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Figure 11: Master Plan, Scharnhauser Park

source: Klaus weiss, “stadt im park: zehn Jahre stadtteil scharnhauser park,” werk, bauen + wohnen 93:9 (2006), 12-17. http://dx.doi.org/10.5169/seals-1845;

stadt ostfildern 2012: stadtentwicklung ostfildern, email from 20 november 2012.
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Figure 12: Development of Inhabitants in the City of Ostfildern, 1975-2011

source: graph based own statistisches landesamt baden-württemberg [statistical office of the state of baden- württemberg] 2012. regionaldatenbank [regional data base],

http://www.statistik-bw.de/srdb and stadt ostfildern 2012: wohnbevölkerung ostfildern; email from 20 november 2012.

Figure 13: The Settlement of Scharnhauser Park
(re-densification of the former Housing area with tower houses on top, landscape stair in the middle,

new railway line at right and top)

source: brücke-osteuropa 2012. wikimedia commons, licensed under creativecommons-lizenz brücke-osteuropa,

http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/c/c2/scharnhauser_park.jpg
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Case Study Arlington County134

Washington, DC’s neighbor to the west, Arlington
County, Virginia, is a leader in sustainable trans-
portation in the U.S. The county achieved a more
sustainable transportation system through coordina-
tion of a wide array of transportation, land-use,
housing, and economic development policies. The
county has received a number of national awards for
its achievements,135 including the 2002 National
Award for Smart Growth Achievement in the category
of “Overall Excellence in Smart Growth” from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency,136

the League of American Bicyclists’ designation as a
Bicycle Friendly Community,137 the American Public
Transportation Association’s award for an
“Outstanding Public Transportation System,”138

mention on the American Podiatric Medical
Association’s list of Top 10 Best U.S. Walking
Cities,139 and recognition as one of the “Great
Places in America” by the American Planning
Association.140

Arlington County’s achievements in sustainable trans-
portation planning have come about concurrent with
steady increases in residential population and
employment since 1970. Between 1970 and 2010,
population and employment increased by 19 percent
and 48 percent, respectively. Strong increases in
population and employment are projected to continue
through 2040 (see Figure 14 on page 51). As
depicted in Figure 15 (page 51), in 2010, nearly half
of all commuters in Arlington County used an alter-
native to driving alone. The share of public trans-
portation for commuters, at nearly 30 percent, is
second only to Washington, DC, as compared to
other jurisdictions in the inner core of the Washington
metropolitan region (see Table 3).

Two corridors within Arlington County highlight the
planning approaches that have been pursued, the
challenges that have arisen, and the broader lessons
that can be learned for sustainable transportation
planning. The first is the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor, for
which Arlington County is probably most famous. The
Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor is located at the east end
of the county and adjacent to the nation’s capital (see
Figure 16 on page 52). This corridor has been recog-
nized as an exemplar for sustainable transportation

and has earned the county its reputation as a leader
in transit-oriented development (TOD). TOD is a
broad concept describing dense, mixed use, pedes-
trian-friendly, and public transportation-supportive
development.141 Over the last thirty years the
Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor’s dense mixed-use devel-
opment around five Metrorail stations has increased
transportation sustainability and fostered economic
growth. Some commentators even suggest that
together with the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor’s
geographic proximity to Washington, DC, Arlington’s
focus on TOD has helped the county to weather the
Great Recession better than most other communities
and has earned Arlington recognition as “an oasis of
stability” amid the recent economic downturn.142

Thus, the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor represents an
achievement in sustainable transportation that
continues to be improved upon. 

The second is the Columbia Pike Corridor, which is
currently undergoing redevelopment planning. In
contrast to the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor, the
Columbia Pike Corridor does not contain Metrorail
stations. Instead, the corridor will be redeveloped
around a new streetcar line. The plan is to coordinate
transportation and land-use planning to form a “linear
village” along the Columbia Pike portion served by
streetcar. Redeveloping the corridor presents distinct
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Jurisdiction Public
Transportation

Use

Washington, DC 39.6%

Arlington County, VA 28.4%

Prince George’s County, MD 19.5%

City of Alexandria, VA 18.2%

Fairfax County, VA 9.9%

Montgomery County, MD 2.7%

Table 3: Percent of Commuters Using Public
Transportation as Main Mode to Work 

source: united states census bureau, american community survey.

2011, http://www.census.gov/acs/www/.



challenges and opportunities for sustainable trans-
portation planning. 

Figure 16 (page 52) depicts Arlington County in rela-
tion to Washington, DC, and highlights both the
Rosslyn-Ballston Metrorail stations and the portion
of Columbia Pike contained within Arlington County.

Table 4 facilitates a comparison among Arlington
County as a whole, the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor,
and the Columbia Pike Corridor. The Rosslyn-
Ballston Corridor contains 21 percent of the county’s
residents, while the Columbia Pike Corridor contains
18 percent. In addition, both the Rosslyn-Ballston
and Columbia Pike Corridors have higher population
densities than the county as a whole. In the Rosslyn-
Ballston Corridor and in Arlington County as a whole
over 60 percent of households have an income of
$75,000 or greater, while only 40 percent of the
Columbia Pike Corridor household have incomes of
over $75,000. The share of commuters using public
transportation as their main mode is slightly below the
county share in the Columbia Pike Corridor, but well
above the county average in the Rosslyn-Ballston
Corridor. Finally, both the Rosslyn-Ballston and

Columbia Pike corridors contain a higher share of
households with zero vehicles than the county as a
whole. Overall, the two corridors highlight how
Arlington County has increased in both residential
population and employment but has also experienced
success in encouraging public transportation use and
other alternatives to driving. 

Key lessons from Arlington County and the two case
studies described below include: 

1) The potential for public transportation and rede-
velopment to mutually reinforce one another.

2) The importance of a codified planning vision that
leverages stakeholder participation through stable
and participatory processes, as exemplified by the
“Arlington Way.”

