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Introduction

1.1 Purpose of this Report
The Urban Fabric Analysis Report prepared as part of this Major Transportation Improvement Analysis
describes how Alternatives B, E, and G would interface with the physical, residential, and commercial
fabric of the study area. It identifies how specific corridor segments and their proposed stations could
create opportunities for transit-oriented development in the Collinwood neighborhood of Cleveland,
East Cleveland, and Euclid. That place-specific analysis is a critical part of the story, and one which can
be substantially addressed at this early stage in the evolution of the project. However, it is also
important to anticipate, at least in a preliminary way, how the private real estate market might view the
study area, since private development—with public incentives where necessary—will determine
whether meaningful TOD occurs or not, and over what length of time.
Once a Locally Preferred Alternative is adopted, the process of environmental approvals, preliminary
design, final design, and funding will take years to complete. To undertake a traditional “market study”
in 2014 would be an untimely strategy for predicting the effects of a transformative investment that lies
years in the future. The outcome of such a study, extrapolating from current conditions and trends,
would be predictably negative for Collinwood, East Cleveland, and, to some degree, Euclid as well, due
to the local effects of the recession and its slow recovery.
It would be equally misleading to look at the existing HealthLine, with $5 to $6 billion in private and nonprofit investment around University Circle and the Euclid Corridor, and predict from its success that
extending the HealthLine to East Cleveland and Collinwood would simply bring more of the same.
What can usefully be developed at this time is a more nuanced and tailored view of the study area,
defining the types of market a Red Line or HealthLine extension would seek to attract, framing key
questions for future analysis, and identifying the types of policies and incentives that would be required,
alongside the transit investment, to support the corridor’s market position.
1.1.1 Three Markets
The study area’s future market context might typically be defined in terms of real estate market sectors:
residential, commercial, retail, and industrial. Alternatively, it might be divided into geographic
submarkets. At this time, however, the most useful way to understand the market context is to envision
three market typoligies.



An infill market, encompassing residential, retail, office, and other uses at the parcel and small
assemblage scale. In the aggregate, at a given station or cluster of stations, such development
would create a mixed-use composition of the type often called a “transit village”. This type of
development is what policy-makers would seek to achieve along much (but not all) of the
alignments of Alternatives E or G—that is, infill development and reinvestment in existing
building stock along Euclid Avenue, at Five Points, the Waterloo Arts District, the "village" ends
of St. Clair Avenue, East 185th Street, and Downtown Euclid. Some of the infill parcels may be
large (especially on Euclid Avenue), but broadly speaking, this is an infill market, as distinct from
the transformational market described next.



A transformational market, consisting of those places where wholesale reorganization and
redevelopment of obsolete industrial land could occur. In particular, the transformational market
concept is applicable to two places, each in the 150-175 acre range: (a) the "industrial triangle"
between Euclid Avenue and Five Points, framed by the Norfolk Southern, Noble Road, East
152nd Street, and Ivanhoe Road; this triangle would be served by a rail station at Noble Road in
Alternative B or a series of bus rapid transit or “Rapid+” stations in Alternatives E and G; and (b)
the land mass around the intersection of Babbitt Road and St. Clair Avenue, framed by the two
railroads; this area, which would be served by a rail station in Alternative B, was already
1

AECOM

MARKET PERSPECTIVE ANALYSIS

June 24, 2014

stripped of its original industrial uses and is now largely covered by vacant commercial
properties. To accommodate mixed-use redevelopment, these locations require the creation of
an urban street grid, the installation of development-friendly utilities and amenities, and, at least
in the case of the industrial triangle, some degree of remediation.


An industrial market, covering the subset of industrial land where it may be possible to sustain
industrial uses, or to replace traditional heavy industry with modern light industry. To define and
capture this market, in the face of the long-term outmigration of industrial activity, will involve a
combination of stabilizing and modernizing industrial businesses that are viable; finding new
industrial users for vacant buildings; and creating modern industrial development on vacant land
along the railroads (such as the City of Euclid’s Bluestone Business Park near the Babbitt Road
station site). This kind of market activity is distinct from mixed-use TOD, but transit is
increasingly understood to have a role in supporting the workforce commuting needs of
industrial development, especially in urban settings.

To frame an understanding of these markets, this Report presents a series of four discussions:


An overview of population, employment, and building permit trends in Northeast Ohio and
Cuyahoga and Lake Counties, as the region emerges from the Great Recession.



An analysis of retail demand and “leakage” in the study area, reflecting the role that retail has
played in the success or failure of mixed-use “transit villages” in other cities. Retail is the one
segment of the real estate market where a traditional analysis would be useful at this time, in
that it can confirm or rebut an important presumption—that even in its current condition, the
study area is an under-served retail market.



A targeted review of transit and land use outcomes in other cities, citing two distinct bodies of
literature: quantitative analyses of the effect of transit proximity on land values, and case studies
of TOD in settings having some comparability to the Red Line/HealthLine Extension study area.



A discussion of public policy interventions that have been used in Cleveland and other cities to
effect change at the corridor scale envisioned here.

2.0

Overview of Trends

2.1 The Study Area and the Region
The Baseline Conditions Report paints a picture of decline and disinvestment in the study area. Table 1
summarizes the negative changes experienced between the 2000 and 2010 U.S. censuses in
Collinwood, East Cleveland, Euclid, and the six Lake County municipalities included in the study area.
In addition to these across-the-board declines, the most recent assessor’s records showed 1,123 acres
of vacant land in the study area: 242 in Collinwood, 128 in East Cleveland, 443 in Euclid, and 310 in the
six Lake County cities; because the assessors’ definition of vacant land is limited to parcels that contain
no above-ground improvements and are not in any productive economic use, these figures understate
considerably the actual extent of vacancy and near-vacancy.1
These conditions are part of three longer-term, region-wide phenomena in the 12-county Northeast
Ohio region: an absolute long-term loss of population; a fluctuation of employment levels roughly
consistent with that of the U.S. as a whole; and an outward redistribution of population and jobs within
Northeast Ohio, from the “legacy cities” to outlying areas. These trends are addressed comprehensively
in the work of the Northeast Ohio Sustainable Communities Consortium (NEOSCC).2
1

Baseline Conditions Report, page 35 and Table 20.
http://cat.neoscc.org/. NEOSCC is a partnership of 33 public and private entities, funded through a grant under the Sustainable Communities
Initiative of the U.S. Departments of HUD and Transportation and the Environmental Protection Agency. The consortium was led by the
Northeast Ohio Area Coordinating Agency (NOACA), the region’s MPO.
2
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Table 1: Change in Population, Employment, and Jobs, 2000-20103

