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(professionals and craftsmen are more likely to commute by auto, accountants less 
likely). Adding those household factors does not affect the calculated effect of new 
housing near transit very much.  

Auto ownership 

Households living in new housing near transit have about 30 percent fewer autos than 
those in new housing farther away. But when controlling for other factors we find that 
variance in housing type, tenure, and area of the state accounts for most of the 
differences. This result does not change materially for the quarter mile radius versus the 
half mile radius. Apartments/condominiums (multiplier of 0.68) and 
townhouses/rowhouses (multiplier of 0.77) have much lower auto ownership, as do any 
rented units regardless of housing type (multiplier of 0.78). Rail station proximity is not 
significant on its own. Almost 90 percent of new housing near transit stops is 
apartments or condominiums, and almost 50 percent is rented. These shares are much 
lower for new housing farther away (about 40 percent and 14 percent respectively). 
Auto ownership and parking problems associated with new housing near transit will be 
much lower for high-density development and rented units.  

SUMMARY AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS  

This study tested whether households living in new housing constructed within a half 
mile radius of ten selected rail stations in New Jersey are different than households 
living in the nearby region. The purpose of this investigation was to explore whether the 
conventional justifications for opposing transit-oriented development are warranted. We 
focused on three measures of greatest interest: the auto commuting patterns of 
households living near selected rail stops, their auto ownership, and the number of 
school age children in those households. A second, closely related objective was to 
investigate how the availability of both on-street and off-street parking and the quality of 
the local school district influenced these outcomes.  

Advocates of transit-oriented development in the U.S. seek to direct population growth 
where public transit infrastructure and services already exist, expecting that residents, 
employees, and shoppers will increasingly walk or use transit rather than use autos. 
This study suggests that the reality is somewhat more complex in this study area. Only 
in new housing within a quarter mile of rail stations, and with scarce on-street parking, 
does auto commuting appear to be lower than for new housing without transit access. 
And it is new apartments and condominiums, and rented housing, that has substantially 
lower auto ownership; much of that housing happens to be located near rail stations. 
These results imply the potential to create parking and traffic impact factors that are 
based on on-street parking availability and density and rental status of proposed 
housing.  

The commuting and auto ownership results also likely reflect several factors only weakly 
related to rail station access. First, smaller households seek smaller housing and also 
drive less. Second, our sample was constructed to represent areas within two miles of 

Households living in new housing near transit have about 30 percent fewer autos thang g
those in new housing farther away. 
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Apartments/condominiums (multiplier of 0.68) 
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rail stops, many of which have good transit access via bus. Nevertheless, if there is an 
undersupply of smaller housing and rental housing in the state, which our interviews 
suggest is the case, these results imply that existing restrictions on dense development 
likely cause more driving.  

When housing development gets dense enough there are inevitably more people using 
the roads and trying to find parking spots. But these results suggest that at least twice 
as much development could be permitted to occur without exceeding the traffic and 
parking impacts of single-family home development. Auto ownership is lower for 
townhouses and apartments, and for rental units. 

A separate issue, particularly important in the New Jersey context, is that dense new 
development near transit facilities is feared to increase school enrollments, and incur 
municipal fiscal deficits or tax increases, at a higher rate than conventional single-family 
home development. We find robust evidence that, in fact, the per-household impacts of 
new development are much lower in developments near rail station. This provides the 
strongest evidence that we are aware of to debunk the myth that new housing near 
transit will overload school districts. As our interviews illustrated, the impact of 
development on school districts is in any case largely dependent on whether school 
rooms and districts have existing capacity. Our results imply that 50 units of housing far 
away from a rail stop have the same effect on school enrollments as 100 units of 
housing near a rail stop. 

To summarize, the policy implications of this study are in three areas:  

 Local land use policies near rail stations should take into account lower school 
enrollment impacts of housing there. Although local context will vary, a 
reasonable starting point is to use a multiplier of 0.5 to estimate the number of 
school children in comparison to new development elsewhere.  

 Local land use policies for high density development generally (whether in 
urbanized areas near or far away from rail stations) should take into account 
substantially reduced auto use and ownership in high density housing and rental 
housing. In this data set, auto ownership is a third lower in an 
apartment/condominium setting and 25 percent lower in a rowhouse/townhouse 
setting, compared to single family homes, when controlling for other factors. Auto 
ownership is also 22 percent lower in rental units regardless of housing type. 
These differences are roughly additive—in other words, our statistical model 
estimates a household living in a rented apartment will have about half the 
number of vehicles of a household living in an owner-occupied single family 
home. Development opportunities near transit facilities are often well-suited to 
high density and rental housing.  

p g y
s a third lower in ang
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 While auto commuting is not lower across the board within a half mile of stations, 
it is lower within a quarter mile of rail stations with low amounts of on-street 
parking. Parking policies, for both on-street and off-street parking, should be 
reformed to maximize the potential of transit-oriented development. Lower on-street 
parking is highly correlated with less driving to work. Smaller amounts of on-
street parking require managing on-street parking with permits and metering. 
This enables higher density development. The results strongly imply that parking 
availability should be taken into account when estimating the traffic impacts of 
new development near transit. 