3) The ability for coordination among policies and
programs regarding transportation, land use, housing,
and commercial entities, to promote community
vitality.
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Population
(2006-2010

Estimate)

Density
(1,000

Persons/
Square km)

Households
With Income
of $75,000
Or Above
(Percent)

Public
Transportation’s

Share As A
Main Mode to

Work (Percent)

Car-Free
Households

(Percent)

Share of
County

Population

Arlington County 197,467 48.6 62% 27% 12% 100%

Rosslyn-Ballston
Corridor

41,372 133.6 64% 40% 16% 21%

Columbia Pike
Corridor

36,048 85.0 40% 25% 13% 18%

source: arlington county, major planning corridors demographic trends, 2012,

http://www.arlingtonva.us/departments/cphd/planning/data_maps/census/page86060.aspx.

Table 4: A Comparison of Select Population, Income, and Transportation Characteristics of Arlington
County and the Rosslyn-Ballston and Columbia Pike Corridors 



THE ROSSLYN-BALLSTON CORRIDOR AND
TRENDS IN SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORTATION

In 1970, the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor had 5.5 million
square feet of office space and 7,000 housing units,
while today it has about 20.8 million square feet of
office space and 26,572 housing units.143 Yet
despite these large increases in office space and
housing units, redevelopment has only generated
modest increases in traffic on local streets.144 Many
of the newly generated trips are by public trans-
portation. Between 1990 and 2012, average
weekday passenger trips by public transportation in
the corridor rose from 67,600 to more than 96,000,
a 42 percent increase.145 In 2010, public trans-
portation ridership in the corridor was higher than
anywhere else in the region outside of Washington,
DC.146 The Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor’s redevelop-
ment, which is oriented around public transportation
stations, has also enabled residents to live a car-free
or car-lite lifestyle. Approximately 16 percent of
corridor households do not own a vehicle, and in
some residential developments, an estimated 40-60
percent of tenants do not use a vehicle on a daily
basis.147

Single occupancy vehicle commuting has been
declining in the corridor, while commuting by walking,
biking, and public transportation have been
increasing. Compared to the regional average, the
Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor’s share of single occu-
pancy vehicle commuting trips is one third lower,
public transportation ridership is two times higher,
cycling is three times higher, and walking is six times
higher.148 Thus, the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor exem-
plifies the trends that Arlington County has experi-
enced as a whole in recent decades—sustained
increases in the residential population and employ-
ment together with modest increases in traffic and
high levels of alternative modes of transportation. 

A Brief History of the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor
Planning Process

Like many urban areas in the U.S., Arlington County
experienced an influx of residents and development
after World War II, and then steady decline as the
“postwar boom” receded. For example, the broader
trend of suburban home ownership oriented around

automobile travel led to neglect and decline in
Clarendon, Arlington’s historic downtown. The New
York Times observed that Rosslyn started to become
“little more than a collection of pawn shops and auto
repair shops” during this time.149 By the early 1970s,
when redevelopment began, retail sales and popula-
tion were already in decline and between 1972 and
1980 the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor lost 36.4 percent
of its population.150 Street closures and other nega-
tive side-effects of construction of the transportation
stations likely exacerbated these trends.

An Emerging Vision Leads to Highway and
Transportation Negotiations

The history of the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor is inex-
tricably linked to the coinciding planning and funding
for the region’s interstate highways.151 The construc-
tion and routing of Interstate 66, part of the federally
funded U.S. interstate system, was debated between
1956 and 1976. A route through Arlington County
was first proposed in 1956, but local opposition arose
regarding air quality, noise, and community impacts.
This resulted in lengthy court proceedings and nego-
tiations with the U.S. Secretary of Transportation. A
final agreement in the 1970s resulted in a scaled-
down four lane version of the interstate and incorpo-
ration of a subway line as part of the new regional
Metrorail system (which came to be commonly called
“Metro”). Initially, the Metro stations in Arlington were
to be routed in the northern part of the county above
ground in the median of the new interstate, since this
would produce the lowest construction costs.152

However, Arlington County planners had focused on
the potential to leverage public transportation to
catalyze revitalization of the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor
since planning for the regional transportation system
began in 1960. As a result, during the interstate
negotiations, the county bargained for the rerouting of
the planned Metro line away from the interstate
highway’s median and toward a route directly under
the declining Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor.153 

Arlington planners succeeded in getting their
preferred alignment of the Metro line in 1968.154 As
a result of this realignment, opportunities for coordi-
nation among transportation, land-use, and develop-
ment planning were greatly increased.155 In addition
to the realignment of the stations, planners also
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sought a high number of stations in order to create a
density of stations in the corridor that allowed for easy
pedestrian access from and to anywhere in the
Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor. Planners focused rede-
velopment within a quarter-mile walking radius of
stations and lobbied for the most stations
possible.156 When leaders in the Georgetown neigh-
borhood of Washington, DC, across the Potomac
River from Rosslyn, declined funding for a Metrorail
station, Arlington County successfully lobbied for the
redirecting of those funds to an additional Rosslyn-
Ballston Corridor station, thus enabling the develop-
ment of the urban village at what is now the Virginia
Square station. 

Forging a Collaborative Blueprint for Redevelopment
Success

In conjunction with seeking the preferred number,
spacing, and alignment of public transportation
stations, Arlington leaders also conducted extensive
outreach efforts to foster consensus and collabora-
tion among community stakeholders that resulted in
a “broad set of assumptions and expectations that
became the framework for policy” for decades to
come.157 Community meetings and workshops,
some sixty in number, enabled the community to have
a major role in informing the original policy framework
leading up to the adoption of the revised land-use
plan and transportation policies that guided the urban
village redevelopment of the Rosslyn-Ballston
Corridor.158 Codifying these planning guidelines in
the General Land Use Plan (GLUP) and broader
Comprehensive Plan created a dependable business
environment for developers, a transparent and partic-
ipatory process for citizens, and an effective operating
environment for the County Board and staff.159

This process exemplified what has come to be known
as “The Arlington Way.” Described by current
Arlington County Board Chair Mary Hughes Hynes as
“inclusive, accessible, respectful, constructive,
persistent and purposeful dialogue between govern-
ment, and those who live here and work here,” the
Arlington Way describes a multifaceted process and
strategy for engendering collaboration and participa-
tion and is pursued as a guiding principle throughout
county government initiatives. It continues to be rein-
vigorated, as demonstrated by the 2012 launch of the

Participation Leadership and Civic Engagement
(PLACE) initiative.