Population

Employment

Jobs

-19%

-11%

-25%

-34%

-26%

-30%

-6%

-7%

-16%

-5%

-6%

-4%

-11%

-8%

-10%

Collinwood
East Cleveland
Euclid
Lake County Cities
Entire Study Area

Figure 1 is NEOSCC’s summary of long-term population change in the region since 1950. In that first
full post-war decade, Northeast Ohio grew faster than the U.S. as a whole—the last time that
happened. The region grew more slowly than the country in the 1960s, and suffered an absolute loss of
population in the 1970s and 1980s. After recovering somewhat in the 1990s, the region lost population
again in the first decade of the 21st century.
Figure 1: Long-Term Population Change in Northeast Ohio

These losses apply to the entire 12-county region, including Cleveland, Akron, Canton, Youngstown,
Warren, and Ashtabula, their suburbs, exurbs, and rural areas. As shown in Table 2, the downward
trend is more acute in the five-county Cleveland Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), Cuyahoga County,
and especially the City of Cleveland, which has lost population every decade since 1950.
Table 2: Long-Term Population Decline, 1950-2010 4

Cleveland MSA

1950

1960

1970

1980

1990

2000

2010

1,672,736

1,937,110

2,320,572

2,173,734

2,102,207

2,148,143

2,077,240

3

Source: US Census. These results are summarized from this study’s Baseline Conditions Report, Tables 21-23. “Employment” refers to
study area residents employed either inside or outside the study area; “jobs” refers to jobs located in the study area, whether held by study
area residents or not.
4

Source: US Census. The Cleveland MSA consists of Cuyahoga, Lake, Lorain, Medina, and Geauga Counties. For 1950 and 1960, MSA
population is not available in the Census; the entries represent the total population of the five counties.

3
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1,389,532

1,647,595

1,721,300

1,498,400

I,412,140

1,393,978

1,280,122

914,908

876,050

750,903

573,822

505,616

478,403

396,815

75,979

148,700

197,200

212,801

215,499

227,511

230,041

Regional population seemed to be on the rebound in the 1990s, when the MSA, like the larger 12county region, grew in absolute terms, and the decline in Cuyahoga County and the City of Cleveland
slowed considerably compared to the prior decades. But the decade from 2000 to 2010 left the MSA
with fewer people than it had had in 1990.
Within the Red Line/HealthLine Extension study area, the South Collinwood district actually grew 16
percent during the 1990s, a significant reversal from the previous decade when its population had
declined by 18 percent.5 However, as seen in Table 1, in the decade from 2000 to 2010, Collinwood,
like the rest of the study area, lost population again. And while Lake County as a whole grew slowly but
consistently across these decades, the six cities in western Lake County that are included in the study
area lost 4% of their population in the first decade of this century and had fewer people in 2010 than in
2000 or 1990.6
As for employment, as shown in Figure 2, Northeast Ohio gained jobs in the 1990s, lost all of those
gains in the recession, and is projected to add 200,000 jobs and reach pre-recession levels by 2015.7
Figure 2: Employment Trend in Northeast Ohio

2.2 Cuyahoga and Lake Counties: Pre- and Post Recession
A useful context in which to see the future potential of the study area is to understand the degree to
which Cuyahoga and Lake Counties are emerging from the recession, in absolute terms and in relation
to the larger metropolitan region. The National Bureau of Economic Research, the official arbiter of U.S.
recessions, marks the end of the 2008 recession as June 2009. The year 2009 marks a reversal or
slowing in some key housing construction and employment trends in Cuyahoga and Lake Counties.

5

Collinwood & Nottingham Villages Community Development Corporation, St. Clair Avenue Revitalization Strategy, 2004.

6

The six are Wickliff, Willoughby, Willowick, Eastlake, Mentor, and Mentor-on-the-Lake.
http://cat.neoscc.org/findings/spreading-out/while-net-regional-job-growth-has-been-relvatively-low-employment-has-become-more-widelydispersed-throughout-the-region/
7
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2.2.1 Building Permits
In 2004, the Cleveland MSA issued about 6,000 building permits. The number of permits issued each
year declined sharply until 2011, when fewer than 1,500 permits were issued in the MSA. The
Cleveland MSA issued approximately 2,000 permits in 2013, signaling a slow recovery (Figure 3).
Because the majority of permitted units were single-family households, a similar decline and growth
pattern is evident in the graph of permitted units.

From 2004 to 2008, the number of buildings permitted in Cuyahoga and Lake Counties as a share of
buildings permitted in the Cleveland MSA dropped from 38 percent to 29 percent, but that share
jumped to 34 percent in 2009. Since 2009, the share of buildings permitted in Cuyahoga-Lake has risen
slowly to 36 percent. In terms of units permitted (Figure 4), stronger relative growth in Cuyahoga-Lake
is evident. From 2004 to 2009, the share of units permitted in Cuyahoga-Lake fell from 39 percent to 31
percent. This share grew to surpass pre-recession levels, as 43 percent of units permitted in the
Cleveland MSA were in Cuyahoga-Lake as of 2013.
Figure 3: Building Permits Issued

2.2.2 Employment
The 2013 labor force of 748,000 is the smallest Cuyahoga and Lake Counties have had in a decade,
reflecting the combined effects of the recession and on-going population loss. Except for 2006-2007,
the labor force declined every year in Cuyahoga-Lake. Likewise, the loss in labor force is evident in the
Cleveland MSA. As would be expected with a diminished labor force, employment fell throughout the
region as well. Cuyahoga-Lake and the Cleveland MSA exhibit similar patterns of employment growth
and decline (Figure 5). The year 2009 marked a point where employment dropped at a faster rate than
the labor force, and the unemployment rate in both geographies spiked to nearly nine percent.

