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Introduction 

The Twin Cities has an emerging transitway system that can meet the needs of current 

and future resident, in order to provide people access to school and work, especially for people 

who may be transit-dependent or could benefit from not having to saddle the expense of owning 

a car.  Transitways will bring change to the landscape in cities through which the transitways 

run, and could offer opportunities for new development and redevelopment that take advantage 

of the addition of the amenity.  Given the changes that may occur, such as property values or 

policies and tools put in place to encourage development around transit, this study examines 

what cities can do to ensure that people with lower incomes have opportunities to live near these 

transitways.   

This paper explores the many varying dimensions of context – context of the transitway 

development timing and planned mode, context of city politics and qualities of current residents 

and potential future growth, and context of the policy and tool landscape around affordable 

housing, transit, and planning in cities.  The study focuses on tools and policies that can help 

meet the needs of low-income renters in cities along seven transitways in the Twin Cities that are 

in various phases – from early planning to operational. The transitways of focus are part of the 

regional Corridors of Opportunity initiative, funded by U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD) and Living Cities, a national collaborative of foundations and lending 

institutions. This collaborative effort led by the Metropolitan Council and the McKnight 

Foundation uses transitways as a development focus that will help the Twin Cities region prosper 

and has a vision of transitways being places where people of all incomes and backgrounds can 

live, work and play (see Figure 1). 
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Figure 1: Study transitway corridors and cities 

 
 

These transitways are in different stages of development and as such have varying levels 

of planning completed for both the specific path and nature of the transitway.  In addition, the 

cities along the corridors having various plans for the station areas in their communities, such as 

expected growth that may be guided to meet city goals and priorities, as well as unique 

challenges to balancing limited resources and the interests of their leadership and residents.  To 

better understand the potential impact of the transitway and consider how cities might respond in 

order to ensure access by low-income residents, the study takes a closer look at two or more 

cities along each transitway.  I seek to better understand the context of each transitway and city, 
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and at what point various strategies and tools of maintaining or increasing affordable housing are 

appropriate in planning and implementing.  In particular, the study hones in on rental housing 

due to the nature of it as housing that tends to serve lower income households.  I also seek to 

understand what types of tools are available to government agencies and other stakeholders to 

increase the availability of affordable rental housing, and the effectiveness of tools in various 

settings of planning. 

I will first present the housing needs, looking at both national literature on housing 

affordability and need, as well as local community context.  Looking at the need will 

demonstrate the market failure of private housing development to adequately serve affordable 

housing needs without government intervention.  Next, I will review literature about the impacts 

on property values when transitways are developed in communities.  From there, I will zoom in 

on the seven corridors and at least two cities on each corridor to learn more about housing 

policies currently in place and attempt to analyze if there are adequate plans to address potential 

market changes that will come from the transitway plans and build-out in order to ensure that 

low-income families can live near transit. Methods include interviews with city staff, housing 

developers, and housing and redevelopment authority staff.   I also review housing-related plans 

and policies from the cities themselves, Metropolitan Council, and housing and redevelopment 

authorities.  Housing and development policies and tools are examined and assessed for possible 

fit given the context of each city and transitway and the potential to ensure that residents who are 

low-income will be able to live near transitways that they so rely on for transportation.  Finally, 

potential innovations in the field, and questions for further research and planning are explored. 
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Literature Review 

Studies indicate a growing need for housing for low-income households, particularly 

those at the lowest income levels.   Furthermore, these individuals are more likely to rely on 

public transit due to the high costs of owning a car.  Meanwhile, research shows that the addition 

of light rail transit in a region can increase land and property values around station areas, making 

affordable housing that much more difficult to preserve or develop and potentially leading to a 

lack of access by low-income households who need this service. The literature reviewed here 

covers the growing need for affordable housing, and the contextual dynamics that can lead to 

increased property values around transit. 

Need for Affordable Housing 

Affordable housing is defined by HUD as spending no more than 30% of one’s income 

on housing expenses.   Studies show shortages of affordable housing for lower income 

households across the United States, including Minnesota, and that the gap between affordability 

and availability of housing is growing (National Low Income Housing Coalition [NLIHC], 

2012).   Furthermore, the number of renters is growing, and incomes are decreasing or not 

increasing while rents go up. (NLIHC, 2012). 

The availability of rental housing for the lowest income households is a major area of 

concern.  HUD defines Extremely Low Income (ELI) households as those earning 30% Area 

Median Income (AMI), and the National Low Income Housing Coalition found in their 2012 

“Out of Reach” report that “for every 100 such households seeking an apartment, only 30 units 

both affordable and available can be found,” estimating that “6.8 million additional units are 

required to address the need for affordable housing among ELI households” (p. 3).  In 

Minnesota, the Coalition found that there were just 40 affordable and available units for every 
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100 ELI renters, and only 76 units for every 100 Very Low Income (VLI) renter household, 

which HUD defines at households earning 50% AMI (NLIHC, Feb. 2012).  The number of 

affordable units is found to be decreasing in many studies, which gives lower income renters 

fewer options.  “The Joint Center for Housing Studies reports that 12% of the low-cost rental 

market was lost between 1999 and 2009” (NLIHC, Oct. 2011).   

HUD and housing policymakers consider households who spend more than 30% of their 

income on housing as cost burdened. The percentage of renters that is cost burdened has been on 

the rise since 2008 when 50% of renter households were cost burdened.  In 2010, 53% of renter 

households were found to be cost burdened.  Furthermore, lower income renters are more likely 

to be cost burdened, with well over 85% of renter households earning less than $20,000 

experiencing housing cost burden (NLIHC, Oct. 2011).  

For households spending so much of their income on housing costs, they have less of 

their money left over for other necessities, such as transportation.  Transit access is important to 

lower income households because of the major expense of owning a car.  Metro Transit, the 

major transit operator in the Twin Cities, reports that their riders have disproportionately lower 

household incomes as compared to the region overall.  About 34% of transit riders have 

household incomes below $25,000, while just 16% of the region overall is in the same income 

category (Metropolitan Council, 2011).   

Renter households are the focus of this study.  While homeownership can be a principal 

asset for low-income families, it can be extremely challenging goal to achieve due to the lack of 

resources for down payments and the difficulty of obtaining a mortgage (Schwartz, 2010).  

Renting is much more common for low-income households. In fact, “according to the U.S. 

Census Bureau, 92% of all renter families could not afford to buy a ‘modestly priced’ home in 
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2004 (modestly priced is defined as the 25th percentile of the prices of owner-occupied homes in 

a particular geographic area)” (Schwartz, 2010, p. 298).   For these reasons, and due to its limited 

scope, this study focuses on rental housing only.  Statistics focusing on renter households and 

rental housing availability are examined for the local context of the cities included in this case 

study to help assess need for affordable housing in communities along emerging transitways. 

Low-income households’ increased likelihood of being transit dependent could be served 

very well by the transit investments being made and planned in the Twin Cities.  While it is 

becoming more difficult for lower-income renters to find affordable housing, it may be made 

even more difficult to find near transit if property and land values increase as the next section 

suggests may occur.   

Effect of Transit on Property and Land Values 

 In general, studies show that housing prices and values increase in transit areas, but there 

is mixed evidence on the degree of impact of transitways.  The studies show that the impact is 

context-specific (Hess & Almeida, 2007).  Furthermore, some factors seem to decrease the 

positive impact in some settings, have a negative relationship in others, or show no impact 

altogether.  These factors include desirability of the neighborhood, non-pedestrian-oriented 

neighborhood characteristics, areas with concentrations of low-income homes and people of 

color, and industrial land uses nearby.    

 Location theory would suggest that highly accessible locations provide transportation 

cost savings (Duncan, 2011).  In addition, pedestrian-friendly environments near transit station 

areas seem to have a niche market for people who want to live near transit and in walkable areas, 

and may be willing to pay more for this (Duncan, 2011).  Kahn described advantages to living in 
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transit-accessible areas, such as the “New Urbanist lifestyle” that can be attractive to higher 

educated, higher income homebuyers (2007).   

Findings show that prices increase in pedestrian-oriented station areas, but few studies 

show large premiums (Duncan, 2011). In results that showed increases, proximity has an effect - 

the closer the home, the higher the premium was found to be (Duncan, 2011; Goetz, 2009; Hess 

& Almeida, 2007).   Gentrification, defined by the author as a positive change in percentage of 

college graduates and in house values, was also shown to be more likely to occur in communities 

that one author defined as “Walk and Ride” stations than communities that were close to “Park 

and Ride” stations (Kahn, 2007).  This points not only to the positive impact on property values, 

but a potential side effect of displacement by lower income residents who reside in transit areas 

before transit is built.  In addition, this study found increased home prices of 5.4% after 10 years 

and 10.8% after 20 years in “Walk and Ride” station areas (Kahn, 2007).   In suburban locations, 

it may be that parking lots are actually perceived as an amenity near transit stations, as Kousky 

and Maher found (2011).  Their study showed that stations with parking lots had increased home 

values more than stations without parking lots.  This demonstrates the various perceptions of 

amenities and desired qualities in different settings.   

 Studies also showed prices declining in various types of settings around transit.  Duncan 

found property values to decrease in more auto-oriented environments around station areas 

(2011).  These areas may have negative perceptions and qualities that several studies pointed out, 

including an overall lower quality of life, such as traffic, noise, safety, aesthetics, and industrial 

character of the neighborhood, and may include features such as park-and-ride lots (Duncan, 

2011; Hess & Almeida, 2007; Kahn, 2007).  In suburban communities, nuisance effects were 

found for those living near the transit line but not close to a station area (Kousky & Maher, 
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2011).  Some research also suggests that public transit stations can act as a poverty magnet 

because of the likelihood that the urban poor do not own cars and place a premium on living near 

transit, or that at least some residents may oppose transit being located near transit in their 

neighborhood if they perceive that lower-income residents will be attracted to their community 

because of the transit access (Kahn, 2007).  In Buffalo, NY, a study found that property values of 

homes near light rail actually decreased in low-income areas (Hess & Almeida, 2007).  This 

outcome may seem counter-intuitive because low-income people could benefit more by not 

needing to own a car, however, it may go to show that because housing costs generally make up 

a larger portion of a family’s budget, that saving on rent might be more attractive than saving on 

transportation costs.   

Becker’s (2011) interviews showed that developers do see light rail as an amenity, but 

not in every respect, and that it is still considered risky to build along transit in the current 

market.  In addition, the development potential is seen as varying along the line; for example, 

parking in suburban settings is still a factor because it is generally free in the suburbs and so 

must be provided by developers in order to compete with other developments.  This adds to the 

cost of the development. 

In a local context, Hiawatha Light Rail has been found to have single-family homes 

selling for more than 4.2 percent than homes in the comparison area, homes located closer to 

stations had higher increases, and that 183 percent more new housing construction occurred in 

the study area than the comparison area in the 10 year study period, which was found to be a 

significant amount. However, this study also showed that changes to residential property values 

depend on context.  In the study area along the Hiawatha Line, only the west side of the line 

experienced these increases in property values, whereas the east side which has industrial land 
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use properties along the corridor did not see these increases, demonstrating again that setting and 

characteristics impact the potential property value changes (Goetz, 2009).    

Finally, there is some research about timing of plans.   One study demonstrated that as 

soon as transit plans were announced, the property values went up on vacant land.  In the first 

year, values went up the most.  After the first year, values continued to increase but at a slower 

rate (Knaap et al, 2001).  The first year, the values on vacant land went up 71% on properties 

within a ½ mile of the proposed station area.  The properties within one mile went up 21%.  The 

authors are careful to note that this may not be enough to alter the development patterns to higher 

density, and that the first year of price bump may be a speculative bubble.  However, it makes 

sense that the densities of proposed developments would increase because of the potential for 

having higher demand for each unit, and thus an incentive to build more units.   

Understanding the dynamics and context that cause potential land and property value 

changes around new light rail infrastructure can help cities plan for the type of station area that is 

desired for their residents.  Light rail and other transitways are a tremendous expense to build, 

requiring public investment in the multi-millions for each development.  Maximizing the 

investment includes ensuring equal access by all residents, and incorporating affordable housing 

goals into their plans. 

