods "that are organized through cooperative self help to 
significantly and favorably affect the security, the housing, the 
employment, the health and the self respect of their inhabitants. 11 

]_/ 

There are successful models of neighborhood-based economic develop
ment--Jeff-Vander-Lou in St. Louis, Hough in Cleveland, and East Balti~ 
more, for example. But neighborhood development projects have failed, 
too. A number of large downtown projects have been misguided, it is 
true--but others can be counted among our valued achievements. 

7.J Norton E. Long, "Federalism and Perverse Incentives: l•lhat is Needed 
for a lforkable Theory of Reorganization for Cities?" Paper read at 
the tfoodrow Wilson Center for Scholars, Washington, D.C., September 
1977. 
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The fact that there is no single urban economic strategy that can 
be advanced today with certainty, either at the neighborhood level or 
in a downtown development project--should increase respect for varying 
views and make room for accommodation. Further, while it is to be hoped 
that the power of residents can be used positively to help shape our 
cities, the power to delay projects, especially those funded by the 
Department of Transportation, is a reality that must be taken into 
account. 

How then should the partners try to reach an accommodation? One 
approach is to smooth the processes by which the partners plan and 
review concepts, make choices, and monitor results; another is to 
encourage different models of economic development. 

IMPROVING THE PROCESSES 

Public Participation and Imoact Review 

Each Federal agency is supposed to work out procedures for timely, 
effective public participation. While there has been considerable un
evenness, these procedures have, on the whole, opened up decision
making. They have also been accused, with some justification, by citi
zens of being a charade and by developers as causing costly delays. 
The economic development initiatives raise a new set of questions about 
these imperfect processes. "Nothing like this has ever been tried 
before," an Urban Mass Transportation Administration planning official 
has said of the joint development program, which calls for an orches
tration of the resources of several Federal agencies, local governments, 
and the private sector in projects which may involve simultaneous 
planning and construction of a transportation system along with an adja 
cent land development project. 

When is a timely review? Can economic data and profit projections 
be aired to the public while sensitive negotiations are underway? How 
possible is it to anticipate the growth impacts of a transportation 
system? Should a plan be made public before there is developer interest? 
How feasible is it to develop several alternatives? What happens when 
regulations of the involved public bodies differ? 

For transportation-related projects, timely review means review 
before system choices are made. Citizens who think they are opting for 
a transportation system, and then find its cost used as a justification 
for redeveloping their communities, may become hostile unless these 
changes were explicitly considered. 

On the other hand, if residents want heavy rail investments in 
their communities and city, an open discussion will reveal they probab
ly have to anticipate substantial land-use changes. One way to resolve 
this was worked out in .t\tlanta, where neighborhoods helped develop the 
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plans for land use around stations. In some instances, greater densi
ty was accepted; in others, not. In Georgetown, in Washington, D.C.J 
the community decided to do without a sub1t1ay station. But in neither 
city were the land impacts discussed widely at the time the rail sys
tem \\las chosen. 

Guidelines for public participation and environmental impact 
review under the joint development program and responsibility for their 
adequacy have yet to be worked out. At this time, however, it seems 
that the Federal responsibility will be more direct than is the case 
with the block grant and UDAG programs of the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, which are considered local efforts. However, 
impact review for Department of Transportation programs can be shared 
with the city to cut down duplication and red tape. 

Planning and Design 

Improved planning and design that takes broad comnunity values 
into account may reduce controversy. Many of the land-use conflicts 
that arose in connection with the Atlanta rail system can be traced, 
according to Leon Eplan, former director of that city's Department of 
Planning and Budgeting, to the fact that it was laid out initially by 
engineers solely concerned with efficiency. Eplan does not necessarily 
fault the engineers' training and expertise, but rather sees the need 
to broaden the team of professionals working on system design. The 
entire project should probably be controlled by an entity independent 
of the engineering or transportation department. While this approach 
may complicate the administrative effort, the end result will probably 
be worth it. 

The Atlanta experience also pointed up an inadequacy of basic 
planning data about the city's housing stock. Major investments in 
transportation systems or redevelopment orojects in a city call for a 
careful, current review of existing buildings and communities in and 
around the site. Residents should participate, so that they can signal 
to project planners what is of value and what their priorities are. 

Planning money for these activities is not easily found. The 
Department of Housing and Urban Development has recently taken the 
welcome step of making environmental design an eliqible cost under 
the comnunity development block grant program. Funds for mass trans
portation planning are allocated through regional planning agencies, 
however, and thus may reflect regional priorities more than those of 
local jurisdictions. 

Protection of Historic Assets 

There has been a significant increase in the numbers of buildings 
recognized as having special significance since urban renewal days. 
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Federal funds can't be used to knock them down quite as easily as in 
the past, both because of legal protections and because a broader 
constituency cares about them and recognizes their contributi on to the 
current wave of revitalization. 

These protections are esoecially potent in the case of Department 
of Transportation funds, a legacy of the highway battles. The power 
of citizens to cause delay may be very frustrating to project planners 
and developers. Yet, it should be remembered that the protecti ons in
corporate values learned only after considerable damage was done in 
citi es. Rather than attemot to end-run the provisions, proj ect planners 
should consider in advance various alternatives to deal with older 
buildings on the site that may be si~nificant to the city, the State, 
or the Nation. 

Oliver Carr, a private developer in Washington, D.C. appears to be 
taking this approach. Carr is developing a major block-sized retail 
and commercial development near a new downtown Metro station. He has 
employed a preservationist to come up with specific mechanisms and 
sources for reducing the dollar loss in construction costs and rentable 
space attributable to incorporating landmarks on the site into the 
project. Developers using public funds may find their project cost 
reduced if they plan to reuse older buildings,since this cou ld signi
f icantly lessen the time needed for approval. 

Zoning 

Often, areas have been zoned without careful planning, or the 
zoning is obsolete. The undertaking of a joint development proj ect 
calls for a careful review of existing zoning on and around the site. 
In areas where market interest is high, zoning bonuses for amenities 
and design could be considered. Residents may view change more favo
rably if they see some community benefits, and the time to negotiate 
these is before the developer has a legal right to go ahead wi th a plan. 
On the other hand, if zoning is changed quietly, or a private-public 
arrangement comes to light that takes advantage of very generous zoning 
that has not been previously used, an uproar can be expected . 

A significant problem is that in many instances, residents find it 
difficult to visualize the impacts until a project is well al ong. When 
they then respond critically, developers and officials claim , often 
with justification, there was an earlier opportunity for the corm1unity 
to register their objections, while citizens may say they weren't 
really informed about the imrlications. 

There is no easy answer, except to stress the need for public 
of fici.als to make a significant effort to meet with the community early, 
to take ever·y effort to give the community an idea of the impacts of a 
proposed zoning change, and to avoid giving a developer permi ts as a 
matter of right until the community has had a full chance to react. 
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Reducing Adverse Impacts 

Some impacts may be temporary or are compensable. In Friendship 
Heights, the community was concerned over the traffic that new develop
ment would induce. After years of fighting, traffic diverters were 
installed to keep shoppers' automobiles off residential streets, and 
some neighborhoods instituted parking permit systems to prevent all-day 
cormnuter parkers from clogging the streets. Subway construction is 
being speeded with extended work hours to reduce the time the community 
will be impacted with the noise and pollution of construction. The 
greater openness of local officials now to legitimate concerns of 
nearby residents has earned them respect and cooperation. 

ENCOURAGING MANY MODELS 

Processes alone are not the complete answer. How do we encourage 
good things to happen in cities? Even the most enthusiastic advocates 
for cities must admit the uncertainties faced by orivate investors as 
they look for profitable investments in cities . Even though there are 
signs of upturn or bottoming out in some older cities, their future 
economic role is unclear. Will some prosper and others decline? How 
will functions change? No one knows. 

These uncertainties suggest the need to experiment with a variety 
of models and to plan incrementally. 

Neighborhood advocates stress the need for long-term jobs in the 
community--small businesses, local services, rehabilitation and mainte
nance crews. While these do not have the immediate job impact of 
construction created by a new highway or demolition, they may provide 
significant longer-term job opportunities and strengthen the neighbor
hood as well. 

Further, there are models of successful downtown development pro
jects that accord .both with the conservationists' valuation on existing 
assets and amenities and the developer's need to lessen risk. In Port
land, Oregon, for example, joint develooment involved a modest public 
investment in a transit mall and street furniture. Private owners re
furbished the adjacent older retail buildings, downtown business picked 
up markedly and, as a result, over $100 million in rehabilitation and 
new development has been invested around the downtown core. The Port
land strategy offered a v-rny of testing the economic climate. If down
town profits did not pick up, Portland would not have destroyed viable 
buildings and businesses. 

In some cities, developers have discovered profitable new markets 
in the reuse of older buildings. Such areas attract oeople because 
they are pleasant places to be. Imaginative combination of old and new 
structures, combined with open spaces, greenery and a blend of activi
ties--.-not all commercial--have proven to have a special appeal. 
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The historic Faneuil Hall area of Boston, for example, has been 
renovated into an exciting city shopping area whose gross sales signi
ficantly outpace the same developer's suburban malls. The positive 
impact of this once-blighted space is spreading outward to neighboring 
streets. Around the Pike Place Market in Seattle, a rehabilitation 
strategy provides a viable economic alternative to a discarded plan 
for a luxury highrise residential, hotel, and convention complex. The 
area's special character--including its low income, elderly residen~-
has been maintained while jobs have been created. Both of these deve
lopments are in central locations and attract dense pedestrian traffic. 

A joint development model in Union Square, in New York City, in
volves the restoration and redesign of a neglected park and rundown 
subway station. Funding sources include a foundation, a public utility, 
and the Urban Mass Transportation Administration. Through this 
investment in a blighted area well-served by transit, the public 
wili create an attractive urban space in the city. There is some 
feeling that this is an opportune time for private investors to put 
money into nearby vacant, underused, and deteriorated structures, 
but the timing will be up to them. 

A STRATEGY FOR PARTNERSHIP 

The conservation mode is not offered as a single approach for a 
city, any more than any other. There is a need for new development, 
and conservationists must move beyond their often automatic rejection 
of new development. They should help in identifying priorities and 
welcoming private investor interest in areas that have suffered from 
lack of market attraction. The concept of .leveraging public funds 
deliberately to attract the private sector is an attractive idea, 
and probably the only one that fits today's constraints. But the 
perspectives of what might be economically healthy for cities and their 
residents needs to be enlarged, and government incentives and examples 
should encourage many models. 

The public can help check the tendency of public officials and 
the private market to get carried away by their own plans. Residents 
may delay projects or even kill them--but sometimes this is because 
they are asking the right questions about projects developed with 
public funds: What are the alternatives? What will each accomplish? 
For the city as a whole? For its economy, for its people, for its 
livability? 

How can these questions be weighed in an atmosphere in which the 
participation of private investors is needed? How can our still
evolving open processes apply to these new economic development initia
tives? The only answers seem to be "not easily 11 and 11yet they must be. 11 
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There is a tension between getting some done quickly and an 
appropriate determination of the public interest. The arguments for 
action are compelling to public officials who want to demonstrate to 
skeptics that they can make the partnership work . The perils of an 
overly hasty approach, however, are considerable. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Role and Client 

The Market Street East project lay donnant from 1964 to 1969, since 
government funds were unavailable to construct the public infrastructure, 
and interest by private developers lagged. In 1969, Bower and Fradley 
Architects was retained as architect for the 1234 Market Street project, 
to design a mixed-use structure, primarily office, on the south side of 
Market Street to tie into the adjoining landmark buildings--the Philadelphia 
Saving Fund Society Office Tower and the John Wanamaker Store. 

This private development, with public facilities funded by the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, put in place the first 
increment of the Market Street East soine, containing a three-level mall, 
a main level tied into the Federally funded subway station improvements, 
and the upper level connecting the store and banking facilities over the 
street network. As stated by Mildred Schmertz in "New Directions for 
Downtown and Suburban Shopping Centers 11 (Architectural Record, April 
1974): "In the process of designing 1234 Market Street, Bower and 
Fradley strongly reinforced the Market Street East concept and literally 
brought it back to life. The Redevelopment Authority rewarded them by 
naming them Coordinating Architects to continue the work and bring the 
Market East design up-to-date. 11 

From 1969 to 1974, we redesigned and updated the Market Street 
plan to prepare for project execution. This role involved on-going 
urban design study, in concert with the Market East staff, to acc0111Tio
date prospective developers. Under separate contract to the Redevelop
ment Authority, we prepared the complete schematic architectural and 
engineering documentation for the five-block area, and carried the first 
phase of public improvements to final working drawings. 

In 1974, during a period of intense evaluation regarding the pro~ 
ject's viability and funding sources, the Rouse Company became interes
ted in the project and engaged us for a crash redesign effort to deter
mine the viability of the project to meet their requirements for a major 
retail complex. These studies indicated initial feasibility, and Rouse 
entered into negotiations with the Redevelopment Authority to become 
the developer. As a result, we were retained by the Redevelopment 
Authority to be the architects for the joint public-orivate development 
culminating in the GALLERY at Market East, which was opened in August 
1977. 

Our present role in the Market East project is as architects for the 
public sector, under contract to the City's Department of Housing and 
Community Development. This is primarily an urban design effort to re~ 
late to the surge of new activity, both public and private, as a result 
of the phenomenal success of the GALLERY project. This includes the 
redesign of a new conunuter rail station to accoITJTiodate air rights deve
lopment; a scheme for the 1OOO-block involving joint development by J.C. 
Penney Company, the Rouse Company, and an office developer team; and a 
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major commercial rehabilitation of the hi.storic Reading Railroad Station 
and Shed by the Rouse Company. Tn all this work we are representing the 
public sector with other professionals under contract directly with thei r 
respective developers and public agencies. This involves initial de~ 
sign studies to establish the framework and then on-going design consul 
tation. 

Market Street East 

Market Street East is an ambitious conmercial urban renewal pro
ject of the City of Philadelphia, extending six blocks from City Hall 
almost to Independence Mall. The project has been in planning since 
the late l950's by the City Planning Commission, the Redevelopment 
Authority, and their consultants. Its current form is the work of 
Bower and Fradley, the coordinating architects, building on concepts 
by Edmund Bacon developed successively by Willo Von Moltke, Ramaldo 
Giurgola and Skidmore, Owings and ·tierti f 1. 

Market Street East is a unique urban mini-city containing most of 
the major uses found in a city core. The goals of the project are to 
revitalize the city's major retail shopping district; to help the center 
city capture a major share of the anticipated regional office demand 
through the 1980's; to complete the interface of Philadelphia's poten
tially superb transit system; and to create a humane pedestrian environ
ment for business, shopping, working and entertainment. 

As in all the previous plans for Market Street East, a major mixed
use commercial complex has been envisioned to tie together the existing 
downtown department stores--originally five, now reduced to three with 
a fourth in planning. 

The GALLERY at Market East 

The GALLERY at Market East, a fully enclosed four-level mall, con
nects the refurbished Strawbridge & Clothier Department Store and 
Gimbels, the first new department store to be built in a northeast city 
since Horld War II. The project is tied by pedestrian bridge to a new 
parking structure and by lower level malls to a renovated major transit 
station. The project is unique in its use of air and subsurface rights, 
and in its joint development by the Redevelopment Authority Company 
acting as lessee, manager and developer of the interior retail space. 

DESIGN ISSUES 

Plan for Ultimate Density 

Bower and Fradley's charge in 1969 was to develop the urban design 
framework for a project of much greater magnitude than originally pro
jected in the 1964 Urban Renewal Plan. The new economic projections in
dicated a need to increase the office segment of the plan from 3 million 
square feet. 
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Prior to this time, there was great concern for ensuring major 
emphasis and activity at the mall level, one level beneath the street. 
Therefore, all office cores and lobbies were taken to the mall-transit 
level. Hith the increase in density, the cores grew in size from 8 to 
10 elevators to 18 to 20 elevators. This would result in extended in
terruptions in retail frontage of over 100 feet. As a result, we 
redesigned the three-dimensional framework and placed all office and 
hotel lobbies one level above the street. In the GALLERY oroject, 
there is an air-rights provision for a hotel with lobby at 'the fourth 
level. 

