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Abstract
Local governments seem to be continually strapped for funds Wlnle the role of their
planners in generating revenue is often chscussed, it is also rarely mvestlgated m any
detail We address tins research gap by conmdermg the fiscal nature of land use pohcy
ws-~-ws a specffic pIanmng opportumty, namely ’%ranslt-ormnted development"

A massive and mfluentiaI hterature has explored the potential for leveragmg raft system
investments by locating high density residential developments near commuter raft
stations The feaslb~hty and focus of these strategies have been questioned, however, m
the face of ewdence that local government support for these projects is mixed at best To
explain tins behavior, we examine the role basic fiscal conchtlons play in the decision to
zone land near all existing and proposed commuter raft statlons m Southern California
The analysis mchcates that station-area zomng depends slgnfficantly on commumty pubhc
finances The unportance of sales taxatmn in financing local serwces is consistently
unportant in explaining the concentration of commercml zoning near rad stations, even
when controlling for the amount of commercml acbvlty m each city, assocmted revenue
mux and tax base trends, and many other features chfferentiatmg commumtles The
results underscore how the pracbce of transit-oriented development must account not
only for travel behavior and the broader goals of any given urban design, but also for the
parocinal and self-interested nature of mumclpal planmng

"We thank Nick Compm for excellent research asmstance and the Umversity of Cshforma
Transportation Center and the Calfforma Depar-t-ment of Transportation for financml support



1. Introduction

American cities are bmldmg raft transit systems again After half a century of

neglect and retrenchment, new rail transit systems have opened m urban areas that

include San Francisco/Oakland, Washington D C, Atlanta, San Diego, Ml~ml~ and

Portland These and other new hnes have contributed to a more than 100% increase m

the number of operatlonal urban raft systems m the U S since 1970 (Cervero, Landis and

Hail, 1992) Even Los Angeles, notorious for its rehance on the automobile, is investing

heamly in raft translt (Phi]hps 1990, Los Angeles 1993)

The renewed interest m raft transit raises nnportant questions about the land-use

transportation link m the context of urban raft A conmderable body of recent research

has ,advocated bmldmg mechum and high density residential development near rail transit

statmns (Bennborn, et al, 1991, Bermck and Hall, 1990, 1992, Bermck, 1993, Bermck and

Cam’oll, 1991, Bermck, Hall and Shaevitz, 1992, Bermck and Munkres, 1992, Ghck, 1992)

Tins work has influenced some locahties to incorporate residential development into

their translt-omented land use plans (San Diego, 1993, Los Angeles, 1993)

Yet the flurry of academic and policy statements on resldentaal development hnked

to rml transit has dwarfed the level of actual development activity The consequence is

that some authors now regard the lack of residential development near raft stations as a

pohcy problem that needs to be both explained and solved (Bermck, 1990, Bermck and

Hall, 1992, Calthorpe, 1993, Deakm~ Bermck and Chang, 1992)

This phenomenon may be more widespread than nntlally believed In a thorough

exazainatlon of land use near raft stations in Southern Califorma, Boarnet and Crane

(1995) provide evidence that residentml development is typically less prevalent near

stations than m the surrounding commumty The overwhelming trend is one of

con~merclal and industrial zoning m station areas, a pattern that holds across commumty

and commuter rail system characteristics One explanation is that while transit-based

hotmmg is possibly consistent with regional rldersbap goals, it may well be at odds w~th



local development goals If confhcts between mumclpal and regmnal goals exist, it would

seem useful for transit planmng purposes to understand the motives of all the

governments that have land use junschctlon near rail transit lines

Tins paper exannnes these motives The mare thrust of tins research is a careful

empn-ical test of the hypothesm that local governments m Califorma face behaworal

constraints that regional transit authorities have neglected in their plans We argue that

local jurischctlous, particularly m growing areas, have fiscal incentives to increasingly

zone land near raft stations as commercial or office space, and ~ avoid mixed-use and

residential zomng Our interest is thus also with the cluestlon of the extent to winch

commumtles actually plan toward fiscal ends Although municlpahtms can clearly be

expected to act m their own interest, the manner m wbach their pubhc finances affect

mumcipal zomng behavior remains little stuched Most research on "fiscal zoning"

concerns the behaworal incentives to enact exclusmnary tactms such as minimum lot slze

restrmtmns that keep residential development out that does not pay its own way

(Altshuler and GSmez-~thez, 1993, Elhckson and Tarlock, 1981, F~schel 1985, 1992,

Mleszkowski and Zodrow, 1989, Rolleston 1987) However, these conslderatmns may

apply to a broader class of zoning incentives as well A clearer picture of fiscal

motlvatmns in local pIanmng is a secondary goal of tins research

We test our hypothesis by examining the zomng patterns of mumclpahtles along the

new and proposed rail lines m Southern CahformeL Southern Califorma provides an ideal

setting for these tests Several rml transit lines are currently either operating or are m the

planning and development stages m that region Some of those lines span several

suburban mumclpallties, while others are contained largely wltknn one large city Those

rml lines are the Blue, Red, and Green lines being constructed by the Los Angeles County

Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), the interurban raft lines operated by the

Southern Califorma Regional Raft Authorlty (SCRRA), the hght rml hnes operated by the

Metropohtan Transit Development Board (MTDB) m San Dingo, the light raft hnes
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planned by the North County Transit District (NCTD) m northern San Diego County, and

the urban rail plan being stuched by the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA)

The paper proceeds by examining the concept of transit oriented development, as a

prelude to the empirical analysis that follows Section 3 discusses the incentives that

loced governments have to zone land near rail transit m ways that enhance their fiscal

posit,ion Section 4 provides some background on the Southern Califorma raft hnes that

are the basis of this study Section 5 describes the zoning patterns near all existing and

prolc~)sed Southern Cahforma ratl transit stations Section 6 formally tests the hypothesis

that zoning near real stataons is affected by fiscal pohcy Some concluding comments offer

perspective on our results

2. Transit-Oriented Development

Tranmt ormnted development (TOD), for purposes of tlns paper, snnply means

the practice of increasing residential land uses near real stations Often~ but not

necessarily, tlns implies an increase m denmtms for the land nwmediately surrounding

the ~tatmn The TOD concept has been advocated m a large number of scholarly

reports, including Bermck (1990~. Bermck (1993), Bernick and Carroll (1991), Bernick

and Hall (1992), Calthorpe ~1994~ Cervero (1992, 1993, 1994), Cervero, Lanchs, 

Hail (1992) The concept often advocates residential development within walking

chst~mce of rail transit statmns, t~cally assumed to be 1/4 mile

The TOD hterature follows on. and m some ways is a response to, a large body of

research on the land use Impacts of transportatmn By the late 1970s, a number of

studms had examined the land use impacts of transportation Those studies typmally

found that transportation improvements often created relatively small land use

responses This was true both of baghway projects (Payne-Maxle 1980) and of rail transit