Overall, Arlington County leaders forged an early
consensus to seek routing of Metro in the Rosslyn-
Ballston Corridor with an underground alignment and
close station spacing—all factors that worked to priv-
ilege pedestrian accessing of the stations—and then
steadfastly negotiated for the realization of this
vision.160 At the time, public transportation as a cata-
lyst for redevelopment and orienting plans around
pedestrian access were new and largely untested
concepts in the U.S.161 Metrorail service between
Rosslyn and Ballston began in 1979.162

PLANNING FOR SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORTATION
IN THE ROSSLYN-BALLSTON CORRIDOR

The wide array of policies and programs utilized in
support of the development of the Rosslyn-Ballston
Corridor are characterized by three key features that
have contributed to Arlington’s success in planning
for sustainable transportation: 

1. targeted “bull’s eye” zones of mixed-use and high
density development centered around public trans-
portation stations, combined with tapering to low
density neighborhoods and open spaces;

2. an array of planning and zoning documents that
together provide a mutually-reinforcing, coherent,
codified blueprint of the planning vision; and 

3. coordinated programs and policies to support the
development of choices in transportation, housing,
and business. 

The Bull’s Eye Concept

First, the station area “bull’s-eye” concept is a defining
characteristic of the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor.163

The corridor is a two square mile area oriented around
five Metrorail stations.164 In addition to serving as
public transportation hubs, the stations also serve as
focal points for distinct “urban villages” with mixed
land uses and varying emphases on government,
educational, retail, and business development that
foster a balance of land-uses throughout the corridor.
The station areas at Rosslyn and Ballston function as
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business centers; the Court House station is a
governmental center; the Clarendon station is a retail
and nightlife center; and the Virginia Square station
focuses on educational and cultural institutions.165

The Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor public transportation
stations are about 1km to 1.5km apart so that access
to a station is within a ten to fifteen minute walk from
anywhere in the corridor.166 Density around the
stations is planned so that the highest intensity devel-
opment is in the immediate vicinity of the stations,
while development density “tapers” down progres-
sively as the distance from a station increases. As a
result, “the intensity of development and mix of uses
is quite varied by design,” and throughout the corridor
there are high-, mid-, and low-rise buildings as well as
single-family homes.167 The result of the “bull’s eye”
pattern of development is that in 2010 Arlington had
more office space than the downtowns of Dallas,
Pittsburgh, or Denver, a public transportation modal
split reflective of large European cities, and a concen-
tration of 21 percent of residents on just 8 percent of
the land area of the county.168 The county estimates
that the development in the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor
would cover more than 22 square km if built in low-
density suburbia.169

A Blueprint of the Planning Vision 

A second defining feature of the Rosslyn-Ballston
Corridor is the county’s planning vision that served as
a blueprint for the corridor’s development. The key
document of this vision is the Arlington County
Comprehensive Plan, which is currently comprised of
the following documents: 

 General Land Use Plan; 

 Master Transportation Plan; 

 Storm Water Master Plan; 

 Water Distribution System Master Plan; 

 Sanitary Sewer Collection System Master Plan; 

 Recycling Program Implementation Plan and Map; 

 Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance and Plan

Ordinance; 

 Public Spaces Master Plan; and 

 Historic Preservation Master Plan.

In particular, the General Land Use Plan (GLUP),
which was first adopted in 1961, has been instru-
mental in shaping the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor
development. As the main policy guide for develop-
ment of the county, the GLUP has had a role in estab-
lishing “the overall character, extent, and location” of
development.170 Key development concepts
employed by the county include concentrating rede-
velopment around Metro stations, encouraging a mix
of land-uses and services around the Metro stations,
creating a high quality multimodal built environment
along with open spaces, and preserving established
residential neighborhoods.171 The GLUP and
Comprehensive Plan have been developed through
extensive outreach efforts to the community, devel-
opers, and other stakeholders.172 As a result, policy-
makers, developers, and community members have
been able to work together using a broad and stable
understanding that is also conducive to refinements
to the planning principles and innovations.173

In conjunction with the county-wide GLUP and
Comprehensive Plan, Sector Plans outline the overall
vision of development around each Metro station,
including design standards, public improvements to
the streetscape and open space, and locations of
various development uses.174 In addition to the
station-specific plans, additional corridor-wide and
multi-station plans have been developed to ensure
cohesive and consistent development throughout the
Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor. These include the
Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor Retail Action Plan, the
Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor Streetscape Standards,
and the Rosslyn to Courthouse Urban Design Study. 

A final major component contributing to this overall
planning vision outlined for the Rosslyn-Ballston
Corridor is the site plan review and approval process.
The County’s Planning Commission has a Site Plan
Review Subcommittee comprised of county staff from
planning, economic development, and public works
departments, along with other stakeholders, such as
representatives from the business community and
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civic associations. Here a concerted effort is made to
coordinate site-specific issues together with county-
wide goals.175 Additional commissions, such as the
Transportation Commission, have influence on the
scope and size of projects as well. 

Together, the GLUP, Comprehensive Plan, Sector
Plans, and site review and approval processes create
a mechanism for constructive engagement among an
array of community stakeholders.176 The result of this
multi-faceted body of planning documents and
adjoining processes is a blueprint of the planning
vision for the corridor that embodies “the Arlington
Way” and is at once stable and coherent while also
participatory and dynamic.

A Diversity of Opportunities 

Finally, a third major feature of the Rosslyn-Ballston
Corridor is the coordinated programming and policies
that together support diverse transportation, housing,
and business opportunities. In terms of transportation,
Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor planners leverage public
transportation service, pedestrian and bicycle facili-
ties, parking regulations, transportation demand
management programs, and marketing in order to
encourage and enable use of alternatives to the auto-
mobile.177 The corridor offers a wide array of trans-
portation options that are centered around the five
Metro stations. Additional transportation options
include local and regional bus service via Metrobus
and Arlington Transit, bike-sharing through Capital
Bikeshare, and car-sharing through ZipCar.