Project Staoing 

The project was originally envisioned to stack many of the uses 
to provide a comoact plan and reduce land acquisition and relocation. 
The vertical mix included commuter rail and truck tunnels, retail uses, 
car-bus arrival, parking, and 30 floors of office and hotel uses. In 
the redesign stage, while attempting to accommodate the varying needs 
of the private develooers and the availability of public funding, we 
found it imperative that the project be planned for stage development 
to meet changing market demands, and that it had to be articulated with 
elements which could function separately before all the components were 
in place. This was accomplished by sliding the parking out of the sand
wich and locating it to the north adjoining the development. This 
allows the demand for parking to be satisfied independent of, and in 
response to, private development. 

Project Controls 

In the early develooment of the Renewal Plan, elaborate detailed 
controls were developed for all facets of the project. Due to the 
uncertainties of the marketplace and the loss of Federal loan and 
grant guarantees, it was not possible to update and ~aintain the con
trols, or to guarantee funding. 

The Market Street East staff was, however, able to use a great 
variety of on-going negotiations to overcome this impediment. By 
having available an urban design effort with very specific architectu
ral, engineering, and cost information, it has been possible for the 
disposition agreements to be worked out with active design participa
tion rather than relying on controls set down in the absence of the 
real world pressures. This was the case in the negotiations with the 
Gimbels Department Store and the joint public-private development of 
the GALLERY, in the latter case with the design effort an integral 
part of the team effort. 

Building and Zoning Codes 

The project was of such a magnitude and complexity, with such 
unusual building requirements, that its viability depended on prior 
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assurance that it could be built within public code limitations. The 
major issues involved multi-level open spaces penetrating through a 
variety of public and private activities, design for open balcony 
circulation, open shop fronts, and continuous climate-controlled 
pedestrian levels for six city blocks, to mention a few. As part of 
our schematic design contract, we were asked to develop with the City's 
Department of Licenses & Inspections and Fire Department a complete 
code review to establish guidelines and secure variances and approvals 
prior to the developer~ arrival on the scene. This was done over a 
period of a year, and set down i n a set of documents so that each 
developer was able to plug his work into a framework which was already 
developed. This was done in the case of the GALLERY project. Once on 
board, the developer was able to go back to the city and refine and 
elaborate on the framework already established. 

Freestanding Public Imorovements 

During the redesign stage, it was anticipated that the public 
facilities would be Federally financed and that Department of Housing 
and Urban Development guidelines would have to be followed. The major 
issue was the insistence that all public facilities must be free
standing. To adhere to this requirement, the public truck street, malls, 
bridges, walkways, and skylights were organized in a vertical envelope 
with their own structure and mechanical systems. The private develop
ment had to have independent columns and transfer structures where it 
was superimposed over public space. Obviously the complexity and cost 
impact was tremendous. 

With the advent of the Rouse Company's interest in the project in 
late 1973, and their conviction that this requirement could be adjusted, 
we began a redesign of the GALLERY portion wi'th combined public 
facilities and retail shell. The simplification and reduction in pro
ject costs were convincing. As a result, the City's Market Street East 
staff and Rouse were able to present a unified project to the Depart~ 
ment of Housing and Urban Develooment, and support the safeguards in
tended with their long-term commitment. The project has been executed 
on this basis. 

Transportation Improvements 

A major objective of the project has been to tie together the 
transportation network which includes: two subway lines, the PATCO 
high. speed rail line to New Jersey, buses, trolleys on grade and below, 
and a projected center city railroad commuter tunnel and station in 
Market Street East. 

The scheduling of the transit improvements has been accomplished 
by making application for rehabilitation and construction funds to 
complete the interface of public areas simultaneously with the con
struction of each piece of development: i.e., 13th Street Subway 
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Station rehabilitation and platfonn extension with 1234 Market Street 
Building, 8th Street Subway' rehabilitation and platform extension with 
GALLERY mall, and construction of a segment of the commuter tunnel 
under Gimbels and the GALLERY during that construction. This approach 
allowed coordination of our design efforts with that of the transit 
consultants in shared facilities and compatible forms, materials, and 
graphics. 

Pedestrian Studies 

During the redesign of the Market Street East Complex, we had to analyze 
the impact of an increase in project density from 3 to 10 million 
square feet, resulting in a projected increase to some 65,000 of the 
number of persons to be accommodated in the public pedestrian areas 
at the peak hour. We were particularly concerned that space sized to 
accommodate the peak-hour crush not appear devoid of activity in off-
peak periods. \./orking with Wilbur Smith Associates, we were able to 
project pedestrian flow in all public areas for various times of the 
day. To visualize the actual physical result, we used a 1/~inch 
model and filled the space with cutout photographs of real people 
to simulate the actual density, recording the various conditions 
with color slides. As a result, the configuration of the spaces was 
adjusted to ensure a balance of activity. 

A most interesting real-life condition has resulted in the ul ti
mate design and use of the GALLERY portion. The Rouse Company re
quired about 200,000 square feet of retail area to make a viable re
tail center. To do this we had to add a fourth level, add retail 
space on pedestrian bridges over the street, and reduce the width of 
most of the public spaces. The result is to be experienced in the 
actual project. The number of people coming to the Project has ex
ceeded expectations, and will increase once the commuter station 
block and the Penney-Rouse Development comes on-line. To say the 
least, it is alive with activity. 

The Architectural Form 

Any project which is made up of the scope and variety of inter
connecting elements involved in Market Street East cannot be thought 
of in plan only, but must be conceived as a three-dimensional mix of 
public and private activities. In any great city, the most important 
streets project a character and expression which influence the nature 
and order of the buildings associated with them. 

The GALLERY project is like an iceberg with much of the total 
volume unseen and below grade. This is necessary to allow the main 
mall and transit station public areas to extend uninterrupted beneath 
the existing street network. To remove the stigma usually associated 
with below-grade pedestrian areas, providing access to basements and 
lighted by holes cut in the ground plane, we simply extended the 
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ground treatment through stepped, cascading courtyards to the lower level. 
To ensure t he dominance of this level, all publi c space at street and 
above is made of balconies edging and br idges passing through the space. 

To achieve a coherent scheme of ever-changing volumes, we established 
a simpl e palette of materials--red tile floors , white metal columns, walls, 
fasci a , and ceilings--which enclose all public elements. All color and 
animat ion are in the ever-changing retail activities, landscape.and 
oublic graphics. The natural light is the glue that binds the spaces 
together. The public pedestrian streets are enclosed with a glass roof 
which transmits constantly changing light and shadow to the floor of the 
mall; the public lighting adds life both day and night. 

ROLE OF THE URBAN DESIGNER-ARCHITECT 

As described earlier, Bower and Fradley has maintained a continuous 
i nvolvement in the project for more than seven years under contract to the 
public sector, with direction from the private developer acting as 
development consultant. Prior to that, we were involved in Market Street 
East under contract to the private sector, with responsibility to meet 
the publi c objectives in Federally funded areas. In addition, we have 
had numerous smaller contracts with Rouse Company for special facili
ti es --Market Fair, in space they lease from Gi mbels, special studies, 
their work within Strawbridge & Clothier and the public facilities pro
vi ded by them. In all these circumstances I fee l our work is related; 
th ere is a common underlying set of objecti ves that is our responsibi-
1 ity as "City Architects 11 to fulfill. 

Our continuous role has provided a stabili ty and continuous exper
tis e and knowledge that can only come with involvement. One of the 
major concerns in any long-term,large-scale project is to sustain the 
effort. During this process most of the major decision.makers have 
changed a number of times. Of the original members of this group only 
Gerald Maier, Director of the Market Street East staff, and Craig 
Schelter, Deputy Director of the City Planning Commission staff, are 
st i ll involved in the project. As a result we were called on to react 
to situations today out of our knowledge and experience rather than 
t hrough detailed studies. 

Level of Design Expectations 

A major factor in our longevity with the project has been the main
tenance of a consistent level of concern and des ign imput with a high 
degree of objectivity and diplomatic condu ct. I t does no one any good 
to go down in flames over each and every detail ; I believe we have 
achieved a complete design result through persistence in the expecta
tion of a high-level concern for quality by making positive compromises 
to that end. 
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Architect as Urban Designer 

I believe strongly in the need to approach all design as architec
ture. If the ultimate goal is to build, it is architecture. Good plans 
do not ensure good built form. Our success in great measure has been 
in being able to see the GALLERY through from the master plan diagram 
to the final guilding details. With the number of actors involved in 
a complex joint development project, there are as many objectives to be 
satisfied. At every juncture, the baby can be lost with the wash water. 
Market Street East is unique among development projects in that it has 
had intensive on-going design effort over many years shaped by a defined 
set of public objectives maintained ober prophesies of doom. Presumably 
history will judge the wisdom of this stance--certainly the recent 
success has brought about major public-spirited involvement in the center 
city. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Northeast Corridor Improvement Project (NECIP) offers an excel
lent opportunity to examine the potential for joint development at the 
major rail passenger stations. Established by the U.S. Congress to re
vitalize intercity rail passenger service between Boston, Massachusetts, 
and Washington, D.C., the NECIP proposes to make improvements at 15 
stations that could provide the basis for additional development 
activity on the part of private investors and/or state and local public 
agencies. The NECIP is not designed to preclude such activity, and the 
planning and design work that has been done to date does indicate that 
there is potential for joint development projects at some of the sta
tions. The potential is not unbounded, however, and a number of criti
cal institutional, financial, and physical design factors set real 
limits on the opportunities for joint development that exist under the 
program. 

This paper will review the central issues affecting the process of 
joint development in conjunction with the Northeast Corridor Improvement 
Project. In the discussion, the tenn joint development refers to com
mercial, retail or other non-transportation facilities that are deve
loped in conjunction with new or renovated transportation facilities. 
An office tower built in air rights over a transit or railroad station 
is a classic example of this definition. The tenn also is understood 
to mean the complex process of negotiation and coordination among 
public agencies and private developers by which joint development pro
jects are conceived, designed, financed and executed. With these defi
nitions in mind, the paper briefly describes the main features of the 
Northeast Corridor Improvement Project, outlines the potential for 
joint development that may exist in the station improvement program, 
and then examines the main issues that constrain joint development 
activity under the NECIP. It should be clear from the onset, however, 
that the subject is far too large and comrlex to be treated more than 
superficially in the nages of this review. 

The MECIP 

The Northeast Corridor Improvement Project was established by the 
Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory Reform Act of 1976 (4R Act). The 
Act authorizes $1.6 billion for this program, as 1t1ell as an additional 
$150 million in Federal funds which rnav be matched with state and local 
contributions. The IJ.S. Department o{ Transportation delegated respon
sibility for implementing the program to the Northeast Corridor Project 
Office of the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA). The Deleuw 
Cather/Parsons organization is under contract to the FRA/NECIP to ma
naqe the project with Skidmore, Owings & Merrill as the Project Archi
tects, with primary responsibility for the design and implementation 
of the station improvement orogram. 

The 4R Act states that the primary goal of the NECIP is to provide 
improvements to the speed and deoendability of intercity rail passenger 

• • I .. 
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service within the Northeast Corridor (NEC). It sets out the explicit 
goals of operating passenger service on a three ... hour and forty-minute 
schedule between Boston and New York, and a two.,-hour and forty-minute 
schedule between New York and Washington. 

In order to achieve these objectives, the NECIP proposes to 
carry out several interrelated types of improvements. These include 
route realignments, improvements to interlockings, upgrading track 
structures, repairing or replacing bridges, rehabilitating and modifying 
tunnels, installing fences and barriers, oroviding new and improved 
electric traction, improving signaling and train control mechanisms , 
installing new corranunication systems, expanding and building new main
tenance facilities, and upgrading and rehabilitating stations. 

The NECIP station program has programmed funds for improvements 
at l5 stations along the Corridor. Selected on the basis of 
existing and projected patronage, spatial distribution along the 
Corridor, comparative costs, and growth potential, these stations are: 

• Union Station, Washington, D.C. 
• Beltway Station, New Carrollton, Md. 
• Pennsylvania Station, Baltimore, Md. 
• Wilmington Station, Wilmington, De. 
• 30th Street Station, Philadelohia, Pa. 
• Trenton Station, Trenton, N.J~ 
• Metropark, Iselin, N.J. 
• Pennsylvania Station, Ne1t1ark, N.J. 
• Pennsylvania Station, New York, N.Y. 
• Stamford Station, Stamford, Ct. 
• Union Station, New Haven, Ct. 
• Union Station, New London, Ct. 
• Union Station, Providence, R.I. 
• Route 128, Dedham, ~a. 
• South Station, Boston, Ma. 

With the exception of the suburban beltway stations at Route 128, 
Metropark, and New Carrollton, the other stations are located in or 
immediately adjacent to central business districts. Many of these 
areas are undergoing redevelopment, and one of the objectives of the 
NECIP station r,rogram is that station improvements be compatible with 
these redevelopment plans. 

The station orogram involves two general categories of improvement 
which are illustrated on the accompanying chart. The first category 
is operational improvements, which are those that are considered essen
tial to intercity nassenger operations and safety. In general, they 
include structural and infrastructural improvements to the station 
buildings; ticketing, waiting, staging and support facilities; public 
services; improvement to concourses and circulation; and improvements 
to intercity platfonns, including escalators, stairs or elevators. 
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The second general category of improvements covers those called 
non-operational as well as facilities related to the station projects. 
A non-operational improvement is one which indirectly facilitates inter
city rail passenger service, such as certain commuter ticketing and 
support activities, and station access or site improvements which faci
litate intennodal connections to local bus and commuter rail facilities. 
Related facilities are those which are not part of a station but the 
operation of whic~with resnect to the statio~would enhance the pur
oose of the station oroject. Site landscaping, and short-and long-
term rarking would be included under this definition. 

The overall NECIP budget for the station improvement program now 
stands at $212,850,000. Of this sum, $77.5 million is allocated for 
ooerational and safety-related improvements, and $135 million is for 
non-onerational improvements, half of which is available from the 
Federal Railroad .l\dministration. Under the terms of the 4R /\ct, the 
Federal Railroad Administration will fund 100.percent of the cost of opera
tional and safety-related improvements and share the cost of non-opera
tional improvements on a 50/50 basis with participating state, regional 
and local authorities. 

In the design rrocess that is now underway for the Northeast 
Corridor station program, the specific improvements proposed for 
particular stations are undergoing continuous refinement. ~esign 
studies, financial feasibility analyses, environmental impact assess
ments, and discussion with local officials and citizens groups all will 
influence the final nackage of improvements that wi 11 be prorosed for 
a given station. 

OPPORTU~ITIES FOR JOINT DEVELOPMENT UNDER THE NECIP 

The opportunities for joint development vary markedly from station 
to station. At some there is strong local interest in undertaking 
joint projects,while at others there has been little private or public 
interest in capitalizing on whatever joint development potential might 
exist. For purposes of this discussion, the situation can be described 
best in terms of general types of development potential. To some 
extent, this potential could exist at all stations, but the examples 
given below will only be those which most explicitly illustrate the 
case. 
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ELIGISILITY FOR FRA FUNDING 

100% FRA 50% FRA 50% or 50% FRA 
Opera- Nonopera- 100% Related 

Station Comoonents ti ona l tiona l FRA* Facility 

A. Station Building 

Infrastructure • Utility sys terns • Intercity ticketing • Intercity personnel support • Commuter ticketing • Commuter support facilities • Baggage facilities 
Intercity employee facilities • Public services • Concessions 
Waiting/staging • Circulation/concourses • Intercity platforms • Escalators • Stai rs • Elevators • Commuter platforms • Escalators • Stai rs • Elevators • Signing and:graphics • Communications • Security • 

B. Station Access/Site 

Curbside drop-off/pick-up • Sidewalks • Entry/exit canopies • Landscaping • Local bus facilities • Local rail facilities • 
C. Parking 

Sidewalks • Short-term parking • Long-term parking • 
D. Other Facilities 

Commercial/office facilities 
Commissaries 
Long-haul platforms 
Intercity bus facilities 
Intercity rail regional 

facilities 

* Amount of FRA contribution dependent upon benefit of facility to intercity rail. 
Source: Federal Reister, Vol. 43, No. 83--Friday, April 28, 1978; 

FR DOC. 78-11571, Filed 4-27-78; 8:45 a.m.] 
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The first example is air rights development. Theoretically, the 
potential for building over the railroad tracks, stations orabove 
parking structures exists at any of the stations. But the site and 
cost constraints involved in construction over live rail ooerations, 
the lack of local commitments to air rights projects, and the economic 
realities of the development market have limited the cases where this 
kind of potential really exists . The strongest example is at South 
Station in Boston, where the Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA) and 
the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA) have plans to 
develop the air rights over the proposed parking deck which would be 
located above the track and platforms serving Amtrak intercity passen
gers and the MBTA's commuters. The BRA's plans call for the development 
of additional parking and an office tower and hotel complex. The city 
and state have also expressed interest in introducing an intercity bus 
terminal in this air rights comolex. 