5
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Figure 4: Permitted Units as % of Cleveland MSA

Figure 5: Labor Force and Employment, Cuyahoga and Lake

Figure 6: Unemployment

6
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Table 3 summarizes the compound annual growth rates before and after 2009 in Cuyahoga-Lake and
the Cleveland MSA. The common (although not uniform) trend in these high-level data is that since the
official end of the recession five years ago, Cuyahoga and Lake Counties, taken together, have slowed
their decline in employment and reversed their decline in building permits and permitted units. These
declines have slowed or reversed both in absolute terms and in comparison to the entire Cleveland
MSA as a whole. These data do not necessarily signify near-term growth in the study area real estate
market, but they suggest that Cuyahoga County and western Lake County are participating in the
region’s long, slow recovery.
Table 3: Compound Annual Growth Rates Summary
2004-2009

3.0

2009-2013

CuyahogaLake

Cleveland
MSA

CuyahogaLake

Cleveland
MSA

Building Permits

-24%

-23%

5%

4%

Permitted Units

-26%

-22%

15%

6%

Labor Force

-0.9%

-0.4%

-1%

1%

Employment

-2%

-1%

0%

0%

Unemployment

7%

8%

-6%

6%

Unemployment Rate

63%

60%

-5%

5%

Retail Demand and Leakage

3.1 Overview
The transit village concept depends in part on retail, for three reasons. First, retail is by nature part of a
thriving mixed-use community; when residents routinely have to travel outside their neighborhood to
shop and eat, it indicates disinvestment in older neighborhoods or excessive isolation in newer ones.
Second, retail is a land use that while not typically predominant in a walkable village or town center, is
often the “glue” that animates the street and sidewalk and allows a vertical and horizontal mix of uses.
Third, when major retail elements are missing—such as grocery stores in many urban neighborhoods—
attracting them represents a more significant land use opportunity. If the “infill market” described in the
introduction to this Report is to be realized, it will require not an excessive or unrealistic retail
component, but a meaningful and sustainable one.
3.2 Analysis
AECOM analyzed retail supply (actual retail sales)8 and demand (potential area spending)9 in the Red
Line/HealthLine Extension study area, as well as Cuyahoga County and Lake County in their entireties,
to determine the extent to which sales are captured by the population living in the area. AECOM
analyzed a number of factors, including overall supply and demand, supply and demand per capita and

8

ESRI estimates retail supply using the US Census Bureau’s 2002 and 2007 Census of Retail Trade as benchmarks. ESRI uses trends from
economic censuses to update the base along with demographic and business databases such as the Dun & Bradstreet business database
and economic data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). Supply estimates also incorporate data from the Census Bureau's Nonemployer
Statistics division.
9

ESRI draws estimates of demand from annual BLS Consumer Expenditure Surveys, which provide detailed national consumer spending
information. The demand model incorporates ESRI's Tapestry™ Segmentation system, a market segmentation classification based on
socioeconomic and demographic characteristics, to yield geography-specific patterns. This yields improved differentiation of spending,
particularly for smaller markets where distinctions can be difficult to measure and for big-ticket items where consumer preferences are more
pronounced.

7
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per business, and retail leakage or surplus, using ESRI base data on sales and businesses as of 2013
aggregated into market reports available on the Business Analyst Online interface.
The retail “gap” is defined in this section simply as the difference in supply and demand estimates.
Retail leakage (a negative gap) means that residents spend more on retail than an area captures. A
surplus (a positive gap) indicates that an area attracts spending from customers outside of the area.
Retail supply and demand data are differentiated by industry code as classified by the North American
Industry Classification System (NAICS) and designated with a 2- to 5-digit number. Applicable NAICS
industries at the 3-digit level include Retail Trade (441-454) and Food Services and Drinking Places
(772). By identifying which industries contribute the most to an area’s overall leakage, it is possible to
strategize about key potential markets for economic development.
Figure 7: Study Area by County

Source: ESRI Business Analyst Online, AECOM

AECOM explored retail leakage trends in Cuyahoga County, Lake County, and the study area.
Approximately one third of the study area is in Cuyahoga County and two-thirds of the area is in Lake
County. Because the study area straddles both counties, AECOM analyzed these two portions
separately and as a whole. The following table describes the general properties of the geographies
studied.
Table 4: Market Summary

Area
Population
Per Capita Income
Number of Businesses
Retail Supply (000,000's)
Retail Demand (000,000's)
Gap (000,000's)

Cuyahoga
Study
area

Lake
Study
area

Entire
Study
area

Cuyahoga
County

Lake
County

Two
Counties
Combined

98,504
$18,597
595
$434
$752
($318)

123,911
$27,079
1,156
$1,864
$1,365
$499

222,415
$23,322
1,751
$2,298
$2,117
$181

1,276,510
$25,223
9,540
$10,621
$12,957
($2,336)

232,131
$26,843
1,850
$2,656
$2,527
$129

1,508,641
$25,472
11,390
$13,277
$15,484
($2,207)

Source: ESRI Business Analyst Online

Combined, both counties represent over 1.5 million people. The study area portion of Lake County
represents over half of the population in the county. The approximately 222,000 residents in the entire
8
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study area represent 14.7 percent of the population in both Cuyahoga and Lake Counties. The study
area’s 1,751 retail businesses represent a slightly higher 15.4 percent of businesses in the two-county
region. Residents of the study area within Cuyahoga County have a lower income than the rest of the
County, while the opposite is true in the study area within Lake County.
When one looks at the data divided by county, Cuyahoga County and the Cuyahoga County Study area
experienced an overall retail leakage, while Lake County and the Lake County Study area experienced
a retail surplus. Delving into the study area itself, the Lake County Study area has about 26 percent
more population as the Cuyahoga County Study area but nearly twice as many businesses. The
surplus of the Lake County Study area is greater than the leakage of the Cuyahoga County Study area,
so the entire study area has a surplus of $181 million. In the region, Cuyahoga County has about 5.5
times the population and about 5.2 times the businesses of Lake County. The leakage in Cuyahoga
County was greater than the surplus of Lake County, so the two-county area leaked $2.2 billion in
sales.
Table 5 summarizes the relative influence of leakage and surplus in an area, defined by the leakage or
surplus factor. This leakage/surplus factor is the retail gap divided by the sum of supply and demand. In
the two Counties and in the study area, the greatest leakage comes from food and beverage stores. A
considerable regional leakage is evident in motor vehicles and parts stores, whereas motor vehicles
and parts stores exhibit a surplus of sales in the study area. In the following tables, industries
distributing the highest leakage or surplus metrics are bolded.
Table 5: Retail Gap Summary (000,000’s)

Industry Group
Motor Vehicle & Parts
Furniture & Home Furnishings
Bldg Materials, Garden Equip. & Supply
Food & Beverage
Health & Personal Care
Gasoline Stations
Clothing & Clothing Accessories
Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book & Music
General Merchandise
Miscellaneous Store Retailers
Nonstore Retailers
Food Services & Drinking Places

NAICS
441
442
444
445
446
447
448
451
452
453
454
722

Study area
Leakage/
Retail
Surplus
Gap
Factor
3.6
$27
12.5
$11
14.0
$20
(27.1)
($130)
(4.4)
($15)
12.5
$62
21.4
$55
20.7
$25
17.3
$155
16.0
$19
(56.6)
($86)
10.7
$50

Entire Cuyahoga &
Lake Counties
Combined
Leakage/
Retail
Surplus
Gap
Factor
(19.1)
($854)
(7.8)
($40)
(6.3)
($55)
(31.9)
($1,068)
(16.6)
($376)
10.4
$362
2.3
$35
(1.4)
($10)
(16.6)
($769)
(17.7)
($108)
24.3
$557
4.1
$131

Source: ESRI Business Analyst Online

Within the Cuyahoga County Study area, four industries exhibit a retail surplus: building materials,
garden equipment and supply; health and personal care; and gasoline stations. General merchandise
stores have the greatest retail gap, as demand outstrips supply fourfold. In Cuyahoga County, nonstore
retailers have the greatest surplus in retail sales. Motor vehicles and parts have the largest leakage in
absolute terms, while food and beverage stores have the largest leakage factor. Table 6 summarizes
supply and demand characteristics of Cuyahoga County.