Arlington planners consider each component in the
transportation mix to be a tool that offers new oppor-
tunities for addressing transportation needs and chal-
lenges. For example, the promotion of a car-sharing
program is seen as one tool to support overall “trans-
portation demand management” strategies.178 This
toolbox approach fosters innovation that has materi-
alized in myriad ways, including the county becoming
a founding partner of the region’s Capital Bikeshare
system and an innovator in public-private partner-
ships for car-sharing.179

Supporting the transportation alternatives themselves
is a coordinated marketing scheme featuring
programs such as BikeArlington, WalkArlington, and

a “Car-Free Diet” campaign that all foster awareness
of sustainable transportation at the community level.
The transportation marketing messages for the
various programs are consistent, often repeated,
engaging, and entertaining. This recipe makes
Arlington’s alternative transportation options recog-
nizable and appreciated by visitors, long-time resi-
dents, and newcomers alike. Overall,
Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor policies regarding trans-
portation work in concert with one another and also
support the larger policy framework’s consistent
theme: the bull’s eye concentration of development
around public transportation stations and the utiliza-
tion of alternatives to automobiles as much as
possible.180 The results in the corridor have been
increasing levels of public transportation use, cycling,
and walking, together with stable and even declining
rates of driving all in light of growth in the level of busi-
ness activity and residential population.

The Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor also offers a variety of
housing options, including high-end condos and
rental apartments concentrated in the immediate
vicinity of the five Metro stations, mid-rise townhomes
and garden apartment complexes, and single family
home residential neighborhoods. The GLUP and site
plans for each urban village have guided this mix of
residential redevelopment. In addition, deliberate poli-
cies to preserve and expand the supply of affordable
housing have also been put in place, in light of the
upward trend of market-rates for rental units caused
by the high demand for housing near the five Metro
stations. See below for further discussion about
Arlington’s challenge with housing affordability. 

The opportunities for business are also diverse in the
Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor. Arlington County as a
whole is “strategically positioned in the center of a
robust government-industry-university triangle” and
the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor in particular capitalizes
on and contributes to the vitality of the region.181

One measure of this is the corridor’s vacancy rates for
office and retail space, which tend to be consistently
lower than neighboring jurisdictions and outlying
suburban office centers, and on par with those found
in the nearby central business district of Washington,
DC—even in times of recession.182 As with housing
and transportation, there is a mix of corporate high-
rises, government and nonprofit centers, mixed retail



multi-level complexes, and small independent ground-
level businesses, with each urban village along the
corridor having a distinct emphasis. 

The results of policies and processes set forth in the
Comprehensive Plan, GLUP, and site plans have
enabled this business community to emerge. For
example, citizen engagement helped steer a devel-
opment in Clarendon away from a large retail “box
store” and toward the mixed-use retail and residential
development known as The Market Common.183

Overall, the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor is successfully
attracting development due to its location, trans-
portation system, government services, and stable
development review and approval process.184

Observers have noted the consistent, self-contained,
and vibrant character of development projects
throughout the corridor, a place one developer noted
has “tremendous economic fundamentals in
place.”185

CHALLENGES AND LESSONS FROM THE
ROSSLYN-BALLSTON CORRIDOR

Arlington County planners harnessed the public
investment of the Metrorail system to reorient the
development trajectory of the Rosslyn-Ballston
Corridor and their community as a whole, and in
general redevelopment in the Rosslyn-Ballston
Corridor is perceived to have met or exceeded official
goals and expectations.186 Today, the corridor is
recognized as one of the best examples of TOD in the
U.S. and is a rare case where a Metrorail line averages
more boardings than the estimated number of trips
made on the nearby interstate highway. It is estimated
that the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor Metro stations are
at least three times more productive than neighboring
Interstate 66 on a per lane basis.187 

Key future challenges for the county include afford-
able housing, historic preservation, the cohesive
design of the built environment, and the continued
improvement of facilities for pedestrians and bicy-
clists.188 Housing affordability in particular is one of
the greatest challenges facing the Rosslyn-Ballston
Corridor. While several policies are in place to
counter market trends toward increasing housing
prices and rents, affordable units in some areas have
been lost to redevelopment projects.189 However,

the county has developed several tools to preserve
and promote affordable housing. The primary tool is
the zoning framework, which provides a variety of
incentives for affordable units, including density
bonuses and a requirement of one-for-one replace-
ment of affordable units in a designated area called
the Special Affordable Housing Protection
District.190 In addition, the county has established a
revolving loan fund, the Affordable Housing
Investment Fund, which finances affordable housing
development in the county.191 While no policies
explicitly focus affordable housing near the public
transportation stations, the demand for housing near
the stations has made affordability a central concern
in these areas. As a result, the county’s policies to
promote affordable housing have the indirect effect of
supporting the affordability of living near the trans-
portation stations.192 Thus, housing-specific policies
have reinforced and supported the bull’s eye policy
framework to create a corridor with diverse housing
options, ranging from luxury units to affordable
(“below market-rate”) units.

Another challenge in the corridor has been the
preservation of buildings deemed to have historic
significance. Zoning ordinances to address historic
preservation concerns were adopted in 1976 and the
county also created a Historic Landmark Review
Board.193 As development in the corridor continues,
pressures regarding historic buildings will increase.
However, the county has in place a set of policies and
processes that should enable the evaluation and
preservation of historically significant buildings. 

The model developed in Arlington County offers
several key lessons:

1. First, public transportation can successfully be
leveraged to catalyze redevelopment, and redevelop-
ment can in turn support public transportation use.

2. Second, a coherent planning blueprint that is
developed with broad stakeholder participation can
engender stable, efficient, and dynamic redevelop-
ment.

3. Third, coordinated policies to promote transporta-
tion, housing, and business choices are important to
ensuring the long-term success and viability of rede-
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velopment projects. 

Columbia Pike: Streetcar History,
Streetcar Vision194

Building off the successes achieved in the Rosslyn-
Ballston Corridor, Arlington County continues to
utilize Transit Oriented Development (TOD) princi-
ples. In 2002, the county adopted, and in 2005
updated, a small area plan calling for the revitalization
of the aging Columbia Pike Corridor. The plan
proposes the use of a new streetcar line to serve as
a catalyst for redevelopment as well as to anchor and
shape development into distinct nodes with higher
density and a mix of land uses along the streetcar
line.195 Figure 18 (page 53) depicts the Columbia
Pike planning corridor, including the planned devel-
opment nodes and significant existing development
area.