Another, less elaborate examole of this type of development can be 
found at the station in Stamford, Connecticut. In this case the 
station site, bisected by the rail right-of-way, is owned by a private 
developer, Transportation Plaza Associates. Inc. It plans to build 
an office tower on one portion of the site which would incorporate. 
space for an Amtrak station whose concourse ma.v be built either in air 
rights over the tracks or below the tracks. The Federal Railroad 
Administration and Transportaion Plaza Associates are presently analy
zing the feasibility of this concept. 

Other locations such as the suburban stations located at Route 128 
outside of Boston and the New Carrollton Station on the outskirts of 
~Jashington, D.C. might offer the opportunity for joint development in 
conjunction with parking facilities. Private developers have expressed 
some interest in these possibilities in the case of Route 128, but at 
New Carrollton , where both the Washington METRO and Amtrak share the 
site, the limited capacity of the traffic access system puts definite 
constraints on anyone wishing to add more development to this multi
modal comolex. There is a fundamental issue at New Carrollton con
cerning the degree to which the identity and operational efficiency of 
the transportation complex might be compromised by overly ambitious 
joint development schemes. There is also the critical market oroblems 
in which plentiful land exists for development in the vicinity of the 
stations without paying the cost premium of air rights construction. 

Non-Transportation Uses Within Stations 

The second general type of joint development opoortunity involves 
those cases in which local agencies or private entrepreneurs have ex
pressed strong interest in using portions of stations which are to be 
rehabilitated under the NECIP for non-transportation uses such as 
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office or retail activities. Real potential for this kind of mixed-use 
development exists in the Headhouse at Boston's South Station; in the 
complex of historic buildings at Union Station in Providence, Rhode 
Island; at New London's Union Station, whose -private owner, Union 
Station Trust, Inc., leases space to Amtrak as well as to private offices ; 
and at the historic station at New Haven which will be rehabilitated and 
reopened under the Northeast Corridor Proj ect. One of the firm objec
tives of the City of New Haven is to create an intermodal terminal at 
this station and renovate the upper floors of the building for commercial 
use. Investments in such mixed-use facilities will help preserve the 
vitality and longevity of these historic structures. 

Station Rehabilitation as a Catalyst 

The third general area in which the NECIP may provide the basis for 
other development activity is not joint development in the strictest 
sense. Instead, it is a variant defined as those cases where the 
Federal Railroad Administration's investment in a station may act as a 
catalyst in increasing the return to the station owner or revenue
producing concessions within the station complex. In cases like Penn 
Station, New York, Newark, or Philadelphia, the infusion of Federal 
funds can help maximize the mutually supportive influence of transpor
tation functions and commerci"al concessions \.<Jithin the station. Exten
sive concession space now stands vacant in the south concourse of 
Philadelphia's 30th Street Station which could regain its economic 
vitality with the increase of intercity rail patronage and the reno
vation of the station. 

Intermodal Facilities 

Finally, mention should be made of the proposals to create new 
intermodal facilities at some of the major downto\.<m stations. Once 
again, the intermodal concept is not the most classic form of joint 
development, but the creation of additional facilities for intercity 
buses at these stations could help reinvigorate commercial concessions 
within the station proper and economic activity in the surrounding area. 
Serious proposals for intennodal facilities have been put forth for the 
Northeast Corridor stations in Boston, Providence, New Haven, Baltimore, 
and Washington, D.C. 

This review only touches on the general types of joint development 
opportunities that may be fostered by the Northeast Corridor station 
improvement program. A closer look at the situation also indicates 
that there are a number of factors which limit the extent that the full 
benefits of joint development can be achieved within the context of the 
project. Before surrmarizing some of these limitations, a more detailed 
look at the problens and opportunities associated with joint develop
ment in the case of Union Station in Providence, Rhode Island should 
illustrate the situation faced by private developers and public enti
ties interested in joint development projects. 
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The Providence Union Station Complex is a particularly interesting 
example, representing a unique development opportunity but with a host 
of complex legal and other impediments to joint development. The 
station complex,consisting of four historic buildings on a 4.3 acre 
site,is located in downtown Providence near the State Capitol. 

Hhile the title to the station is somewhat clouded, it appears that 
the main building is owned by the Rhode Island Department of Transpor
tation (RlDOT), and the remainder of the site is owned by Amtrak. 
Amtrak and RIDOT are in the process of negotiating an agreement whereby 
Amtrak would receive control of the main building and transfer its 
interest in the remainder of the 4.3-acre site to RIDOT. RIDOT is pre
pared to transfer development rights for the site to the City of Provi
dence. In turn, the City of Providence has entered into agreement with 
a private corporation, Textron, Inc., for the development of the site 
and the surrounding area. Textron is preparing at this time to seek a 
co-developer. 

Both the City and the State are planning for a number of public 
improvements that will benefit the development of the site, including 
transit parking and pedestrian improvements. Planners for the project 
anticipate a strong market for various cormnercial and retail functions 
in the development packages. 

To bring these plans to fruition will require financial conmitments 
from the City, the State, and the private sector. Many legal problems 
will have to be resolved, and coordination of the various and sometimes 
conflicting interests is a major problem. Nevertheless the Providence 
Union Station Complex represents a unique joint development opportunity 
which could becane a national showpiece and a commercial success. 

THE LIMITS OF JOINT DEVELOPMENT 

On the face of it, the Northeast Corridor program represents a 
major Federal stimulus to joint development, but a closer look at the 
experience to date indicates that several complex factors work against 
the implementation of joint development projects. The legislative man
date of the Northeast Corridor Project, the complexity and fragmentation 
of the institutional context in which the projects must be worked out, 
financial constraints, and the design and construction problems posed 
by the potential sites themselves, combine to dampen public as well as 
private interest in initiatin9 and carrying through the process of joint 
development. 

The primary objective of the Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory 
Reform Act of 1976 is not directly concerned with the promotion of 
joint development opportunities. Although one beneficial effect of the 
overall program may be to stimulate economic activity and employment 
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within the Corridor, the program is designed to upgrade public inter
city rail passenger service,and its legal authorities and funds must 
be aimed at transportation projects related to these ends. Neither 
the 100 percent Federal funding available for operational improvements at 
stations nor the 50 percent matching funds for non-operational improvements 
may be devoted to non-transportation related projects or projects 
leading directly to the gain of a private party. Under the appropriate 
circumstances the funds could contribute to the develooment of inter-
modal facilities or the expansion of concession space to serve a trans
portation use, but Northeast Corridor Project funds cannot be applied 
to purely commercial profit-making ·ventures. 

l·Jith regard to the institutional framework,there are a variety of 
public or quasi-public agencies which may become involved in develop
ment decisions at the stations. These may include .l\rntrak, Conrail, 
state transportation departments and connnuter rail authorities, regional 
planning agencies, local governments and redevelopment authorities. 
Formulating a clear, coordinated consensus among these participants on 
the objectives for a given joint development orogram can be a difficult 
task, and it is sometimes made more complicated by basic questions over 
the actual ownership and distribution of responsibilities for the 
ooeration and maintenance of a station. 

Related to these problems of institutional coordination and agree
ment are the issues attendant to securing funds for soecific joint 
development projects from a multiplicity of state, local, and private 
sources. In each case, different legal and financial requirements 
affect the funding process,and when coupled to the requirements binding 
the Federal Railroad Administration, these factors can add up to such a 
high degree of unpredictability that it may become extremely difficult 
to program and schedule a successful joint develooment project. This 
kind of uncertainty in the financing process is almost always intole
rable to pr ivate developers. 

Institutional and financial complexity are not the only obstacles 
that make the costs of joint development too high. As mentioned pre
viously, the architectural and engineering problems posed by building 
in air rights (or below-tracts) can be severe. Not only may the visual 
presence, the noise, and the air pollution associated with live rail
road operations be incompatible with the objectives of a development 
dedicated to office or retail activities, but the structural constraints 
imposed by railroad clearance requirements on the site may raise deve
lopment costs to unacceptable heights. 

CONCLUSION 

The Northeast Corridor Improvement Project offers a number of 
opoortunities for joint and mixed-use development at the major stations 
being rehabilitated and upgraded between Boston and Washington, D.C. 
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These opportunities are not unencumbered with institutional, 
financial, and physical issues, however, and the successful fulfill-
ment of the joint development potential that does exist at the stations 
covered by the Northeast Corridor Improvement Project will depend on the 
degree to which a number of basic conditions can be met. For projects to be 
genuinely attractive, conflicting institutiona l priorities must be 
reconciled to produce more explicitly defined public objectives for 
potential development; questions of ownership must be resolved so that 
it is clearly understood which entity, be it public or private, has 
the lead responsibility for the future of a station complex; the avai
lability of local funds for development must be placed on a more 
certain basis; and, finally, the size and configuration of the sites 
for potential joint development projects must be such that development 
can take place without running into the complex obstacles posed by 
live railroad operations. Where these conditions can be met, the 
Northeast Corridor Improvement Project should be able to contribute to 
the successful implementation of joint development projects. 
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Section 5: Workshops 

This section summarizes the results of the six infonnal workshops 
which were held at the end of the JOINT DEVELOPMENT MARKETPLACE. 

Workshops #1-3 addressed public/private negotiations related to 
joint development, and Workshops #4-6 examined planning and designing 
issues. 

The summaries were prepared from staff notes taken during the 
various workshops and are not verbatim transcriptions. 
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Moderator: 

Panelists: 

SUMMARY 

WORKSHOP #1 

MARKETING AND NEGOTIATING A SITE 

Alan L. Canter, Director, City Planning Depart
ment, City of Denver 

Allan Borut, Research Associate, Urban Land 
Institute 

N. Jack Huddle, Director, Department of Develop
ment, City of Columbus 

J. Kirkwood White, Assistant Director, Zoning 
and Planning Coordinator, D.C. Municipal Plan
ning Office 

Discussion in the workshop entitled 11 Marketing and Negotiating a Site 11 
covered a wide range of potential joint development situations, from small 
to large cities, weak to strong markets, and modest to major-scale pro
jects. Topics included inducement techniques, strategies for a strong 
market situation, appropriate approaches for transit agencies, neighbor
hood projects, and land banking. 

PRESENTATIONS BY THE PANELISTS 

Mr. Allan Borut led off with a short review of his paper, 11 Appropriate 
Public Actions in Support of Joint Development in Different Market Situa
tion.11 which served as a starting point for the discussion. He emphasized 
the need to carefully study market forces and promote appropriate develop
ment. Government action, he pointed out, can only marginally alter the 
market climate that makes a site attractive or unattractive to a developer. 

Mr. Jack Huddle and Mr. Kirkwood White spoke briefly about how govern
ment development agencies can be effective. Mr. Huddle pointed to the 
need for consultation among all affected government -agenci~s, and the need 
to consider the individual merits of each project. Mr. White advised pre
paration of a thorough and forthright prospectus, provision of adequate 
national media publicity, and flexibility in financing arrangements. 

OVERALL APPROACH 

In response to questions, the panelists outlined aspects of an overall 
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strategy for marketing a major site. 
with the proposed use appropriate to 
ysis is needed to ensure the success 
be conservative, yet still expect to 

MARKETING THE OBSCURE SITE 

workshop: Canter 

Development schemes should be modest, 
the site. Careful research and anal
of the marketing effort. Cities should 
learn by trial and error. 

Smaller cities may have attractive sites which have not come to the 
attention of major developers. Panelists pointed out that a developer who 
is unfamiliar with the local market and the local agencies involved will 
require more inducements. They recommended attempts to interest local 
developers as a logical approach. 

GUIDING DEVELOPMENT IN A STRONG MARKET 

One participant raised a question about a very different market cli
mate, that of some sun belt cities with a high amount of office space 
potential. Panelists suggested that to promote a development pattern sup
portive of public transportation, such cities should focus their promotion 
efforts on one parcel at a time, in a strategy to maximize achievement of 
transportation and development goals. 

DEVELOPMENT INDUCEMENTS 

Discussion centered on the need for adequate but not unnecessary 
inducements. Tax abatement was discussed extensively and the importance 
of local discretion in tax abatement decisions highlighted. One observer 
pointed out that local officials should consider which projects require 
maximum abatement, and which are attractive without special inducements. 
Changes in market conditions are an important consideration. When several 
projects are completed, a once unattractive area can become highly desir
able with inducements unnecessary. 

Several participants described local and State programs to facilitate 
development, such as interest subsidies and write-downs, local bank loan 
pools, and neighborhood public improvements. In neighborhood commerical 
districts, the tools used in housing rehabilitation programs--such as 
street improvements and beautification--can often be applied. The need 
for cooperation and support of local business people was stressed. One 
panelist pointed out that one of the major advantages of suburban shopping 
malls is management by a single firm. 

Another question that surfaced was the potential inducements for 
agencies without zoning powers--including most transit agencies. The need 
for coordination with local and regional planning agencies was stressed. 
A specific technique mentioned was transfer of development rights in a 
land trade transaction. 
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LAND BANKING 

The workshop concluded with several participants giving the pros and 
cons of the practice of land banking. The discussion showed that different 
cities have very different needs in this area. In some cities, and under 
strong market conditions, land assemblage can be the most effective tool 
available to local officials. On the other hand, in a weak market situation 
a city may hold tracts of vacant land, or numerous abandoned parcels in 
which there is no developer interest. 

Several participants mentioned the difficulties public agencies have 
in managing extensive land holdings. A computerized land inventory inform
ation system was suggested as a means of improving the ability of local 
agencies to promote development of publicly-held land. 
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Moderator: 

Panelists: 

SUMMARY 

WORKSHOP #2 

SELECTING A DEVELOPER 

Gerald Henigsman, Assistant City Manager, 
City of Dallas 

Lewis Arnold, Director of Development, San 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency 

Sanford Parisky, Directo~ Urban Planning & 
Design, Hartford Economic Development Corp. 

There were only informal discussions during this workshop. The dis
cussions rarely touched on selecting a developer, but more on how to 
work with a developer once one is selected., or how to provide incen
tives that wi ll attract developers and lenders. 

ATTRACTING DEVELOPERS 

Mr. Parisky opened discussion by outlining the procedures the Hart
ford Downtown Council group uses to attract developers. The Hartford 
Downtown Council is sponsored by major businesses and views itse1'f as a 
catalyst for development. Typically, the Downtown Council will select 
(but not necessarily purchase) a downtown site and then do 15 percent of the 
design phase (which means schematic plans) for a particular use. The 
desired use is determined prior to developer selection. (The use is deter
mined, presumably, by the Downtown Council, but this was not clear from 
the discussion.) 

John Murphy, a developer, stated that in general ,developers would be 
easier to attract if the land use was not pre-determined, or at least was 
flexible. He cited urban renewal as one consequence of taking developers 
and financing for granted, reminding the city personnel not to clear land 
before a developer was committed . 