Local Corridors and Cities 

This study focuses on seven transitways in various stages of planning in geographies that 

spread in most directions of the region (see Figure 1 on page 4).  These corridors are being 

studied as part of the Corridors of Opportunity (CoO) initiative in which a vision is to better plan 

for livability along transitways in the Twin Cities.  



	   12	  

Two corridors are already operational in this study. One is Hiawatha LRT, which began 

operations in 2004 and has 19 stations from downtown Minneapolis, through south Minneapolis 

and the airport, and ends at the Mall of America in Bloomington.  Another is Northstar 

Commuter Rail, which began operations in 2009 and runs from Big Lake in Sherburne County, 

northwest of the Twin Cities, to Downtown Minneapolis, stopping at four suburban communities 

along the way.  Of the other corridors, Cedar Avenue BRT is currently under construction, with 

its first phase slated for completion in early 2013.  This transitway extends from the Mall of 

America in Bloomington, south through Eagan, Apple Valley, and terminating in Lakeville.   

The Central Corridor LRT is also under construction and expected to be completed in 2014, 

connecting downtown Minneapolis to downtown St. Paul.  Southwest LRT is in engineering and 

planning phases and is expected to be operational in 2018.  It will begin in downtown 

Minneapolis, travel through St. Louis Park, Hopkins, Minnetonka, and end in Eden Prairie.   

Bottineau Transitway is in the process of having the Locally Preferred Alternative decided, 

which means the mode and general route that will be pursued.  Light rail is considered the 

preferred mode for this transitway, and the route starts in downtown Minneapolis, traveling north 

along the eastern corner of Golden Valley, through Robbinsdale, Crystal, and ending in Brooklyn 

Park.  Lastly, Gateway Corridor is looking at the I-94 corridor from downtown St. Paul to 

western Wisconsin.  This transitway is in the earliest planning stage, called Alternatives 

Analysis, in which 8 possible mode and route options are being studied.   

At least two cities on each corridor were selected to provide case studies of what housing 

goals, policies and tools are currently in place, and how transit infrastructure is being considered 

in relation to these planning tools, if at all.  The inclusion of both central cities was intentional, 

and the other cities were selected randomly to provide at least two cities to compare to each other 
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along each transitway corridor. The study includes 13 cities - Apple Valley, Bloomington, 

Brooklyn Park, Coon Rapids, Eagan, Eden Prairie, Fridley, Lake Elmo, Minneapolis, 

Robbinsdale, St. Louis Park, St. Paul, and Woodbury – along the following transitways: 

Transitway Cities in Case Study  

Northstar Commuter Rail Coon Rapids, Fridley, Minneapolis 

Hiawatha LRT Bloomington, Minneapolis 

Cedar Ave BRT Apple Valley, Bloomington, Eagan 

Central Corridor LRT Minneapolis, St. Paul 

Southwest LRT Eden Prairie, Minneapolis, St. Louis Park 

Bottineau Transitway Brooklyn Park, Minneapolis, Robbinsdale 

Gateway Corridor Lake Elmo, St. Paul, Woodbury 

 

Methodology 

Context of cities and transitways are considered in many ways to determine potential 

tools and policies toward ensuring that affordable housing is a part of transit station areas.   

First, I conducted an analysis of housing need using American Community Survey (ACS) 

5-year estimates on household income of renter occupied households, Metropolitan Council’s 

allocation of housing need for 2011-2020 for each city, number of subsidized units based on 

HousingLink’s “Streams” database, and HUD standards of income levels for housing programs.  

I also utilized some demographic details of the cities, such as poverty levels and homeownership 

rate to better understand community context.  Note that Lake Elmo has a small population and 

high margins of error in all ACS findings, meaning the estimations made by the ACS are not as 
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likely to be replicable as findings with lower margins of error.  In addition, this study focuses on 

renters. 

Transitway corridor context is explored next using research of transitway impact on land 

use.  The transit station plans, mode of transit, timing of build-out, market of the cities, and 

politics are all considered for local context and meaning around potential impact on affordable 

housing. 

Next, I consider affordable housing tools, covering financial tools, zoning and regulation, 

and land acquisition.  These tools present various options available to public agencies to 

encourage or proactively develop affordable housing. 

I also reviewed the housing chapters of each city’s comprehensive plan, which are 30-

year long-term planning documents that guide city policies and programs for an overall vision of 

priorities and goals for growth and management.  I looked for the overall priorities and policies 

around housing to better understand what guides their housing plans and if a sense of prioritizing 

or acting on having a range of housing options at different prices is a part of their goals.  I also 

assessed presence of plans for the emerging transitway in their community and how they might 

be responding in terms of land use plans, including changes in the housing mix.   

Finally, I conducted structured interviews with many stakeholders in the housing 

development process.  I interviewed one staff member from each of the cities.  This person was 

the community development director, housing manager, or a planner, depending on the staffing 

structure of the city.  In Bloomington, the person I interviewed was a city staff person and the 

administrator of the housing authority, which develops housing projects and contributes to the 

housing policy planning of the City.  I also interviewed real estate development staff from four 

housing development firms of various types.  One is a government housing agency – the Dakota 
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County Community Development Agency (CDA) – and two were nonprofits that focus on 

providing affordable housing – Project for Pride in Living and CommonBond Communities.   

Another was a private firm that engages in a mix of projects, some market rate some affordable 

and others a mixture – Duffy Development Company.  Finally, I interviewed a consultant who 

works with the Urban Land Institute Minnesota Housing Initiative, a collaborative of Twin Cities 

suburban mayors who participate in the Regional Council of Mayors and ULI Minnesota to 

provide informational resources around implementation tools and strategies to “support a full 

range of housing choices… for economic stability and regional prosperity” (ULI MN Housing 

Initiative).   Appendix B details my sampling frame and interview questions.  Interviews were 

intended to better understand the complex challenges involved with affordable housing issues 

and policies and how cities work, including politics and resident viewpoints, as well as 

competing priorities with limited resources. 

Results 

Affordability Need 

Rental housing needs of those at the lower income spectrum are not met by market forces 

alone.  Subsidy of some kind and intervention by the government is needed to make housing 

affordable.  This is true in the Twin Cities and can be seen on the supply side by how much rent 

costs, and the high demand of households who need more affordable housing than what the 

market provides.  Also, when it comes to transit, those households with lower incomes are more 

likely to be transit-dependent because they are more likely to not own a car.  The market is likely 

to shift in some areas where transit infrastructure is added.  The government must intervene to 
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achieve provision of affordable housing around transit as transit impacts the market in the region 

and brings opportunities for cities to focus development and growth.   

This section assesses that there is a great need for affordable rental housing for those at 

lower incomes.  Cost burden of renters is examined, finding that lower income households are 

much more likely to spend more than 30% of their income on housing costs.  Finally, car 

ownership statistics reveal that renters are much more likely to not have access to a car, and thus 

be more reliant on public transportation. 

Too much demand, not enough supply for affordable rental housing 

 A place to start to better understand the rental market is the Fair Market Rent (FMR) as 

calculated for regions across the U.S. by HUD, which is defined as the 40th percentile of rents 

available in the area.  For example, in the Twin Cities, 40% of rents for two-bedroom apartments 

are below $904 and 60% are above that rate (see Figure 2).  Considering that households should 

spend no more than 30% of their income on rent, this means that the household income needed to 

afford a two-bedroom apartment at FMR is $36,160. As a means of comparison, a person 

working full-time (40 hours per week) at the Minnesota minimum wage of $7.25 per hour earns 

just $15,080 per year.  As National Low Income Housing Coalition shows in their “Out of 

Reach” report, this means that a person would need 2.4 minimum wage jobs to be able to afford 

a 2-bedroom FMR apartment in the Twin Cities (2012). 

Figure 2: HUD Fair Market Rent for Twin Cities (13 county Metropolitan Statistical Area) 
 0 bdrm 1 bdrm 2 bdrm 3 bdrm 4 bdrm 

Fair Market Rent (FMR) $632 $745 $904 $1,183 $1,330 

Income Needed to Afford FMR $25,280 $29,800 $36,160 $47,320 $53,200 
Number of minimum wage 
jobs needed to afford rent 1.7 2.0 2.4 3.1 3.5 

Source: HUD FY 2012 Fair Market Rent Documentation System 
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HUD also calculates area median income and income levels by family size for each 

region across the United States, which are used to determine income eligibility for its assisted 

housing programs, such as the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher program.  The AMI in the 

Twin Cities is $83,900 (HUD, FY 2012 Income Limits).  In addition, HUD defines income 

levels as varying from low to extremely low income, and determines these levels at varying 

household sizes.  Low Income is defined as 80% AMI, Very Low Income is 50% AMI, and 

Extremely Low Income is 30% AMI.   As an example, according to these income levels, a family 

of four with extremely low income earns $25,150 or less in the Twin Cities.   A household with 

this income could afford rent of $629 a month, which is $275 less than the FMR for a 2-bedroom 

apartment. In Minnesota, the levels of need are defined as 60% AMI as low income and 30% 

AMI for extremely low income, which both Minnesota Housing Finance Agency (MN Housing) 

and the Metropolitan Council use as their criteria for financing and programs.   For the Twin 

Cities HUD-defined AMI of $83,900, this equates to 30% AMI being $25,170 and 60% AMI at 

$50,340 (see Figure 3). 

Figure 3: Twin Cities Area Median Income and Corresponding Affordable Rent 

FY 2012 Income Limits AMI 

Monthly Rent 
affordable for 
this income 

Area Median Income (AMI)  $83,900  $2,098 
60% AMI  $50,340  $1,259 
30% AMI  $25,170  $629 

Source: HUD FY 2012 Income Limits for Minneapolis-St. Paul MSA; Calculation of 
30% of income divided by 12 months 
 

 In order to get a better sense of level of need in the cities included in this study, ACS data 

was assessed by income distribution of renters in the cities.  ACS provides income distributions 

that approximate the income levels that would be eligible for housing support from HUD or 

other government or nonprofit sources, with breaks at $24,999 or lower, and $49,999 or lower.  
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Using these income categories that closely approximate HUD income levels, I assessed about 

how many and what percent of the households in each city live below those income levels (see 

Figure 4). Eleven of the 13 cities in this study have renter household median incomes lower than 

60% AMI, and one city, Robbinsdale, has a median renter household income below the 30% 

AMI rate.  Only Eden Prairie and Woodbury have renter occupied median household incomes 

above 60% AMI.  In examining the income distribution data, we can see that in terms of 

percentage of renter occupied households that are below 60% AMI, the city with the largest 

percentage is St. Paul at 79% or 40,847 households, then Brooklyn Park at 77% or 5,273 

households, and Robbinsdale at 76% or 1,266 households.  

Figure 4: Renter Household Income Distribution in 13 study cities 

  
Total 
Households 

Total 
Renter -
Occupied 
Households 

% 
Renters 

30% AMI 
and 
below (0-
$24,999) 

% of 
renters 
below 
$24,999 

60% AMI to 
30% AMI 
($25,000 to 
$49,999) 

% of 
renters 
$25k - 
$49,999 

60% AMI 
and below 
($49,999 
and 
below) 

% of 
renters 
below 
60% 
AMI 

Apple Valley 18,945 3,109 16% 989 32% 1,067 34% 2,056 66% 
Bloomington 36,000 10,613 29% 3,317 31% 3,950 37% 7,267 68% 
Brooklyn Park 25,238 6,887 27% 2,893 42% 2,380 35% 5,273 77% 
Coon Rapids 23,800 5,204 22% 1,813 35% 1,900 37% 3,713 71% 
Eagan 25,380 6,534 26% 1,549 24% 2,127 33% 3,676 56% 
Eden Prairie 22,836 5,921 26% 1,217 21% 1,601 27% 2,818 48% 
Fridley 11,566 4,096 35% 1,173 29% 1,676 41% 2,849 70% 
Lake Elmo 2,774 180 6% 17 9% 89 49% 106 59% 
Minneapolis 167,141 82,275 49% 38,604 47% 23,244 28% 61,848 75% 
Robbinsdale 6,078 1,675 28% 851 51% 415 25% 1,266 76% 
St. Louis Park 21,703 8,496 39% 2,198 26% 3,042 36% 5,240 62% 
St. Paul 111,534 51,480 46% 25,051 49% 15,796 31% 40,847 79% 
Woodbury 21,668 3,450 16% 610 18% 867 25% 1,477 43% 

Source: U.S. Census, ACS 2006-2010 

With extremely low-income renter-occupied households, 9 of the 13 cities have over 25% 

of their renter households below 30% AMI.  Robbinsdale has over 50%, as mentioned above, 

and St. Paul has 49% or 25,051 households, and Minneapolis has 47% of renters, or 38,604 

households, below 30% AMI.    
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Figure 5: Income distribution of renter-occupied households in study cities 

Source: ACS 2006-2010  

Do these cities have enough rental housing in the range of affordability for these low-

income households?  Perhaps for those around 60% AMI, the FMR rents seem to show that 

housing is available in this price range.  With the 60% AMI at $50,340, this means that an 

affordable rent is $1,259, which is more than the 3-bedroom FMR.  Another layer is to examine 

the gross median rent in cities, as provided by the ACS. Gross median rent in all the cities 

included in this case study is lower than the rent affordable to 60% AMI households, with the 

highest median rent seen in Woodbury at $1,169 (see Figure 6).  