(Kmght and Trygg 1977, Meyer and Gomez-Ibanez 1981) Gmhano (1989), in a remew 

that literature, concluded that modern highway projects often have only small nnpacts on
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regional accesslbility, and thus create only a small land use response Rail transit,

because rldershlp levels are almost always small compared to the total regional

transportation network, would thus have an even smaller land use ~mpact than highways

(Meyer and C~mez-Ib~ez 1981)

For many years, this was the experience with the Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART)

system in San Francisco When BART was opened in the early 1970s, planners assumed

that the new rml transit stations would become centers for economic development or

(more often) redevelopment The presence of the heavy rail transit system would

encourage medium and high density development, and presumably some of that

development would be residential umts offenng easy walhng access to a BART station

(Bermck 1990) Yet early evaluations suggested that BART created at best only a small

land use ~npact (Webber 1979), and later stuches still found only small ~npacts

(Cervero and Lanchs 1995)

By the late 1980s, it was clear that the redevelopment near many BART stations

had proceeded at a slower pace than expected Planners began to conclude that the

land market, ff le~ to its own devices, would not fully exploit the development

opportumtaes near stations Some practitioners and scholars began to conclude that

government would have to intervene Suggested policms included rezomng land near

stations for residential uses, offering density bonuses or subslches, or otherwise

faclhtatmg development (especially residential development) near rml transit This

policy achvlty meshed with academic thought that advocated a return to more dense

pedestrian and translt-omented commumhes (e g Calthorpe, 1993) and the TOD idea

was born (Bermck 1990)

The TOD concept hinges not on exploltmg the ~npact of the transportation system

on land use, but rather on reversing the d~rectlon of the causal hnk Instead of suggesting

that land use near transit stahons does not change because ndership levels are low, TOD

proposes to change land use (through pohcy Imtmhves) to facilitate increased rml transit
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ndership Whether this can work, or more specffically whether land use is the

appropriate policy instrument, is still unclear

Trachtlonal travel demand stuches are based on the idea that there is a link

between land use patterns and travel demand (See, e g, Domencich and McFadden 1975,

Kam 1990 ) Yet it is not clear if altering land use will affect travel demand, or Lf land use

patterns reflect, m part, underlying preferences about accessibility and travel Recent

studies of residents hxang vathm walking chstance of rail transit stations have found that a

large proportion of those residents had used pubhc transit before moving near the rail

station (Cervero 1994) IfTOD merely allows persons who use public tranmt to shif~ from

one public mode to anther (e g from bus to raft), then it is unclear if the congestion and

mr quality goals of pubhc transit can be enhanced by TOD

Having said that, TOD still has some appeal In the absence of convmcmg evidence

to the contrary, one would expect that as more persons live near rml stations, there will

be an increase m rml transit ndersl~p Furthermore, densificatlon and coordinated

dewflopment of rail transit stations can make sense for reasons beyond transit riderslnp

In many communities, a rail trAn.qit station is a natural focus for development

Coordmatmg efforts around stations can leverage the public funds already invested m the

area (Lanchs, Cervero, and Hall 1991) When done well, the creation of "urban villages"

integrating raft stations with shopping, entertmmnent, and employment could enhance

the quality of life of local residents

3. The Fiscal Incentives of Local Government

Wlnle TOD strategies may have shortcomings, both they and the more general

idea of tran.it-onented plannzng certainly warrant further study Our interest here

centers on understanchng how local incentives influence the declsmns that mumcipahtms

make regarding land-use regulation near rail stations We hypothesLze that while

regional transit authorities care prnnarily about system-wide success, municipal
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governments care prnnamly about the ~npact of raft transit on their commumty One

imphcation is that local and regmnal goals for rail transit can potentially chverge One

possible reason for such a chvergence is due to fiscal incentives In particular, we argue

that locahtms have fiscal reasons to promote commercial land use, rather than

residential land use, m areas near raft stations

Recent research has documented that Southern Cahforma mumclpallties tend to

favor commercial zomng near raft transit stations (Boarnet and Crane 1995) This result

held when controlling for the land use character of the surrounding city and for wrtually

all the many raft hnes currently m existence or being planned for the region It also

applied whether the station was newly sited or the station had been m place long enough

for mumclpahtms to adjust their zoning code m response Either way, that ewdence

strongly suggests that zomng near rail transit stations neither reflects the zomng in the

surrounchng commumty nor, typically, residential uses

The question is why? We prowde ewdence m this paper that these patterns are

consistent with the view that localities attempt to use rad transit stations as a means to

enhance their fiscal position To the extent that raft transit stations are an opportumty to

focus either new development or redevelopment, a municipality n~ght choose to

emphasize land uses that have the most favorable Impact on the city’s tax base

For a system of property tax finance, many authors have suggested that local

governments will favor commercial over residentml uses, since commercial properties

o~en bring tax revenue without the service reqmrements of new residents (e g, Fisher

1988, Schneider 1989, Ladd 1975) Califorma presents in many ways an extreme example

of these incentives The propensity to use fiscal zomng was arguably exacerbated there

after the property tax hmitatlon Proposltmn 13 was passed m 1978 That act fixed the

typical property tax rate at near 1% of assessed value, and set assessed property value at

the higher of (a) its 1978 market value plus a maximum of 1% appreclatmn per year, 

(b) its last sales price since 1978 plus a maxnnum of 1% apprecmtlon per year (Since 
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early 1980s commumtms have also been pernntted an adchtional property -- or "Mello-

Roo~,~" m tax of up to 1% exphcitly for the purpose of financing infrastructure associated

with new land developments )

Proposition 13 changed the face of state and local finance m CAliforma, dramatically

decreasing the relative importance of the property tax and increasing the relative

importance of the sales tax statewide as local revenue sources (A share of locally

generated sales tax collections is rebated by the state back to that ju.~sdictlon ) Locahtms

no longer have much dlrect control over either tax rates or the use of alternatlve tax

matruments i Their influence over the fiscal environment is, rather, m~in|y redirect via

their control over the revenue generating ability of alternative land uses 2

The broader trends are by no means umque to Cahforma however A general

pattern of decreased federal funding for mumcipal operations over the past two decades,

and the labor intensive nature of many local services, have led to growing state and

mumcipal fiscal stress nationwide (Ladd and Ymger 1989, Gold and Zeho 1990) Mumclpal

responses have ranged from service cutbacks, on the spending side, to increased use of

debl, (Crane and Green 1989) and impact and apphcatmn fees auned at getting

dew.~lopment to ~pay its own way" (e g, Nelson 1988, Altshuler and C~mez-Ib~ez 1993)