LEAD TIMES 

Tom Black of the Urban Land Institute discussed typical requests for 
proposals for developers and the short notice (usually 90 days) given for 
response. Developers wi ll seldom commit themselves to a project without 
a lead tenant, and it is difficult to get a lead tenant for a major pro
ject in 90 days. 
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LENDER DECISIONS 

One observer asked why ci'ti'es don't work with lenders on the front 
end of a project to learn what land uses will be most likely to obtain 
financing. The consensus answer was that lenders are low-overhead groups 
that do not have to plan as far ahead as city planners and administrators. 
Lenders decisions are influenced by variables that change daily and there
fore do not get involved in long-range projects (in advance of committing 
funds). 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. John L. Murphy of the Ackerman Development Company of Atlanta, 
Georgia, stated that a city can attract developers by having clear goals 
and objectives for a site, without having a pre-determined use, so that a 
developer can determine if its goals and objectives are compatible with 
those of the city. When asked how useful a city's market analysis of a 
site is to a developer, Murphy responded that a developer wants factual 
information, rather than market feasibility statements, from the city. 
(Earlier, however, he contradicted himself by criticizing the Marketplace 
exhibits and sheets for containing only site information and not having 
any market analysis) 

PUBLIC/PRIVATE NEGOTIATIONS 

Mr. Lewis Arnold of the San Francisco Redevelopment Authority stated 
that to assure quality and completion of projects, San Francisco requires a 
deposit from developers before work begins. He also stated that the devel
oper selection process is done by staff consultation, with some elected 
official participation- In his view, almost all joint development projects 
are underwritten by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
and the terms of public/private negotiations are dictated largely by HUD 
regulations. 
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Panelists: 

SUMMARY 

WORKSHOP # ·3 

INSTITUTIONAL AND MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

David Callies, Ross, Hardees, a~Keefe 

Robert Harmon, Hannon and Associates 

G.B. Arrington, TRI-MET Transit Authority, 
Portland, Oregon 

Judith Jenkins, One America, Inc. 

Dan Townsend, Community Development Agency, 
Los Angeles 

This workshop discussion was based on two papers, the first entitled 
"Transit Corridor Development Corporation and Interim Control Measures," 
by Robert J. Harmon, and the second entitled "Minority Busi'ness Partici
pation in Transportation System Joint Development Projects," 5y Judith 
Jenkins. 

The majority of the afternoon's discussion centered on the transit 
corridor development corporation (TCDC) because this type of institution 
was legislatively approved in the original Young Amendment of the Urban 
Mass Transoortation Act of 1974. 1/ In the recently enacted Surface 
Transportation Assistance Act of 1978, TCDC's are still eligible recipients 
of funds under the newly revised Young Amendment. See the Introduction 
to these Proceedings for further information on the revised Young Amend
ment. While the new Act allows for institutional mechanisms other than 
transit corridor development corporations, it appears that UMTA is 
interested in funding the TCDC structure. 

TRANSIT CORRIDOR DEVELOPMENT CORPORl'\TIONS 

Mr. Harmon opened discussion by describing the main points of his 
paper. He stated that, in theory, there are two types of development 

l/ The Young Amendment changed the UMTA Act (found in the United 
States Code 49, Statute 1602), Section 3 which authorizes the 
Secretary 11 to make grants or loans ... to assist States and local 
public bodies and agencies thereof in financing ... the establishment 
and organization of public or quasi-public transit corridor develop
ment corporations or entities." The section further defines eli.,., 
gible facilities and equipment under the Act. 

189 



Work~hop I Ca 11 ies 

corporations. The first is a fonn of management corporation with no 
revenue source of its own. The second is what has been ca 11 ed a true 
transit corridor development corporation in that it has more powers, 
its own revenue source, and its own interests to protect. 

There are, at present, no working models of this concept. However, 
several cities --Baltimore, Columbus, Portland, Jacksonville, Detroit, 
and Boston---are considering instituting transit corridor development 
corporations. 

WHY HAVE A TCDC ? 

The major points raised by Mr. Harmon on why a TCDC should be 
developed are summarized below: 

• The entire corridor right..-.of..-way is included within the scope of 
the TCDC. This geographic coverage is more complete than indi
vidual institutions might penni't. 

• The TCDC would have the ability to package more than one project 
and be able to handle a sertes of projects pertaining to corridor 
development. 

• The TCDC would have an instttuttonal life relative to the needs 
of the corridor. Tflis is parti'cularly important because there 
are few institutions now which are responsible for the long-term 
development of a subway corridor, for example. 

• The TCDC provides one entity for private developers to focus on 
and deal with. 

• High- level pol icy people from all involved institutions would be 
closely involved with the TCDC. With frequent and regular policy 
board meetin~s. chanqes to corridor development can take place 
more quickly than if suggestions have to filter through layers 
of bureaucracy. 

MINORITY BUSINESS DISCUSSION 

Ms. Jenkins discussed minority business participation in joint 
development. 

It was pointed out that U~TA requires minority business partici , 
pation in projects funded through its programs. There is a need to 
identify all parts of a Federally funded project that can be contracted 
out. There is also a need to identtfy qualified minority firms. One 
suggestion was to have more funding available early in the project to 
allow minority firms to gain experience in the subject area earlier 
than is presently possible. 
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TCDC FUNDING 

A TCDC can use money from both private and public sources, and can 
use moneys from all Federal agencies, not just UMTA. 

IMPORTANCE OF GOALS 

The TCDC is only a tool for joint development. Its functions de
pend upon the needs of specific projects, the role of involved institu
tions, and the agreed-upon goals established for the TCDC. 

RELATION TO LABOR 

UMTA appears to be deferring to the U.S. Department of Labor in all 
labor matters. Labor issues may delay a project, especially if it 
appears the project mi'ght cause a loss of jobs or a disparity of wages. 

LAND ACQUISITION AND DISPOSAL 

Mr. Callies stated that i'ss·ues of the "best public good" vary by 
state and have not been nationally detenni'ned. Histori'cally, the 
courts in ruling on the issue of eminent domain have been more con
cerned if development is outward and takes more land, rather than up
ward,i.e., air rights over a publi'c project. Regulations concerning 
land ownership and disposal have tended to Be highway-oriented rather 
than transit-oriented. 

Mr. Harmon said that, for example, Metropolitan Atlanta Regional 
Transportation A.uthority (MARTA} took a conservative approach to land 
acquisition for joint development. MARTA tended to purchase property 
around stations only when the property owners requested this be done. 
This procedure may Be the result of the lack of a board approved joint 
development policy. 

With the Federal policy spelled out as it is in the 1978 ActJlocal 
jurisdictions may be better able to determine their own joint develop
ment policy and the appropriate institutional mechanisms for carrying 
out that pol icy. 
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Panelists: 

SUMMARY 

WORKSHOP #4 

ADVANCED PLANNING AND SITE DESIGN 

Anthony Pangal"o, Massachusetts Bay Transporta ..
tion Authori'ty 

John Bower, Bower and Fradley Architects 

Phil Hanmer, Hammer, Siler, George and Associates 

Satis.h Ji.ndel, University of Pennsylvania 

Marilyn Jordan, Skidmore, Owings & Merri 11 

Robert Witherspoon, Gladstone Associates 

Three papers provided Background tnfonnation for workshop partich 
pants. They are: 

• The Gallery at Market East Philadelphia, Pennsylvania by John 
Bower · ' ' · · ' 

• Movement Relationshi~s ~-n Jo~nt Devel~pment Projects; The 
Desi'gn Aspects by at1sh Jrndel 

• Transit and Urban Economic Develooment by Robert Witherspoon 

Much of the discussion explored the economic incentives (~nd 
potential disincentives) of joint development. 

TRANSIT-..-A POSITIVE FACTOR 

The Gallery in Philadelphta was suggested as an example of how 
transit could be a posttive factor in encouraging land development. It 
was later pointed out, however, that the old Gimbels building next to 
the Ga 11 ery was still vacant. Some felt that this may suggest more of 
a shift tn old development than new development has occurred thus far. 

DOWNTOWN PEOPLE MOVERS 

Downtown people movers (.DPM} were discussed as a major economic 
incentive experiment. Very little is known about how to use DPM's to 
encourage development. Since the original Young Amendment did not pro.,. 
vide guidelines about developing the area in the vicinity of tht stations, 
most of the regulations would have to come from the "ground up· 
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It was suggested that the four DPM demonstration cities (Los 
Angeles, Houston, Miami, and possioly Cleveland) could learn a great 
deal from the ciUes which have built or are building fixed guideway 
systems, especially San Francisco, Washington, and Atlanta. In San 
Francisco, for example, community groups successfully downzoned land 
around the station, thereby preventing new development. The point was 
made many times throughout the workshop that a city must begin early 
to coordinate land development with proposed transportation facilities. 

WHO SHOULD BENEFIT FROM JOINT DEVELOPMENT 

The problem of who benefits from the economic development was dis
cussed extensively. An approach to let the adjacent community benefit 
from increased land value is soon to be tried in Washington, D.C. near 
one of the new Metro stations. Residents in the station vicinity may 
join a development corporation, which will receive a loan from the 
Econcmic Development Administration. When the corporation develops a 
parcel of land around the station, the profits will go to the share
holders (neighbors, thereby allowing the irrmedi.ate community to benefit 
from increased property values. 

ECONOMIC INCENTIVES 

How much in the way of additional i'ncenttves the city or transit 
authority should give to a developer was debated. Some felt that 
developers tend to undervalue a transportation facility when asking for 
additional concessions, ignoring the fact th.at millions of pu6lic dollars 
may have already been i'nvested. Others suggested that if a condition of 
the new development is another small concession, it is better to meet 
it rather than lose the development. 

The presentations on the Northeast Corridor Improvement Program 
(NECIP), the railroad redevelopment effort from Boston to Washington, 
and the Gallery in Philadelphia were illustrative of public/private 
coordination problems. The Gallery took many years from plan to reality, 
and even though the NEClP should have many opportunities, there are many 
legal, institutional, and financial constraints. Simple solutions are 
not likely to develop, although experience in joint development may cut 
implementation time. One person voiced the concern that if the lead 
time is not reduced, developers may learn to avoid those projects. 
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Moderator: 

Panelists: 

SUMMARY 

WORKSHOP #5 

COMMUNITY PRESERVATION 

Albert Baugher, Assistant Comnissioner, Depart
ment of Planning, City and Comnunity Development, 
Chicago, Illinois 

Phyllis Myers, Senior Associate, The Conservation 
Foundation, Washington, D.C. 

David Nutter, Mass Transit Development Coordina
tor, Baltimore, Maryland 

Jeffery Stern, Director of Regional and Inter
governmental Programs, Department of City Planning, 
New York, N.Y. 

Walter Arrensburg, Skidmore, Owings & Merrill, 
Hashington, D.C. 

Andy Eusten, Urban Design Program Officer, Office 
of Assistant Secretary of HUD for Community 
Planning and Development, Washington, D.C. 

This workshop focused on the issues brought out in Phyllis Myer's 
paper, "Urban Development and Urban Conservation: Conflict and Accommo-

11 

dation· 

CITIZEN INPUT 

Phyllis Myers of the Conservation Foundation opened the discussion 
by giving a brief synopsis of her paper, "Urban Development and Urban 
Conservation: Conflict and Accommodation." Ms. Myers felt that the title 
of the Workshop, "Community Preservation, 11 was inappropriate and should 
be changed to 11 Hm<1 Citizens or Cities Welcome Positive Changes." She 
felt that citizen input in joint development projects is ignored. 

Ms. Myers pointed out that President Carter in his Urban Policy 
Statement stressed that joint development should include the Federal 
government, local government, private developers, and local citizen 
input, but this Joint Development Marketplace stressed only three 
sectors-- Federal, local, and private developers. At no point were 
local citizens involved in the Marketplace. She felt that the following 
three points are vital to the Joint Development process: 

• Public citizens' participation must be included even if it causes 
delays. 
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• One should expect the eleventh-hour skepti cism f rom private 
citizens to cause delays in adopt ion of a Master Plan for a 
joint development project. 

• One must accept citizen participation as being valid--issues are 
raised and should be considered. (E .g., Grand Central Station 
Supreme Court Decision is a good example of what private deve
lopers can run into). 

REHABILITATION VS. REDEVELOPMENT 

Another issue brought out by Ms . rfye rs was that the joint develop
ment approach to site development seems to stress the "tear down 11 

approach. She feels that revitalization of existing structures is 
anot her approach. 

Ms. Myers asked David Nutter whether he thought UMTA encouraged 
the 11 tear down" approach to site development. Mr Nutter 1 s 
answer was that he didn 1 t know because there are no clear definitions 
as to what UMTA will accept. A good example of this is Baltimore 
Gardens, a very blighted area, in which the following happened: 

• Baltimore saw this as a test case to determine exactly what 
UMTA wanted in a joint development site. 

• An urban design concept which encouraged demolition was pro
posed. 

• The same guidelines applied as i n a rapid rail project--UMTA 
required an environmental impact statement. 

• The area falls under Regs . 106 and 4F-- Historic Preservation. 

t Actually there are 10 merchants remaining on the project site, 
but they do not oppose the proj ect. The merchants, however, 
were opposed to the downtown bus inessmen 1 s (Greater Baltimore 
Committee) proposal to have widespread demolition. 

THE DEVELOPER AND THE CITIZEN 

~!alter Arrensburg posed the question : 11 At what point does community 
participation cut off before the private developer comes in? 11 It was 
general ly felt that the developer must feel out the situation and create 
strategies to move the project along. The Urban Land Use Redevelopment 
Procedures in New York develops a timetabl e which is adhered to. 

1. When one talks about a joint development market analysis, he is 
actually talking about design. 
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2. Panelists gave some examples of neighborhoods that have been 
able to preserve character: 

a. Friendship Heights (Washington, D.C.) downzoning which was 
upheld by the court . 

b. Grand Central Station (New York) Supreme Court decision. 

c. Preferential park i ng in neighborhoods which was upheld by 
the courts. 
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Moderator: 

Panelists: 

SUMMARY 

WORKSHOP #6 

THE FEDERAL ROLE 

Lawrence Schulman, ~irector, Urban Mass 
Transportation Administration-Office of Policy 
Development · 

Reginald Diamond, Equal Opportunity Specialist, 
Urban Mass Transportation Administration-Office 
of Civil Rights 

Charles H. Graves, Director, Urban Mass Trans
portation Administration-Office of Planning 
Assistance 

David Dresser, Director of Urban Studies Divi
sion, Department of Housing and Urban Develop
ment 

The Federal role workshop focused on four areas of concern: l) 
minority participation in Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) 
programs, 2) UMTA joint development programs, 3) HUD joint development 
programs, and 4) the coordination of Federal programs. There were no 
papers discussed in this workshop. 

UMTA MINORITY PILOT PROJ ECTS 

Mr. Diamond opened the panel with a brief description of the pilot 
projects being sponsored by the UMTA Office of Civil Rights. Mr. Diamond 
focused on the Boston pi lot project which was initiated by the Massachu
setts Bay Transit Authority in 1976. Each pilot project provides--

• Financial support for minority businesses. 

• A training program for minorities. 

t An apprenticesh ip program for minorities. 

The private sector is required to get involved from the beginning to 
help the transit agency set up a working program. 

One observer corrmented that minority residences are affected by many 
of the displays the ci t ies have prepared for this conference, yet none of 
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the residents of these areas were invited to attend. In addition, the 
observer was concerned because the conference displays showed very few res
idential uses for joint development projects. 

Moderator Schulman responded by commenting that downtowns were stress
ed because things are happening there. Residential uses other than hotels 
are generally not pushed in most downtowns. 

UMTA JOINT DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

The moderator then turned the floor over to Charles Graves of UMTA. 
Mr. Graves described UMTA programs in joint development. He pointed out 
that UMTA now has "seed" money which can be used to encourage joint devel
opment. Since the announcement of the President's Urban Policy Initiative, 
he feels that now is the best time to apply for Federal funds, when the 
red tape is low. (Tile 1978 Surface Transportation Assistance Act provides 
$200 million in additional aid earmarked for joint development) Each 
joint development proposal is being judged on its own merits. 

According to Mr. Graves, a project has three parts--

• A bus station/train station/mall. 

• A real estate component, with public funds committed to reduce 
the risk of the venture. 