Looking at median rent is helpful to see if renters in a given community can afford the 

available rents, and median gross rents for each city are available from the ACS.  To compare 

rents affordable to the median household income of renters, the median income is multiplied by 

30%, the percentage HUD uses as what households should spend on rent, and then divided by 12 

to obtain the monthly rent amount. In seven of the cities, the rent affordable to renters was less 

than the median gross rent for that city, with the difference ranging from $3 in Bloomington to 

$344 in Eden Prairie.  In the other six cities where median rent is greater than the amount 

affordable to the renter occupied median household income, the difference ranged from $26 
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Figure 6: Rent affordable based on renter-occupied median household income compared to 
median gross rent in each city, in order of largest gap to largest surplus

 
Source: ACS 2006-2010 

 

to $193.  Without distribution, it is difficult to understand if this means there are renters who 

struggle to pay rent in the city.  Perhaps those renters who have lower incomes live in units that 

cost much below the median.  Examining the details of market rents was beyond the scope of this 

study. 

However, it is possible to assess that for those at 30% AMI, the situation is very bleak.  

As noted above, a family of four at 30% AMI is below an income of $25,150, able to afford $629 
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and for renters are needed to offer enough housing at these rates, particularly for apartments with 

more bedrooms that can house families with children (National Low Income Housing Coalition, 

2012).  HousingLink, a local nonprofit organization, provides a database of all subsidized 
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AMI.  At this income level in which market rate housing is generally out of reach, every city 

included in this study has far less subsidized rental units than people who qualify (see Figures 7 

and 8).   

Figure 7: Access to affordable subsidized units for renter households earning 30% AMI or less 
in study suburban cities

 
Source: ACS 2006-2010; HousingLink Streams Database 

 
 
Figure 8: Access to affordable subsidized units for renter households earning 30% AMI or less 
in study central cities  

 
Source: ACS 2006-2010; HousingLink Streams Database 
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The Section 8 housing voucher program can help low-income families by subsidizing the 

rent they pay to housing available in the private market, but the waiting lists for vouchers is very 

long or even closed to new applications, and not all landlords accept the vouchers.  Section 8 

vouchers do not make up the difference in need, and all lists were closed at the time of this study 

(see Figure 9).  Even calculating just the cities in the study area and not including the need of all  

Figure 9: Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers in study area 

Agency 
# of 

vouchers 

Waiting 
list status 

as of 
7/10/12 Service area 

Study cities 
in service 

area 

Total gap 
in study 
cities for 
renters at 
30% AMI 
and below 

Remaining 
gap after 
counting 
vouchers 

Dakota County 
Community 
Development Agency 

2,200 Closed Dakota County, expect S. St. 
Paul 

Apple Valley, 
Eagan 

2,465 265 

Bloomington Housing 
Redevelopment 
Authority 

525 Closed Bloomington Bloomington 2,615 2,090 

Metro Housing and 
Redevelopment 
Authority 

7,000 Closed 98 cities in Anoka, Carver, 
Hennepin & Ramsey Counties, 
except Bloomington, 
Minneapolis, Plymouth, Richfield, 
St. Louis Park & St. Paul 

Brooklyn Park, 
Coon Rapids, 
Eden Prairie, 
Fridley, 
Robbinsdale 

6,874 -126 

Washington County 
Housing and 
Redevelopment 
Authority 

490 Closed Washington County Lake Elmo, 
Woodbury 

519 29 

St. Louis Park 
Housing Authority 

300 Closed St. Louis Park St. Louis Park 1,587 1,287 

Minneapolis Public 
Housing Authority 

4,600 Closed Minneapolis Minneapolis 28,695 24,095 

St. Paul Public 
Housing Agency 

4,310 Closed St. Paul St. Paul 19,155 14,845 

Source: Agency Websites; HousingLink 

other cities served by each agency, a great need remains in each study city.  In Bloomington, for 

example, over 2,000 extremely low-income renters remain unserved by Section 8 vouchers and 

subsidized housing.  They are left to find cheap housing on the open rental market. There may be 

rental housing that is affordable based on the market and demand for the location, features of the 

apartment and other qualities, but affordability at these levels without subsidy can mean low 

quality and possibly unsafe housing.  Concerns around concentration of poverty arise when 
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noting that naturally occurring low-rent housing is in neighborhoods with concentrations of low-

income households, where crime is higher and access to service might be limited.   

Low-income renters more likely to be cost burdened 

 Households spending more than 30% of their income on housing are considered cost 

burdened.  In the study cities, renters at the lower income levels are not surprisingly much more 

likely to be cost burdened, particularly those who earn $34,999 and below, which is about 40% 

AMI.  In Fridley, 64% of renters earning $20,000 to $34,999 pay more than 30% of their income 

on housing, which is the lowest rate of cost burdened renters in this income bracket among the 

13 study cities.  Meanwhile, in Woodbury, 97% of renters in the same income range are cost 

burdened.  For renters earning less than $20,000, or about 24% AMI, Robbinsdale has the lowest 

rate at 75% of renters in this income range who are cost burdened.  In Eagan, 99% of renters in 

this income range are cost burdened.  As shown by the box plot in Figure 10, renters who earn 

about 60% AMI, or $49,999 or less, are likely to be cost burdened in all cities in the study. 

Figure 10: Box plot indicating cost-burdened renters by income groups, showing minimum, 25th 
& 75th percentile and maximum rates 

 
Source: ACS 2006-2010 
Note: Lake Elmo was excluded as an outlier and due to its high margins of error 
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Low-income renters more likely to be transit dependent 

 Renters were found to be more likely to not own a car when compared to homeowners, 

and these renters would likely rely on public transportation to get to school, work and other 

destinations.  The central cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul have the most transit coverage, and 

would perhaps be places where residents do not feel that a car is necessary.  Robbinsdale is a 

first-ring suburb and also possibly has some good connections by transit.  These cities have the 

largest percentage of renters who do not have vehicles, with Minneapolis at 32% of renters, 

Robbinsdale with 31%, and St. Paul with 28% (see Figure 11).  Even in outer suburbs of Eagan 

and Woodbury, where transit service is much less frequent and more sparse, renters are much 

more likely to not have a car, with 10% of Eagan renters and 8% of Woodbury renters without a 

car. In all cities, 5% or less of homeowners do not have a vehicle.  This may be due to household 

size likely to be larger among homeowners.  Regardless, it does not alter the fact that renters are  

Figure 11: Car ownership among owners and renters, in order of highest to lowest rate of 
renters not having a vehicle available 

 
Source: ACS 2006-2010 
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more likely to rely on public transportation to get around.  Margins of error would be too large to 

break these numbers out into household size or income distribution, but given the lower median 

household incomes of renters across the board, we may assume that one of the reasons renters do 

not have cars may be due to the cost of owning and maintaining a car. 

Regional need for affordable housing and local “fair share” 

 The Metropolitan Council is charged by the state of Minnesota with guiding regional 

growth and development, and oversees the long-range plans for the region and of cities within 

the region.  One program of the Met Council, in which all of the study cities voluntarily 

participate, is the Livable Communities Act, which operates a grant program for development 

projects that cities are eligible for in exchange for the commitment to develop a “fair share” of 

the region’s need for affordable housing over a 10-year period.  The region-wide need estimated 

by the Met Council was determined to be approximately 51,000 units to be added between 2011-

2020 (2006).  Cities’ fair share of that amount is determined by the following four criteria: 

• The household growth potential 

• Ratio of local low-wage jobs to low-wage workers 

• Current provision of affordable housing, with a goal of 30% of all residential units being 

affordable 

• Transit service 

All cities in this study have been assigned a fair share goal for 2011-2020, as shown in figure 12. 

The lowest number of units is 116 in Fridley, while the highest is Minneapolis at 4,224.  

Excluding the central cities, the next highest allocation is 2,057 in Woodbury.  All cities have 

been determined to have a need to add affordable housing units based on the needs of their 

growing populations over the next 10 years.  Transit is factored as a priority for increasing the 
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Figure 12: Metropolitan Council Affordable Housing Allocation for 2011-2020  

 
City 

Population 
(2010) 

Households 
(2010) 

Projected 
households 

in 2020 

Projected 
Rate of 
growth 

"Fair share" 
allocation for 
2011-2020 

Apple Valley 49,084 18,875 26,000 38% 1,307 

Bloomington 82,893 35,905 39,400 10% 961 

Brooklyn Park 75,781 26,229 32,800 25% 1,506 

Coon Rapids 61,476 23,532 26,500 13% 192 

Eagan 64,206 25,249 28,500 13% 884 

Eden Prairie 60,797 23,930 28,500 19% 1,844 

Fridley 27,208 11,110 11,900 7% 116 

Lake Elmo 8,069 2,779 6,324 128% 661 

Minneapolis 382,578 163,540 182,000 11% 4,224 

Robbinsdale 13,953 6,032 6,500 8% 222 

St. Louis Park 45,250 21,743 23,000 6% 501 

St. Paul 285,068 111,001 127,000 14% 2,625 

Woodbury 61,961 22,594 30,500 35% 2,057 

Source: Metropolitan Council 2011-2020 Allocation of Affordable Housing Need by 
City/Township 
 

allocation, because renters, and very likely low-income renters, are likely to not own a car and be 

transit dependent.  As the regional government agency, the Metropolitan Council has a 

responsibility to consider the needs of all residents, both in terms of housing and transportation, 

and ensure that those needs are met throughout the region. 

 

Corridor Context 

	   As seen in the literature, context matters in how transitways might impact the land values 

around the infrastructure.  With housing affordability and transit access an area of concern, the 

context of transitways can be assessed using these research findings to help determine what 

might occur in a given area, and if plans and actions might need to be put into place to achieve 

different desired outcomes, such as having a mix of some affordable housing around transit 

station areas.  Station areas, mode of transit, timing of the plan, market conditions in an area, and 

politics are discussed here regarding what impacts a new transitway may have on a community. 
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Station Area 

Context of the station area impacts the potential on property values.  Pedestrian-friendly 

areas have seen the biggest increases in values in studies, while neighborhoods with 

concentrations of low-income populations, industrial land uses, auto-oriented design features 

such as large parking lots and wide roads, and high nuisance factors, such as noise and traffic, all 

can mean no change or decrease in property values.  These effects will either help or hinder 

desired development for transit-oriented station areas with new housing, jobs and services.  If 

cities are looking for new development around their station areas to allow more residents to have 

good access to the system, as well as encourage growth and development, it will require an 

analysis of current conditions and what changes and plans need to be made for the desired 

outcome.  In detailing the desired outcomes, factors such as affordability of housing must be 

considered. 

A major issue with these transit-oriented plans are the costs of developing such transit 

areas, with TOD land use regulations potentially working against affordability (Fleissig, 2009; 

Parzan & Sigal, 2004).  Duncan found that transit-oriented development in which good 

pedestrian environments were part of the landscape had the effect of driving up land values more 

than what he called “transit-adjacent developments (TAD),” that happened to be near transit 

stations but didn’t have the land form to make it enticing to live nearby, and that these even had 

the impact of increasing nuisance factors like noise and traffic around park and ride lots.  