Plmmers have long incorporated fiscal mapact analysis as either a formal or informal

element of the development evaluation process (W’heaton 1959, Burchell and Llstokln

1980), and both common sense and anecdotal evidence suggests that, if anything, this

continue as fiscal pressures rose

Fis.chel (1989) argues that voter support for Proposltaon 13 can be traced back to an earher court
ordered separation of local property wealth and school spending, i e, the pivotal Serrano case
Thus, higher local property tax rates or collectmns ¢hd not necessarily translate into more local
sperLdmg, those dollars were m effect spent elsewhere The consequence of reducing the chrect role
property taxatmn played in financing local serwces was to reduce support for property taxation
generally

There is the local opiaon at the county level to vary the sales tax rate, but m addltaon to the hunted
influence mchvldual mumclpahtms have over the county tax structure, voter support for such
increases has lately been hm~ted to funds earmarked for transportatmn infrastructure



Thus winle mun~clpahtles everywhere scramble for funds, the lack of chrect

control over revenue sources coupled with its rapid growth rate make Califorma an 1deal

environment to exannne how fiscal conchtions influence planing outcomes In

parhcular, we argue that mumcipahhes face strong incentives to enhance their fiscal

position by generating sales tax revenue To the extent that tins does not confhct with

other community goals we expect to see these incentives rejected in local zoning

behawor Interjunschctlonal competition for and accommodation of auto malls and ’%1g-

box" retailers, such as Wal-Mart and Price Club, may be the most vlsible example of how

planning can dehver cash-cows

Other opportumtles exist, however We do not attempt any kind of comprehensive

review m tins study but rather focus our attention on a land use that m principle

generates somewhat comparable development opportunities across commumtles, namely,

com~__uter rail station areas The great interest in raft line investment m Southern

Calfforma is such that more than 200 commuter tall statlon areas are either m operation

or planned over the next decade throughout the region These represent significant

connections to the remainder of the regional economy, and land use re6~dahons in those

areas ought to reflect mumclpal attitudes toward the assoclated land development

opportun/hes To the degree that mumclpal fiscal incentives chscussed above favor

commercial over resldentml zoning, for example, tins suggests that local governments

nnght favor commercial rather than residential development near raft stations In other

words, local land use pohcles nnght not exploit the statlon-orien~d residential

opportumtles featured m TOD strategies because they were never intended to Instead,

cities are looking out fbr their parochial interests

We test that hypothesis w~th a statlshcal analysis of the deternnnants of land use

patterns within a quarter-nnle of the 232 existing or proposed raft transit stations in
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Sou~Lhern Calfforma Those stations are m smty-five local jurisdictions 8 For each station,

land use data were gathered for a quarter-mile rachus circle centered on the station In

ad&tion, demograptnc and fiscal data for the local governments v~th land use junsdmtion

wlt~dn the quarter-mile circles were also gathered This allows a comparison of land use

variables and city rharactenstlcs It also allows us to construct and test a statmtical model

of legal land use policy near raft transit stations Before doing so, the next section brmfly

describes the current ~.nd proposed raft systems under exannnation and the zomng

patterns near thelr stations

4. Rail Transit in Southern California

By way of background, the most recent rail tranmt era in Southern Califorma

begum wlth the opemng of the San Dingo Trolley m 1981 That line, which ran from

downtown San Diego to the Mexican border, used relatively low cost hght rml, runmug

either on city streets or existing right-of-way (Philhps 1990, Trombley 1986) A second

line opened m San Diego m 1986 and a tlnrd m 1995 All those hnes are operated by the

Metropohtan Transit Development Board (MTDB)

Rail tr~nalt resumed in Los Angeles, after a 29-year hiatus, when the Blue Line

opened in July of 1990 That line runs from Long Beach to downtown Los Angeles, at

times paraUelmg old Pacific Electric routes The Los Angeles raft transit system also

includes the Red Line, opened m 1993, and the Green Line winch opened m 1995 The

Red Line is Los Angeles’ first subway, while the Green Line runs down the mechan of the

Century Freeway All three lines are now operated by the Los Angeles County

Metropohtan Transportatmn Authority (MTA)

In 1990, Calfforma voters approved Propositions 108 and 116, funding commuter

3 Some of the stataons are m unincorporated county land For some purposes, it is more meamngfitl
to consider those stations relatave to the nearest incorporated city, w]nle m other instances they are
hsted as being m unincorporated land
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rail projects m metropohtan Los Angeles Tlns led to the heavy raft system MetroLmk,

winch opened in 1992 Operated by the Southern California Regional Raft Authority,

MetroLink is the system that most closely approxnnates the old Pacff]c Electric Its lines

often use existing right-of-way, some of winch was originally owned by Pacific Electric

Furthermore, MetroLink is the regmn’s modern interurban system, with trsms ru.mug

from downtown Los Angeles into Ventura County to the West, Orange County to the

South, Riverside and San Bernardmo to the east, and Lancaster to the North

The North County Transit District (NCTD), in San Diego county, began service 

1995 with a hght rail system linking the rapidly growing northern suburbs of San Diego

The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) as planning an urban rail plan that,

if built, will hkely run through the central and northern parts of the county Table 1

summarizes the breakdown of stations by raft hue, operating authority, and operating

status Table 2 prowdes adchtlonal descriptive data, mcluchng demograpinc information

about the cities m winch the stations are located

[Table 1 about here ]

[Table 2 about here ]

In total, five operating authontms have either started or plan systems m Southern

Cahforma Raft transit already has a presence m Southern Cahforma, and at is a rapidly

expanchng presence As of late 1994, 108 stations were open for business in the region

Another 25 stations were scheduled to begin operations m 1995, and 99 stations have

projected opening dates later than 1995
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5. Characterizing Transit Area Plans Relative to Community Plans

Basic descriptive data for zoning near all 232 existing or proposed stations are provided

below These data include information on zoning within one-quarter mile of the station, and

land use, demographic and fiscal charactemstms of the city Zoning data for the land around

stat3Lons are reported for six categories Low density residential, high density residential, all

residential, commercial, industrial, and mined use ’~Low" and "tngh" density residential

correspond approxnnately to "single family" and "multifannly" designations However, not all

cities provided a breakdown of residential land use by density Even where they did, there

may be differences m how these categories are defined (Boarnet and Crane (1995) contains 

discasslon of the procedures followed m collecting these data ) "Mixed use" is also 

problematic category for the snnilar reason that cities defined it a number of different ways