• Private development (UMTA would not be involved with this 
aspect). 

UMTA has planning assistance through Section 9 funds which may be 
passed through to a city by the A-95 agency. These funds may be used for 
administrative, legal, architectural, engineering, or other planning re
lated costs. 

The UMTA Section 3 capital funds may be dispersed directly to cities 
or the Metropolitan Planning Organization. These funds may be used for 
land acquisition, preparation of the site, purchase of vehicles, and the 
purchase and preparation of related open space. There is a lot of flex
ibility in the use of these funds. 

Mr. Graves also stated that there is no firm project selection crite
ria, although projects affecting distressed areas will be given preference. 
Projects in suburban areas are not ruled out, but ones in downtowns are 
preferred. A project has to be connected to public transportation and 
should have broad positive economic as well as environmental impacts. 

At this point, a few comments were made by observers. A developer 
was concerned about UMTA's low bid policy. He asked if UMTA would accept 
a developer if the applying agency approved the developer. Bill Hurd, 
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former Associate Administrator of UMTA, replied that there is no low bid 
requirement in the legislation, but that is has been UMTA's policy to 
accept only low bids. Mr. Graves seconded this opinion, stating that if 
an agency requested a particular developer that it could be approved. 

Another observer asked whether UMTA could make low interest loans to 
small businesses adversely affected during the construction phase of a 
transit mall. Mr. Graves replied that it was possible, it has just never 
been given much thought. 

The observer stated that many larger businesses are able to weather a 
transit mall construction phase without major cash flow proplems. Small 
businesses often do not have this kind of cash flow stability, and ma.v fail 
during the construction phase even though they would probably more 
than make up losses after completion of the mall. As a result, some tran
sit malls are politically unacceptable because small businesses succeed in 
stopping them on the grounds that they may be driven out of business. 

HUD JOINT DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

Dave Dresser of the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
gave a brief description of HUD programs. 

He said that HUD is very interested in using the resources of the 
developers-as HUD, for example, has a $3.5 billion Community Development 
Block Grant program. The overall goal of this program is to eliminate 
urban blight. The funds from this program go directly to city governments. 
Big cities get $2.5 billion in formula grants; but sun belt and frost belt 
formulas differ. The remaining $1.0 billion goes to small cities for 11 one
shot11 projects. Block Grant funds can be used for physical development 
and land acquisition, structures, and assistance to small businesses. 
Block grant funds can also be used to fund site planning and traffic plan
ning with the authorization of the local grantee agency. 

In addition to the Block grant program, HUD has a $400 million Urban 
Development Action Grant (UDAG) program. In order to qualify for UDAG 
money, a city must prove need for early action by meeting specific eco
nomic criteria. Cities in distress are given top priority for the grants. 
Big cities and county metropolitan areas get $300 million and ·$100. million 
goes to small cities. This is considered 11 gap-filling 11 money because the 
object is to get private developers to finish the job. Funds can be used 
for land acquisition and clearing. HUD .is trying to maintain a reasonable 
balance between industrial, commercial, and residential neighborhood pro
jects in the UDAG program. UDAG funds can also be used to finance housing 
and to provide public facitities. 

FEDERAL COORDINATION 

Remaining questions to the panelists revolved around integrating and 
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coordinating Federal programs and eliminating red tape. Moderator Schulman 
cited the Presidential Interagency Coordinating Council which was set up 
for the purpose of finding the best ways to package these programs together 
to reduce duplication at the local level. 

Mr. Graves corrmented that there is an urgency to get on with joint 
development programs and that some problems remain on how best to combine 
these projects with existing programs to get out timely decisions. The 
panel was ended on this note. 
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APPENDIX A 

SUMMARY OFCITY AND COUNTY SITE MARKETING SHEETS 

A total of 140 areas were marketed at the Joint Development Market
place. Of these areas, potential joint development projects can be cate
gorized in the following manner: 

• Primary Transportati on Mode 

• 

•• 58 areas have or will have in the future rapid rail transit 
with joint development being contemplated 

•• 9 areas re 1 ated .. 23 areas related .. 18 areas re 1 ated 

•• 8 areas related 

•• 17 areas related 

•• 7 others 

Development Preferred 

•• 31 office 

•• 15 retail .. 25 residential .. 11 i ndus tri a 1 .. 7 hotel 

•• 28 mixed use 

H 23 others 

to light rail 

to Downtown People Mover sys terns 

to bus systems 

to trans it ma 11 projects 

to limited access highway interchanges 

• Availability 

•• 65 areas have parcels ready for development this year or in the 
coming year. The remaining sites will be ready for development 
in two or more years . 

• Ownership 

•• 20 areas have sites primarily owned by the local transit author
; ty 

•• 46 areas have sites owned by the local city or county government 

•• 40 areas have sites which are privately owned 
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APPENDIX A (Cont.) 

•• 2 areas have sites owned by others 

•• 32 areas have sites on which the land ownership information is 
not clear, not available or the developer has been selected. 

Since this infonnation was prepared six months ago, the site market
ing sheets are not included in this document. They have been assembled 
and may be obtained by requesting JOINT DEVELOPMENT MARKETPLACE TECHNICAL 
APPENDIX: SITE MARKETING SHEETS by writing to PT! c/o Alinda Burke, Vice 
President, 10th Floor, 1140 Connecticut Avenue, N.H., ~/ashington, D.C., 
20036. 
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COLDWELL bANKEK & CL 
S T L LU IS , I l'4C 
URBAN MA!:>.:> TK.At"S A01'1li\J 
HARVARD u1"l Vt:k!:>lTY 
UFF OF PLA~ ~ lDNING 
CITY CF f:VAhSlDN 

ATE MGT ANU SckVlCE Cu 
NATluNAL ASSuL. UF COUNT. 
PLBL IC TcC.Hl'4LllH,Y l•~C. 
FRED B. bJkKt INC. 
PUBLIC Ttt.ril'clJLUGY ll'cC. 
SAN l)l EGANS, lM:. 
LUZERNE CuMM ~uLLEGc 
ECO~OMICS kl::StAKLH ASSOC 
CALOWELL ucV CUkP 
ROSS HARu1tS bAbCJCK □ 'KEEF!: 
COMM DEV ul:: f-'T 
US OOT B-L kM lul~L 
C I Ty UF u C l'i Vt. k 
CITY OF hAKT~UKU 
OLIVER T. C~Kk CL. 
MGNTGOMEkY CCuNTY 
CITY OF tVAhSTu~ 
UMTA 
TRI-MET 
DEPT OF ClJMMu OEVEL 
KA~SAS CiTY, UtV UtPT 
Gf:BBS ANU HllL !NC 
KAIScR Tk~~s,T ukUUP 
TRANSIT lMYKuVcMcNT-RTA 
INTERSTAlc UiV f-uR bALT CITY 
REG TRAN~ AUTH 
lOBC 
SALT LAKc CITY kl::JiV AGENCY 
ATLANTA KLvlL1-.AL CuMM 
ST JCHNS PLP.Lc 
WESTPGRT TkA~S~L Ci~TER 
UkBAN DEVclu~ME~T GkLUP 
MULTNLMAh Cuu~T~ b0 CuMM 
FrwA us l.li..iT 
OUT 
CE:.NTRAL bUS LIST ASS~ 
YCNKE~S ul::~T. uf JtVEL. 
US OL T Ul•tf;.. 
CITY Uf J..Lt:XAl'iUklA 
UMTA 
W H IT E HO u ~ t U.m f- • 
UMTA 
UMTA 
EQUlTABLc Lift AS.>UKANC~ 
SAN ANTG1~lu lti.Al'i:.> SYSTEM 
CITY GF ~~LAMAZLu TRANST 
NORfULK K.t.Ut.1/. t.. rluuSING 
WASH METku TKA~~ AUTh 
LEG TkAN:.>i-' LUMM 
BCSTCN RtULV AUTHukLTY 
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WA ~Hl i'4G TON lJ(.. 

WESTPukT, CT 
WASHlt'4i;;TUN, iJC 
NDRfL,LK VA 
WA SHU"li.,;, TOI'4, DC 
WAShit'4t.TUN, O.C. 
PHllAUtLPHlA, PA 
CA~8KHJuE, MAA 
INDlM"A.- □ LlS, IN 
EV A/\~ I i.ii'4 l L 
LO~Oul'l JK 
ARL li,.vfuN VA 
WASHiM,TDN, D.C. 
WAShl,~uTON, O.C. 
WASHJ.i.H,TON, U.C. 
WASha~t,TuN, D.C. 
SAN J H:uO, CA 
NATlt.uK.c, PA 
MCU:AN, VA 
WllLLAM~V!LLE, N~ 
CHIC.At.Li, lL 
BUF-f-ALLJ NY 
WASHJ.l~uTON, UC 
DEI\Vt.k, COLO 
HAR H- ukLJ, CT 
WASh.tt-iGTGN, (J.C. 
ROCKVILLE, Mu 
EVA1'4::..h,.-,, !l 
WASHl1"GTON DC 
PUR Tu~Nu LJRcGuN 
NAt\ Tl(.IJKI:, f'A 
KAl\5~~ "IT¥, MU 
N Y NY 
Ml.A,-1.i. ,f--L 
OE~V..:h., Cu 
BAL T~ l'JUKC' MU 
CHIC'-'uu, ll 
BALT MU 
SALT LAKc C..ITY UT 
ATLA,~TA, GA 
JACK.>ui'cV I LLt Fl 
BRiul>t:PuRT, CT 
LOS ;..Mii:LES, CA 
P LR T LA,'4J, Lk 
W A S h Ll'c G l G N DC 
~ASH.i;-;GTUN DC 
UALLA.> fEXAS 
YOI\Kc..kS, N't 
wASHL~uI UN UC 
ALEJ'.Am)rU A, VA 
WASh.!i'.uTON, D.C. 
WAShiN1..1TON UC 
W A S Ii .1. ,-,. li f U N , 0 • C • 
WASHi1-;GTUN UC 
NE~ hik.K, l'IY 
SAN ANTuNIO, TX 
KALAr1,.LuO, t-il 
NORFLLK, VA 
WASHlrn,TUN, iJ~ 
OL'rMPlA WA 
BOST"'i", MA 



ANDREW 
GLEN E. 
CHARILYN W. 
WILLARD J. 
MR RALPH 
MARTIN 
TONY EDWARJ 
VICTORIA 
R. T. 
ANTHONY M. 
LcE 
PATRICK J 
RENA 
WALTER H. 
ALAN 
ROBERT G. 
RICHARD H 
JAMES M. 
WARD W. 
CARLE. 
FRANK 
JOHt-4 
ANTHONY P. 
NICHCLAS M. 
JOHN P. 
REG INALO K. 
JOHN 
LESTER 
STUART 
WILLIAM 
JuHN F 
HELEN 
LETEE P 
MORTIMER L. 
JUHN A. 
WILLIAM R 
JOHN L. 
JOHN J. 
DONALD R 
PAM 
DAVID 
ROY l 
JOHN 
DR R_l CHARD 
Tl MOT HY 
SHIRLEY P. 
G. 
WILLIAM 
STEWART 
ROBERT 
MR DAN 
BARBARA D 
RQDf\.EY E 
ORRIN A. 
W 1 LLIAM 
HOWARD D. 
PATRICIA 
RICHARD 
RONALD 
FRANCIS 
MAFZTHA 

COTUGNO 
CUVi::ROAL E 
COWAN 
CLX 
CRAMER 
CRAMTON 
CRAPP 
CiWSS 
CROh 
CUCCIA 
CUNNINGHAM 
CUSICK, JR 
CUSMA 
UAl.i(.ETT 
DANAHER 
DAV ID 
DAVIS 
lJAV IS 
UEEMS 
CENSCN 
01::RRO 
CcV INE 
DE VI TO 
DEV ITU 
DEwITT 
UlAMONO 
ClCl\lNSUN 
CINL.ifF 
DIXuN 
LONAHUE 
Dl.JNt-...AN 
coo 
DLTY 
JO~NEY Ill 
CRAY SUN 
URJ:w 
CR 1:W, I I I 
JUUAS 
GUNK ER 
uUNLOP 
iJUi~N 
DUPUIS 
DYER 
t.ASTI-IOOD 
ECKl:k.LE 
EIG 
El SEMAN 
HDRtD 
t.LUOTT 
EMBRY 
LAWERENCE 
tNGEL 
ENGl:L EN 
ER IC SuN 
tVEk~ 
EVUY 
FAikBAIN 
FARRIS 
fATT I BONE 
FAl.JS T 
FEAGIN 

MID-CHIO PLANNIN~ COMMISSION 
METRO. llft !NS. CO. 
Off OF HtNKY J NOwAK 
GOULD, 11'-.C. 
CHITTE:N LO TRANSP AUTH 
DEPT UF t~VlkuN SER 
Off Of TkAJt t CuMM DEV 
PORT AUTh Of NY i NJ 
LAKE ST. LuUIS EST CO 
NEW JERStY tCuN u~v 
COMM PLAN~ - W MD NATL CAP 
HAYDEN A~SuClATES, INC 
MUlT f\OMAH CLlJNTY 
DIVERSIFlED StK GROUP, INC. 
NE ILLNLlS ~LANNING CDMM 
CITY OF N!AMI &EACH 
cCONOMIC uEVEl CLRP. 
CITY OF kLLKVllLt 
DEEMS, LEWIS, t PARTNERS 
PORT AUTh Lf ALLEGHENY CTY 
PRINCE GEuKGtS CTY PLANNING 
CIT¥ OF rdNtJSOR 
CITY tJF uf:TKLIT 
ATTORNEY 
EQUIT Lift ASSUR Sue OF us 
UMTA OFF Of CIV RTS. 
BCEING AtRuSPACE CO 
lESTEk DlNUff ASSOC 
RICE CENTck fuK COMM DES & R 
CITY HALL 
CITY OF ~AUKt~A~ 
OFFICE Of THt StCRETARY-OOT 
MANAGT CLM.tPTS 
UOT 
MASS TRANS, UC DuT 
DEPT Of ~lTY OEVtL 
CITY OF 5T. LUUlS 
CcNTER ClTY COMMISSION 
COUNTY AuMl~ BLU~ 
UEPT OF PLANNING~ COMM DEV 
CITY UF BkluGi::PDkT 
THE WAUKtvAN NEWS SUN 
METRO DAut CuUNTY 
TEXAS MEO CNTk, INC. 
DEPT Cf HUMAN RES£ ECON 
PISNER & EIG 
MITRE COM' 
CGMMUNITY UtVEL AGENCY 
OWENSBORL METku PLAN COMM 
HUD RLuM dlOO 
AKRON CIT¥ PLANNING DEPT 
NATICNAL MALL M(NlTLR 
BARTLN A~CHMAN ASS~C INC 
ERICSCN uEV CL, I~C 
SAN fkANClSLu DEVLP CNCL 
UMTA 
DC MUNIC PLN(; O~f 
MILWAUKft kEGEV CORP 
BEDCO 
GRTR BUffALU DEV fLNOTN 
PUBLIC T t.CHr-.LLU(;Y INC. 
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COLUMtilJ$, OH 
NEk ¥URI{, NY 
WASHU~GTON DC 
ROLLlNG MEADu~S,ll 
BURU,ijGTUN VERMONT 
PORT LAi~U, uR 
MIAMI FL 
NEk ¥~RK, N¥ 
LAKE ~T. LLulS, MO 
TRENTuN, NJ 08625 
SILVcR SPRING, MD 
BLC.UrU·lt:LD, CT 
PORTLAPW UR 
DUBUN, UH 
CHICAbO, IL 60606 
MIAMI 81.:ACH, fl 
SAN ulE1.10, CA 
ROCK\/ l LLE, MU 
SAl'c uH:.GO, CA 
PI TTSi:hJKGH, PA 
UPPEK MARLBLRO MO 
WINu~uR, ONTARIO, CA 
OETRuIT, Mi 
CLE Vt:lAi"D, OH 
NEW ¥uRK NV 
WASHlNuTON UC 
SEATlLt:, WA 
NEk \'URK, NY 
Hul,;~l uN, TX 
BUFFALO NY 
WAUKl.:~Al~ IL 
WASHll\4GTON, DC 
BRiuGt::PORT CT 
WASHl1~1.1 TON OC 
wASHl~-.1.,TUN, DC 
MILws.uKtE, WI 
ST. Li..,lJlS, Mli 
MEMPHIS, TN 
UPPER MARLBOkU MD 
CHICAllU, IL 
BRlu1.,t::PuRT CT 
WAUKt::GAN IL 
MIAMI, fl 
HOUS1 uN, TX 
SOLTh dENO INUIANA 
CHEVV CliASE, MD 
MCLbm, VA 
ST LLvlS MO 
OWEN~~UkO, K¥ 4 
W_ASHlM;TON DC 
AKRU1~ UH 
CL EA,o.AT ER, Fl 
EV.ANSJu.-. Ill 
BLGLMlN!;TON, MN 
SA~ fkANCISCO, CA 
wASh!NGTUN, DC 
WASH1J-.G TuN DC 
MILws.UKt:E, Wl 
BRIDlll.:PuRT CT 
BUFfALu NY 
WASHJ.NiiTON, O.C. 