Incidentally, this might lead to concentrated areas of affordable housing where only those who 

can’t afford more desirable locations will live.   Fleissig (2009) raised a particular concern with 

transit areas that TOD requirements can drive up the development costs.  Some factors that raise 

costs are requirements of structured parking, which is much more expensive than surface 
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parking, the cost of infrastructure improvements that may be required, such as lighting, 

sidewalks, and landscaping, design elements a city might require to make the area attractive.  In 

addition, there are the high costs associated with redevelopment, where there are small parcels 

that need to be purchased piecemeal, costs of demolition and possible pollution clean-up, and 

other costs that add up.  These all raise the cost barriers for nonprofit affordable housing 

developers, as noted in my interviews, and make it less feasible for private developers to be able 

to recoup their costs in adding affordable units. The policies of the study cities outline a desire 

for these walkable TOD type areas around their transit stations, with increases in density planned 

for the areas described in their long-range comprehensive plans and by city staff in my 

interviews. 

The lower income neighborhoods along Central Corridor that have particularly weak 

housing markets, blight and higher rates of foreclosure may remain lower in demand and cost.  

Also, some areas that are becoming very racially diverse, such as Brooklyn Park, may remain 

segregated and affordable due to crime and race issues, similar to those found in Buffalo, NY 

(Hess & Almeida, 2007).  Also revealed in the study of Buffalo, transit is not enough to 

revitalize depressed economies and neighborhoods, as shown by low income African-American 

neighborhoods seeing no property value increase along the transitway, where other 

neighborhoods along the transitway did see increases.   

Mode 

An important question remains if bus rapid transit and commuter rail will have the effect 

of raising property values.  The studies available examine the impact of light rail transit on 

property values.  It might be that only light rail has the described effect because it is desirable 

and popular, and builds new ridership by its attractiveness.  It is also a more permanent 
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infrastructure that cannot be moved or rerouted, so developers can trust that their building 

tenants will have access to it.  Even though bus rapid transit can improve bus service, it may not 

be the solid infrastructure developers can trust.  Generally, it also has much lower ridership 

projections that may not impact developer decisions.  Northstar Commuter Rail has been only 

moderately successful in the Twin Cities with low ridership.  Fares were just decreased in order 

to encourage more ridership (Doyle, 2012). Furthermore, the rail system is built for commuters 

who will drive to the station and park their cars in the ample free parking built at the stations.  

The modes of Northstar, Cedar Ave, and possibly Bottineau and Gateway may not be able to 

support the transit-oriented station areas that cities are planning and that have the neighborhood 

characteristics that studies describe as accompanying increased property values.   

Timing 

 Knaap, Ding and Hopkins found in their study that land values can start increasing as 

soon as plans are announced, which is the stage which Southwest LRT is in.  Central Corridor is 

likely to have already seen property values increase, and Cedar Avenue BRT may also have 

some increase, although the mode of bus rapid transit is untested.  Two developers in interviews 

conducted mentioned the rising land costs on Southwest, where they suspected land speculators 

were getting involved in the market there.  Even approaching landowners with an offer on a 

property near the Southwest LRT, CommonBond Communities’ staff person noted that the offer 

was rejected as they seemingly were waiting for a higher price. This may be due to the transit 

line and the property owner’s expectation that values will increase.  Duffy Development also 

noted the increased interest by brokers in properties that until recently no one was interested in.  

Timing can be key as cities strategize to plan for affordable housing near transitways.  Land may 
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become too expensive for affordable housing developments to be built, in which the return is 

lower and capital costs need to be lower to reflect that.   

Market Conditions  

 Cities have varying housing markets and demographics which began to be explored in the 

previous section on housing affordability.  Some cities have less expensive housing and lower 

median household incomes, while others are higher end. Also, demographics, lifestyle choices 

and reputation can all play a role in attracting people to live an area.  In terms of median gross 

rent, the ACS showed great variation, from $756 in St. Paul at the low end to over $1,000 in 

Apple Valley, Eden Prairie and Woodbury.  Household incomes vary from $44,300 in St. Paul at 

the low end, and Lake Elmo at the high end with a median household income of over $100,000 

(see Appendix A: City Profiles).  Real estate developers will build more of what they think the 

market will support.  In Lake Elmo, for example, the planner I spoke to noted that developers 

propose large homes on expansive lots because of the market for higher end homes in a more 

rural setting. 

However, there is variation within the development community, as well.  The private 

developer I interviewed stated a belief in building housing affordable to 50% to 60% AMI 

because of the high demand.  He chooses locations with access to jobs as his primary criteria, 

often in suburbs that may have a stronger and more expensive market if he can find affordable 

land.  The return is not high, but vacancy rates are incredibly low, and with good screening he 

noted that rents are paid to keep bringing a return he needs to make the projects profitable.  

Another area of concern over the past four or more years is the “great recession” that has 

involved and impacted the real estate development market.  The peer-reviewed literature has not 

yet caught up with the effect of this phenomenon. Anecdotal evidence in Becker’s (2011) 
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interviews did reveal the developers’ inability to build much of anything in this environment, and 

my city interviews definitely expressed the lack of development activity and interest since 2008.  

It will be instructive to see if transit areas are shown to increase more or decrease less than 

control areas in the same region during the economic downturn, and to study the long-term 

effects.  The recession could potentially bring opportunity for affordable housing development in 

the form of less expensive land or devalued or foreclosed properties to purchase for rehabilitation 

or renovation.  In addition, affordable housing has continued to be developed during this period 

due to the availability of Low Income Housing Tax Credits.  However, these projects still require 

an investment that can be difficult to find or justify during such difficult economic times. 

Politics 

The research I focused on covered land values and not community and political reaction 

to developments.   Communities may be more or less resistant to either higher densities or 

affordable housing, or both.  Higher densities around transit will be an important means to allow 

for affordable housing.  City policies often stress having land uses that make sense and are 

appropriate to their surroundings, as seen in several of the cities’ comprehensive plans, such as 

Eagan and Bloomington, meaning that higher density housing is planned for busier roads and 

next to other multifamily developments, rather than right next to an area with predominantly 

single family detached homes.   Terms such as “workforce housing” and “mid-market housing” 

used to describe affordable housing by many cities connote the idea that the housing is for people 

with jobs, not the undeserving poor.  All four developers I spoke to noted that opposition to 

affordable housing is decreasing in recent years, which they attribute to improved management 

of properties and increased construction standards so that properties look more like the housing 

around them, and communities having had positive experiences with housing developed in their 
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communities once they are built.  However, many housing policies expressed in comprehensive 

plans note that affordable housing should not be concentrated, and some cities dispute the 

number of units assigned to them by the Metropolitan Council “fair share” goals.  These policies 

could be interpreted as apprehensive of affordable housing, showing some of the politics around 

the issue. 

Context in Study Cities and Corridors 

 Applying the transitway and city contexts described here to the study transitways 

demonstrates that some areas may be more likely to see increases in property and land values 

than others, and that the timing of when to expect changes also varies.  Hiawatha has already 

seen property values increase since opening in 2004 (Goetz, 2009).  Central and Southwest 

corridors are likely to have seen increases in land value already, as noted by St. Paul city staff 

and developers I spoke to in interviews.  The other four corridors are not necessarily certain to 

have property value increases due to the transitway.  In my interviews with Northstar 

communities of Fridley and Coon Rapids, city staff noted that there has generally been no new 

development around the stations in their communities.  This is perhaps due to the recession; 

however, it demonstrates that the Northstar stations are not catalyzing development to the point 

of overcoming the down market.  Cedar Avenue communities of Eagan and Apple Valley are 

directing efforts for redevelopment around their station areas for various reasons.  Eagan has 

city-owned land near their station.  Apple Valley’s commercial core is located along Cedar 

Avenue and along the three stations under construction along the BRT line, which is an area they 

see as ripe for a lot of redevelopment of aging strip malls.  However, neither staff person 

mentioned much growth or increases in activity, developer interest or land value.  Bottineau and 

Gateway corridor city staff all mentioned that the transitway planning is too early to have 
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planned much around their areas, and have seen no related development activity or interest at this 

point.  These context dynamics of transitways can help cities determine what policies and tools 

to consider for desired development and growth around the transit investment. 

 
Figure 13: Corridor Context of Study Area  

 Mode Stage 
Timeline of 
Completion Market Dynamics 

Expected impact on 
property values 

When will 
values change? 

Hiawatha Light rail Operational 2004 Strong - connects 
airport and downtown 

Increase in many 
areas 

For several years 
and ongoing 

Northstar Commuter rail Operational 2009 Weak - travels through 
economically weaker 

part of region 

Stagnant Uncertain 

Cedar Ave Bus rapid 
transit 

Under 
construction 

2013 Medium - not much 
density, but some job 

market activity 

Uncertain Uncertain 

Central Light rail Under 
construction 

2014 Strong - Connects both 
downtowns and the 

university 

Increase in many 
areas 

Happening now 

Southwest Light rail Preliminary 
Engineering 

Projected 
2018 

Strong - job rich area, 
desirable part of region 

Increase in many 
areas 

Possibly 
happening now 

Bottineau Undetermined Alternatives 
Analysis 

Goal by 
2030 

Weak - travels through 
economically weaker 

part of region 

Likely to increase if 
light rail is selected, 
but perhaps only in 

certain areas 

Maybe in the next 
few years if light 
rail is selected 

Gateway Undetermined Alternatives 
Analysis 

Goal by 
2030 

Mixed - weak in St. 
Paul, strong in 
suburban areas 

Uncertain Possibly long term 

   

Affordable Housing Tools 

When it comes to ensuring that affordable housing is included in transit area 

development, many policies can and should be considered by cities to overcome the market 

failure of the standard housing market’s inability to produce housing affordable to lower income 

households.  I will discuss some policies commonly available to local communities and describe 

how they might or might not be effective in these settings around transit.  Appendix C reports a 

Metropolitan Council survey from 2010 of affordable housing tools in place in the study cities.   
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Financial Tools 

 Some tools involve financing housing or incenting or funding development with tax 

tools.  Housing finance tools include bonds or housing trust funds that may be issued or granted 

by a government agency, that would generate revenue from some tax source, such as property 

taxes or fees charged to developers.  The challenge of this tool is the political feasibility of 

charging taxes or fees of residents.  Another challenge could be developers avoiding building 

properties in cities with high fees.  This would be more difficult in weaker markets where the 

return may be lower due to lower price points.  In addition, these tools may not apply to transit 

areas directly.  However, a city or county may choose to award bonds and other housing funds to 

transit districts, as MN Housing and the City of Minneapolis do by awarding extra points to 

developments proposed in DEED Transit Improvement Areas.    

Many cities and counties receive federally-funded financing tools in Community 

Development Block Grants and HOME Investment Partnership Program, which are both formula 

grants issued by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  Cities choose 

to use these in ways that they feel meet local needs, which could include affordable housing 

funding along transitways.  Challenges are that these funds have been declining, there are 

competing priorities within recipient cities for how to use what little funds they do receive, and 

many cities do not receive them. 

Various tax incentive and relief programs can also help finance or incent affordable 

housing development.  One of the more common and effective program is Tax Increment 

Financing (TIF), which is in use by 11 of the 13 cities included in this study (see Appendix B - 

city policies in use).  This program is regulated by the state, and it allows cities to capture 

increased property taxes from new developments or redevelopments and use the revenue to make 
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area improvements or fund housing or other redevelopment projects.  Revenue from TIF can 

help fund affordable housing.  Because it gives the city control of the tax revenue, this can be an 

effective tool for cities to use toward their projects.  However, it can be politically unpopular 

because the incented developments may not generate the expected tax revenue, making it a risky 

program.  It can also be perceived that it favors private companies by giving them incentives to 

develop property that do not necessarily lead to revenue and positive outcomes (MN House of 

Representatives website).   A few of the staff I interviewed mentioned TIF as a tool for transit 

station areas. 

Other tax tools include tax abatement, in which a city allows the developer to pay fewer 

taxes.  This may also be challenging politically, as it must line up with city priorities and 

interests to promote or incent certain types of development.   Tax abatement could be used to 

help incent development of affordable units or buildings, but it may not offer enough financial 

heft to incent a project.   

A third type of taxing program is for an area to have a special assessment district in 

which tax assessments are charged to contribute to improvements.  This may be done in transit 

areas to help support the infrastructure that could support transit, such as sidewalks and bike 

lanes.  However, it may not be effective for affordable housing because it could be a tax that is 

passed on to the residents who cannot afford an extra tax fee.   