Having said that, a snnple comparison of the means by rail hue, station status, and

rail type does provide an interesting look at how the patterns of land use zomng near

stat~Lons are related to station characteristics The land use data m these tables are

pro~aded m two forms Table 3 shows the share of land in a circle of quarter mile radius m

each land use category ("stataon share"), and Table 4 shows the ratio of the station’s land m

any use divided by the share of the surrounding city’s land m any use ("station/city ratio")

Both measures capture a chfferent aspect of the relationship between land use near a

stat~Lon and the commumty which contsin.q the station

A few examples will help clarify these two land use measures As shown in Table

3, the average "station share" of land zoned for low density residential use for all stations

is 15% Thus, the quarter mile circles around the stations m this dataset are, on average,

15% low density residential Th~s simply describes the statmn areas Alternatively, the

"stallion/city ratio" for low density residential shown in Table 4 is 0 76 A ratio of 1 0 would

mean that the share of the station area land m this use is the same as the city share If

the ratio is less than 1 0, as in this case, the station area has a smaller share of its land in

that use than the city as a whole Hence, stations are less "low density residential" on
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average than the citrus m wbach they are found Thus the station ratio measures how

s~milar the station ~s to ~ts city The results for each of these measures are examined in

turn below, by alternatlve station groupings

Station Share

Looking at the "station share" measure for other land use categorms m Table 3, and

as illustrated by transit authority in Chart 1, on average 9 5% of the station area land is

high density residential, 24 5% is residential, 22 5% is commercial, 6 0% is mu(ed use, and

14 9% is industrial Residential is the Inghest single category, most of winch appears to be

low density Tins pattern differs substantially by rail hne, however By hne, the ’low

density" share varies from 1% for MTDB Center, m downtown San Diego, to 26% for the

two MetroLink hnes to Moorpark and Hemet -- each peripheral suburban commumtms

On average, the NCTD stations are the most ’qow density" and the MTA stations the least

These figures accurately reflect the range one expects when comparing residential

commumtles with major central employment centers

[Table 3 about here]

[Chart 1 about here]

Interestingly, the pattern of"ingh density" residential is qmte different, with MTA

stations having the Inghest share at 17% and OCTA and MetroLmk stations the least at

about 5% Tins suggests that the obstruction between low and }ngh density residential

development m station areas is an nnportant one, that may vary crlbcally with the

residential character of the commumty Tlns point will be made clearer when we chscuss

city characteristics m more detail in the next section

The range of share of station area Land zoned conunerclal across raft lines is

from 1% in MTDB North stataons, to 46% for the mare OCTA statmns Most hnes are in
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the ~L5% to 30% range, however The most commercial station areas are on the OCTA

hnes, on average, and the least commercial are the MTDB stations Though less station

area land is commercial than residential, on average, the difference is not great Again,

much of the story is m the differences among lines representing the particular mix of

stations in Southern Califorma Combining commercial land with the land zoned for

industrial use, more land m the station area would appear to generally be for either

shopping or employment generation purposes than residential Moreover, this last fact

appears to hold m suburban as well as central city areas

In summarmmg these descmptlve results on land use zoning near rml stations m

Southern California, three main points emerge First, there ~s a good deal ofvamation

by hne The patterns seem to follow from the geography of the urban area, as

expected, with suburban commumtms having considerably more residential station

areas than major employment centers The second result is that station area ~ingh" and

’~low" density remdentla] land patterns are different Low density suburban areas have

the most low density residential land near stations, while central city areas have the

most high density Tinrd, for most hnes, more land as devoted to residential uses near

statmns than commercial -- although the sum of commercial plus industrial nearly

always exceeds res1dential

These results are dlfficuh to ezpand on further without knowing more about the

con~umties in winch the statmn~ are located, and the relationship between land use m

the station area to the city overall Are stations the same as or different from their cities,

with respect to land use, and ho~ does the extent to winch they are smular depend on the

nature of the commumty or the rail s~tem~ One other measure of land use near stations

was constructed to shed hght on these questions
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Station/City Ratio

The "Station/City Ratio" presented m Table 4, and summarized m Chart 2, as the

ratio of the share of land m a particular use within 1/4 mile of a station c~vided by the

share of land in that use in the city as a whole That as,

STATION/CITY RATIO, = station share, / city share~

where "station share," is the fraction of land m a particular use within 1/4 nnle of station "i"

and "c~ty share/’ is the fractmn of Iand in the s~e use m the city that contmns station "i"

For example, if the station share of resldentaal land is 25% (1 e, 25% of the land

w~thin 1/4 mile of the station as resldentml) and the caty share of residentml land as 50%,

the "Station/Caty Ratm" m 1/2 Another mterpretatmn for the "Station/City Ratm" is that,

for any given city character, It measures the extent to winch the statmn area zomng

resembles that In the rest of the city

[Table 4 about here]

[Chart 2 about here]

The "bagh densat~’ score for t~ns measure is 1 47 Thus, statmns tend to be have

about 47% more lngh density res~dentml land than the city generally As the hterature

has o~en stated, statmn areas are more hkely to be l~gh densaty resadentaal than

elsewhere m the city Tl~s does not° by ztself, support the argument that statmn areas m

Southern Calfforma either should or wdI be substantmlly more h~gh densaty resadentml

than other areas -- as the hterature appears to suggest That point is brought out by the

ratio score for commercml land m station areas 4 41 Statmns are over 4 tzmes more

hkely to be commercmlly zoned than the rest of their city, on average, no matter how

residentml or commercml that city may be

For the main line of the "suburban" Orange County LRT system, the commercml

ratm score is over 14 Again, tl~s means that the main stataons are proposed to be located
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in areas winch are 14 times more commercial than the commumtms they span To some

extent this represents the future more than the present, in more ways than one First,

the ~,ystem is only proposed Second, the land uses we report here are based on current

zoning and general plans, reflecting expectations as much as actual uses in some

inste~ces For example, the City of Santa Ana has no high density housing m its general

plan, though the city is m fact a relatively densely built city Still, our data do represent a

sense of how these communitms are looking ahead with respect to transit planmng, and

the ()range County data simply do not support the conclusion that high density housing

near rail stations is a major part of that vision Moreover, this pattern holds consistently

for nearly all raft lines in our dataset A notable exception m the North San Diego County