MICHAEL A. 
STANLEY 
CHAPIN A. 
k □ N 
ROBERT E 
HARVEY 
RICHARD C 
HAROLD K. 
RONALD 
JAMES T. 
SERGIO□ 
LEONARD S. 
BETH IRONS 
PAUL 
MARVIN 
GLORIA 
JAMES 
MS PENROSE 
VERNON 
DENNIS 
SOL 
JAMES R 
DAVE 
JAMES F. 
BEN 
THOMAS F. 
FRANZ K. 
MR M 
IRV 
HON STANLEY 
CARVEL 
HUN NEIL 
RONALD 
JIJSEPH 
BARRY M 
HARCLO 
JOSEPH J. 
GEURGt M. 
WILLIAM A. 
CHARLES 
NAT 
SHARON 
FRED 
ELIZABETH 
ALAN S. 
HON JAMES 
LESTER 
LARRY 
GEORGE 
EARLENE 
LEE 
WILLIAM C. 
ROBERT 
JUDY 
KENNETH J 
PROF IRVING 
RICHARD C 
THE ODORE C. 
TAMARA 
8ARBARA 
JOHN M. 

FElNER 
fE I NS OD 
FERGUSON, 11 l 
fl SHER 
fLAHIVE 
FLl:CHNER 
FLEMM ING 
FLETCHER 
fl lES 
fOU:Y 
FORNASLERU 
FRANK 
fRENCH 
FRIEDLAND 
FUTRELL, JR 
GAINES 
GATTuN 
Ge ARIN 
Gl:URGE 
\IIEKP.A 
GERSTMAN 
GE Tl E:W I CH 
GIALANELLA 
GIEGERICH 
GILBERT 
GILL 
GIMMLE:R 
GLADS TUNE 
GLASS ER 
GLAZENSKI 
GLENf\l 
GOLLJSCHMIDT 
GUUDE 
GOUOMAN 
GUuuMAN 
GURDGN 
GORI\A 
GOTT USO 
GUULu 
GRAVES 
GRtEN 
GREENc 
GREEN I: 
G"-c:ENOUGH 
GRtGERMAN 
GRIFF IN 
GROSS 
GROSSMAN 
GUGL E 
GUINN 
HAASE 
hABIG 
hALL 
HAMILL 
HANCE: 
HANU 
HANNuN 
rlARIJY 
HARMON 
HARSHA 
HART 

U.S. REALTY lNvtSTMtNTS 
APTA 
RTKL ASS~ClAltS l~C. 
UMTA 
CITY Uf ~~ MAYLRS MID TWN OF 
METRO. DAuc COUNTY PLNG. uEP 
HUD 
ERIE COUNT¥ lNuUSTRlAL DEV 
CITY Cf ucTKLlT CuMM ~ ECON 
NATIONWlul uEV co 
FORNASIEku 8kuS. INC. 
PARDEE CuNST. CU 

1ST NAT bAh~ uF CHIC 
UMTA - DuT #0419 
MART A 
CAUDILL kU~LETT SCDT) 
CITY OF bUkLl~GTLN 
HAMMER SlLtk l,EURbE 
UMTA, REu ~ 

BALT CIT¥ PLNG 0EPT 
U~TA - our I.JMP-ll 
MCMANIS AS Su(., INC 
MONTGUME~Y CLUNTY 
MUNICIPAL ~L~G ufflCE 
ECONOMIC UtVtLOfMENT ADMN 
UEPT. OF TkANS, u~TA 
GLADSTONE ASSuClATES 
us DEFT vr TRANSPJRTATION 
CITY Of NANTICUKc 

CLEVt.t-Ai-40, uH 
wA SHH,., TON, U. C. 
BAL T 1MukE, MD 
WASHlliGTON UC 
NE~ ruRK kY 
MIAMI, fl 
WASHi,-.1,TlJN OC 
BUfh~l.v, NY 
DETR1....i. T Ml 
CGLUr,bU.l, uH 
BUfhu ... 0 NY 
LOS AM;c:LES, (,A 
nA SHI 1-.G TON, DC 
CH [1.,Avu, IL 
WA SHli'H, f UN, UC 
ATLAi-.TA, GA 
HLl.iSTLN TX 
BURL !hvTUN VEKMOl'~T 
WASHl1~GTUN, U.C. 
CHlCk\.JU. IL 
BALTlr-luiiE MO 
WASH1,'4GTON, UC 
WASHH-.l1TON, O.C. 
ROCK~1LL.E, MO 
WASHlNt,TON, uC 
BRluvt;t'URT, CT 
PHILAJllFHIA, PA 
WAShtl-.1.,fuN DC 
WASH.Li'4ufON, l).C. 
NM,TlLUKE, PA 

klCE CENTck rLR CUMM DES£ 
CITY OF PGkTLANO 

R HUUS Tu-. , TX 
PORTL"'NLJ OR 

OLIVER T. LAkk, I~C 
US UEPT Lf lkANSPOkTATJON 
CITY OF HLU!:.Tuii 
GORDON & Hl:ALY 
C IT Y CF i-..A '"TI LO KE 
LAWRENCE TuwNSH1P 
WILLIAM A. 0LULLJ AIA & ASSOC 
US OEPT uf TkANSPORTATION 
CAMBRIDGl kt.uEV AuTH 
CHAkLES K!Vtk ASSOC 
ECON DEV LuMMlTTEE 
CCMM DEV AGENC¥ 
MICHIGAN fkAN kESEARCH PRU 
CITY CF bUH·ALO 
HARBISON ul:V CURP 
DEPT. OF PLANNINt, 
GALBREATH MLRTGAvf COMPANY 
PUBLIC T~CH~LLLGV !NC. 
NORFOLK ~ELJcV. £ HOUSING 
~ID-CHIU kl:G PLAN CLMM 
US DEPT uf CLMMckC£ 
CITY HALL, RM luOo 
NATIONAL KtALT¥ CuMM 
PENN STATE UNIV 
us DEPT ur TkANSP0RTATION 
PORT AUTh LF ALLEGHEN~ CTY 
CITY OF UclkulT PLNG DEPT 
NLC 
CONNECTILJT GEN. LlrE INS. 
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WASHJ.11l..TDN, U.C. 
WASHJ.NGTON DC 
HOU!:,f4..;l'h TtX 
WASH.l.M,TON, U.C. 
NATJ.l.,uKt., PA 
LA~RcNLEVILLE, NJ 
CLEVt.t-~11U, OH 
WASHH1G TON, DC 
CMHiKiDvE, MA 
BOSTLN, MA 
LAt\riiu11, MD 
ST• LuUl S, MO 

Ml ANt\ J..KtHJK, 

BUffALU, NY 
COUJl"1blA, SC 
ALEX,..114DrdA, VA 
C0LU/'1ol.J.:i, LH 
WAShli'4l>TON, L.C. 
NORFuu,, VA 
CULlJr"iauS, LH 
WASHl1'4C.TON DC 
CHIC1H,u, IL 
WASHl1'4(,fON, D.C. 
CAfl,P h lL L, PA 
WASHlNGTON, U.C. 
PlTT.:>oUK.GH PA 
0E1R1,jlJ Ml 
WAStHM,TU1"4 LJC 
HARTH,R.J, CT 



J. KEV lN 
GARY 
JOHN D. 
EDWARD 
DALE F. 
GERALD W. 
MAX 
STANLEY 
ROBERT H 
WILLIAM R. 
AZ I RA 
JOHN t. 
BARRY W. 
HENRY 
MORTON 
ROBERT M 
PORTER W. 
GURDUN L. 
CHARLES G. 
DANIEL 
KEN 
N. JACK 
PHILLIP G 
WILLIAM D. 
LEE 
JOHN 
GUNNER 
DONALD G. 
JOHN A. 
STUART G. 
SHEL TCN 
DUANE 
LORENZO W. 
RICHARD O. 
~ILLIAM D. 
JUD ITH 
HAROLD 
LERGY 
RICHARD C 
LEP.OY 
KE I TH 
IRVIN B. 
J. RICHARD 
MARILYN 
DAVID L. 
RANDALL 
PAUL E. 
PET ER 
STEPHEN J. 
ROBERT A. 
MITCHELL J 
GERALD L. 
JOEL 
ROY F 
s 
ROBERT F 
MARILYN 
DEBBY 
ANTHONY C. 
PAUL D. 
MICHELE 

hAST lNGS 
ht: BEK T 
hclMBAUGH 
lil::LH:LD 
HELSE:L 
HENIGSMAN 
H: RT ls T I: l I~ 

HERTZSTEIN 
H!CKS 
HILL 
Hll 
HI RH:N 
hl.JL>GES 
t,QJSK INS
hLff MAN 
HuLLAND 
HLMER 
HLRSMAN 
t-<UUGHTi..iN 
HuYT 
HU £3oARU 
hUDDLE 
t-UGHES 
HULME 
rUTCHINS 
INGLISH 
INGRAHAM 
INGRAM 
l$h.AEL5UN 
ISRAELSlJN 
JACKS ON 
JACKSUi~ 
JACOBS 
JACWUES 
JENKINS 
JENl\ll~S 
JENS EN 
JuHNSLJN 
JUHNSON 
JONES 
JONI: S 
JLINES 
JONES 
Ju ROAN 
KALbtRER 
i'.AMEkBEEK 
KANJDRSKl 
KANJORSK I 
I\AROL 
Kt: ITH 
KEMP 
KE Nl\iEOY 
KEl'.T 
KE l'4l IE 
KtiASJ\iA8 l S 
KIRKLAND 
KLEIN 
KNUCKLES 
KGUNES 
KRAMAN 
KRASNER 

DEPT OF LAuLk ~ !NDUSTkY 
PUBLIC TtCH~OLObY INC. 
CHARLES n. ShAW CU 
COMM RE:OcVtL AGENCY 
ClTY 8F M!uULlTG~~ 
CITY OF u~ ... LAS 
WORLD TRAUt CcNTcK 
WURLD TRAuc CENTcR 
C ITY OF ut T k0 l T 
INTE: RNAT Utu,1,Tuw1-. 1:XE:C ASSi-4 
DOT 
AMER lNST!l LF PLA~NE~S 
DEKALB C~TY PL~l\i uEPT 
UWENSBORv MU ku PLAN COMM 
MORTON H~ff-MA~ & Cu INC 
C ITV GF Dd ku 1T 
PUBLIC T LCHl~LLLGV INC 
CADILLAC fAl~VlE:w CURP. LTD. 
ST LOUIS KEG CLMM 
NIAGARA f-kL~T TRANS AUTH 
GERALD D. Hll-..f::5, INT 
CITY HALL 
UMTA 
CADILLAC fAlkVIE:~ CURP. LTD. 
FRA RRS 1 
UTAH TRAl"4 ~LTH 
THE OREGui'l bANK 
DCWJ\iTOWN ucVcL AUTHuRITY 
WOODWARD ANJ LGTHRUP 
UADE cou,-.n 
DEPARTMEl'-iT Lf- Tk1-1 ,"SPORTATION 
WALLACE, FLuYu, ELLt~SZWElG 
UC UEPT Of HOU5 & COMM DEV 
CI TY UF L ¥1,L.HbUR~ 
NANTICOKt bvS. uf::V. ASSOC. 
UNE AMERlLA CLkP 
METRCPOLilAJ\i STkUCTURES 
US DEPT uf- TkANSPOkTATION 
NATL CTR f-Ok MUNI Jt~EL 
DEPT GF ~CL~ utV 
PUBLIC Tl~HNuLUG¥ INC. 
OhNT~N c~u~/HARTFURU ECU DEV 
JACKSON CkOSS COMPANY 
SKIOMLkE uhlN~S ~ MERRILL 
SEATTLE f1t: TkCJ 
CITY OF bURLl~bTLN 
C ITV OF i'lA 1'1 Tl CL Ki: 
C 1 TY Of 1'.Al"4T LCGKt 
STEPHEN KAkLL ASSuC. 
ALAf'.i M. Vuul--Hl:::tS ASSGC, INC 
OETRUIT PLA~Nl~G DEPT 
FEDERAL h!GHWAY AUMlN 
DEV ADM, CITY Lf dRIDGEPURT 
OCWNTGWN ~EV AUTH 
WAYI\E STAT~ U~IV 
DUT-UMT A-uf'M-U 
F RA DOT 
PUBLIC Tf::L.HNuL0GY INC. 
ANTHtNY C ~llhlS ~ ASSOC 
NCRTHEAST~KN IL PLAN COMM 
CITY Of MlAMl PLA~ UEPT 
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TREr-.h .. 1-., NJ 
WASH•M,TCN, D.C. 
CHICA1.>u, IL 
LOS M-.llcU:S,CA 
MI CuLt:T i.JIIN, OH 
OALLh~, TX 7 
SAi\ ~kA~CISCU, CA 
SAf\ fk.A1~C I SCO, CA 
DETRulT MI 
WASHlrH~TUN, D.C. 
WASHL-.GTON UC 
WA SHJ. 1'iGT ON, 0 .C. 
DECA T vt<., GA 
OW E1'f5 tiOK.0, KY 
BAL T li'•10KE MD 
OETkuH MI 
WASHli'11GTON, O.C. 
Wlll~hu~LE, uNT., CA 
ST Luul.:> MO 
BUfFALu, NY 
HLlJ5ivN, TX 
COLU1•ltHJ.) t DH 
WASHil-.t;TON UC 
WilLu~~Alt, UNT., CA 
WASHIN~TON UC 
SALT LA~E CITY, UT 
POR h.ANJ, OR 
JACK~~NVlllt FLA 
WASHl111GTON, O.C. 
MIAMI, fl 
WASHll\;\>TON, DC 
(Af,ld,dubE, MA 
WASHlNGTON, D.C. 
LYNCHoUK.G, VA 
NAI\ l H.uKE, PA 
WASH1NGTUN, O.C. 2 
CHIC1-o~u, llllNOIS 
WASH•l\GfUN, D.C. 
WASH,i'-.uTON, UC 
BRliJucPuRT, CT 
WASHll'4vTON, O.C. 
HARTfuku, CT 
PHIL1-oucLPHlA, PA 
WASh~1-.1.,TON, LJ.C. 
SEATTLc, WA 
BlJRL,h~TuN VERMONT 
NA~T~i..uKE, PA 
NAl\Tll.UKE, PA 
ATTU:oUkO, MA 
MClb~1'l, VA 
DE:TKuH Ml 
WASHll"GTUN, O.C. 
BR lU(.cPURT, CT 
MIAMI fL 
DETRuU Ml 
WASHii-.GTON OC 
WASHli'4GTON llC 
WASH.lNGTON, O.C. 
CHEVY CrlASE, MD 
CHIC~uu, ll 
MlAMl, fl 