Single-family home development causes more driving, whether near rail stations or not. 
Dense new housing development reduces driving and auto ownership, as does lowering 
and managing the on-street parking supply. From a larger environmental and 
congestion management perspective, permitting such development is to be strongly 
encouraged.  

Permitting higher density development in transit-accessible areas also has clear 
benefits for the state of New Jersey, including lower congestion and pollution, and lower 
greenhouse gases. From the perspective of local municipalities, such development is 
assumed to be associated with higher fiscal and traffic burdens than lower-density 
development. However, the results of this study suggest those local burdens are 
significantly lower than has been conventionally assumed.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In July 2009, Daniel Chatman joined the faculty of Department of City and Regional 
Planning at the University of California, Berkeley.  
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APPENDIX 1. ELITE INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 
Barriers to transit-oriented development Study 
Task 1 Key Interviews 
Name: _______________________________  
Title: _________________________________  
Date:  ________________________________  

1. What do you think are the major barriers to building housing and mixed-use 
development in downtown areas, particularly near transit? (Indicate rank: 1–6) 
_____parking issues 
_____fear of increased traffic 
_____fear of school children 

_____lack of political will 
_____fear of density 
_____other (explain) 

2. Can you give some examples in New Jersey where these barriers prevented housing 
and/or commercial development from being built? 

3. Can you give some examples in New Jersey where these barriers were surmounted? 
How was this accomplished? 

4. There have been various ways to meet parking demand in downtown areas near 
transit, including: 

 surface parking 

 structured parking 

 shared parking 

 shuttle service from remote lots 

 on street parking 

 combination/other 
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Which of these options do you feel SHOULD be used for: 
a. shoppers 
b. commuters 
c. residents who live in the downtown area 
d. office workers or retail personnel 

For Developers only: 
a. Do local requirements affect your development decisions (where, how much, 

what kind)? 
b. How much parking would you provide if you did not have parking requirements 

(per residential unit, per sq ft of commercial space)? Or would you provide as 
much as you do now regardless of requirements? 

c. If the parking requirement does make you provide more parking than you would 
otherwise, can you estimate how much extra cost per unit the requirement adds? 

d. Have you ever “uncoupled” the price of housing from the price of parking? 
Where? 

Other comments ________________________________________________________  
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STRUCTURED INTERVIEW LIST 

List of interview respondents 

Three main groups of players were identified: developers, municipal officials and other 
professionals including planners, land use attorneys, transit agency personnel, and 
researchers. Two criteria were used to determine developers contacted. As a group 
they are responsible for a large portion of the development near transit stations in New 
Jersey. They also embody a variety of product configuration, design and size. These 
developers are well experienced and value the relationship between mass 
transportation and housing. The municipal officials selected are keenly aware of 
problems associated with redevelopment that calls for density and structured parking. 
They have experience reacting to residents’ concerns and represent a variety of towns 
in size, income, and geography. In addition, a number of other professionals were 
contacted. These professionals represent a cross-section of entities calling for policies 
that support smart growth, transit-oriented development, and housing affordability. They 
have written articles, spoken publicly, or participated in legal and judicial settings. Their 
role is to bring the public and private sectors together to affect more and better transit-
oriented development. 

Developers 

Jeff Nadell, former Director of northeast regional urban development, K. Hovnanian 
Homes 
Hovnanian is a national builder that designs, constructs, and markets a variety of for-
sale housing. The company has built 427 residential communities in 19 states. 
Hovnanian is listed on the NYSE and ranks among the largest homebuilding companies 
in the U.S., with total revenues of $6.1 billion on 20,201 home deliveries in fiscal 2006. 6 
Corporate headquarters are located in Red Bank, NJ. Local transit-oriented projects 
include: The Bindery in East Rutherford (MNBN), Port Imperial (HBLR), K. Hovnanian at 
Paulus Hook, and 77 Hudson, Jersey City (HBLR), and designated developer of the 
Matawan Transit Village. Mr. Nadell is now the Senior Director for Real Estate and 
Economic Development at NJ TRANSIT. 