NC~I) hne, winch shows a nearly equal statlon/city ratio for high density residential and

conunerclal development m tins rapidly growing area

6. F~xplaining Transit-Area Plans: The Role of Public Finances

Land use zomng near rail stations is of course the outcome of municipal and county

regulatory pohcms m the jumsdlction m which they are located To some extent,

extragovernmental agencies or state agencies have the power to guide or even dictate

local land use plans and decisions, particularly regarding major transportation routes At

the .,~ame time, these decisions are most often made in agreement and negotiation with

local planning authorities The motivation for the empirical test presented in tins section

as that cities may pursue land use strategies, either before or after the station location

decmion, that have as much or more to do with their own economic and development

cLrcum~tances than with regional transportation goals

Assigning each station to the cuty, or sphere of influence, m winch it is located gives

us 65 mun,clpal jurisdictions m the dataset, spanmng 6 counties As demonstrated m

Table 5, they represent a chverse array with respect to size, rates of population growth,

residential character, and demograpincs They are certainly all from Southern Cahforma,
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though, as shown especially by the generally bagh population growth rates over the

1980s Densities and median house values mcreased across the board These

commumtms are overwhelmangly residential m character, and mainly low density single

fannly at that The average c~typopulatlon growth rate during the 1980s was 53 8% and

just under 58% percent of the average city 1990 pepulatlon was white

[Table 5 about here ]

Municipal Fiscal Patterns

Varlous fiscal data were collected for these commumties, and several measures

of fiscal character were m turn calculated The raw data included sales tax collections,

property tax cellectlons, total revenues, and total expenc~tures for the period 1980

through 1991 These were then put into per resldent terms for each year, adjusted for

mflatlon, and the rates of change over the period were determined In adchtlon to

having total tax collectmns and per capita collectmns for both the sales and property

tax, as well as the percentage real change in those numbers, the share of each tax’s

contributlon to total revenues was also calculated as a measure of the commumty’s

"dependence" on each tax base Tax base levels and trends were also examined

The summary data are displayed m Tables 6, 7 and 8 Table 6 provldes summary

expenditure data for fiscal year 1991/92 for all 65 communities contammg an exmtmg or

proposed rail translt statmn It also shows the real changes these figures represent from

1980/81 On average, clty current expenditures rose nearly I 1/2 tunes over the prior

decade, and over 2/Srds on a per caplta basra The rapld growth of thls regmn is also

suggested by the increase m capltal expenditures of nearly 4 tLmes during that permd

Several aggregate revenue patterns are evldent m Table 7 The average clty saw

its property tax collectmns increase twice as fast as sales tax collectmns over the 1980s,

such that they now comprise about a quarter of the average city revenue pm Tl~s partly
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refl(~ts the great drop m property tax collectaons m 1980 as PropeSltlon 13 rolled both

property tax rates and property assessments substantially, wlnch then steadily grew

through the great Calfforma housing market rebound of the 1980s Sales tax collections

grew but by less, especially as a share of all revenues The average per capita growth of

sales tax collections was fiat Both taxes increased their lmpertance in local revenues,

but the property tax by more Again, this reflects the small property tax base left in the

wake of Proposltlon 13 These trends are also Illustrated by the changes m each tax base

shown m Table 8 Thus the mare source of fiscal growth through tins pemod was

popl~latlon growth and associated land development

[Table 6 about here ]

[Table 7 about here ]

[Table 8 about here ]

Testing the Fiscal Basis for Transit-Oriented Planning

Our chscussion suggests that cities have incentives to use rail transit stations for

their own fiscal benefit We hypothesLze that tbas will help explmn the tendency toward

station-ormnted commercml zoning documented m Tables 3 and 4 We test this hypothesis

by examining how zomng near stations is associated with municipal fiscal variables m a

family of regressmn models

The dependent variable for the regression model is the statmn ratm for commercial

zomng, as defined earher We use the stabon rabo since that measures commercial zomng

wlttnn one-quarter mile of a statmn relatwe to commercial zomng in the surrounchng

mumcipahty It thus controls for the existing land use character of the mumclpahty The

key independent variables measure the extent to wbach the mumclpahty that contmna the

station depends on local sales and property tax revenues, controlling for total budget sLZe

The basic regression model is shown below
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staaon ratio for commerczal zonzng = ao + a~txdep + azptxdep + a3expcap + E

where,

stxdep = 1991 sales tax revenues dlvlded by 1991 total mumclpal revenues,

ptxdep = 1991 property tax revenues chvlded by 1991 total mumcupal revenues,

expcap = 1991 municapal expenchtures per 1990 resident,

e is the error term, and

the a’s are the parameters to be estnnated

Note that, for each station, the independent variables measure characteristics of

the city that contams the station Since there are 65 mumclpahtms that contain stations m

Southern Califorma, that allows considerable vamatlon (Later m this section, we also

show that the results are not proxymg for the effects of the region’s two largest cities, Los

Angeles and San Dingo ) The f~rst two variables m our model measure dependence on

sales and property taxes, respectively Expenditures per capita (expcap) is included to

control for the "size" of the local government -- wtnch nnght be correlated both with

rehance on particular tax instruments and with zomng patterns near major infrastructure

investments such as rad transit stations

Cities w~th a ]ngher revenue ehare from a particular tax are considered more

dependent on that tax Note that, for most cities m our dataset, those two tax instruments

provide much less than the total revenue in the municipahty On average, sales and

property taxes provide 56% of local revenues for the cities in our dataset Only three

cities get more than 75% of their tax revenues from sales and property taxes combined 4

Thus a greater reliance on one tax instrument (e g the sales tax) does not necessamly

Imply a reduced reliance on the other (e g the property tax)