A major challenge with financing tools is the difficulty of financing housing that serves 

the lowest incomes – those at 30% AMI or lower – because the amount of subsidy needed to 

make such affordable housing development possible.  With low rents and low return, it can be 

very difficult to have enough government and other funding contributions to make it financially 
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feasible (Schwartz, 2010).  Some funds may have difficulty imposing long-term affordability 

requirements.   Also, any fund based on tax revenue will fluctuate with market changes.   

Zoning and Regulations  

Zoning and land use controls are another strategy cities can use to incent more affordable 

housing development.  Cities can change their requirements around landform, such as decreasing 

setbacks, reducing parking requirements, and allow increased height of the building, in exchange 

for requiring affordable units, or some other requirement the city desires.  Developers may be 

able to build more units to sell or rent, on the same amount of land.  They may also save money 

by not needing to include expensive parking spaces or include as much landscaping.  Many city 

staff mentioned in interviews that higher densities will make affordable housing more feasible 

because it allows developers to build more units with the same land cost.  Transit areas are 

typically being planned to have increased density and other features that make them more 

walkable and desirable. 

Another policy option is inclusionary zoning, in which cities require a certain percentage 

of affordability in proposed developments.  The City of Eden Prairie housing manager noted the 

use of this policy with a requirement of 20% of units being affordable at the 60% AMI level.  

There are many challenges associated with this program.  One is that it requires a strong housing 

market because developers will choose not to develop in these circumstances if there are cities 

nearby that do not have these requirements or if they cannot make a profit with the requirement.  

It also does not always work to serve the lowest income tenants, because a subsidy would be 

needed to get developers to agree to it (Schwartz).  An idea suggested by one of the nonprofit 

developers I spoke to was to give developers an option to pay to not have to build the affordable 

units. The resulting revenue could be used to subsidize other affordable housing developments. 
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This is a policy solution that has been effective in other issue areas, such as emission trading.  

However, the same challenges apply with the risk of developers turning away and choosing other 

cities without these requirements, and not having enough revenue to fund much development. 

The down housing market is a challenge for all of these policy tools.  Allowing more 

units in a housing market with extremely low demand is not helpful to developers – it just gives 

them more units that have the risk of sitting empty.   Furthermore, while use of these tools 

around transit areas is a good idea as cities want to encourage higher density and transit-

orientation and pedestrian-friendly environments, it still may not be enough to give them the 

financial tools needed to successfully build affordable units of housing. 

Land Acquisition 

 Another tool available to cities is to purchase and hold land.  This option is particularly 

attractive when land values may be expected to increase in years down the road as transit is 

developed, but that is less expensive land in the current market.  The challenges are the cost of 

land and lack of financial resources to purchase the land.  Another is that some cities are fully 

developed and would have to purchase properties that may need demolition, pollution treatment 

or other potentially expensive redevelopments.  Finally, it could require the purchase of several 

parcels to achieve a substantial enough piece of land to be attractive for developers to have any 

interest.  The City of Robbinsdale community development director mentioned this challenge for 

his city.   

City Types – Opportunities and Challenges 

 Taking into account the corridor contexts and effectiveness of affordable housing policies 

and tools in various settings and markets can help determine policies and plans that will ensure 

that affordable housing is part of the housing mix in the station areas in study cities.  Through 
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reviews of housing chapters in comprehensive plans and interviews with city staff, as well as 

assessment of corridor dynamics and statistical data on demographics, I arrived at four types of 

settings in this study.  One is weak markets, which includes Brooklyn Park, Coon Rapids, 

Fridley and Robbinsdale, where city policy reflects a belief that there is enough affordable 

housing in the city and that policies should focus on building higher market housing.  A second 

type is medium markets, consisting of Apple Valley, Bloomington, Eagan, and St. Louis Park, 

where an interest in affordable housing was expressed alongside an interest in development 

opportunities overall to grow the city.  Next are cities with strong markets – Eden Prairie, Lake 

Elmo and Woodbury – where tools and leverage were stronger, including financial resources, 

such as bonds and tax levies for housing trust funds.  While tools are available, a sense of 

balance around competing priorities and scattering the affordable housing was present.  Finally, 

the central cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul had unique factors, particularly the diversity found 

within the cities and their size.  These cities also had more leverage and tools available, but much 

greater need. 

Weak Markets 

The demographics of the weaker market cities in this study of Brooklyn Park, Coon 

Rapids, Fridley and Robbinsdale, are at the lower income spectrum within the region, with 

median household incomes and median housing values below the regional median in all four 

cities (see Appendix A: City Profiles).  Median gross rents are lower than the regional median in 

all but Coon Rapids.   

In interviews with city staff, the sentiment was expressed that their communities have 

enough affordable housing.  The comprehensive plans had a tone matching that of the staff who 

expressed that the city leadership feels that they have enough affordable housing, with three city 
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plans noting some type of negative response around the Met Council “fair share” affordable 

housing goals.  Brooklyn Park stated the goal would “create an obstacle...to both local 

community development efforts and the local strategy to create an economically diverse and 

sustainable city,” (p. 4-19) while Fridley noted considering opting out of the voluntary Livable 

Communities Program because of the challenge of meeting the requirements due to shrinking 

city reserve funds.  Robbinsdale stated that they believe their supply of affordable housing is 

higher than what Met Council determined, and that there is a “widely held perception that 

Robbinsdale has ‘its share.’” ([quotes in original]; p. 3-3).   

These cities expressed wanting to provide more “move up” housing as a housing goal for 

the city’s leadership.  They generally described “move-up” housing as housing that was more 

modern and meets today’s standards, such as two-car garages and more bedrooms and square 

footage.  A few interviewees explained that they want to provide more housing options to young 

families who move into starter homes in their community, and then are forced to move to other 

communities if they become financially able to upgrade into a more desirable home. Three city 

plans expressed a plan or policy to developing “move up” housing of higher price values.  Coon 

Rapids’ plan specifically noted a desire to develop more “upper bracket” housing valued at 

$300,000 and up, and Robbinsdale noted striving for higher priced single-family units. 

Some of the challenges faced by these communities included deteriorating housing stock, 

including rental housing.  Robbinsdale and Brooklyn Park staff members both mentioned rental 

housing licensing and inspection regulations to ensure that properties are maintained and that 

landlords learn to screen and work with tenants to help them avoid or remove problem tenants 

who may bring crime with them to neighborhoods.  Comprehensive plans also noted the use of 

rental inspections and licensing programs to help with stability in rental housing. 
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These cities did acknowledge that their current station areas on Northstar or planned 

station areas along Bottineau would be planned to have higher density mixed use areas, with 

commercial and residential uses nearby or in the same building.  Because of the interest in 

“move up” housing, both Robbinsdale and Fridley staff mentioned the desire for this higher 

density housing to be market rate and have higher amenities.  Robbinsdale’s staff person shared a 

success story of a market rate senior apartment building with commercial on the ground floor in 

their downtown area, where the Bottineau station will be within walking distance.  Fridley has 

zoned a TOD overlay district.  Currently, the housing in this area is single family residential of 

Fridley’s typical, low cost housing stock.  The City envisions high-density housing of the “move 

up” type.  The staff did express that residents are concerned about displacement, but he responds 

that the City is not utilizing condemnation or purchasing land for these redevelopment 

opportunities. 

To determine affordable housing policies and tools to use in these contexts, these cities 

need to factor in how their desire to have more of a mix of choices they do not currently offer of 

those at the higher end of the market may impact the amount of affordability they offer to 

residents currently.  Another consideration is the corridor mode of commuter rail in Fridley and 

Coon Rapids that is unlikely to have much impact on property values, and the long timeline of 

Bottineau which means it likely will not impact property and land values for some time, if ever.  

Yet, plans call for density and development around their station areas.   

Due to these policies and sentiments, the cities should consider preservation of their 

current affordable housing as their primary goal for meeting needs of low-income households, 

including homeowners.  A replacement policy can be considered to ensure that all affordable 

housing, subsidized or naturally affordable, that is removed in the process of redevelopment is 
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replaced by units with long-term and reliable affordability.  These cities are eager to see 

redevelopment in these areas and should consider establishing TIF districts around their station.  

Land acquisition is another option, but still has challenges.  For example, Coon Rapids Housing 

and Redevelopment Authority (HRA) owns a large parcel directly across from the Northstar 

station, and Fridley’s HRA also purchased parcels near the station, yet development costs and a 

soft market are preventing the properties from being developed.  When they are developed, 

affordability requirements should be included for at least a certain percentage of the units, if not 

all.   

Medium Markets 

The four cities of Bloomington, Eagan, Apple Valley, St. Louis Park are more 

economically stable and have median household incomes around that of the regional median. 

They also have low percentages of their population below 150% of the poverty level.  The home 

values and median rents are greater than the regional median.  

The theme of the comprehensive plans could be summarized as having a goal of 

“lifecycle housing” in which a person can rent as a young professional, buy a starter home, 

upgrade to a larger home as their family and income grows, and then downsize to a condo or 

apartment once they get to retirement age, as was seen in Apple Valley’s comprehensive plan 

housing chapter.  The staff of these four cities expressed an overall goal of housing mix in both 

type and cost.  These staff members were likely to mention mixed incomes and mixed 

generations across and within neighborhoods.  In terms of affordable housing, all four plans 

specifically noted as one of their housing goals to meet the Met Council’s “fair share” goal.   

 Concerns for these cities were lack of resources and leverage to focus much on affordable 

housing.  Both Apple Valley and Eagan staff noted that they work with the Dakota County CDA 
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to build “workforce” housing, and that the CDA only has enough resources to build in their cities 

once a decade or so.  In my interview with a CDA staff, she concurred that they spread their 

housing throughout the county, and will not focus on transit over other factors like access to job 

centers, mentioning Eagan as an example where there are several job nodes and growth but not 

near transit service.  St. Louis Park’s housing manager discussed the challenges of encouraging 

developers to build affordable units in apartment buildings they propose to develop.  She said the 

developers say they “run the numbers” but claim that building affordable units is not 

commercially viable for their project.  Bloomington HRA Administrator noted that affordable 

housing will only be developed in their community with subsidy, and even then, it may not be 

truly affordable, referencing the difficulty of providing housing for lower income households at 

50% or 30% AMI or lower.  She explained that there are only so many funding sources, such as 

Low-Income Housing Tax Credits, which are in high demand.   

 These communities are planning to increase densities around transit areas, and 

acknowledge that higher densities will make affordable housing easier to develop because of the 

economies of scale of developing more units on less land.   These cities have expressed goals of 

having affordable housing in transit areas, such as Eagan whose staff person mentioned 

expecting 20% of units being affordable.  However, the tools and leverage that would be used to 

reach this goal were typically not specifically outlined or noted by staff. St. Louis Park’s housing 

manager shared that the City Council has expressed a desire for more affordable housing, but has 

not determined the means or need.  It seems, at this point, the goal is not supported by tools or 

plans on how to reach the goal.  

 Another challenge noted by these city staff was whether or not the developer interest 

would be increased due to transit.  Eagan and Apple Valley’s Community Development 
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Directors expected some interest, but haven’t seen any proof, as development in general has been 

very slow in the economic downturn.  St. Louis Park’s housing manager doesn’t think developers 

are motivated by the Southwest LRT corridor at this point, and are more focused on current 

increased demand for rental housing and what’s seen as a very good location with good access to 

freeways and downtown Minneapolis for young professionals, as well as some areas where new 

luxury amenities have been built, such as the West End shopping area.  Bloomington is 

reinvesting in three “nodes” that have good access to freeways and jobs along the 494 corridor.  

The City just invested in a large 8-story market-rate apartment building called the Genesee on 

Penn and American, where rents start at $975 for a studio.  Cities sometimes call these 

“catalytic” developments that will encourage future developments to happen from the private 

market, as they try to encourage a type of development to happen.   Challenges of redevelopment 

costs and encouraging new residential, high-density buildings were cited as the motivations for 

the City to invest in the Genesee – invest in something to attract future development and build 

demand.   

 In sum, these cities encourage density and height around transit, and they are not opposed 

and possibly even interested in seeing affordability of homes developed in these transit areas, 

where they see potential and opportunity for this type of more urban-style development.  

However, resources and effective tools are essentials that these cities don’t have in the current 

housing market.  