John Taikina, Director, planning & development, Garden Homes/North Brunswick TOD 
Associates, LLC 
Garden Homes/North Brunswick TOD Associates, LLC is engaged in a large 
redevelopment project in central New Jersey, commonly known as the Johnson & 
Johnson North Brunswick Campus. This is a 212-acre site bounded by US Route 1, 
Commerce Road, and the Northeast Corridor Passenger Rail Line. The developers 
have proposed a transit village concept that includes the potential for a new station.7 

6 http://www.khov.com/Home/IR/CorporateSummary/CorporateSummary.htm?Brand=KHV 
7 See http://www.ourtowncenter.info/index.html
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Ian Jones, Vice President, Baker Residential 
Baker Residential is a large national building company that has achieved success in 
South Amboy, a designated Transit Village with a blue-collar history on the Atlantic 
Coast Line. Baker defied conventional thinking by creating upscale waterfront 
neighborhoods, Lighthouse Bay and Harbor Village, on an old landfill created from 
dredging the Raritan Bay in the 1970s. These developments are a mix of large 
townhomes and single-family detached units on small lots. Waterfront parcels sell for 
more than $1 million. At the time of the interview, Baker was building a townhome 
project known as Beacon Pointe, located a short walk from the train station. 

Anthony Marchetta, Vice President, LCOR Incorporated 
LCOR is a real estate investment and development company specializing in complex 
urban development, including large-scale multifamily residential, commercial, and 
mixed-use properties. LCOR is principally focused in the eastern United States where it 
has done several major transit-oriented developments, notably: Gaslight Commons in 
South Orange, NJ, a designated Transit Village, and Bank Street Commons Apartments 
in White Plains, NY, which features 500 luxury residential housing units in two towers 
located within a 3-minute walk of the Metro-North Railroad station. At the time of the 
interview, LCOR was currently working on several high profile transit-oriented 
development projects. These included a project on a 32-acre site at the White Flint 
Metrorail Station in North Bethesda, Maryland and a public/private partnership with NJ 
TRANSIT redevelopment of the historic Hoboken Terminal in Hoboken, NJ.8 

Municipal Officials 

Edmund O’Brien, former Mayor, Metuchen (Transit Village) 
While Metuchen has promoted a pedestrian friendly downtown, approved several 
compact development projects including Franklin Square and Central Square, it 
continues to struggle to determine how to best use its large surface parking areas 
located in the central business district, adjacent to the train tracks. 

James Maley, Mayor, Collingswood (Transit Village) 
Collingswood is a designated Transit Village, ten minutes from Philadelphia on PATCO. 
The town recently approved plans for 900 new housing units in compact developments 
at three sites near the River Line. The first, which is being built on a former lumberyard, 
is under construction. 

Shing-Fu Hsueh, Mayor, West Windsor 
West Windsor harbors the Princeton Junction Station on the Northeast Corridor line, 
which is served by NJ TRANSIT and Amtrak. The town was recently considering a 
“transit village” concept to replace the large parking areas surrounding the station. The 
redevelopment plan for Princeton Junction Station area was adopted in March 2009. 

8 See http://policy.rutgers.edu/vtc/tod/newsletter/vol1-num2/article_marchetta.html



62

Kathleen Prunty, director, Cranford Downtown Management Corporation (Transit Village) 
Ms. Prunty has advocated for compact, mixed-use development with structured parking 
on underutilized property proximate to the train station. Two redevelopment areas were 
designated and at the time of the interview, the first, Cranford Crossing, was about to 
open. More recently, the success at Cranford Crossing has spurred on work at 
Riverfront project, a three-acre site located between the Cranford Station and the 
Rahway River. 

Other Professionals 

Robert Goldsmith, Attorney, Greenbaum Rowe Smith & Davis, LLP 
Mr. Goldsmith is a specialist in parking financing issues and works with both developers 
and municipalities, particularly in Morristown, on public/private partnerships for 
structured parking facilities. 

Stephen E. Barcan, Attorney, Wilentz Goldman & Spitzer 
Mr. Barcan is a land use attorney who works with municipalities and developers on 
transit-oriented development projects. 

George Hawkins, former Executive Director of New Jersey Future 
New Jersey Future is a statewide research and policy group that advocates protecting 
open space and preservation of natural resources, revitalizing neighborhoods, keeping 
housing affordable, and providing more transportation choices. Mr. Hawkins was the 
director of New Jersey Future when he was interviewed and has since left the 
organization. 

John Rahenkamp, Consulting Land Planner, Delanco, NJ 
Mr. Rahenkamp has extensive experience with development issues in South Jersey. 
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