The Columbia Pike Corridor first began to develop in
the early 1900s, and by World War I, a streetcar ran
through the corridor. At that time, the built environ-
ment exhibited many features supportive of walking,
including ground floor retail, closely spaced buildings
oriented toward the street, and little surface parking
for cars. Following World War I, new development
was oriented to support automobile travel. First to
appear were retail centers with prominent surface
parking. Later came drive-through banks, fast food
restaurants, and convenience stores. Much of the
original form and spirit of the Pike had been lost. The
current plan for Columbia Pike, titled Columbia Pike
Initiative: A Revitalization Plan, seeks to turn Columbia
Pike into a “Main Street,” with a pedestrian orientation
and four distinct nodes of activity.196 In developing
the plan, Arlington County has coordinated with
neighboring Fairfax County to the west. Collaboration
is necessary because a small portion of the defined
planning corridor lies on the Fairfax County side of the
jurisdictional line. This case study focuses on the
Arlington County portion of the plan.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Columbia Pike Corridor stretches 5.6 km (3.5
miles).197 Beyond the eastern end of the planning
area are the Pentagon, Pentagon City, and Crystal
City. The Pentagon is home to the headquarters of the

U.S. Department of Defense and houses 23,000
employees.198 Pentagon City is a large retail and
dining area with approximately 200 stores and 40
restaurants.199 Crystal City is a major commercial
area with approximately 1 million square meters (11
million square feet) of office space.200 The Metro
system serves all three areas and provides service to
the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor and downtown
Washington, DC. At the western end of the planning
area, and over the county border, lies Bailey’s
Crossroads, a commercial and retail area with
300,000 square meters (3.2 million square feet) of
commercial space and 185,000 square meters (2
million square feet) of retail space.201 The majority of
the commercial space is concentrated in the Skyline
complex, a collection of eight buildings that provides
232,000 square meters (2.5 million square feet) of
the total office space in the Baileys Crossroads
area.202 Figure 18 (page 53) shows the geographic
location of these areas in relation to the Columbia
Planning Corridor. Along the Columbia Pike Corridor,
the development is a mix of commercial, retail, and
residential uses. The commercial and retail develop-
ment features older shopping centers, motels, office
buildings, and restaurants. The residential develop-
ment mixes older detached homes and garden style
apartments with newer condos and townhomes.203

Residents of the corridor come from over 100
different countries of origin, and while the corridor
holds only 38 percent of the county’s total population,
it holds 57 percent of the county’s Hispanic popula-
tion.204

Private automobiles and buses are currently the main
modes of transportation used along the corridor.
Private automobiles are the most prominent form of
transportation, with the busiest intersections seeing
35,000 car trips per day. Despite running in
congested, mixed traffic, local buses serving
Columbia Pike carry 11,000205 riders per day,
enabling 25 percent of the area population to
commute to work by public transportation,206 and
making it the most traveled local bus corridor in
Virginia.207 Travel by foot and bicycle is difficult
because of the lack of adequate facilities. Pedestrians
face long distances between signalized crossings
and the burden of walking through surface parking
lots to get from the sidewalk to store fronts. The
Washington and Old Dominion (W & OD) shared-use



path crosses Columbia Pike, but there are no accom-
modations for cyclists along Columbia Pike. In fact,
along Columbia Pike bicyclists must choose between
riding along the sidewalk or in the street with mixed
traffic, because there are no bike lanes along the
corridor.208

COORDINATING TRANSPORTATION AND LAND-
USE PLANNING

Proposed Changes to the Transportation System

The county’s plan for Columbia Pike calls for a trans-
formation of transportation infrastructure throughout
the corridor. The county envisions Columbia Pike as
a “Complete Street”—a street that accommodates all
modes of transportation, instead of primarily serving
auto traffic. In support of this shift, the plan redefines
the street, which “now represents the entire public
space between building faces, not just a travelway for
vehicles. The street is to be shared by pedestrians,
bicyclists, public [transportation] riders and
drivers.”209 The county’s method for achieving this
goal is to improve pedestrian amenities and to
construct a new streetcar line. There has been
considerable debate about the routing for cyclists
along Columbia Pike. Some have suggested to route
cyclists along traffic calmed residential streets parallel
to Columbia Pike. However, others argue that this
would push cyclists off the Pike.

Arlington County has already begun providing
improved pedestrian and bicycle facilities through its
“Columbia Pike Multimodal Street Improvements”
project. The improvements project will provide wider
sidewalks, enhanced pedestrian crossings, bicycle
facilities, and street trees along the entire Pike.210

The county sees providing better pedestrian ameni-
ties as a necessary condition of developing a
streetcar along the corridor, because most public
transportation trips start or end with a walk trip.

The streetcar is the hallmark transportation improve-
ment planned for Columbia Pike. The streetcar will
serve the entire length of the Columbia Pike Corridor
within Arlington County and be supplemented by bus
service for destinations not within the corridor. The
planned streetcar system has undergone numerous
revisions. The latest evaluation and acceptance of the

streetcar came in 2012 when the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) conducted an Alternatives
Analysis and Environmental Impact Assessment of
the streetcar line.211 The streetcar will run a distance
of approximately 8 km (5 miles) and carry an esti-
mated 20,500 riders per day. To improve system
performance, the streetcar will rely on off-board fare
collection supported by random proof of purchase
inspections. This will be the first use in the region of
an entirely off-board fare collection system for public
transportation other than on Metrorail. Today, all bus
riders must purchase one ride fare upon boarding a
bus or show a valid pass to the driver. Currently, bus
stops are spaced approximately 200 meters apart
(one-eighth of a mile). To reduce travel time, future
streetcar stops will be spaced at intervals of 400 to
800 meters (one-quarter to one-half mile), resulting
in 18 or 19 stops (depending on final alignment deci-
sions). Combined with the supplemental bus service
to areas outside of the corridor, there will be a bus or
trolley at each stop every 3 minutes during peak hours
and 4 minutes during the off-peak. The short head-
ways are a result of the numerous bus lines that will
continue to run the entire length of Columbia Pike but
serve a different set of end points. However, in
contrast to a light rail system with its dedicated right
of way, the streetcar will be affected by congestion,
because it will run in mixed traffic.212 Some critics
argue that a dedicated right of way would be neces-
sary to improve future rail public transportation over
the current bus-based system.