 Strategies to include affordable housing in their transit areas should be more explicit 

before it is too late to do anything about it. Because of their medium markets, development could 

occur around transit, even Cedar Avenue BRT which is an untested mode for impact on property 

values.  In particular, St. Louis Park will likely see increases in property values along SW LRT, 
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if they haven’t already.  TIF was mentioned by these cities as a tool in use, and could be focused 

on their TOD areas.  Density is also a noted policy for their transit areas, and it should be 

encouraged with zoning variances, density bonuses and Planned Unit Developments (PUDs), in 

which a larger area of a few or more acres is planned as an area, where overall requirements are 

achieved through flexible plans within the areas. It offers developers and the city flexibility and 

can give the city leverage to require some level of affordability of units.  Duffy Development 

noted a project in Apple Valley they built for which a building materials standard variance was 

granted regarding a brick requirement, which is a high cost building material.  Duffy was able to 

present a design that looked as nice, which had high quality materials without the brick, and it 

was approved.  A low cost tool for cities would be to waive developer fees for projects that have 

affordable units included.  Another is to continue to seek out partnerships with developers and go 

beyond their “usual suspects” of their HRAs and Dakota County CDAs.   

Strong Markets 

The cities of Eden Prairie, Woodbury, Lake Elmo are at the higher income range 

compared to the region as a whole, with high rates of homeownership and the most expensive 

housing values among the 13 cities in this sample, of above $280,000 (the regional median 

housing value is $236,100).   Median gross rents are also high in Eden Prairie and Woodbury, at 

over $1,000.  Household incomes are well above the median with $86,000 in Eden Prairie and up 

in the other two cities.  These cities had some tools and leverage, and an interest from city 

leadership in scattered affordable housing or using their leverage in areas that they feel make 

sense.   

The housing manager of Eden Prairie, noted a policy that no other city mentioned – 

“inclusionary zoning.”  They require all developers to include 20% of their units with 
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affordability at the 60% AMI level.  She noted that developers do express dissatisfaction with 

this policy, as they see it not letting them get the return on their investment that they need to 

make the project “work” for them financially.  However, the housing manager did cite an 

example of a property built by Dominium called Bluffs at Nine Mile Creek that does meet the 

requirement.  This policy has to balance with their other priorities of scattering affordable units 

so that concentrations do not occur, and that presentation should be good enough that it doesn’t 

look like it’s “affordable housing.”  She also mentioned that “mid-market” is the term preferred 

by her city leadership to “affordable housing.” 

The City of Woodbury has been able to use some tools in the past that also involve 

zoning.  The housing planner at the city described the use of Planned Unit Developments 

(PUDs).  The city can require an overall density level, with one portion of the area at a lower 

density with large-lot single-family homes, and another with higher-density housing, such as 

condos or townhomes. Another tool they have used is to offer density bonuses in which 

developers are allowed to build more units than the maximum typically allows, in exchange for 

including affordable units.  The housing planner noted, however, that both tools are relatively 

unfeasible in the current market, in which developers are not proposing larger developments 

because of low demand.   

The City of Lake Elmo is quite unique in that they are required to increase their 

population dramatically to meet their regional requirements as determined by the Metropolitan 

Council.  Their growth plans are to focus density along the I-94 corridor and in their village area.  

Developers continue to propose expensive housing on large lots, but the City is required to 

achieve 3 units per acre of density, and so they will reject proposals with lower density.  

Affordable housing “has not been on the front burner” according to the city planner interviewed, 
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but now the City is looking for ways to meet the Metropolitan Council requirement of 661 

affordable units added by 2020.  Tools and plans will be included in their comprehensive plan 

update, which has not yet been approved by the city council and is not a public document at this 

time.   

These cities will look to have similar housing programs along the emerging transitway 

station areas.  For example, in Eden Prairie, demand and developer interest is expected to be very 

high around the SW LRT station areas.  They explain that the use of inclusionary zoning will 

ensure that it’s “not just million-dollar condos” in the area.  For Woodbury, their land around the 

expected route of Gateway Corridor is already developed as primarily commercial.  While the 

housing planner explained their plans will not change, he did note that higher-density, possibly to 

include affordable housing, is expected in the northern portions of the city, closer to the transit 

and highway corridor.  Lake Elmo’s planned density is also along the highway and Gateway 

corridor.   

With Gateway corridor in the distant future, there is likely no impact to property values 

on the horizon, and any impact will depend on mode, route, usage and land use patterns in station 

areas.  What Lake Elmo and Woodbury are currently doing around I-94 is the closest thing to 

planning for Gateway, as the route will closely follow if not align with I-94.  Lake Elmo is 

planning for their density around transportation by focusing along I-94.  This city will likely 

have leverage to use inclusionary zoning and other zoning tools to ensure affordable units are 

included.  They could also consider property acquisition of undeveloped land.  Being proactive 

ensures that affordable housing is part of their landscape if transit is ever developed before it has 

the chance to impact land values later.  Woodbury can also use zoning tools as the market 

improves.  
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On the other end of the spectrum, Eden Prairie is very desirable and Southwest LRT is 

likely already causing increases on land values in that area.   They must be proactive 

immediately to ensure it is not only the “million dollar condos,” as their housing manager noted 

that they do not want.  Zoning requirements are a clear option.  In addition, they have financial 

tools such as bonding and a trust fund that can be used to purchase land, develop properties, and 

generally get some affordable developments using financial resources to be a part of making 

them happen, rather than just incenting them.   

Central Cities 

Minneapolis and St. Paul are very different from the other communities, particularly in 

the range of incomes and housing type and value.  They have the lowest and highest of incomes 

and housing values.  The staff person interviewed in Minneapolis explained that the City of 

Minneapolis seeks to grow and serve the full spectrum of residents, from homeless to high 

income.  Their median household incomes are the lowest in the sample, and they do have great 

need as seen in the previous section examining affordable housing supply and demand.   

Minneapolis has a strategy explained in both their comp plan and by their housing 

director that incents low-income housing to be built in middle class neighborhoods, and incents 

middle class homeowners to buy and invest in lower-income areas.  They seek a mix.   

The City of St. Paul also seeks housing to meet the full range of household incomes.  

Their policy is to require any housing development that receives city subsidy to have a minimum 

of 30% of units affordable to low-incomes, with 10% at 60% AMI level, 10% at the 50% AMI 

level, and 10% at the 30% AMI level.   In addition, they seek to provide affordable housing 

across the city.   
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Both cities are allocators of Low Income Housing Tax Credits and as such can determine 

their own criteria for funding priorities.  Both cities promote development of affordable housing 

near transit by awarding extra points for applications to proposed projects that are near 

transitways.  

 The Central Corridor is the current major project, and a lot of resources are being directed 

to disadvantaged communities and small businesses along the corridor.   A question each city 

mentioned is whether to focus resources along this corridor while sacrificing investments of 

resources in other parts of the city.  Each seeks a balance both with other areas of their city and 

various neighborhoods along the corridor.  Both cities have even invested in market rate 

properties in weak areas they would like to catalyze into stronger areas that will not require 

future subsidy to redevelop, such as downtown St. Paul and the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood in 

Minneapolis.   

 An innovative strategy used along the corridor is partnership with philanthropy and other 

agencies, such as the Central Corridor Funders Collaborative, a network of foundations that 

invest in affordable housing and economic development along the corridor.  The Collaborative 

funded a community engagement and policy study called the Big Picture Project (2012) to 

determine a “stretch goal” for how many affordable housing units to build along the corridor, and 

identified design guidelines preferred by the community, a market study of underutilized land 

and market strength, and policy tools to assist in identifying effective tools for various markets 

along the corridor.  City staff and leadership were involved in the process, as well as many 

residents and neighborhood groups.  The question remains of how much to divert resources from 

other needs in the cities, but this toolkit is available to help the cities achieve a mix of housing 

options for all income levels. 
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Discussion 

Challenges 

The major challenge to providing adequate affordable housing to meet the need is lack of 

enough resources to develop new housing and to preserve affordability that currently exists.  

Particularly in parts of the region with high or increasing land and property values, the high cost 

of land makes it that much more difficult to fund when margins are low for buildings with a lot 

of affordable units.  My interview with Bloomington’s HRA administrator highlighted it well in 

describing the resources as generally serving households at 60% AMI, mostly through the use of 

Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC).  Duffy Development noted their reliance on LIHTC, 

and that most of their buildings serve 60% AMI households.  There are few resources to develop 

housing that serves those at the lowest income levels.   

Furthermore, there are few tools to preserve affordability if it is not a subsidized unit.  

Preservation tools involve incenting developers to continue their affordability criteria after the 

15-year LIHTC affordability requirement expires.  MN Housing added another 15-year 

requirement in the last few years, so now housing funded with LIHTC has a 30-year affordability 

requirement.  Another tool is to conduct outreach to current landlords who accept Section 8 

vouchers to encourage them to stay in the program, and to recruit new landlords.  However, there 

is little leverage for maintaining affordability of housing if it is not subsidized or being 

redeveloped using public funds.  The lack of financial resources makes this even more difficult.  

Station areas with affordable housing that is naturally occurring, meaning not subsidized, may 

lose this housing if redevelopment becomes attractive with these properties are seen as 

redevelopment opportunities.  This could displace those households who would not be able to 

afford newer market rate units. 
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Innovations 

 To try to address these limitations, housing advocates and policymakers have explored 

innovative options.  Particularly with Central Corridor being built through many disadvantaged 

neighborhoods that offer housing for lower income households, concerns of displacement have 

been heightened in our region and drawn attention to ensuring that new transitways can be 

accessed by all.  Beyond our region, the focus on building out transit systems to remain 

competitive with other U.S. cities has great momentum right now, with Portland, Denver, Salt 

Lake City, Seattle and Dallas as some of the Twin Cities’ peer cities who are building transit 

systems more quickly than the Twin Cities.  Transit-oriented development (TOD) is getting a lot 

of attention, and many new tools and strategies have been explored to make TOD easier, and to 

make sure new development serves people of all incomes and backgrounds.  

Corridor-wide Planning 

Corridor-wide planning can help create a vision for an entire transitway corridor that runs 

across jurisdictional boundaries.  With these plans, potential land use impacts on property and 

land values can be assessed, and plans can be made to address potential impacts on the 

neighborhoods.  Cities can use market studies to determine how to get desired results and plan 

for various policies for various market environments.  Cities can also conduct thorough housing 

and vacant and underutilized land inventories to assess the current conditions for various income 

levels and household sizes, and use those conditions to help develop analysis of and strategies 

around affordability needs.  Corridors of Opportunity is funding such studies to help cities with 

these plans and policies. Future research should include corridor-wide planning as an option.  In 

the interviews, I learned that some areas are primed for commercial development, while other 

nearby cities are more likely to be residential, such as Woodbury and Lake Elmo, respectively.  
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Planning and coordination across city lines could assist with making the most of transitways and 

ensuring that low-income people have both places to live and work along the corridors.  

Corridors of Opportunity’s transitway market studies begin to do this by encouraging cities to 

work together on the grant-funded corridor studies, but the cities are left to decide how they 

implement the recommendations and findings.  In the future, more encouragement and incentives 

could be raised to help make corridor planning and coordination easier and more attractive to 

cities.    

Partnership 

Cities cannot do this alone.  They must work with HRAs and CDAs, nonprofit and 

private developers, state and regional agencies, and with all of their city departments to align 

resources and processes to help fund and smooth the way for affordable housing development.  

Parties can spread the risk with investments in their areas of expertise.  For example, cities may 

be in charge of setting up the infrastructure around stations to make it “transit-oriented” such as 

the street infrastructure, design, lighting, and streetscape that make an area pedestrian-oriented.  

This will promote the type of development they want.  Developers may see an increased demand, 

which leads to developer interest.  With increased interest, cities may have more leverage to 

require affordable units be a part of the mix.  They may give financial and zoning incentives to 

make this occur and make the developers be able to take on the risk of affordable units which 

have lower profit margins.  Another example of partnering is for the regional transit authority to 

partner on joint development projects, such as building park-and-ride lots that have commercial 

or residential space attached.   
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Community Engagement 

An issue not raised to this point is the concern around resident voice, and the lack of 

agency by renters.  Oftentimes, renters are less likely to vote in local elections and less likely to 

be engaged in neighborhood organizing.  Low-income people are also less likely to vote and be 

engaged.  This is an ongoing issue in the field.  Of particular concern for this study is that cities 

and city councils may be more likely to address needs of higher income and home-owning 

residents.   