4 The largest part of tlns gap between sales and property taxes and total revenues is grants from the
state government to murdc~pahtles In 1991, such grants comprise, on average, 18% of the local
revenue for the 65 cities m our database
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Our hypothems suggests that cities depending more heawly on local tax revenues

will have a greater propensity to "fiscally zone" near raft transit stations m search of net

fiscal surplus Those citrus that rely heavily on local tax revenues will have greater

incentives to use the rail stations to generate more local revenues Tlns suggests that

both stxdep andptxdep should be pesitlvely correlated with fiscally-driven development

pla~$ Having said that, we expect there to be a stronger link between sales tax

dependence and station-oriented commercial zomng both because commercial

development can generate taxable sales and because the sales tax has become more

zmportant for local governments since Proposition 13 The property tax has also become

more important since its dramatic rollback in 1979, but this tax is not specifically

associated with commercial development per se Thus we expect that stxdep will be

sigmficantly positive more often than ptxdep m the regressions reported below

ColumrL 1 of Table 9 reports the results of estimating the basic model on all

existing and proposed statmns m the Southern California study area 5 One adchtmnal

control variable is included here to capture the potential differences m how fiscal

com,lderatlons affect zomng near stations before versus after the siting declsmn That is a

du~ny variable Identifying each station as either in operation or proposed at the time the

zomng map was produced A positive estmaated coefficient for this varmble, for example,

would suggest that land near proposed stations is more likely to have a tngh station ratio

for commercial zomng than stations now m sermce

Note that, as expected, the share of revenues from sales taxation, stxdep, is

slg~nCicantIy positive in model 1 Statmns m mumclpahties relying more heavily on the

sales tax tend to be more commercial, even controlling for the amount of commercial m

the surrounding city, as the statmn ratio dependent variable does ~ The dummy

5 S~een stations are onntted from tins regression since, for those stations, we do not have data for
all the vamables m the model

6 Stated d~fferently, statmns in cities that rely more heavily on the sales tax display a stronger
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ldenti~ung proposed stations as not slgnff~cant One Interpretation for tins result as that

fiscal considerations of the sort we are emphasizing here are just as important in current

siting decisions as m the past

Column 2 of Table 9 extends the basic model to include two other sorts of nnportant

control vanables- tax base trends and population density In the first case, the current

revenue mix is likely influenced not only by current circumstances, but by lnstorlcal trends

m each tax base Such trends nnght also influence a city’s propensity to zone for revenue

Total taxable sales and toted property wealth are measured m per capita terms to control

for commumty size, and their rate of change over the prior 11 year period as then entered to

capture overall tax base trends Both variables are insignificant m the regression

specfficatlon m Model 2 of Table 9 The rationale for including density m that land use

patterns often depend on the density of the surrounding area The Model 2 results show

that more densely populated commumtms have significantly lower statmn/cIty ratios for

commercial zomng Tins could reflect the fact that the dense cities tend to be central

employment centers, and thus the commercial zomng near statmn areas in dense

mumclpahties as more like the rest of the city Most importantly, including these adchtional

independent variables does not change the result that stxdep m slgnificantly positive

Column 3 of Table 9 represents our effort to better measure local fiscal "tastes" and

household resources These should influence local fiscal pohcy and nnght also be correlated

with zomng pohcy The idea as to be certain that stxdep andptxdep are not proxymg for

charactenstms that are correlated both with fiscal and land use pohcy Unfortunately, the

available data offer only crude measures, namely mechan household income, the percent of

the mumclpal populatmn that was white in 1990, and the share of revenues from state

grants Median income has a strong positive assocmtion with the hkelflaood of zoning a

station area commercial, controlhng for all these other factors One explanation is that

tendency to be "more commermal" than the surrounding czty
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tngher incomes are associated vnth a higher capacity to spend, and the expected returns to

capturing the associated tax revenues by developing more commercial activity are lngher as

well In any case, the coefficmnt on strdep remains sigmficantly positive

Model 3b of Table 9 estnnates Model 3a while excluding stations m Los Angeles

and San Diego This shows that the positive coefficuent on strdep is not linked to any

unique characteristics of the region’s two largest cities Model 3c fits Model 3a on all

stat~Lons except those m Orange County Orange County stations are excluded since those

showed an especially pronounced tendency toward commercial (Recall that the station

ratm for commercial for all OCTA stations was 8 4 ) Thin is the only specification m wlnch

strdep is not slgnfficantly positive Yet note thatptxdep is significantly positive m Model

3c, giving some evidence that local fiscal pohcy affects zoning near stations

Lastly, Model 4 combines Model 3a with the model from an earher study of these

dat~ (Boarnet and Crane 1995) In that paper stations m municlpahtms that contmned

larger shares of a line had a larger station ratio for commercial zomng Similarly, stations

m municipalitms with more employment growth from 1980 to 1990 also had a larger

stat ~on ratio for commercial zomng Both results suggested that localities were using

commercial zoning near stations to enhance either their fiscal or broader econonnc

dewflopment position, or both

In Model 4, we combine the fiscal varmbles stxdep andptxdep with the variable

that measures the share of the hne m each mumclpahty (hneshare) and employment

growth (emp90-80) These are defined formally as

LINESHARE = the number of stations on the hne located in the mumclpality that
contains that particular station, chwded by the total number of stations on the hne
For example, ff a station is located m a mumclpahty that contmns 3 other stations
on the same line, and the line has a total of 10 stations, the LINESHARE variable
for that station m 4/10 7

EMP90-80 = employment change from 1980 to 1990 in the mumc~pahty that
contains the station

’~ See Boarnet and Crane (1995) for a more extensive dmcussion of this vamable
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The results show that both stxdep and hneshare are significantly positive This suggests that

local governments press for commercial zomng near stations for fiscal reasons (measured by

stxdep) and for other reasons (measured by hneshare) It as possible that those other reasons

include broader economic development concerns not stmctly related to local fiscal policy

Overall, the results are very robust In all but one specification we find a greater

tendency toward commercial zomng near stations located m mumcipahtms that depend

more heavily on the sales tax

Also note that, due to the way the dependent variable was measured, the

relationship between stxdep and increased commercial station/city ratios does not follow by

defimtlon Granted, cities with more sales taxes (and thus possibly more sales tax

dependence) will hkely have more sales tax generating land uses (1 e, commercial), 

that does not nnply the coefficient on stxdep must be positive FLrst, note that sales tax

generating land uses could be anywhere m the mumcipahty, while our dependent variable

specifically measures the extent to whmh commercial zomng as located near a raft transit

station Second, and more importantly, the dependent variable is a station/city ratio, and

thus measures the extent to wl~ch the station area has more commercial zoning than the

surrounding mumclpahty This is not a measure of the amount of commercial zomng m the

city, but rather a measure of" how mumclpalities concentrate their commercial zoning near

stations If that was not the case we would expect to see a signfficant relationship between

property tax dependence and station area planmng as well

Both of these points suggest that the generally positive coefficient on the stxdep

variable indicates some behavioral response Hav~mg said that, it would be ideal to

measure the interaction between the station siting decision and the pre-existence or later

intensification of commercial centers Since our zoning data are only available at one point

m tnne, this is not fully possible Some stations nnght have been sited near existing

commercial centers (as suggested by the high commercial station/city ratio for the proposed
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Ora~lge County system) while others nnght have experienced increased commercual actiwty

after some tnne m operation Winle our data do not allow us to chsentangle the dynannc

nat~e of this process, note that either explanation is conslstent both wlth the empirical

evidence and with the fiscal zoning hypothesis presented in tins paper

7. Conclusion

A fundamental quahty of modern mumclpal finances is change Much as government

at all levels continually rethinks its role m the market economy m what services it should

provide and how those should be paid for -- local government is expected to deliver labor

intensive and thus increasingly costly services with more creative means of finance While

the role of their planners m generating tins revenue is often chscussed, it is also rarely