A new public transportation center near the western
terminus will support the new streetcar line. The
center will house multiple bus bays and service as a
transfer point for multiple service lines. To accommo-
date multi-modal travel, the center will also provide
park-and-ride options and a pickup and drop-off
area.213

In total, the project is expected to bring public trans-
portation mode share in the corridor to 45 percent
during peak periods and 12 percent throughout the
day—a public transportation mode share comparable
to the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor. This projection
would almost double the existing public transportation
mode share of commuting to work. Also, the project
is expected to reduce automobile vehicle kilometers
traveled in the region by 26,000 km (16,000
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miles).214

Funding for capital costs will come from a mix of
federal, state, and local sources, while funding for
operations and maintenance will come from fare box
recovery and state and local funds. The system is
estimated to open in 2016. Capital costs, adjusted for
inflation, are expected to total $246 million. Arlington
is applying to the federal New Starts / Small Starts
program to cover $74 million (30 percent) of those
costs.215 The State of Virginia is expected to provide
$34 million (14 percent) to capital costs. The
remaining $138 million (56 percent) would be left for
the local governments to cover. Because the project
crosses the jurisdictional line dividing Arlington
County and Fairfax County, both counties would
contribute to the project.216

The operating costs are expected to be $25.5 million
in 2016, the first year of operation. The county
expects to cover $7.5 million (29 percent) of the
operating costs with passenger fares. The state is
anticipated to cover $3.8 million (15 percent) of the
costs, leaving the local jurisdictions to provide $14.2
million (56 percent) of operating costs.217

Changing Land-Use Along Columbia Pike

The plan for Columbia Pike calls for the creation of
four mixed-use nodes spaced along the Pike with
residential development in between. The nodes them-
selves will feature the tallest buildings along the
corridor, ranging from three to ten stories.218 Building
heights will be stepped down into the residential
areas, which will have a maximum building height of
three stories.219 Each of the four nodes provides a
different environment. The largest of the nodes, the
Town Center, will include commercial space and
regional retail and be the central point for the commu-
nity. The Village Center will have a smaller focus and
offer commercial space as well as local retail. Even
smaller, the Neighborhood Center will feature a
community center, park, and neighborhood retail.
Last, the Western Gateway will welcome visitors to
the corridor and have a residential focus.220

The proposed changes in land use were enacted
through revisions to the county’s General Land Use
Plan (GLUP) and the creation of a Form Based Code

(FBC). As discussed in the section on the Rosslyn-
Ballston Corridor, the GLUP defines the type, loca-
tion, and densities of commercial, retail, and
residential land uses. A FBC focuses less on the use
of land and more on the shape or form of buildings on
the land.221 “Unlike conventional zoning, form-based
codes place a primary emphasis on the design—
rather than the use—of buildings and encourage
higher density, mixed use development. The physical
result is a more pedestrian-friendly community,
mimicking the way cities and towns have traditionally
developed.”222 The Columbia Pike FBC defines
minimum and maximum building heights, allowable
distance from the sidewalk to the building front,
configuration of windows and doors along the
building front, and a number of architectural details.
Along with building design, the FBC does limit land
use; however, in contrast to traditional zoning ordi-
nances, FBC land-use categories are very broad,
allowing office uses, restaurants, shops, and resi-
dential uses.223 The goal of regulating building
design and simultaneously allowing a broad array of
uses is to create a space that is attractive to pedes-
trians. By regulating building design, a physically
attractive street space is created. By allowing for
mixed use development, a variety of business can
spring up in response to market demand.

Economic Development Goals

The plan for Columbia Pike is intended to spur
economic development in the corridor. The
Environmental Assessment of the streetcar outlines
three strategies to achieve this goal.224 First, the
streetcar will reduce travel times and attract higher
public transportation ridership. These two effects will
increase mobility by decreasing the cost of traveling,
both in terms of time and money. The report estimates
the value of travel time savings and travel cost savings
to be $4.1 million and $0.9 million per year, respec-
tively. Second, the streetcar is expected to create a
sense of place and thus increase values for property
closer to streetcar stops. Higher property values will
in turn lead to higher tax revenues. The report esti-
mates the increase in tax revenue to be $750,000
annually. Third, the streetcar will attract more devel-
opment to the corridor. The streetcar leads to a sense
of place in part because of the permanence associ-
ated with installing the physical rail infrastructure. That
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predictability is valued by developers who are consid-
ering long-term investments.

The county’s plan225 describes several financial
incentives designed to spur development in the
corridor. These described incentives include reducing
upfront development costs, reducing after-develop-
ment tax costs of certain redevelopment, and using
value-capture to pay for public infrastructure within
the corridor. In 2002, Arlington created the Columbia
Pike Development Fund. To date, the fund has been
used to pay for community involvement programs like
outreach and charettes.226 However, the fund was
intended to help cover certain development costs. In
particular, the fund was intended to cover private
developer costs that were spent to improve the public
realm, like transportation improvements and land
acquisition when that land would be put to public
use. The plan calls for the establishment of a partial
tax exemption for rehabilitation of commercial build-
ings. The county adopted the latest version of this
partial exemption in 2006.227 The partial exemption
applies to the increase in value from rehabilitations of
commercial structures. 

Last, in 2002, the county established the Tax
Increment Public Infrastructure Fund (TIPIF), a tax
increment financing district to capture and reinvest
the value of redevelopment along the corridor.228 The
TIPIF establishes a base value for property along
Columbia Pike. As redevelopment occurs and prop-
erty values rise, so do tax revenues. That increase in
revenue above the base value is captured in a special
fund, the TIPIF. Funds in the TIPIF are used to pay for
public infrastructure costs associated with future
private developments. Examples of such costs
include undergrounding utilities, improving sidewalks,
and providing improved bus stop facilities. The bene-
fits of this arrangement are twofold. First, the costs of
development are reduced and the public space is
improved. Second, by capturing the value of improve-
ments, money invested in the corridor can be rein-
vested several times over.