The Big Picture Project along the Central Corridor relied on public engagement for much 

of the input into the plan.  They engaged residents to better understand how to meet the needs of 

various income levels.  Transitway planning processes often involve community advisory 

councils and other forms of outreach to get input from residents about the route, features and 

station area designs.  Efforts should be made to engage people at all income levels in these 

processes in order to have outcomes better meet the needs of all community members.  

Conclusion 

It seemed many cities do not want to be proactive about their plans around transitways 

and affordable housing.  In an interview with Cathy Bennett, the coordinator of the Regional 

Council of Mayors Housing Initiative, she noted suburban communities’ small staff and 

resources, and competing priorities.  Policies should take it into consideration that a mix of 

housing for all incomes and life stages is what cities most commonly cited as their goals, and if 

this does not include housing for the lowest incomes, or if transitways could displace those living 

in currently affordable housing, this should be a concern for cities. Without proactive planning, 

people at lower incomes will miss out on having access and being able to save money by driving 
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less or not needing a car.  Without planning, these incredible investments built with public 

resources will not be equally enjoyed by all residents of the region, and cities and the region may 

fail to maximize the incredible investment required to build such transitways that end up 

resulting in lower auto-usage and accompanying social and environmental benefits, and benefits 

of more choices, as well as service to lower-wage workers who cannot afford cars. 

 



	   54	  

Sources 

Becker, S.  (February 2011). Redevelopment in the Twin Cities: A Developer’s View.  Prepared 

for the Family Housing Fund and ULI Minnesota. 

http://urbanland.uli.org/~/media/Files/PDFs/2011/April/RedevelopmentInTC.ashx  

 

Belzer, D., Autler, G., Espinosa, J., Feigon, S., & Ohland, G. (2004). The Transit-Oriented 

Development Drama and Its Actors.  In H. Dittmar & G. Ohland (Eds.), The New Transit 

Town (42-55). Washington, DC: Island Press. 

 

City of Apple Valley.  (October 2009).  2030 Comprehensive Plan.  Accessed July 10, 2012. 

http://www.ci.apple-valley.mn.us/index.aspx?NID=191  

 

City of Bloomington.  (May 18, 2009).  Housing Redevelopment Authority.  Accessed 7/22/12. 

http://www.ci.bloomington.mn.us/cityhall/commiss/hra/hra.htm  

 

City of Brooklyn Park.  (December 31, 2008). 2030 Comprehensive Plan.  Accessed 7/28/12. 

http://citysearch.brooklynpark.org/website/comdev/Planning/CompletedCompPlan12-31-

08.pdf  

 

City of Coon Rapids.  (August 2009). Comprehensive Plan.  Accessed 7/28/12. 

http://www.ci.coon-rapids.mn.us/planning/ComprehensivePlan.htm  

 

City of Eagan. (April 6, 2010). Comprehensive Plan Update 2030.  Accessed 7/29/12. 

http://www.cityofeagan.com/live/article.aspx?id=41050  

 

City of Eden Prairie.  (Oct. 20, 2009). Comprehensive Guide Plan.  Accessed 7/29/12. 

http://www.ci.eden-prairie.mn.us/index.aspx?page=123  

 



	   55	  

City of Fridley.  (July 1, 2009). 2030 Comprehensive Plan.  Accessed 7/29/12. 

https://www.ci.fridley.mn.us/2030-comprehensive-plan-final  

 

City of Lake Elmo.  (n.d.) Comprehensive Plan.  Accessed 7/29/12. 

http://www.lakeelmo.org/index.asp?Type=B_BASIC&SEC=%7BED2E95A7-3159-

4C44-884E-67A1FCD1B4F1%7D  

 

City of Minneapolis. (n.d.) The Minneapolis Plan for Sustainable Growth.  Accessed 7/29/12. 

http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/cped/planning/plans/cped_comp_plan_update_draft_pl

an  

 

City of Robbinsdale. (n.d.) Robbinsdale 2030 Comprehensive Plan.  Accessed 7/28/12. 

http://www.ci.robbinsdale.mn.us/devtCompPlan.shtml  

 

City of St. Louis Park.  (n.d.)  2030 Comprehensive Plan.  Accessed 7/29/12. 

http://www.stlouispark.org/comprehensive-plan/comprehensive-plan.html  

 

City of St. Louis Park. (n.d.)  Housing Authority.  Accessed 7/22/12. 

http://www.stlouispark.org/housing-authority.html 

 

City of St. Paul. (Feb. 24, 2010).  Comprehensive Plan.  Accessed 7/30/12. 

http://www.stpaul.gov/index.aspx?NID=3427  

 

City of Woodbury.  (July 14, 2010).  Woodbury 2030 Comprehensive Plan.  Accessed 7/30/12. 

http://www.ci.woodbury.mn.us/planning/comprehensive-plan/2030-comprehensive-plan  

 

Dakota County.  Cedar Avenue Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). Accessed July 7, 2012. 

http://www.co.dakota.mn.us/EnvironmentRoads/Transit/Cedar/default.htm  

 

Dakota County Community Development Agency.  Rental Assistance Programs.  Accessed 

7/22/12. http://www.dakotacda.org/rentalassistance_program.htm#housingchoice 



	   56	  

 

Doyle, Pat.  (July 5, 2012). Northstar cuts fares by as much as 25% to lure more riders.  Star 

Tribune.  Accessed at http://www.startribune.com/local/north/161518155.html  

 

Duncan, M.  (2011).  The Impact of Transit-oriented Development on Housing Prices in San 

Diego, CA.  Urban Studies, 48 (1), 101-127. 

 

Fleissig, W. K. & Carlton, I. R. (February 2009). Convening on Transit Oriented Development: 

The Investment/Finance Perspective.  Prepared for Center for Transit Oriented 

Development (CTOD), Living Cities, and Boston College Institute for Responsible 

Investment. 

 

Gateway Corridor Commission.  Gateway Corridor. Accessed July 7, 2012. 

http://www.thegatewaycorridor.com/html/transit-study-gateway-corridor.php 

 

Goetz, E., et al. (2009).  The Hiawatha Line: Impacts on Land Use and Residential Housing 

Value.  Center for Transportation Studies. 

http://www.cts.umn.edu/Publications/ResearchReports/pdfdownload.pl?id=1390 

 

Graaskamp, J. A. (1981). Fundamentals of Real Estate Development.  Washington DC: Urban 

Land Institute. 

 

Hennepin County Regional Rail Authority.  Bottineau Transitway. Accessed July 7, 2012.  

http://bottineautransitway.org/  

 

Hess, D. B., & Almeida, T. A.  (May 2007).  Impact of Proximity to Light Rail Rapid Transit on 

Station-area Property Values in Buffalo, New York. Urban Studies, 44 (5-6), 1041-1068. 

 

HousingLink. (July 10, 2012).  Metro Area Housing Authority Waiting Lists. 

http://www.housinglink.org/Files/HAWL%20-%20070912.pdf 

 



	   57	  

HousingLink.  Streams Database.  Accessed July 9, 2012. 

http://housinglink.org/streams/#lnkShowResults  

 

Kahn, Matthew E.  (2007). Gentrification Trends in New Transit-Oriented Communities: Cities 

That Expanded and Built Rail Transit Systems.  Real Estate Economics, 35, 155-182.  

 

Knaap, G. J., Ding, C. & Hopkins, L. D.  (2001).  Do Plans Matter?  The Effects of Light Rail 

Plans on Land Values in Station Areas.  Journal of Planning Education and Research, 21 

(1), 32-39. 

 

Kousky, C. & Maher, J. (2011). Introducing Light Rail in Suburbia: The Impact of a New Rail 

Line on Property Prices in St. Louis County, Missouri.  Washington, DC: Resources for 

the Future. 

 

Metropolitan Council. Central Corridor Light Rail Transit.  Accessed July 8, 2012. 

http://www.metrocouncil.org/transportation/ccorridor/centralcorridor.asp  

 

Metropolitan Council.  (May 2, 2012).  Committee of the Whole Meeting: Regional 

Development Framework Update Framing Presentation by Colleen Carey, President of 

The Cornerstone Group. 

http://metrocouncil.granicus.com/AgendaViewer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=1302 

 

Metropolitan Council.  Community Profiles. Accessed 7/20/12. 

http://stats.metc.state.mn.us/profile/Default.aspx 

 

Metropolitan Council. (March 2012). Guidelines for Priority Funding for Housing Performance. 

Accessed July 9, 2012.  http://www.metrocouncil.org/planning/housing/HousingNeed.pdf 

 

Metropolitan Council.  Hiawatha Line (Route 55). Accessed July 8, 2012. 

http://metrotransit.org/light-rail.aspx  

 



	   58	  

Metropolitan Council. Metro Housing and Redevelopment Authority.  Accessed 7/22/12. 

http://www.metrocouncil.org/housing/HRA/HRA.htm  

 

Metropolitan Council.  (October 2011).  MetroStats: Tools and Incentives to Promote Affordable 

Housing in the Twin Cities.  Publication No. 74-11-070. 

http://stats.metc.state.mn.us/stats/pdf/AffordableHousingTools_MS2010.pdf  

 

Metropolitan Council.  Southwest LRT Project. Accessed July 7, 2012. 

http://www.metrocouncil.org/transportation/SW/SouthwestLRT.htm  

 

Metropolitan Council.  (January 2006). Summary Report: Determining Affordable Housing Need 

in the Twin Cities 2011-2020.  A Report by an Advisory Panel to Metropolitan Council 

Staff.  Accessed July 9, 2012. 

http://www.metrocouncil.org/planning/Housing/AffHousingNeedJan06.pdf  

 

Metropolitan Council.  (September 2010).  2011-2020 Allocation of Affordable Housing Need 

by City/Township. Accessed July 9, 2012. 

http://www.metrocouncil.org/planning/housing/HousingNeed.pdf  

 

Minneapolis Public Housing Authority.  Agency Overview.  Accessed 7/28/12. 

http://www.mphaonline.org/public-housing-assistance-minneapolis-twin-cities-

about/agency-overview/  

 

Minnesota House of Representatives.  Tax Increment Financing (TIF) in Minnesota.  Accessed 

July 2, 2012. http://www.house.mn/hrd/issinfo/tifmain.htm 

 

National Low Income Housing Coalition.  (February 2012).  Housing Spotlight: The Shrinking 

Supply of Affordable Housing. http://nlihc.org/library/housingspotlight/2-1  

 

National Low Income Housing Coalition.  (October 2011).  Housing Spotlight: Renters’ 

Growing Pains. http://nlihc.org/library/housingspotlight/1-1  



	   59	  

 

National Low Income Housing Coalition.  (March 2012).  Out of Reach 2012: America’s 

Forgotten Housing Crisis. http://nlihc.org/oor/2012  

 

Northstar Corridor Development Authority.  Northstar Commuter Rail. Accessed July 7, 2012. 

http://www.northstartrain.org/  

 

Parzen, J. & Sigal, A. J. (2004). Financing Transit-Oriented Development.  In H. Dittmar & G. 

Ohland (Eds.), The New Transit Town (84-112). Washington, DC: Island Press. 

 

Schwartz, A. F. (2010). Housing Policy in the United States (2nd ed.). New York, NY: 

Routledge. 

 

St. Paul Public Housing Agency.  Fact Sheet.  Accessed 7/28/12. 

http://www.stpaulpha.org/forms/factsheet.pdf  

 

Twin Cities LISC.  (January 2012).  The Big Picture Project: Aligning housing plans along 

Central Corridor. http://www.tclisc.org/news_events/big_picture.pdf  

 

Urban Land Institute Minnesota.  Housing Initiative.  Accessed July 14, 2012. 

http://minnesota.uli.org/Housing.aspx  

 

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

Program Formula Allocations for FY 2012 

http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/about/budget/budget12/ 

 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.  (September 2011).  FY 2012 Fair Market 

Rent Documentation System.  Final FY2012 Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI 

MSA FMRs for All Bedroom Sizes. 

http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/fmr/fmrs/FY2012_code/2012summary.odn 

 



	   60	  

 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.  (December 1, 2011). FY 2012 Income 

Limits – State of Minnesota. http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/il/il12/mn.pdf 

 

Washington County Housing and Redevelopment Authority.  Section 8 Rental Assistance. 