Table 6: Retail Supply and Demand (000,000’s), Cuyahoga County
Cuyahoga County Study area

9
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Industry Group
Motor Vehicle & Parts
Furniture & Home Furnishings
Bldg Materials, Garden Equip. & Supply
Food & Beverage
Health & Personal Care
Gasoline Stations
Clothing & Clothing Accessories
Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book & Music
General Merchandise
Miscellaneous Store Retailers
Nonstore Retailers
Food Services & Drinking Places

Supply
(Actual
Sales)

Demand
(Potential
sales)

Retail
Gap

June 24, 2014

Leakage/
Surplus
Factor

$52
$128
($76)
(42.0)
$2
$13
($11)
(68.5)
$22
$20
$2
3.8
$29
$110
($81)
(57.9)
$72
$64
$8
5.8
$57
26.4
$135
$79
$21
$36
($14)
(25.3)
$13
$17
($5)
(15.4)
($100)
$32
$133
(60.8)
$9
$18
($9)
(34.3)
(84.0)
$4
$41
($37)
$42
$73
($31)
(27.0)
Source: ESRI Business Analyst Online

Supply
(Actual
Sales)

Demand
(Potential
sales)

Retail
Gap

Leakage/
Surplus
Factor

$1,235
$178
$312
$914
$786
$1,642
$634
$277
$1,347
$180
$1,376
$1,374

$2,223
$231
$387
$1,851
$1,105
$1,312
$619
$298
$2,265
$301
$723
$1,280

($987)
($53)
($75)
($938)
($319)
$330
$15
($22)
($918)
($121)
$653
$94

(28.5)
(12.9)
(10.7)
(33.9)
(16.9)
11.2
1.2
(3.8)
(25.4)
(25.1)
31.1
3.5

The retail patterns of Lake County and the Lake County Study area contrast starkly with the patterns in
Cuyahoga County in that most industries exhibit a retail surplus. Evidence suggests that Lake County is
capturing much of the sales lost in Cuyahoga County. In both Lake County and the Lake County Study
area, food and beverage stores have the largest leakage in absolute dollar terms, while nonstore
retailers have the largest leakage percentage factor. General merchandise stores have the largest
surplus. Both Lake County and the entire study area exhibit high leakage in nonstore retailers,
signifying that many nonstore retailers in the two-county region are based in Cuyahoga County, but
outside of the study area. Table 7 summarizes supply and demand characteristics of Lake County.
Table 7: Retail Supply and Demand (000,000’s), Lake County
Lake County Study area

Industry Group
Motor Vehicle & Parts
Furniture & Home Furnishings
Bldg Materials, Garden Equip. & Supply
Food & Beverage
Health & Personal Care
Gasoline Stations
Clothing & Clothing Accessories
Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book & Music
General Merchandise
Miscellaneous Store Retailers
Nonstore Retailers
Food Services & Drinking Places

Supply
(Actual
Sales)

Demand
(Potential
sales)

Retail
Gap

Leakage/
Surplus
Factor

Lake County

Supply
(Actual
Sales)

Demand
(Potential
sales)

Retail
Gap

Leakage/
Surplus
Factor

$571
$58
$99
$227
$159
$287
$139
$70
$588
$71
$47
$285

$438
$45
$79
$357
$216
$254
$119
$58
$439
$59
$143
$247

$133
$13
$20
($130)
($57)
$32
$20
$12
$149
$12
($96)
$37

13.2
12.2
11.1
(22.3)
(15.2)
6.0
7.7
9.2
14.5
9.5
(50.5)
7.0

$339
$236
$103
17.9
$46
$25
$21
30.3
$61
$42
$19
18.0
($49)
$145
$194
(14.5)
$94
$117
($23)
(11.0)
$143
$137
$5
1.9
$133
$65
$69
34.8
$61
$31
$30
32.3
$255
34.9
$493
$238
$60
$32
$28
30.5
(45.2)
$29
$78
($48)
$214
$134
$81
23.2
Source: ESRI Business Analyst Online

The Cuyahoga County Study area leaked approximately half a million dollars per business, or $3,223
per capita. General Merchandise stores had the greatest leakage per business and per capita, while
gasoline stations had the greatest surplus per business and per capita. The leakage in Cuyahoga
County as a whole is not as severe, with a leakage rate of $245,000 per business or $1,830 per capita.
Cuyahoga County had the greatest leakage per business in the general merchandise industry and
greatest leakage per capita in the motor vehicle and parts industry. Nonstore retailers exhibited the
largest surplus per business and per capita. Table 8 compares the per-business and per-capita leakage
and surplus in the Cuyahoga County Study area to Cuyahoga County.
Table 8: Per-Business and Per-Capita Analysis, Cuyahoga County

Industry Group

Gap per Business
(000’s)
Cuyahoga Cuyahoga
Study
County
10

Gap per Capita
Cuyahoga Cuyahoga
Study
County
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area
Motor Vehicle & Parts
Furniture & Home Furnishings
Bldg Materials, Garden Equip. & Supply
Food & Beverage
Health & Personal Care
Gasoline Stations
Clothing & Clothing Accessories
Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book & Music
General Merchandise
Miscellaneous Store Retailers
Nonstore Retailers
Food Services & Drinking Places
Total

($1,610)
($811)
$57
($1,049)
$184
$2,569
($252)
($107)
($4,784)
($100)
($1,702)
($249)
($534)
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area
($1,772)
($131)
($176)
($853)
($585)
$1,009
$13
($36)
($3,630)
($81)
$1,810
$48
($245)

($768)
($107)
$16
($820)
$80
$574
($146)
($47)
($1,020)
($91)
($380)
($316)
($3,223)

($773)
($41)
($59)
($735)
($250)
$258
$12
($17)
($719)
($95)
$512
$74
($1,830)