Planning to Preserve Social Equity

Recognizing that successful redevelopment can lead
to higher housing costs, Arlington County took
preemptive measures to preserve affordable housing

in the Columbia Pike Corridor. As part of the revital-
ization effort, the county developed the Columbia Pike
Neighborhoods Area Plan.229 The plan provides a
description of existing conditions with regard to
affordable housing conditions and establishes goals
for the future of affordable housing. Two of the plan’s
goals capture the spirit of what Arlington is trying to
achieve. The first goal is to retain or replace 100
percent of existing market rate affordable units. The
second goal is to provide affordable housing oppor-
tunities throughout the Columbia Pike Corridor. These
goals reinforce a vision established in the revitalization
plan that, “Arlington County is committed to providing
to households of all income levels an opportunity to
live in safe, decent and affordable housing.”230

Defining affordability, the plan aims to provide rental
housing for incomes ranging from as low as 40
percent of the area median income, to as high as 80
percent of the area median. The plan also speaks to
affordable ownership opportunities, with a goal of
providing ownership opportunities for incomes
ranging between 60 percent and 120 percent of the
area median income. 

Arlington works with private developers to provide
affordable housing units. Working through a variety of
incentives, Arlington leverages public funds by
providing some of the funding needed to develop
affordable housing and relies on private developers to
fund the rest. The Neighborhoods Area Plan recom-
mends several policies for preserving or replacing
affordable housing options in the corridor.

 Bonus Densities. Builders commit to providing
more affordable units and in return, the county allows
for construction of taller buildings. The resulting
increase in revenue for the developer makes it
possible to provide more affordable housing units.

 Affordable Housing Investment Fund. A revolving,
low interest loan fund. With Arlington County’s
support, developers can borrow money at below
market interest and use the money to develop afford-
able housing units. Proceeds are rolled back into the
fund to provide future lending opportunities for money
affordable housing.231

 Tax Exemption for Redevelopment and
Rehabilitation. A partial tax exemption is granted to
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landlords that improve existing affordable housing
units and maintain them as affordable housing units.
This is particularly important for older units, because
without such a program, there is little incentive for
landlords to maintain affordable housing units.

 Encourage Energy Efficient Building Design. Utility
costs are part of housing costs. Therefore, decreasing
utility costs is another means of increasing afford-
ability. The county wants to encourage low cost
measures that improve water and energy efficiency.

Fostering Community Participation

As for the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor, community input
has consistently influenced the planning effort for
Columbia Pike (the “Arlington Way”). The redevelop-
ment plan notes that, “[The plan] was a cooperative
effort between County staff, the Columbia Pike
Revitalization Organization and the residents and
business and property owners based in this area.”232

The Columbia Pike Revitalization Organization
(CPRO) has been a key community organizer.
Created in 1986, CPRO represents the interests of
area business owners, property owners, and civic
organizations. CPRO serves an important role by
coordinating the interests of the various stakeholder
groups and working with county staff.233

Area citizens actively participated in planning the
future look of Columbia Pike. Arlington County hosted
a charrette in 2002 to develop design guidelines for
future development. Over 700 community residents
participated in the seven day event. The results of the
charrette were used to create the form-based code
that is in effect along the Pike today.

Arlington County involved stakeholders from outside
the county as well. Arlington County worked with both
Fairfax County and the Washington Metropolitan Area
Transit Authority (WMATA) in developing the route
for the proposed streetcar. In choosing to work with
Fairfax County, Arlington showed a commitment to
plan beyond its borders and consider regional needs.

LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE COLUMBIA PIKE
CORRIDOR

The planning for Columbia Pike provides several
lessons regarding sustainable transportation plan-
ning. Several of these lessons are applications of
good planning practices. First, the plans for the
corridor were developed with the input of the existing
community. As for planning the Rosslyn-Ballston
Corridor, the “Arlington Way” assured a lengthy and
involved public participation process. Second, the
plan builds on existing community assets. Existing
residents already use public transportation heavily,
so adding more capacity is a logical next step. Retail
and commercial already exist along the corridor; the
plan aims to organize those activities. Third, the plan
coordinates transportation and land-use planning and
uses public transportation as a catalyst for redevel-
opment. The model of coordinated transportation and
land-use planning worked previously in the Rosslyn-
Ballston Corridor. Fourth, Arlington worked closely
with a neighboring jurisdiction (Fairfax County) to
develop and eventually fund a shared transportation
resource. In the absence of a stronger regional plan-
ning model, agreements and joint projects between
neighboring jurisdictions could provide a viable alter-
native. Finally, plans for Columbia Pike have included
policies to preserve and promote affordable housing
from the very beginning. Learning from experience
along the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor, Arlington County
is striving to maintain affordable housing options
throughout the corridor, even as redevelopment proj-
ects increase housing costs.
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Figure 14: Arlington County Population and Employment: Historic Figures and Forecasts (1970-2040) 

source: arlington county profile, planning division, 2012, https://www.arlingtonva.us/departments/cphd/planning/data_maps/profile/file85586.pdf;

headwaters economics, a profile of socioeconomic measures, selected geographies: arlington county Va, 2012,

http://headwaterseconomics.org/wphw/wp-content/eps-profiles/51013%20-%20arlington%20county%20Va%20measures.pdf;

dennis leach, “the arlington county case study: rosslyn-ballston corridor,” in the new transit town: best practices in transit-oriented

development, ed. hank dittmar and gloria ohland (washington, dc: island press, 2004)

Figure 15: Main Mode to Work for Arlington County Commuters 

source: united states census bureau, 2011. american community survey. available online: http://www.census.gov/acs
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Figure 16: Arlington County and the Greater Washington D.C. Metropolitan Region
(with Rosslyn-Ballston and Columbia Pike Corridors Highlighted) 

source: u.s. department of transportation, national transportation atlas database, 2011, http://www.bts.gov/publications/national_transportation_atlas_database/2011/.