Investigated in any detail The use of impact assessments, for example, is on the rise and

cities increasingly charge on a fee-for-service basis for planning services, but the extent to

winch they actually plan toward fiscal ends has been relayed only anecdotally Though the

"public finances" of planmng are hkely of growing influence, they remmn obscure

Tins paper explored tins research gap m prehn~nary fasinon by considering the

fiscal nature of land use policy vls-~®vis a specific planmng opportunity, namely ’%r~nslt-

oriented development" A masmve and Influential literature has examined the potentml

for leveragmg rail system investments, relieving traffic congestlon~ and even reducing

housing costs by locating high density residential and m~xed-use developments near

commuter raft stations The feasibihty and focus of these strategies has been questioned,

however, m the face of ewdence that local government support for these projects may be

weak Our emplrmal studies of zomng trends near commuter rail stations consistently

find that mumclpahtms appear to favor commercial development near raft stations of all

types and ages over Ingh density resldentml development Tins pattern is remarkably

robust with respect to fiscal conditions wltlnn the community, the per capita expenchtures

in tbe community, and the size and demographic character of the community The
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question, then, is why9

The partial explanation offered by ths paper is local pubhc finance Using newly

collected data on all existing and proposed commuter rail stations in Southern Cab-forma,

we exsmiued the relationship of simple fiscal mchcators to zoning patterns in station

areas Our results support the argument that commumtles see station areas as

opportunities to improve their fiscal potation The analysm mchcates that jumschctions

depending more heaxuly on sales taxes generally have more commercial zomng near their

rail transit stahon, even after controlhng for the amount ef commerczal zoning ~n the

surrounding commumty and other revenue and tax base trends The result Is robust

across communty types and model specifications

The generahty of these results is unclear The public finances of Cahforma are

somewhat umque, for example Communities there now have very httle control over

their revenues, they can change neither tax rates nor their tax base by fiat Rather, they

are constrained to act only indirectly to expand their tax base through development, thus

generating adchtlonal tax revenue at effectively fixed property and sales tax rates

Tremendous growth m recent years has taken some of the sting out of this situation until

qmte recently, however, and we beheve the overall fiscal pressures faced by the cities m

our sample are likely quite similar in many respects to those m other metropolitan areas

In adchtlon, it is uncertain what the planmng motives surrounding raft station area zoning

have m common with other land use planning activltms Whether other commumtles

zone and plan their development in a manner consistent with their own economic and

fiscal health thus remmns to be established However, our results do underscore how the

actual practice of transit-oriented development must account for the paroclnal nature of

the local planning process, m adchtlon to travel behavior and the broader goals of any

given urban design Regional transit authomtles especially should be much more aware

of the pressures and incentives facing the mumcipahtles that control land use near rail

transit stations
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Table 1" Operating Status of Stations in Dataset

Operating
Authority &

Line

#Stations m
Dataset

In
Operation*

Proposed Start Date

late 1995 [ Later ] No start date
MTA 70 26 18 26 5

glue 3"5
~

22 --" 0 °* °13 -" °~ 0 ""
..... t~ed "" 18 * 4 .... 0

~
13 .... 1

Green 17 0 13 0 4
MTDB 41 35 6 0 0

East 15
~

12 3 " 0 .... b
Noah "3

°
0 3 " 0 " 0

Center il
°

ii 0 "~ 0"
~

0"
South 12 12 0 0 0

D a ~ D 0

NCTD 22 0 6 16 0
OCTA 44 0 0 0 44

D ~ ~ 0 a

SCRRA 55 47 0 8 0
Total I 232 I 108 25 i 50 [ 49

*This number includes some MetroLmk stations on operating lines planning to open in
late 1995
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Table 2: Station Ridership and Community Characteristics
(Averages)

1990 1990

IL~il Line

Average
PopuIahon

of Citrus
where

Stations are
Located

Average
Population
Density of
Citrus

(Residents

Average
Rate of

Population
Growth,

1980-1990

Average % of
City

Population
that is White

Average City
Mechan

household
income

MetroLink total
(SCC]~A)

Hemet - Riverside
"~t;orpark - L A
Oceanslde - L A
" R~U~-’S~

Bernarchno
RLverslde- L A"

San Bern~o-
LA

"Santa’Clar~ta - L A
S~ Bernardino -

Paverslde

363,735 61.0%5.8 56.1

153:272 " 3 2
1,774,127 6 4

112,889 6 4
94,984 3 1

MTAtotal
Blue

Green
Red

MTDB total
Centre

East
North
South

160,918 4 7
365,473 7 2

¯ ¯ . o

62 5% 65 2 30,423
193 1% 443 38,778
61 0% 59 8 43,454
38 4% 63 7 33,226

47 7% ........... 5i4 " 3<483
50 1% 51 5 37,456

933,381 10 2 26
133,359 4 6 32

2511,452 11.6 15.6%
1,919,058 11 7 16
1,464,555 11 2 12
3,485,398 11 8 17

t

° 6.4 25.9%737~38
408,761 7 6 17

1,110,549 5 2 26
1,110,549 5 2 26

712,303 6 1 35

9% " 50 2 " 37,996
8% 61 4 34,801

43.7 33,856
2% 42 4 32,435
3% . 54 1 . . 39~885
4% 36 3

61.5 32,589
2% 72 4 32,014
8% 58 1 . 33~686

8% "° 581 33,686
5% 52 0 32,028

1 !
NCTD 226,902 4.7 86.3% 68.4 35,631

D ! 1 :
OCTA total

Main
tklternate
Extensmn

170,885 9.9
191,274
219~078 .....
93,345

36.2% 55.5 44,623
...... ¯ 0.. -

9 6 50 0% 52 5 45,325
13 4 34"4% .......... 41 1 39,090
7 5 " 12 5% ...... 73 0 " " 47,9~i7

,. ,
All 943,053 8.2 39.1% 54.8 36,700
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Table 3: Land Use Zoning Near Rail Stations,
as Share of Land Within 1/4 Mile of Station