Source: ESRI Business Analyst Online

The Lake County Study area had a surplus of about $431,000 per business, or $4,024 per capita.
General Merchandise stores had the greatest surplus per business and per capita. Nonstore retailers
had the greatest leakage per business and food and beverage stores and had the greatest leakage per
capita. The surplus in Lake County is much smaller, with a surplus of $70,000 per business or $555 per
capita. Lake County had the greatest surplus per business and per capita in the general merchandise
industry and greatest leakage per capita and per business in the food and beverage industry. Table 9
compares the per-business and per-capita leakage and surplus in the Lake County Study area to Lake
County as a whole.
Table 9: Per-Business and Per-Capita Analysis, Lake County

Industry Group
Motor Vehicle & Parts
Furniture & Home Furnishings
Bldg Materials, Garden Equip. & Supply
Food & Beverage
Health & Personal Care
Gasoline Stations
Clothing & Clothing Accessories
Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book & Music
General Merchandise
Miscellaneous Store Retailers
Nonstore Retailers
Food Services & Drinking Places
Total

Gap per
Business (000’s)
Lake
Study
Lake
area
County

Gap per Capita
Lake
Study
Lake
area
County

$1,336
$373
$266
($527)
($382)
$154
$610
$374
$9,818
$155
($664)
$334
$431

$830
$172
$150
($395)
($188)
$43
$556
$241
$2,060
$225
($391)
$652
$4,024

$991
$140
$164
($870)
($565)
$516
$134
$93
$3,639
$41
($858)
$96
$70

$572
$54
$86
($562)
($246)
$140
$85
$51
$643
$53
($414)
$161
$555

Source: ESRI Business Analyst Online

A notable trend in Tables 8 and 9 is that leakage and surplus figures are greater within the study area
compared to their respective counties. Residents in the Cuyahoga County Study area are likely
travelling from Cuyahoga County to major shopping centers within the Lake County Study area, such
as the Great Lakes Mall, Shops of Willoughby Hills, and Shoregate Shopping Center. Indeed, the
Cuyahoga County Study area lacks any major shopping center, as the Euclid Square Mall is now
closed.
A decade ago, the St. Clair Avenue Revitalization Strategy noted that “according to GreatLakesCB’s
2002 Retail Analysis of St. Clair Avenue, South Collinwood’s buying power per acre is greater than that
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of Richmond Heights or Solon, even though its average income is much lower.”10 The findings
presented here show that this retail “disconnect” persists, at least in the Cuyahoga County portion of
the study area (the Collinwood area of Cleveland, East Cleveland, and Euclid).

4.0

Experience in Other Cities

There is an extensive body of literature, both academic and practical, on the experience of North
American metro areas with respect to transit, land values, and private investment. While every city is
different, and “lessons learned” elsewhere must be filtered through an understanding of the Red
Line/HealthLine Extension corridor, the literature can help provide a framework for understanding the
study area’s TOD potential. An effort has been made to include analyses and case studies across the
full range of transit technologies still under consideration—heavy rail, Rapid+, and bus rapid transit—
and examples in communities similar to Collinwood, East Cleveland, and Euclid.
4.1 Land Values and Proximity to Transit
As outlined below, it has been found in a wide variety of settings that proximity to fixed guideway transit
tends to increase property values, both over time and in comparison to similar properties elsewhere in
the same city. Raising the value of existing residential or commercial property in a corridor does not
mean, in and of itself, that renovation, redevelopment, or new development will follow. There must be
sufficient demand, and the development, like any other, must “pencil out”. But property values reflect
what a home-buyer, apartment tenant, or commercial business will pay to occupy property, and the
expectation of rising values can affect the perception of realtors, lenders, and ultimately developers
about the viability of a corridor or neighborhood. Moreover, when land and building prices are low, as
they are in portions of the study area today, the entry hurdle of existing land costs may be all but
eliminated.
4.1.1 Heavy and Light Rail Studies
There are now over three decades’ worth of quantitative analyses investigating the relationship
between transit proximity and land value. This research varies in the age of the transit system, the age
of the analysis, overall market conditions in the period covered by the analysis, transit type, community
setting, type of property studied, and methodology. That said, virtually all of these studies show a
positive relationship between transit proximity and land value, although the magnitude of that
relationship varies widely.

In 2001, as part of Greater Cleveland’s NEORail II initiative, Parsons Brinckerhoff prepared a review of
land value proximity studies published up to that time. These are summarized in Table 10 and Table
11.11 In 2008, the Center for Transit-Oriented Development provided an updated review, citing several
of the same studies as well as others from the Bay Area, San Diego, Sacramento, Portland, Chicago,
St. Louis, Washington, Atlanta, and Dallas. Their range of findings is summarized in Table 12.12
Most these studies involved heavy or "metro rail" systems, similar to the Red Line, or typical light rail
systems, similar in many respects to RTA's Blue and Green Lines. It is important also to identify studies
of BRT and streetcar systems, since Alternatives E and G have elements of both.

10

Cited in Collinwood & Nottingham Villages Community Development Corporation, St. Clair Avenue Revitalization Strategy, 2004.

11

NEORail II (Parsons Brinckerhoff), The Effect of Rail Transit on Property Values, A Summary of Studies; 2001; pp. 3-4 and 5-6.

12

Center for Transit-Oriented Development (for FTA), Capturing the Value of Transit; 2008; p. 10
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Table 10: Summary of Heavy and Commuter Rail Studies, 2001
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Table 11: Summary of Light Rail Studies, 2001
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Table 12: Center for TOD, Summary of Literature Findings, 2008

4.1.2 BRT Studies
A 2009 study specifically addressed the proximity effect of BRT stations on land value, using
Pittsburgh's MLK East Busway. Open since 1983, the busway traverses a variety of urban
neighborhoods. The Busway is a dedicated BRT roadway fully isolated from the street system, and thus
not strictly comparable to the HealthLine or other street-running BRT corridors. Nonetheless, the
analysis, which encompassed all single-family home sales within a half-mile of any BRT station, is
noteworthy. Using the hedonic regression model to determine any correlation between property values
and station proximity independent of other variables, the study found a clear and significant correlation:
all other things being equal, the closer to a station, the higher the property value. 13