HUN HENRY 
MIC HAEL 
J OSEPH J. 
WILLIAM 
DAV ID 
WILLIAM M. 
DICK G. 
MIKE 
LESTER P. 
Ml CHA EL 
HUN GEORGf 
ROBERT P. 
eERI\ADINE 
ROBERT C 
EVAN 
STEPHEN F. 
DAVID 
JUNE 
DAVID 
JOHN C. 
MARVIN R 
Mel VIN 
LI Lll AN 
LEN 
AL 
HON CARl 
STEPHEN C 
BARRY 
PHIL 
JAN 
JACK 
JEROME M. 
BILL 
GERALD M 
JIM 
EVA J. 
GEORGE T 
MARLENE 
Ml CHA EL 
PAUL G. 
RONALD W. 
ROBERT C 
MAU REEN 
HOWARD 
JOHN W. 
MICHAEL 
BOWEN H. 
ORVILLE O. 
JAMES 
VlRGIL L. 
DEE 
JERRY 
JOE 
ELIZABETH J 
R. LEE 
H WILLIAM 
JOYCE 
BILLY JOE 
GERALD J. 
BRUCE 
CHARLES 

KkASUCKI 
KklE:GER 
KUBIC Kl 
KU I PE: R 
KU NHARDT 
LADO 
LAM 
LAMl3 EkT 
LAMM 
LANGTON 
LATIMER 
LAw k ENCE 
LAYNE 
LEDOUX 
LEDUC 
LEE: 
LE: E 
U::HR 
LEI NINGER 
ll:.SHl:.R 
LETT 
U::V I NE 
L lBU RO l 
LI CAT A 
LINHARES 
LI TCHI\O~ SK l 
Ll TT LE 
LOCKE 
L(HlilAX 
LO RENZ 
LUFT 
LUTIN 
MACKAY 
MAIE R 
MANUi:LL 
MANN I NG 
MARCOU 
~ARKISON 
MARKOWSKI 
MARSHALL 
MASS I E 
MA TT HEWS 
MCAV EY 
MCCANN 
MCCLAIN 
MCCLAIN 
MCCuY 
MCC RACKEN 
MACDuNAL O 
MCDlJWELL 
MCFALL 
MC Ft E: TER S 
MCGEE 
MCLEAN 
Mi:Nll ES 
t,,,E Rkl TT 
MEYE RS 
Ml LE: S 
MI ll ER 
MILLER 
MILLER 

CITY CF ~AhTICUKE 
REGIONAL t. £CUN utv, PATH 
PINELLAS CNTY PLAN DEPT 
C ITV SCOf>i: t. Ml.I Bl l IT Y 
US CCNGRE~S. STAFF 
CNTR URB STuUIES u uf M 
OFF-MNGMT t. bUDGET RMl20l 
SCHIMPELEK LURAUINU ASSOC 
FED HIGHw¥ Af.JM 
CITY (JF ~AL~SUNVlllt 
CITY OF ST PAlJL 
DURWOOD, INC. 
CHF C~SL 1 5 Off- UMTA 
BRIDGEPOKT AkEA CHAMBER Of C 
CITY OF ~ALAMALUO 
DADE COUNT¥ 
STULL ASSLLlATtS 
PG COUNTY 
OFFICE Of ECG OcVEl 
PRUDENTIAL INSUR CO Of AMER 
SVERDRUP~ PARCEL ASSOC. 
AMERICAN CilV CORP. 
UMTA 
ST. LOUIS CuMM Ui:V. AGENCY 
US DEPT. Gf TRANS. 
CITY OF NANTICOKE: 
CUNNEL MtTLALf tJJ¥ INC. 
Bl-STATE utVEL AGENCY 
CITY OF CULUMBUS 
PRINCE GtOkGtS COUNTY PLAN 
CITY OF MLA~l PLA~ DEPT 
PRINCETON UldV 
CITY OF NANAIMO 
EAST REDtVtL AUTH~RITY 
CITY HALL 
US DOT, f-HWA 
~ASHINGT~~ METRO tiOARO Of TR 
US DEPT LF TkANSPORTATION 
OFFICE 0~ TECH DEV, UMTA 
PETfR PATTI~LN ASSOC, INC. 
CITY OF /liukfuLK. 
DGT FHWA 
PLANN & f::CuN DEV 
SAN ANTONIL METRU TRANSIT AU 
o.H.c.o. 
LUZERNE CUMM CLLLEGt 
MORGAN S1A~LE¥ RLTY INC 
CIVIC CENlE:k REOEV CORP 
SCHIMPELER CuRRADINU ASSOC 
CCMM REDEV A~CY CITY Of LA 
JACKSUNVlLLt TR~~S AUTH 
OHIO DEPT uf TRA~S 
US CONGRtSS STAFf 
DEPT OF PUbLlC kURKS 
DOWNTOWN OtV A0TH 
TRANSP TtCH ASSuC 
CITY OF MIAMI PLAN DEPT 
OWENSBORu MtTRO PLAN COMM 
GERALD J. MILLER ASSOC. 
CITY OF ~uluMtlUS 
NORFOLK kE:UEV. t HOUSING 
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NAf\ Tl C.uKE, PA 
NE ~ YLkK., NY 
CLEAh.hATER, F L 
MCL i:AN, VA 
WA SHl •"C.T 01"4, 0 .c. 
DEA RoukN , MI 
NE h 'tuKK, NY 
MI .AMi f-L 
WAShir~t;TON, U. C. 
J ACKSUNv'lLlE FL 
ST PAUL MINN 
KA f\ SA;> .;. I TY, M 0 
WAS rH.j"uTON, O.C. 
BRI JutPuRT CT 
KAL Al-'lAL.uO, Ml 
MI AML, fl 
BCSlLI'-, MA 
UP Pi:K MARLBOR O MD 
DA LLA~ TX 
NEhAI\K, NJ 
SI LVtk SPRING , MU 
COLUMolA, MD 
WA SH,1-,bTON DC 
ST. '- uU LS, MO 
WA SHlM,TON, O.C. 
NAf\ T h.ul\.E, PA 
COR AL bABLE$ f l 
ST LLiul5, MO 
COl lJMbUS, CJH 
UPP tK MARLbORu , MD 
MI A Ml, f- L 
PR ll\iLt T uN , NJ 
NA~AlNu,BC CANADA 
PH IL~UtLPHIA , PA 
BUFFALO NY 
WAS Hlt'iGTON, DC 
WAS Hli"GTuN DC 
WA SHl r'4C.fON, D.C. 
WA SHlM.~TON, DC 
NEh YLRK, NY 
NORh,&..K, VA 
WAShlM,TlJN DC 
ST. 1-'AJL, MN 
SAi\ ANTuNIL TX 
WAS HH"~TON, D.C. 
NA f\Tl1..0KE, PA 
NE iii YOKK, NY 
ST. LuiJLS, MO 
MIA MI, f-L 
LOS A1"~t: LES, CA 
JAC KSLNv'lLLE f- L 
COLUMbU~, OH 
WASH INGTON DC 
CHI CAuO , I L 
TA MP~, fl 
AR LI Mu T u N , V A 
MI Ai-1.i. , f L 
OW ENSt>ukiJ, K¥ 
WASH.U"vTON , u . C. 
CG LU1·1tHJ5 OH I 0 
NORf-uLK, VA 



JERCME F 
HON THOMAS 
CARMEN 
KATHLEEN E. 
RC BERT 
WOOD ROW L. 
RO BERT 
IOA NN A 
EARL 
HUWA RD J. 
PHIL 
KEN 
HENRY 
MARTIN 
DENNIS C. 
PAUL 
GILBE:RTO 
HE NRY A. 
CLYDE F
RO BE RT A. 
WILBUR 
HON HENRY J 
DAVID 
DANIEL 
ST AMAN 
ED WIN H. 
HELENE 
JOSEPH 
MANU EL 
RICHARDS. 
DON 
NORM 
ANTH ONY L. 
J AMES 
HON GORDCN 
SANFORD 
OU \JER W. 
ELIZ ABETH 
MAURICE 
ANDR EA E. 
ROB ERT E 
CAROL A 
HILARY G. 
f REOERICK 
DAV ID 
T'ING C. 
KATHY 
NEAL 
PAUL 
!\O RMAN N. 
PHILL 
RU BE RT E. 
DIANE 
RU Y W. 
GILLtS G. 
MICHAEL V. 
JIM 
WILLIAM S. 
DONAL ;: E. 
OOLCRS 
Willh '4 R 

Ml LL ER 
MOOi.JY 
MOUDY 
MOORE 
MOURE 
MOOkE 
MOURf:: 
MORfESIS 
MuRGAN 
MORRIS 
MOSEMAN 
MOWLL 
MULHERN 
MURPHY 
MURPHY 
NAGEL 
NAVAkRU 
NEJAKO 
NEWMAN 
f\(HUNS 
NORRIS 
f\OwAK 
NUTT ER 
OCASIO 
OGILVIE 
C.NSUuRFf, JR 
CVl:KLY 
PACITTO 
PADRON 
PA~E 
PA lGHT 
PAL HUS 
PANG ARO 
PAPROTNlK 
fAi.,UETTE 
PAfUSKY 
PARK 
PAK.KER 
PARRISH 
PASTUSZAK 
PATRICELLI 
PATRY LICK 
PAYNE 
PEACOCK 
PEARL 
PE l 
PERkY 
PlERCc 
PINK 
PI SNER 
PlSTUNE 
Pull EY 
PORTER 
PL TT f::R 
PRATT 
FRENTISS 
PRESANT 
FRtSTON,111 
Pk IE ST 
PRIMM 
FkGbS T 

CITY OF luS ANGELES 
C lTY Of C.uLUMBUS 
CITY OF t ST. LOUIS 
OFFICE Of tCL~UMIC UEV. 
UNION CE~T~k kEUEV CGRP 
METRO DAUc CLUNTY 
UNION CTK 
MUNTGOMEKY CLUNTY 
HAMPTON MALL 
CGMMCNWEALTH ~f MASS 
NANTICOKl Bus. DEV. ASSOC. 
UMTA 
MALDEN RtuEV[LuPHENT 
CHICAGO PLA~hlN~, CCMM DEV 
ECON DEV L~MMITTEE 
C CMM DEVEL AGNC Y 
LATIN AM. INVESTORS 
DEVEL t UtPLuY, OuT-LMTA 
OLIVER T CAkK CO 
NATIONAL MALL MC.NIT~R 
PLANNING COMM 
HOUSE OF REPkESENTATIVES 
DEPT. OF hOUSlNG 
MBTA 
GERALDO. HINES INT 
WESTINGH~ust tLtCTklC 
PUBL lC T tChNLLOGY INC. 
C. I TY GF- 't '-''" Kt: RS 
METRO ATLANTA RTA #2200 
URBAN MASS TkANS ADMlN 
CENTER CITY COMMISSION 
US DEPT l.Jt- TRM~SPORTATION 
Sh CORRluOR DEVELOP, MBTA 
ST. LOUIS CuMM DEV AGENCY 
CITY OF bUKLlN~TUN 
DWNTwN C~CL/HAKTf~K.0 ECON DE 
C BT REAL TY COkP. 
US DOT P-3~ 
PLAN COMM SERV!CtS 
DEPT OF Ct,MN. uEV 
CCNN. GENtkAl LIFE 11\S CO 
NLC 
CITY CF rdh,OSuK 
MD NATL LAP PARK~ PLAN COMM 
PUBLIC TcCH~GLLGY lNC. 
SERF llJS l.Lkt-1. 
PUBLIC TcCH~LLU~Y l~C. 
NATIONAL J~0RNAL 
PAUL PINK ASSuCIATES 
PISNEK & tIG ~AMIL¥ 
CITY OF V1..,NKEKS PLA~NlNG 
ECON DEV CLMMITTft 
ROOSEVELT lSLANU OEV CORP 
SAN DI EGANS, INC. 
GALBREATh MuRTGAGE CCMPANY 
ACKERMAN uEV CO 

F.J. PRE~TLN t Su~ 
URSA I\ LAl~D INST lTuT E 
FREDERICK k HAKRIS INC 
CLAREMCN1 CcNTEk 
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LOS Al'1GcLES CA 
COLUMbu~, UH 
EAST ~T. LLU15, IL 
DALLA~, TX 
ST luulS MISSOURI 
MlA Mi, fLA 
ST LuuI S MU 
RUCKvJ.LLE, MO 
CAPlTuL HEIGHTS MO 
BOSTuN, MA 
NAI\T H.uKE, f.'A 
WASH.i.NGTON DC 
MALiJtN, MA 
CH I CA bu, IL 
LANHAM, MD 
ST. i..uLJ l S, Mu 
CORAL ~ABLES, fl 
WASh.i.hvTG N, D.C. 
wAShlf'..GTON DC 
CLEAtt.wAT ER, fL 
O~ENSbOK O,KYSBORO, K¥ 
WASHJ.1'1uT CN, U.C. 
BAL HMOKE, MJ 
BOSTui~, MA 
HOl.STLN, TX 
HI LL$ i.l.Jc, NJ 
WASHlNGTON, O.C. 
YUI\Kt::xS NY 
AT L Ai~ I A , GA 
WASH1 NuTUN, DC 
MEMPhlS, TN 
WASH.HvvT ON, U.C. 
BOSTu1'1, MASS 
ST • i.. 1.., LJ L S, ML 
BURU.l"GTU N, VT 
HARTfUkJ, CT 
HARTfuku, CT 
WA SH.i. .-,~ TUN OC 
CH lCAu0, IL 
NA~Th.uKE, PA 
HAI< HuKlJ CuNN 
WA SH l 1iG TON DC 
WII\J~uk, ONTAklO, CA 
SILVc~ ~PRING, MD 
WASh.H~~T LN, O.C. 
NE~ YuKI\, t'1Y 
WASHlh~TU N, u.C. 
WAStiiM~lUN, O.C. 
MII\Nt:APullS,MN 
BE:THt:~uA, MD 
YOI\Kck.;), l\Y 
LAI\HA M, MU 
NErl ruKK, NY 
SAi\ u iE l.iO, CA 
COLU1'\bU5, UH 
ATLANlA GA 
AL E XA 1'1U K l A, VA 
BURLJ.NGTON, VT 
WAShll"ufON, O.C. 
BOSTL N MA 
TUCKt:k, GA 



JACK 
LARRY 
DON R. 
ANTHONY M. 
J TERRY 
RO BERT S. 
PAUL 
JAMES E 
LARRY 
KARULYN 
JOSEPH 
JAMES 
DOROTHY 
PETER 
THOMAS V. 
JAMES F. 
PATRICK 
GEORGE T. 
EL I ZABETH 
MELVIN 
JAMES W. 
NOLAND 
JOSEPH 
JERRY 
JASON 
LARRY 
NINA 
RUBERT F. 
ROf\jALD R. 
CARL N. 
CANCYCE P. 
HE:NRY 
HUGH 
TERRY 
RIC HARD 
KENNETH 
SUNDRA C 
ROBERT L. 
MICHAEL T. 
LARRY 
LOUIS 
CHARLES F 
FUSTER E. 
LARRY DAVID 
HON. JAMES 
GAETANO 
CARL 
ANDREW CC 
ROGE:R 
JIM 
CHARLES J 
MARILYN 
RAYMOND 
G. RICHARD 
OAV IC C'. 

INEZ 
JOHN 
ANTHONY R 
CHARLES M. 
BRIAN K. 