Accessed 7/28/12. http://www.wchra.com/section8.php  

	  



	   61	  

Appendix A: City Profiles 

 
Population 
(2010) 

Households 
(2010) % White % Black % Asian 

% 
Hispanic % Other HH Income 

Persons 
below fed 
pov level 

Persons 
btwn 
100% and 
150% of 
pov level 

Persons 
below 
150% of 
pov 
level 

Source 
Census 
2010 Census 2010 

Census 
2010 

Census 
2010 

Census 
2010 

Census 
2010 

Census 
2010 

ACS 2008-
2010 (2010 
dollars) 

ACS 2008-
2010 

ACS 2008-
2010   

Minneapolis 382,578 163,540 60.3% 18.3% 5.6% 10.5% 5.4% $46,100 22.9% 10.2% 33.1% 

St. Paul 285,068 111,001 55.9% 15.3% 14.9% 9.6% 4.3% $44,300 22.6% 10.1% 32.7% 

Fridley 27,208 11,110 72.1% 10.9% 4.9% 7.3% 4.9% $51,300 10.0% 10.4% 20.4% 

Coon Rapids 61,476 23,532 84.4% 5.4% 3.5% 3.2% 3.5% $60,900 8.7% 6.9% 15.6% 

Robbinsdale 13,953 6,032 74.5% 13.6% 3.3% 4.6% 4.0% $55,300 6.5% 6.7% 13.2% 
Brooklyn 
Park 75,781 26,229 50.1% 24.2% 15.4% 6.4% 4.0% $57,400 11.5% 8.1% 19.6% 

Eagan 64,206 25,249 79.2% 5.5% 7.9% 4.5% 2.9% $75,600 4.8% 3.6% 8.4% 

Apple Valley 49,084 18,875 81.4% 5.4% 5.3% 4.9% 2.9% $78,000 6.7% 4.7% 11.4% 

Bloomington 82,893 35,905 77.2% 7.0% 5.8% 6.8% 3.2% $57,800 8.3% 5.9% 14.2% 
St. Louis 
Park 45,250 21,743 81.2% 7.3% 3.8% 4.3% 3.3% $60,800 8.5% 6.2% 14.7% 

Woodbury 61,961 22,594 79.1% 5.5% 9.1% 3.8% 2.6% $89,300 3.6% 2.6% 6.2% 

Lake Elmo 8,069 2,779 90.3% 0.8% 3.3% 3.5% 2.2% $101,800 4.0% 2.7% 6.7% 

Eden Prairie 60,797 23,930 80.0% 5.5% 9.1% 3.0% 2.3% $86,500 6.4% 4.4% 10.8% 
7-county 
region 2,849,567 1,117,749 76.3% 8.2% 6.4% 5.9% 3.2% $63,900 10.4% 6.6% 17.0% 
            
  Above regional values          

  Below regional values          
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% college 
graduates 
(BA and 
above) 

Homeownership 
Rate 

Median 
Housing 
Value 

Median 
Gross Rent 

% of workers 
commuting using 
public transit 

Source 
ACS 2008-
2010 Census 2010 

ACS 2008-
2010 (2010 
dollars) 

ACS 2008-
2010 (2010 
dollars) 

Census and ACS 
2010 

Minneapolis 43% 49% $226,500 $784 14% 

St. Paul 37% 51% $199,400 $742 9% 

Fridley 27% 65% $203,400 $824 5% 

Coon Rapids 24% 77% $194,000 $890 3% 

Robbinsdale 35% 70% $200,600 $809 6% 

Brooklyn Park 30% 72% $214,900 $781 5% 

Eagan 49% 74% $254,600 $920 4% 

Apple Valley 46% 82% $236,300 $1,040 5% 

Bloomington 38% 69% $236,500 $887 4% 

St. Louis Park 53% 61% $239,900 $896 7% 

Woodbury 56% 81% $281,700 $1,209 3% 

Lake Elmo 46% 95% $396,500 $685 1% 

Eden Prairie 61% 74% $321,100 $1,017 4% 

7-county region 40% 70% $236,100 $843 5% 

      

  Above regional values    

  Below regional values    

Source: Metropolitan Council Community Profiles 
 
Note: Robbinsdale and Lake Elmo used the ACS 2006-2010 on the following data points: Household income, 
Poverty level, Education level, Median housing value, and Median gross rent 
 
Regional data was based on the 13-county MSA on the following data points: Household income, Median housing 
value, and Median gross rent  
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Appendix B: Interview Sampling Frame and Interview Questions 

Corridor/Field	   Community/Entity	   Name	   Title	   Interview	  

Cedar/Hiawatha	   Bloomington	  HRA	   Regina	  Harris	   	  Administrator	   6/29/2012	  

Cedar	   Eagan	   Jon	  Hohenstein	   Community	  Development	  Director	   6/29/2012	  
	   Apple	  Valley	   Bruce	  Nordquist	   Community	  Development	  Director	   6/28/2012	  

	  	   Lakeville	   David	  Olson	   Community	  &	  Economic	  Development	  Director	   	  	  

	  

Dakota	  County	  
CDA	  

Andrea	  Brennan	   Director	  of	  Community	  and	  Economic	  
Development	  

7/12/2012	  

Central/Bottineau
/Hiawatha/	  
Northstar/	  
Southwest	  

Minneapolis	   Tom	  Streitz	   CPED	  Housing	  Director	   6/4/2012	  

Southwest	   St.	  Louis	  Park	   Michele	  Schnitker	   Housing	  Supervisor	   6/22/2012	  
	   Hopkins	   Tara	  Beard	   Community	  Development	  Coordinator	   	  

	   Minnetonka	   Julie	  Wischnack	   Community	  Development	  Director	   	  

	  	   Eden	  Prairie	   Molly	  Koivumaki	   Manager,	  Housing	  &	  Community	  Services	   6/13/2012	  
Bottineau	   Golden	  Valley	   Mark	  Grimes	   Director	  of	  Planning	  &	  Development	   	  

	   Robbinsdale	   Rick	  Pearson	   Community	  Development	  Coordinator	   7/6/2012	  
	   Crystal	   Patrick	  Peters	   Community	  Development	  Director	   	  

	  	   Brooklyn	  Park	   Todd	  Larson	   Senior	  Planner	   7/6/2012	  

Northstar	   Fridley	  	   Scott	  Hickok	   Community	  Development	  Director	   6/15/2012	  
	   Coon	  Rapids	   Marc	  Nevinski	   Director,	  Housing	   6/27/2012	  
	   Anoka	   Carolyn	  Braun	   Planning	  Director	   	  

	   Ramsey	   Tim	  Gladhill	   Senior	  Planner	   	  

	   Elk	  River	   Jeremy	  Barnhart	   Planning	  Manager	   	  

	  	   Big	  Lake	   Katie	  Larsen	   Senior	  Planner	   	  	  

Central/	  Gateway	   St.	  Paul	   Diane	  Nordquist	   Project	  Manager,	  Housing,	  PED	   7/17/2012	  
Gateway	   Maplewood	   Tom	  Ekstrand	   Senior	  Planner	   	  

	   Woodbury	   Karl	  Batalden	   Housing	  Specialist/Associate	  Planner	   6/14/2012	  
	   Landfall	   	   	   	  

	   Oakdale	   Bob	  Streetar	   Community	  Development	  Director	   	  

	   Lake	  Elmo	   Nick	  Johnson	   Planner	   6/21/2012	  

	  
West	  Lakeland	  
Twp	  

	   	   	  

	   Afton	   	   	   	  

	   	   	   	   	  

Developers	   	   	   	   	  

	   PPL,	  Inc	   Chris	  Wilson	   Director	  of	  Real	  Estate	  Development	   4/27/2012	  
	   CommonBond	  

Communities	  
Amanda	  Novak	   Business	  Development	  and	  Investor	  Relations	  

Manager	  
7/3/2012	  

	  
Duffy	  

Jeff	  Von	  Felt	  or	  
John	  Duffy	  

	   8/3/2012	  

	   Aeon	   	   	   	  

	   Sherman	   George	  Sherman	   	   	  
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	   Metro	  Plains	   	   	   	  

	   Wellington	   	   	   	  

	  
Habitat	  for	  
Humanity	   Mike	  Nelson	  

	   	  

	   Dominium	   Owen	  Metz	   	   	  

	   Excelsior	  Group	   	   	   	  

	  
Cornerstone	  
Group	   Colleen	  Carey	  

	   	  

Other	  Experts	   	   	   	   	  

	  
ULI	  Minnesota	   Cathy	  Bennett	  

ULI	  MN	  /	  Regional	  Council	  of	  Mayors	  Housing	  
Initiative	   7/12/2012	  

	  
City	  of	  
Minneapolis	   David	  Frank	   TOD	  Director	  

	  

 

City Staff Interview Questions 
 

1. Describe the policies you have in place surrounding goals to achieve housing that serves 
a range of incomes? 

2. How are the transitway plans for [name of corridor] impacting housing policy 
considerations for the future? 

3. What are some of the management challenges involved in implementing these policies?  
4. Describe the feasibility of these policies to achieve desired outcomes? 
5. Tell me about any controversy surrounding housing that have come up in your 

community? 
6. What developers are currently proposing or building projects on the corridor or in your 

community? 
 
Developer Interview Questions 
 

1. (Private developer) What is your company’s motivation for providing affordable 
housing? 

2. What are your thoughts on affordable housing in TOD areas?  Good idea, priority for you 
as a developer?  How it is do-able or not? 

3. What makes affordable units work and not work? 
4. How do certain local policies work or not work for you as a developer? i.e. TIF, TOD 

areas, zoning (PUD, inclusionary zoning) grants, trust funds, etc. How does this impact 
risks? 

5. What could cities do to lower your risk? 
6. What could cities do to make affordable housing more buildable/workable? 
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Appendix C: Affordable Housing Tools in Use 
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CDBG x x x x x x     x     x x 
Collaboration for long-term 

affordability x   x   x x     x x x x x 

ESG                 x     x   

Gen Obligation Bonds           x         x     

HOME                 x     x   

Hsg Rev Bond       x   x     x     x   

Land write-down or sale x x   x x         x x x   

Livable Communities grants x               x   x     

Local fee waivers or reductions        x                 x 

Local prop tax levy   x                     x 

TIF x x   x x x x   x x x x x 

Taxable Rev bonds   x                       

Local fiscal tools 
or initiatives 

Zoning or control waiver                           

Allow alt construction methods       x                   

Aux dwelling unit   x                       

Cluster dev't   x     x               x 

Density bonus   x   x                 x 

Density transfer       x                 x 

FAR waiver       x                   

Inclusionary hsg req                         x 

Incr Bldg height flexibility x x x                     

Mixed-use dev't   x x x         x     x x 

Parking variances x x x x         x     x   

Private st allowances   x x                   x 

Reduced lot sizes and widths x x x                 x x 

Setback reductions   x x x   x     x x   x x 

SAC credits       x         x         

Special or cond'l use permits   x x           x       x 

St width reduction variance x x                     x 

Other         x             x   

Examples 
during 2010 in 

which muni 
reduced, 
adjusted, 

eliminated, 
waived, or in 
some fashion 
was flexible in 

implementation 
of local off'l 

control, dev't, 
or bldg req; OR 
policy to do so 
to reduce dev't 
costs for aff or 
life-cycle hsg 

Owner maintenance code x x x x x x     x x x x x 

Owner rehab loan or grant prog x x x x x x     x x x x x 

Rental hsg main code x x x x x x     x x x x x 

Housing 
Preservation/m

aintenance 
activities in Rental hsg rehab prg x   x x x x     x   x x x 
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Local tool sharing ctr/prog x   x x         x x x x   

Acq/rehab/resale init/prog x x x x x x     x x x x x 

2009; county-
administered 
are applicable 

in 2010, acquire land but no 
construction?                 x   x   x 

 

In 2010, approved but not yet 
undertaken or completed for 

reasons beyond muni control? x x   x x       x x       

 
Source: Metropolitan Council.  October 2011.  MetroStats: Tools and Incentives to Promote 
Affordable Housing in the Twin Cities. 

 

 