The Pittsburgh analysis was followed by a 2012 study of Boston's Washington Street Silver Line, a BRT
line serving a major urban arterial similar in some respects to Euclid Avenue east of University Circle.
The Silver Line opened in 2002, and the study expanded on its Pittsburgh predecessor by examining
time periods both before and after the opening. The analysis, which encompassed all condominium
sales within a quarter-mile of the corridor, found that values within the corridor rose 73% from 2000 to
2005 and then fell 11% from 2005 to 2009, during the recession. These changes track the Greater
Boston regional market index almost identically.
For sales in 2000-2002, properties closest to future BRT station sites had lower values, all other things
being equal, than those within the corridor but further from a station. This reflects the perceived
deteriorated condition of Washington Street itself, as opposed to its residential side streets. But for
sales in 2007-2009, with the Silver Line established, the relationship reversed—properties closest to
stations had the highest values.14
4.1.3 Streetcar Studies
In 2009, a consortium of the Brookings Institute and Reconnecting America analyzed the relationship
between transit proximity and land appreciation in three pioneering streetcar cities: Portland, Seattle,
and Tampa. In each city, land value changes along the streetcar corridor were compared to the city as

13

National Bus Rapid Transit Institute (for FTA), Land Use Impacts of Bus Rapid Transit: Effects of BRT Station Proximity on Property Values
along the Pittsburgh Martin Luther King, Jr. East Busway; 2009.
14

National Bus Rapid Transit Institute (for FTA), Land Use Impacts of Bus Rapid Transit; Phase II—Effects of BRT Station Proximity on
Property Values along the Boston Silver Line Washington Street Corridor; 2012.
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a whole, broken out by type of property. The areas served by the streetcar projects—the Pearl District
in Portland, South lake Union in Seattle, and Channelside in Tampa—were industrial rail districts with
expanses of redevelopable land and reusable buildings. In Portland and Seattle, land in all categories
appreciated significantly more than in the city as a whole during the study period. In Tampa, this was
true for the Channelside portion of the alignment, but not, in general, for the Ybor City segment; even
there, however, multi-family housing appreciation outstripped that of the city.15

Finally, the case of the Atlanta BeltLine has some bearing on the potential impact of Alternative E
or G. The BeltLine is a 22-mile ring around downtown Atlanta, traversing the city’s core
neighborhoods, some of them low-income. A partnership of the City of Atlanta, its non-profit
subsidiary Atlanta BeltLine, Inc., and the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA),
the BeltLine is a planned 25-year city-building strategy involving transit, parks, trails, economic
development, and affordable housing; a 6500-acre tax increment finance district was created in
2005 to finance about half the total public cost. The transit component, still in the planning and
design stage, will involve light rail vehicles operating in a variety of settings, including segments
where they will effectively function as streetcars. The BeltLine transit will interface with the MARTA
heavy rail lines, as Alternative E or G would with the Red Line.
A 2008 study by a researcher at Georgia Tech analyzed home sale prices between 2000 and
2006, which includes a period of intense public and media awareness of the BeltLine culminating in
the adoption of the tax increment finance district in 2005. The study found that that residential
property values within a quarter-mile of the proposed target development area appreciated at
substantially higher rates than those of otherwise similar properties in the City of Atlanta.16
4.1.4 Residential Values and Commuter Costs
In 2013, the American Public Transportation Association (APTA) and the National Association of
Realtors (NAR) commissioned an analysis by the Center for Neighborhood Technology to evaluate how
residential property values behaved during the Great Recession. Specifically, for the Boston, Chicago,
Twin Cities, Phoenix, and San Francisco areas, the study compared residential value changes with the
“transit shed” (the aggregate of half-mile buffers around the system’s fixed-guideway transit stations)
compared to rest of the metropolitan region. While values fell everywhere, on average residential
properties within the transit shed outperformed the region as a whole (i.e., held more of their value) by
41.6%. This difference was greatest in Boston (129%), followed by Minneapolis-St. Paul (48%), San
Francisco and Phoenix (37%), and Chicago (30%). Because of its NAR sponsorship, this study has
been widely disseminated in the real estate industry, and supports a wider association of land value
with proximity to transit.17

While the analysis covered the metropolitan regions in their entirety, and included commuter rail lines in
the regions that have them, the study found that metro rail, light rail, and BRT stations had a much
stronger correlation with value retention than commuter rail stations, a difference attributed to their
greater walk access and more frequent service. A secondary finding of the study, of direct relevance to
the Red Line/HealthLine Extension analysis, is the favorable difference in commuting costs for
residents of the transit sheds; here again, metro rail, light rail, and BRT have a stronger impact than
commuter rail.
Table 13: Summary of Monthly Commute Costs

Region as a

HRT/LRT/BRT

Commuter

15

The Brookings Institution, Re-Connecting America, HDR, RCLCO, Value Capture and Tax-Increment Financing Options for
Streetcar Construction, Appendix II: Streetcar Value Change Case Studies, 2009.
16

Dan Immergluck, Georgia Tech, Large Scale Redevelopment Initiatives, Housing Values, and Gentrification: The Case of the Atlanta
Beltline, 2008.
17

Center for Neighborhood Technology (for APTA and NAR), The New Real Estate Mantra: Location Near Public Transportation;
2013; pp. 1-2.
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Boston
HRT/LRT
BRT
Minn.-St. Paul
San Francisco
BART (HRT)
Muni (LRT)
Phoenix
Chicago

June 24, 2014

Whole

Transit Shed

Rail Shed

$1,097

$746
$636
$840

$955

$838
$746
$1,006
$775

$1,084

$1,164
$1,l12
$1.181
$1,074

$977

n/a
$990

Compiled from Center for Neighborhood Technology (APTA and NAR),
The New Real Estate Mantra: Location Near Public Transportation

4.2 TOD Case Studies
There is a vast body of TOD case studies, in published literature and in the archived presentations of
Rail~Volution and other forums. Much of this work focuses on the light rail systems built in the last three
decades in Portland, Sacramento, Denver, Dallas, San José, Phoenix, Minneapolis, Charlotte, and
other cities. An informative recent study is Downtowns, Greenfields and Places in Between, by the
Center for Transit-Oriented Development. This is a comparative analysis of the Charlotte Blue Line,
Denver’s Southeast Corridor, and Minneapolis’ Hiawatha Line, three LRT corridors that opened in the
last decade. Because these are radial corridors, the study is able to identify eight typological TOD
settings from downtown to urban neighborhoods, suburbs, legacy industrial areas, and post-World War
II industrial and distribution centers.18 Since the Red Line/HealthLine Extension study area includes
several distinct segments, the CTOD study is instructive.
In selecting case studies of more direct relevance to the study area, an effort was made to identify:


large-scale, transformative TOD examples at urban heavy rail stations, as would occur if the
Red Line were extended under Alternative B



streetcar and street-running BRT corridors, as would occur in Alternative E or G.