Figure 17: The “Bull’s Eye” Concept as Envisioned in Early Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor Planning

source: dennis leach, “meeting community sustainability goals through coordinated development and transportation strategies,” presentation from 15 June 2012.
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Figure 18: Map of Proposed Developments in the Columbia Pike Corridor

source: created by paul stoddard
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Even though Germany and the United States have
among the highest levels of car ownership in the
world, ground passenger transportation in Germany
is less car dependent than in the United States.
Americans make 85 percent of all trips by automobile
compared to 58 percent of trips in Germany.
Compared to Americans, Germans are much more
likely to walk (24 versus 11 percent of trips), cycle
(10 versus 1 percent of trips), or ride public trans-
portation (9 versus 2 percent of trips). Moreover,
Americans drive for twice as many kilometers per year
as Germans. Walking, cycling, and riding public
transportation less and driving for more trips and
longer distances makes the U.S. transportation
system less sustainable than the German system,
when compared along the environment, economic,
and social dimensions of sustainability.

The Washington, DC metro and Stuttgart regions
mirror the national trends in travel behavior.
Compared to the Stuttgart region, the DC metro
region has much higher levels of car use (80.6 versus
56.6 percent of trips) and less walking (8.5 versus
21.5 percent), cycling (0.5 versus 7.4 percent), and
public transportation (6.1 versus 14.5 percent).
Dissimilarities in travel behavior are greater in the DC
metro than in the Stuttgart region. For example, the
cities of Washington, DC and Stuttgart have almost
comparable mode shares of car use (51 percent and
44 percent, respectively). However, outlying suburbs
in the DC metro region are much more car dependent
than in the Stuttgart region (fewer than 90 percent
versus 70 percent of trips by car).

Compared to Germany, U.S. federal, state, and local
transportation policies during the last sixty years have
been more favorable for the automobile. Since the
1970s, all levels of government in Germany have

implemented policies that increase the monetary and
time cost of car travel through higher gasoline taxes,
reduced car parking in cities, more expensive car
parking, reduced automobile speed limits in neigh-
borhoods (typically <30km/h), and car-free pedes-
trian only zones. Moreover, German cities and regions
have promoted walking, cycling, and public trans-
portation as attractive alternatives to the car.

In the U.S., gasoline taxes are only one-eighth of
German levels. Most cities encourage driving with
ample and often free car parking. With the exception
of large cities, public transportation is rarely a viable
alternative to driving outside of the main commute
hours and in the peak direction. Additionally, most
U.S. municipalities do not provide integrated and
connected networks of bike paths and lanes. Some
suburban jurisdictions even lack basic pedestrian
amenities such as sidewalks or crosswalks.

In both countries, federal, state, and local govern-
ments implement policies that influence land use and
spatial development. However, in Germany different
levels of government coordinate their land-use plans
in an interactive process. The same process also
prescribes coordination between neighboring juris-
dictions and it mandates that spatial planning
considers other areas of transportation: water and
energy. In the United States, land-use planning
remains fragmented across jurisdictional boundaries,
uncoordinated between levels of government, and
typically not integrated with planning for transporta-
tion. Our case study of Arlington County, however,
shows a best practice case for coordinating land-
use and transportation planning in the United States.
The example of Arlington County demonstrates how
local governments in the U.S. can successfully inte-
grate transportation and land-use planning. In fact,

conclusions and lessons for germany

and the u.s.
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Arlington’s success highlights the need for coordi-
nating planning for transportation, land use, economic
development, and housing, and the importance of
stakeholder participation and participatory processes,
as exemplified by “The Arlington Way.”

Although there are big differences in land-use, trans-
portation planning systems, and the underlying
funding mechanism between the two countries, coor-
dinating transportation and land-use planning faces
similar challenges in both countries. First, land-use
planning in Germany and the United States tradition-
ally separate types of land-uses. This practice is more
problematic in the United States, where the separa-
tion of land uses is stricter and zones cover larger land
areas than in Germany. Strict separation of land uses,
including exclusion of apartment buildings, doctor’s
offices, corner stores, and small businesses from
single family residential zones, and larger areas of
single use zoning result in longer trip distances in the
United States. Long trip distances and the separation
of trip origins and destinations necessitate more trips
by car in the U.S. because different activities (e.g.,
shopping, work, leisure) are more dispersed than in
Germany. Germany’s practice of zoning for smaller
land areas and the more flexible zoning code has
helped to reduce trip distances and car depend-
ence—even when planners did not explicitly coordi-
nate transportation and land use. In summary, in both
countries, transportation should be more explicitly
considered when planning for land-use and the other
way round.

Second, planning practice and regulations in both
countries still foster automobile use. For example, in
Germany and the United States most municipalities
require minimum parking standards for housing, retail,
or office buildings. These parking standards, and the
resulting supply of car parking spots, make automo-
bile use more attractive. Car-restrictive and pro walk,
bike, and public transportation policies in Germany
counterbalance the effect of free car parking to a
higher degree than in U.S. cities, where walking,
cycling, and public transportation are less attractive.
Municipalities in both countries experiment with
maximum parking standards or even car-free neigh-
borhoods, but minimum parking requirements are still
the norm.

Third, federal and state funding can determine local
policy choices. For example, dedicated federal and
state funding for roadways in the U.S. has tradition-
ally limited local policies to foster alternatives to the
car. Since the passage of the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) in the early
1990s, municipalities and metropolitan areas have
gained more independence to promote walking and
cycling using federal (matching) funds. Germany has
a longer history of flexible federal, state, and munic-
ipal funding for all modes of local transportation, but
recent changes in federal transportation regulations
threaten this flexible funding source.

Fourth, in both countries the automobile industry plays
an important role in the economy and motorist
lobbying organizations are strong. This is especially
true for the Stuttgart region, home to the car manu-
facturers Daimler and Porsche, as well as a large
number of automotive component suppliers, such as
Bosch. Although the automotive industry is increas-
ingly investing in comprehensive mobility solutions
(e.g., car2go), their political support for pro-car poli-
cies is still strong in both countries.

Fifth, effecting changes in individual behavior as well
as land-use and transportation systems takes time. In
both countries politicians and residents often empha-
size short-term goals. However, the case studies from
Arlington and Scharnhauser Park demonstrated that
coordinated transportation and land-use planning
require long-term strategies that are flexible enough
to adapt to changing conditions over time. This
suggests that a combination of “muddling-
through”234 and comprehensive planning may be
most successful. In the literature this approach is
called “perspective incrementalism.”235 This plan-
ning approach is at the same time “satisfied with
partial success by individual projects, but based on an
overall perspective.”236
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