-- Station Share --

Raft Lme

MetroLink total
(SCCRA)

Hemet’- Riverside
Moorpark - L A
Oce~n~lde - L A
Red/ands - San

Bernarchno
l~verside - L A

San Bernardmo - L A
Santa’Clarita - L A

San Bernardino -
Riverslde

Low

Densxty
Remdentml

Density
Remdentaal

MTA total

MTDB total

Blue
Green

Red

"Centre
East

North
South"

All
Residential

Mined Use Industrial

15.7% 5.1% 20.9% 20.9% 2.7% 25.4%

26 2% 4 6% 30 8% 16 5% - 16 2%
26 5% 10 4% 36 9% 12 4% - 25 9%
4 2% " 6 9% 11 1% 19 6% 8 3% 25 6%

s

4 2% 0 0% 4 2% 41 8% 4 4% 3 3%

15 0%
~

1 0% 16 0%* 19 3% 39"0%
19 3% 6 3% 25 6% 19 0% 2 2% 26 7%
20 6% 3 2% 23 7% 26 1% 5 1% 16 7%
5 0% 14 7% 19 7% 16 2% 27 2%

12.4% 16.8% 29.1% 2 L 1% 7.1% 11.6%
11 9% " 17 3% 29 2% 14 9% 9 3"% 14 2%
18 3% " 10 2% 28 5% 16 2% 9 4"% 16 5%
6 7% 21 3% 28 0% 38 1% 3 3%

14.5% 7.3% 21.9% 16.3% 7.0% 11.0%
1 0% O 2% 1 2% 21 7% 8 7% 19 1%

22 5% 16 7% 39 2% 18 8% 4 0% 6 3%
53% "" " 00% 5"3% 07% 13 2% 78%

m

19 3% 4 0% 23 3% 12 1% 7 7% 10 3%
NCTD 23.1% 9.1% 32.2% 19.1% 12.5% 13.4%
OCTA total 14.6% 5.4% 20.1% 35.1% 4.3% 11.3%

Main 10 2% 4 7% 14 9% 46 4% 2 0% 3 8%
Alternate 24 2% 6 8% 31 0% 18 3% 7 9% 11 9%

. oo

Extension 14 8% 5 6% 20 4% 28 5% 5 4% 24 7%

All 15.0% 19.5% !24.5% I22.5% I6.0% t 14.9%
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Table 4: Land Use Zoning Near Rail Stations, as the Ratio of the Share of Land in
each Use Within 1/4 Mile of Station Divided by the Share of City Land in that Use

-- Station/City Ratio --

Rail Line

~letroLink total
(SCCRA)

Hemet - Riverside
Moorpark - L A
Oceanmde - L A
Redlands - San

Bernarchno
Riverside - L A

San’Bernar~uo - L A
Santa Clarita - L A

Low
I Density All CommercialDermlty

Residentml ]Remdentml Resldent~al

0.57 4.37

San Bernardmo -
Riverside

MTA total
Blue

Green
Red

MTDB total
Centre

East
North
South

1.67 1.97 5.23

OCTA total
Mam

Alternate
Extension

All

083 220 " 107 516 - 849
086 452 " 098 921 - 406
018 173 " 030 530 - 444
010 000 - 010 503 - 029

048 0il " 045 327 ° 723
6 23 2 68" °" 0 56 2 18 ° 3" 99
0 55 0 0"0"""*" 0 52 4 73 ° 2 34
007 13 61 ...... 096 382 ° 564

0.44 0.87 0.56 1.95 1.78
047 097 - 062 128 - 217
0 63 0 53 0 44 1 86 0 89
0 21 0 89 0 51 3 14 172

0.62 1.38 0.72 3.56 2.96
0 06 0 02 0 05 5 57 5 37
0 66 3 51 1 08 3 00 1 73

........ "() 31-- .... 0 00 0 21 (J" 19 2 19
.......... 1 29- ........ 1 15 1 05 3 19 2 38

NCTD 0.68 4~9 0.83 4.72 4.26
0.31 0~8 1.35

0 22 0 48
0 45 0 72
0 35 1 39

0.76 I 1.47

0.40 8.37
0 31 14 11 0 33
o 56 132 1 33
0 43 3 71 3 22

]0.59 14.41 12.93
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Table 5: City Characteristics

. mty mean
cltymedian

standard
deviation

LodlOe Ity,19901’ °P at1°ni r O°Area ~Resldents~opulatlon |Growth te Household
(Acres) | / Acre) IRate 1980- Income

| 1990

20,925 7 5 146,046 53 8% _ 52 8 . $36,678
10,641 5 9 70,340 28 8% . 59 7 _ $35,10.3

43,377 5 0 422,748 858% 25 6 , $13,322

Median
House
Value

$193,452
$185,400

$82,458

Table 6: City Expenditure Levels and Trends

1991192 Levels % Real Change,
1980/81- 1991/92

C~ty (Standard
Average Devmtlon)

ii

Current Expenditures $151.361,055 (643
rmlhon)

Capital Expenditures $31.133.530 (140
nnlhon)

City (Standard
Average Deviation)
149 2% (154 9)

397 1% (802 6)

Current Expenditures $~,43 (513) 68 4% (51 3)
per capita

Capital Expenchtures per $123 (113) 137 8%
capita

(300 6)
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Table 7: City Revenue Levels and Trends

1991/92 Levels

C,ty (Standard
Average Dewatlon)

Property Taxes $17,304,402 (71,108)

Sales Taxes

Property Taxes per capita

Sales Taxes per capita

$13,927,614 (33,621)

$87 (51)

$128 (150)

% Real Change,
1980/81 - 1991/92

City (Standard
Average Dewation)
87 9% (71 8)

38 O% (8O 5)

46 8% (89 7)

o 5% (59 6)

Shewe of Property Taxes
m General Revenues

Share of Sales Taxes m
General Revenues

24 5% (12 2)

30 7% (13 4)

111 8% (132 8)

33 8% (42 7)

Table 8: City Tax Base Levels and Trends

1991/92 Levels
(m 1,000s)

City (Standard
Average Devmtien)

(22,968)Total Net Assessed $7,970,528
Property Value

Taxable Sales $1,254,480 (2,958)

Net Assessed Property
Value per capita

$64 1 (49 5)

Taxable Sales per capita $11 7 (13 5)

% Real Change,
1980/81- 1991/92

City (Standard
Average Dewatlon)
994 2% (385 2)

43 8% (63 1)

446 0% (244 5)

4 3% (39 9)
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