4.2.1 Heavy Rail
The Assembly Square station and TOD district in Somerville, Massachusetts, is of particular interest to
the Red Line/HealthLine Extension. This project involves the construction of an infill station on the
MBTA Orange Line, specifically to support new development in a 130-acre industrial "greyfield". The
scale of available land in the station area, and its master-planned recycling from long-dormant industrial
uses to high-density, mixed-use TOD, are suggestive of the transformation that might be envisioned for
the "industrial triangle" surrounding Noble Road station, or the expanse of vacant commercial property
at Babbitt Road station, in Alternative B. If Alternative E or G were implemented, the industrial triangle
would be served by a series of BRT or LRT stations at Euclid & Ivanhoe, the triangle itself, and Five
Points. A hybrid solution has also been suggested, in which Alternative E or G would be implemented
along with a Red Line “mini-extension” to Noble Road.

At Assembly Square (site of a Ford Assembly plant which closed in 1958), the new station will be
accompanied by a multi-phase development including 2,100 mixed-income housing units, 1.1 million
square feet of office and R&D space, 1.75 million square of retail (including a 12-screen cinema), and a
major new transit-accessible regional park. (This program covers only 65 of the 130 acres, leaving
plenty of land for additional long-term growth.) The first phase, being built simultaneously with the

18

Center for TOD, Downtowns, Greenfields and Places in Between: Promoting Development Near Transit, 2011; and Rails to Real
Estate: Development Patterns along Three New Transit Lines, 2011.
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station, includes 453 housing units, the new administrative headquarters for Partners' HealthCare
(Greater Boston's largest hospital and medical alliance), the cinema, and other retail.
Boston fared better in the Great Recession than Cleveland and most other US cities, and Assembly
Square is close to downtown and MIT. However, the Red Line/HealthLine industrial triangle enjoys
similar proximity to University Circle and Cleveland Clinic. Assembly Square benefits from its location
just off an exit on I-93, Boston's northern expressway; the Noble and Babbitt station sites enjoy similar
access to I-90.19
An earlier heavy rail TOD at transformative scale was Atlanta’s Lindbergh City Center, initiated by
MARTA in the late 1990s and launched with the selection of a master developer in 2000. The joint
development project covers 47 acres owned by MARTA in a former industrial area north of downtown
near Buckhead. An essential part of the original joint development plan was its convergence with
BellSouth’s “Metro Plan”, a realignment of its Metro Atlanta employment centers; BellSouth (now AT&T)
became Lindbergh’s anchor office tenant and instituted a plan to have at least 30% of its workforce
commute via MARTA to Lindbergh and other consolidated office centers.20
To date, Lindbergh City Center has produced 900,000 square feet of office space, 200,000 square feet
of retail, and over 700 housing units. It has recently generated significant residential and retail
development on nearby non-MARTA property, and has begun to emerge as a more active mixed-use
neighborhood in the regional market. While Lindbergh City Center was criticized by some as too
suburban a plan with too much parking, its development pattern has intensified over time and MARTA
has developed a “Re-Visioning Plan” for its remaining property which would advance that trend. From
the Red Line/HealthLine perspective, the early emphasis on creating a modern employment destination
in what had been an industrial district is of obvious interest.
4.2.2 BRT and Streetcars
Boston’s Washington Street Silver Line, cited earlier in connection with its impact on property values, is
also an established national example of TOD in an inner-city BRT corridor. Opened in 2002, the Silver
Line is 2.4 miles long, connecting Dudley Station—a historic transit hub in the African-American
community’s main neighborhood business district—with downtown Boston. In terms of BRT design, the
Silver Line resembles the curb-running segments of Alternatives E and G. The 10 stations between
Dudley and downtown have “next-bus” electronic signage and architecturally distinctive shelters
integrated into a wide sidewalk rebuilt with streetscape amenities as part of the project.

As late as the 1990s, even as the South End was gaining as a residential market, Washington Street
showed signs of long-term disinvestment. Between 1997 (when specific planning for the Silver Line
began) and 2006, an estimated half-billion dollars was invested in the corridor. The tax base grew by
247%, compared to a city average of 146%. Development projects include Minot Hall, a historic
rehabilitation project with 45 residential units; the South End Community Health Center, with ground
level retail; and five condominium projects totaling nearly 500 units.21 A long-awaited public
investment—the City’s adaptive reuse of the landmark Ferdinand’s Furniture Building as Boston School
Headquarters—will open in 2014, anchoring the revitalization of a neighborhood CBD suggestive of
Five Points. The Ferdinand’s project adjoins the Dudley BRT station, which is also a hub for several
feeder bus routes.
The Portland Streetcar, also cited earlier with respect to property value appreciation, is a TOD success
story of relevance to the Red Line/HealthLine study, not only because of the magnitude of private
investment along the corridor but because of two specific commonalities with Alternatives E and G:
19

See Alden S. Raine, Assembly Square Rail~Volution Presentation (2012).

20

See Sharon Fergon, David Hoyte, and Gloria Ohland, “The Atlanta Case Study: Lindbergh City Center”, in Hank Dittmar and Gloria
Ohland, The New Transit Town (island Press), 2004.
21

Breakthrough Technologies Institute, Bus Rapid Transit and Transit Oriented Development: Case Studies on Transit Oriented
Development Around Bus Rapid Transit Systems in North America and Australia; 2008.
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The Portland streetcar runs entirely in mixed traffic, a condition that would be replicated along
much of the Alternative E or G alignment and avoided on the Euclid Avenue and Lakeshore
Boulevard segments, where BRT or Rapid+ service would run in a dedicated median guideway.



Portland’s first two streetcar revitalization districts—the iconic Pearl District (Phase 1) and the
South Waterfront (Phase 2)—are former industrial and railroad areas, where large land parcels
(coupled with supportive public policy interventions) facilitated transformative redevelopment.

The Pearl District, formerly the Hoyt Street rail yards occupied by obsolescent industrial and distribution
facilities, has been redeveloped with an estimated $3.5 billion in aggregate private investment within
three blocks of the streetcar alignment. This may eventually be eclipsed by the redevelopment of the
130-acre South Waterfront, with 3,000 housing units, 10,000 jobs, and an extension campus of Oregon
Health Sciences University (OHSU). The 31-acre, $2 billion Central District, where the streetcar
converges with the tram up to the OHSU’s main hilltop hospital and campus, provides most of the
planned housing units and half the jobs.22

5.0

Public Policy

5.1 Overview
5.1.1 Transformative Regional Policy
The work of the Northeast Ohio Sustainable Communities Consortium (NEOSCC) delineated a broad
public policy choice between a “business as usual” or “trend” scenario and a series of alternative
futures for the region. This type of “scenario planning” has been undertaken in a number of other major
metropolitan regions around the country. The Trend Scenario, in which the current regional growth
trajectory is maintained through 2040 with no significant change in land use, infrastructure, or planning
policy, would result in sprawl at the periphery, accelerated abandonment of homes and other properties
in the legacy cities and first-ring suburbs, and no expansion of the transit system. The three alternative
scenarios developed by NEOSCC are:



Grow the Same, in which significantly higher growth projections are accommodated with today’s
land use and transportation policies.