PRYOR 
'-iU lNN 
RABURN 
RACHAL 
RADIGAN 
RAFNl::.R 
RASMUSSEN 
RE:AUlNG 
REICH 
RE:Yi\JULOS 
RI CC IO 
RICH 
R 1 CHM ONO 
RIEME:R 
ROBERTSON 
RGBc:RTS 
RuBI I\S 
RCJCKR IS E 
RODRIGUEL 
RUE BU CK 
ROGERS 
Ru SALL 
RuSl:.NBLUM 
KliSEI~ BERG 
RUUBY 
RUUSH 
ROWE 
ROWLAND 
RUMbAUGH 
HUSKIN 
RYLANDER 
SANGER 
SAXGI-J 
SCANNELL 
SCHh1AAR 
SCHNITLER 
SCHlJNF[L D 
SC HOUT 
SCHUELER 
SCHULMAN 
SC. HULMAN 
SCOTT 
SEARS 
SECHLEl::R 
SELF 
SI: RP I CO 
SHAk.Pt 
SHEN 
Sh H:L S 
SINGLETON 
SlSlTSKY 
SKJUdCK 
SKONCE: 
SLADE: 
SLAT l: R 

SU:TTA 
SLOAN 
SLUAf'-.J 
SMI TH 
SMITII 

CGMM & ECUN uEV DEPT 
CITY HALL 
DALLAS PwK ~ LGT CO. 
MASS TRAN5, UC UOT 
ENERGV Sl:R\I !CES CORP 
o.H.c.o. 
US DEPT ur TRANSPORTATION 
CENTERAL uH!u TkANS AUTH 
DEPT OF PLAN ClTV Of BALTIMO 
US DEPT uf TkANSYORTATION 
CITY Of BRlUGl:PORT 
SKIDMORE Uwl~GS ~ MERRILL 
OffICE: Of TECHl'cU.uGV DEV. 
CAMBRIOGt ~l:UEV AUTH 
MO NATL CAPTL PARKS & PLAN 
WATERGATt UEVELLJPMENTS,INC. 
MCANLIFFE ufflLE PRUCUCTS 
ROCKRISE uUl:kMATT MUUNTJuY 
BRIOGEPOKT AREA CH Gf COMM 
FOREST CITY l:NTPRISES 
JAMES W kLUGtRS ASSUC. 
CITY OF 6l.JULOER 
NATL COUNCIL FGR URB ECON DE 
J ERU INC 
ME TR UP LAN 
CONRAIL hEAL ESTATE 
EVIRCN PRUTE:CTIGN AGENCY 
CAMBRIDGE RlDEV AUTH 
URBAN LAND INSTITUTE 
BALTIMORl: CITY DEPT Gf PLNG 
S MAIN CNT~ ASSUC 
PARSONS UklNCKtRHDFF 
CITY OF l.JcCATuK 
CCNG ROBT JUNCAN 
PLANNING~ l:CUN DEV 
CENTURY ul:~LP CORP 
NATL LEA~UE uf ClTlES 
TAUBMAN ~U., INC 
GEORGE HtNKLt ASSOC, INC. 
US OEPT Of TkANSPORTATION 
NCRwALK TRAN51T UlSTRICT 
SOUTHEASH:KN PfNN TRANSP AUT 
J.C. PEl~Nt:'t CU., INC. 
LUZERNE: L1Y L.OMM COLLEGE 
SAN JOSE Lil¥ CGUNCil 

RICE CENTcR FUR COMM DES 
DEPT OF LlTY PLANNING 
TRI-MET 

& R 

CITY UF Nt~ uRLtANS, DIS B 
CI TY GF MtDfl.;RD 

DETR(J.i. T Ml 
BUffALCJ NY 
DALLAS, TX 
WA SHH,1.i TON, OC 
CHEVV CHASt MU 
WASH!NuTON, D.C. 
WASHINGTON, O.C. 
COLUMdUS uHlu 
SALT HiLKE, MD 
WASHtNGTON, O.C. 
BR I ut.tPuR T, CT 
WASH!J-4(,JON, U.C. 
WASHl1-.GTON, u.C. 
CAMdfdUl.iE, MA 
SllVtk ~PRING, MD 
ALEXANUK I A, VA 
BURLlNGTON, VT 
SAN f kA,-4C I SCL, CA 
BRIDut:PuRT CT 
CLE VcLAl-4D, UH 
BLAOENSbURG, MD 
BOULutK COLO 
WASHlNGTLN, O.C. 
VENI~t: C.A 
LITTLl: KOCK, AR 
PHILAUELPHlA, PA 
wASh.LM,TON DC 
CAMBK1UGf, MA 
WASHH~~TON, O.C. 
BALTIMOi<.E MD 
HOl, s r ul~ ' TX 
P I l TS t:HJK G H P A 
OECAT IJK GELRG.L A 
WASHINGTON DC 
ST. PAUL, MN 
HOl.SH,N, TX 
WASH!NGH.1N, DC 
TRCY, Ml 
LEEAi~u1'4, uHlO 
WASHiNGTON DC 
NIJR~ALK., CT 
UPPJ::k UARBY PA 
NE k ) ukl\, NY 
NAT lU,K.c: PA 
SAt\ JUSt:, CA 
Klf\G::.ru,,., PA 
HOl. STuN, TX 
NE~ ¥ ukl\ NY 
PUfHLJ.\NlJ, LR 
NE~ uKLl: ANS, LA 
MEOf-uk.U, MA 

LEAGUE Of WLME~ VOTERS GF 
CITY OF L.uL uM8U S 
UPERATIO~ b:> 

PA PHILAOtLPHlA, PA 
COLUMdU->, UH 

HAMMtR SlLck GtOkGE ASSOC 

US DEPT u~ TRANSPURTATION 
BOSTON RtuEV AUTH 
SOUTHEASTtkN PtNN TRANSIT AU 
DEPT. OF PLANNlt\G 
PINELLAS LUUNTY PLAN DEPT 
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ST PJ.\UL MINN 
WASHl1-.\JTON, UC 

WASH!1~GTUN, O.C. 
BOSh,l-., MA 
PHlLAUt:LPHIA PA 
NEW 'ruRl<, NY 
CLEAKwAT ER, f L 



STA NLEY 
LES 
GE ORGE H. 
HUN RICHARD 
WIL LIAM M. 
STANLEY 
DAV ID N 
RO BERT 
TEO 
0 01\4 L. 
DONA LD 
ALA N H. 
RIC HARD 
ROBERT G. 
JI M 
JEF F REY 
EARL E. 
CHA RLES 
WIL LIAM R 
GA RY 
HENR Y 
JOS EPH 
VI RG I NIA L. 
BRIAN 
MICHA EL L. 
NE LL D. 
TRIC IA 
Gi::ORGE 
BOB 
HON HA NS 
A. ALFRED 
ROBERT 
FLOY D 
HON VINCENT 
CAT HY 
STE VE 
SHEl LAH 
WILLIA M J. 
SC OTT 
f. CA RLISLE 
DA NIEL 
CHA RLES I 
JIL L C. 
OUAYNE 
PAR KER 
WILLI AM 
O. ROBERT 
J OHN H. 
BRUC E 
J OHN 
JO NI BARRON 
RO BER T 
ST EPH EN O. 
JOSEPH E. 
RONAL D 
DAV ID 
JIM 
RUBER T 
RICHA RD 
KAT E 
HO N WAL TE:R 

SM IT H 
SM IT H 
~MIT H 
SMITH 
Siw\ITH 
suw A 
SPEAR. I NG 
SP EL LMAN 
SPENCE 
SPIC[k 
SPI VACK 
SP R l T Z 
ST ANGER 
ST ANU:Y 
STAkR 
STEkN 
STcKZ l::R 
STtWARO 
STOKl::. S 
STOUT 
S TRA 1 ME Y Ek 
ST KAUS , JR. 
STRAUS 
STRUM 
STURGE: S 
SURt>ER 
Sl.JTTNANN 
Swt:DE 
TALLON 
TAN ZL ER 
TAUBM AN 
lE:STO 
H1!EL S 
THCJM AS 
THOMAS 
THLil•iP SU f\l 
T HiJkN 
1Ick1'4EY 
TulJMB S 
TuWEk Y 
TGWN S END 
TkAlNER 
Tk AVI S 
TkEC..K.ER 
TROS T El 
lRUt::X 
TRUt-.DLE 
TSEkGN IS 
TURNBULL 
TUfU'IE:. R 
Uf'-101::RWOO O 
\J AN HOE F 
VI LLAVASU 
Vl. TT 
1-.AGt:NBl::.RG 
WAGh1Ei<. 
1-tAHL 
WALSH 
1-. ANUS H 
WARNER 
~ASH INGTON 

kAINBOW LENTEk DEV CCRF 
BEN DYEk ASSOCIATES, INC. 
PRUG PLAh, cLCN DEV 
CITY OF UALLAS 
DEPT OF CIIY PL~G 
SMITH, MILLER~ ASSOC. 
CI TY GF l"cANAI Mu 
NATIUNWiuc OcV CO 
OREGUN DtPT Lf TkANS 
PROG PLAN~ ECON ucV 
EAST MD-~AT'L LAP PARK PL 
CITY OF 'NuhH.JLK 
MARTA 
UMTA DOT 
DEMOCRATiC NATL CLMM 
CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
C I TY OF U A Y TL N 
MBTA 
AM PUB TkAili SIT AS SU<.. 
DEPT OF YLANN, cCON OEV 
ST LOUIS LANLJ CLtAkA~CE 
STROUSE, ~KLENBERG, CO. 
OFF Of lNTEkbUV kiL EXEC OFF 
PRUDENTIAL INSURANC E CO 
LAVENTHOL ~ hOknATH 
DEPT. OF 01.:Vc:l. 
C 1 TY Uf LUL UMBU S 
New SYSTEMS DEVEL-SEMTA 
FLORIDA ~u~l::.K ~ LlbHT 
CITY OF JALKSCNVlLLE 
TAUBMAN CuM~ANW, INC. 
UEV ADM, CITY UF tiRIDGEPURT 
TRANS RE5tARCH BLJAkD 
CHY UF i111.ikfLLK 
CITY OF ATLANTA 
DOWNTOWN LMAHA I~C. 
CITY OF l\4uXWALK 
CHICAGO Ukb TkANS UlSTRlCT 
ROUSE HcAu-UAKTtkS BLDG 
GREATER JAMAICA UtV 
LA CUMMU~ITY OEVELUP 
CARLEY CAP GRuUP 
MUN IC. PU-..G uf-f 
UMTA 
7TH WARD 

GOODMAN, 51::::GAR, HOGAN, INC 
KUNS. S~NSEMAN FAIA ~ ASSOC 
NATL RETAIL McKLHANTS 
FRIE~DSwu~O OEVELDP CO 
fTM OF ST LOUIS INC 
1ST NATL bANK OF ST PAUL 
CITY OF Nt~ OkLEA~S 
PLANNING & Of:VEL0PM~t\T 
C,ITY OF ~lNIJ5lJR 
MAYORS OfflCf: 
CITY Of COLUMBUS 
BOSTON RtUt:V AUTH 
CITY Of cNGLfwOOJ 
UNIVERSITV ~~ MlCH!~AN 
DISTRICT Uf COLUMBIA 
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NIA~AkA FALLS, NY 
SE ABr-.uuK, MO 
lAl\hAl"1, MO 
DALLA~, TX 
BA l T 1 Mu~E MO 
KIM,~TOI-.., PA 

NANAlML, BC CA NADA 
COLuMbJ!>, OH 
PGRT LM~u, OR 
LAt-.HAM, MO 
SILVLK ~PRING, MU 
NORF-l.a .. K, VA 
ATLAi-.lA, GA 
WA SH.U'I ., TON UC 
WASH.H~uTON DC 
NH, YuKK, NY 
OAYTu,-., OH 
BDST ul\i ,'1A 
WA Sh;.1-..u T GN, DC 
ST PAUL MN 
s T. u.,u.1 s, Mu 
PHlLAuELPHlA, PA 
WASd11-.GTUN, O.C. 
NEhAKl'I., NJ 
CL EVi:LAND, lJH 
C 11\C ! 1'-cNA T l , LJH 
COUJMbU5 UH 
DE TKuJ. T, M 1 
MI AM.1 , f L 
JACK~ulW ILLE, FL 
TR Or, Ml 
BRl uutPuRT, CT 
WA~Hl1-.l,1 0 N, O.C. 
NORFuu<.., VA 
A TLA1-.TA GA 
OMAHA Nt: 
NURwi-.LK, CT 
CH ICAuu, I l 
COLU1"lt>lA Mu 
NH, r uRK, NY 
LOS ANG ELES, CA 
MAC bLi'4 WI 
WAShlNGIUN iJ(, 

WA SHHiGTOl'i OC 
Mil\1'1i:APuLIS, MN 
BURLINGTON VER~ONT 
NORfuu<, VA 
LAt-.~L~¥ PK, MU 
WASHU~GTON, D.C. 
HGL~IuN TEXAS 
ST LGul~ MIS5UUR1 
ST PAUL, MN 
NH, LKLt: ANS, LA 
KAI\SA~ 1..ITY, MO 
wl~u~uk, ONTAkIO, CA 
BA l T .1 l"lUKt: MO 
COluMbu:>, OH 
BCJSTL,"' MA 
ENGcLwOOD, COJ 
At\l\ AKb.JR MIC 
WASHHlGTON, IJL. 



RAYMOND 
ANN 
JON l 
EVERETT T 
TERRY 
HAROLD J. 
THOMAS w 
ROBERT 
HON CHARLES 
RONALD 8. 
ROBERT 
J KIRKWOOD 
JAMES 
DAVID B. 
THOMAS 
DONNA A. 
PETER C 
COL. ANDREW 
BERT 
EUGENE H 
ROBERT 
BARRY 
DOUGLAS 
WALLACE 
HON ALBERT 
J. RICHARD 
THOMAS E 
XEN 
DONALD R. 

wtlL 
.-.i: lNGAR H:N 
WELL HUtFER 
,it LMt RS 
iriENOT 
t1ENUT 
i'iENL 
WESTOYKE 
WhEt:LER 
WHITE 
nHlTE 
WHIT i: 
twlLEY 
w I Lll AMSLi1 
i,;llllA1>1S 
wlLMER 
v.llSLN 
it.lNIARCZYK 
w I NTE RB UTT UM 
~I SWELL 
wITHERSPOGN 
~ONG 
wF..IGHT 
W1RiGHT 
l-lYTwSHEK 
YETKE 
ZACHARIAS 
LAPIS 
ZUCH Ell I 

Off OF TkANSP tCu ANAL 
SOUTHtASTtK~ MILH. TRAN. AUT 
CITY GF MlL.-.AUKEE 
CGMM REOtV AGENCY CITY OF LA 
CITY HALL ljTH fLUUK 
o.H.C.D. 
Cl TY Of LI1'4ClNNATI 
C l TY CF bW LDtk 
KANSAS CITY 
DALLAS CHA~bER LF CLMM 
t/0 KINETICS CUKP 
MUNICIPAL ~LA~hIN~ uFFlCE 
SKIDMORE uwl~GS & MERRILL 
Off Lif C~NG RLHtkT EDGAR 
DEPT OF LU~M OEV~T 
DEKALB CLUNTY 
BUSCO WILSuN AkCH PLANNERS 
DEPARTME~T L~ CLMM LEVEL 
GREATER bALTlMUkt LuMM 
Z AP I S C □ I-..$ T 
GLAOSTONt. ASSuC 
CARMA DEVtLuPERS LTu 
PORTLAND CIT¥ bUR Of PLAN 
UNILN CENTEk kt:GcVEL CGRP 
C. ITY lJF i'-IAr-. 11 CU Kl 
OAYTCN-HuUSLN PRUPERTIES 
PENN AVf ut:V CORP 
ZAPIS COhSTRUCTlU~ CCRP 
ZUCHElll, HUNTER~ ASSOCIATE 

WA SHJ. M, TON DC 
DETKu 1 T, MI 
MI lw~uKtf: WI SC 
LOS AN6t.LES CA 
KAI\SA.;:. CI T'r MLJ 
WAShl1-.(,TON, O.C. 
Cll\Cl41ATI lJHlLJ 
BOULIJtR, CG 
KAI\SA.;:. CITY, MO 
DALLA~, TX 
BOLLutK COLUkAOO 
WA Shl11t,T ON, DC 
WASHl1~vTUN, U.C. 
WAShi11(,T ON UC 
NAI\ T H,Ul\E, PA 
DECATUR, GA 
MIAMI fL 
NAI\T .d,,Ui\.E, PA 
BAL TlMukE: MD 
CLEVt.LANO uHIU 
wASH11'4GTON, U.C. 
CALGkk'r, ALBERTA, CA 
POI< TL"-NJ, OR 
ST LuulS MISSOURI 
NAI\Tl1..0K.E, PA 
M 11\i\E APUll S, MN 
WASHINGTON DC 
CLEVt.LA1-..0, CJH 
ANt,;At>OU S, MD 
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