Do Things Differently, in which the same modest growth projections are accommodated through
more investment in the redevelopment of core areas and in transit.



Grow Differently, which combines higher growth aspirations with legacy city redevelopment and
more transit.

The key characteristics of the four scenarios are summarized in Figure 8. Grow Differently is, of course,
not a real estate market analysis. It is an aspirational framework for long-term growth and transportation
planning which the state, NOACA, the region’s counties and municipalities, and several regional
advocacy groups have developed collaboratively. The extent to which the affected jurisdictions adopt
policies consistent with this framework remains to be seen, and there is no guarantee that adopting
such policies would influence the market sufficiently to favor the study area. But a major transit
investment, capitalizing on University Circle, Five Points, the Lakeshore, and the corridor’s exceptional
highway and rail access, would fall squarely in the Growing Differently regional vision.23

22

See Portland’s Downtown Streetcar Corridor, an especially thorough case study prepared for the Florida DOT TOD Program

(http://www.fltod.com/research/tod_planning_and_fbc_outside_florida/muncipalities/portland/portlands_downtown_streetcar_corridor.pdf).
23

NEOSCC. See: http://vibrantneo.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/Vibrant-NEO-Final-Report_3-31-14_lowres_ALTERNATIVES.pdf.
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Figure 8: NEOSCC Summary of Alternative Development Scenarios
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One of NEOSCC’s policy statements addresses the drivers of the region’s long-term outward migration
of population and jobs and the corresponding barriers to redevelopment of older areas undergoing
disinvestment and abandonment. While the underlying economic barriers are significant enough, the
outward flow is exacerbated by the location-neutrality of most existing state and local development
incentives. NEOSCC concluded that “there is nothing in Northeast Ohio’s primary economic
development incentives that directs development toward communities that have particular
transportation infrastructure, housing characteristics, or population attributes, such as median income
or poverty level. These programs are silent on questions of how to maximize location-based assets and
meet location-based needs. This absence is particularly true for state programs.”24 If a major transit
investment is to succeed over time in attracting economic development and TOD to the study area, a
multi-faceted public intervention will be required.
5.1.2 Corridor-Scale Interventions
The case study literature, as well as the study team's own experience with successful TOD in other
cities, makes clear that proximity to transit is a necessary but by no means sufficient condition to attract
private investment. In markets ripe for development, TOD-friendly planning and zoning regulations may
be enough. But in an urban environment marked by prior disinvestment, without a recent history of
high-impact transit and TOD, the public policy intervention must be long-term and at corridor scale,
involving planning and zoning to be sure, but also public infrastructure, coordinated public and nonprofit investment, and the use of various public incentives to attract private development.

On the existing HealthLine corridor, $5 to $6 billion in private investment was fueled by the City’s
planning agenda, the expansion needs of the University Circle institutions, and the expansive
investment along the entire HealthLine corridor in streets, sidewalks, and other infrastructure. The
significance of this success is obvious—one need not leave Cleveland to find a nationally significant
example of corridor-scale TOD investment. A Red Line/HealthLine Extension would connect that surge
of development directly to Collinwood and East Cleveland. However, the physical conditions and
market geography of the study area are more challenging, and other corridor-scale examples, more
long-term in nature, should be examined as well.
The proposed Opportunity Corridor—a $300 million urban boulevard connecting the end of I-490 with
University Circle—is meant to be a catalytic investment in the revitalization of the Cleveland
neighborhoods southwest of University Circle. While the Opportunity Corridor is primarily a roadway
project to be undertaken by the Ohio Department of Transportation, it has significant transit
implications. Running parallel to the RTA/Norfolk Southern alignment, the project would improve access
to the East 55th Street and East 79th Street Stations and support TOD in a segment of the RTA system
that currently suffers from low ridership due to large areas of underutilized land.25 The Opportunity
Corridor will pass through the “forgotten triangle” bordered by Kinsman Road, Woodland Avenue and
Woodhill Road, an area in many ways suggestive of the Extension study area corridor defined by Euclid
Avenue, St. Clair Avenue, and the two railroads. The effort required to turn the transportation
investment into a long-term community development outcome must be multi-faceted and multijurisdictional; the same is true of the potential Red Line/HealthLine Extension, with the added
complexity of three host municipalities rather than one.
The Atlanta BeltLine, cited in the earlier discussion on property valuation, involves the City, its specialpurpose non-profit Atlanta BeltLine, Inc., the transit authority, other public agencies, community
development corporations, and other non-profit institutions in a long-term, corridor-scale public policy
intervention of which the transit backbone, while essential, is only part of the strategy. The plan
24

http://cat.neoscc.org/findings/population-decline/the-primary-economic-development-incentives-available-in-northeast-ohio-have-beenmostly-location-neutral-and-project-specific/
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See the Opportunity Corridor EIS at:
http://www.dot.state.oh.us/projects/ClevelandUrbanCoreProjects/OpportunityCorridor/Documents/Cleveland%20Opportunity%20Corri
dor%20Project%20DEIS.pdf
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includes 22 miles of transit, 33 miles of trails, 1,300 acres of parks, 5,600 units of affordable housing,
and extensive private investment. In fact, while the transit component has yet to begin implementation,
there are 10 subarea master plans to guide development; the unprecedented 6500-acre tax allocation
(TIF) district has begun to fund major park and trail development; and mixed-income residential
development, supported by federal, state, and City policies is underway. The BeltLine is expressly
understood as a quarter-century commitment to city-building in an area defined in part by obsolescence
in a series of rail and industrial corridors.26
A similar such effort in Boston—the Southwest Corridor—has been underway for three decades.
Stretching from the South End through Lower Roxbury and Jamaica Plain to Forest Hills, the Southwest
Corridor was created by a decision to cancel the extension of I-95 through those neighborhoods and
use the corridor—which already contained the old New Haven Railroad main line—for the MBTA
Orange Line, a 4.7-mile, 52-acre linear park, and expensive community development instead. The
transit improvement and park opened in 1987, traversing inner-city neighborhoods affected not only by
disinvestment and industrial obsolescence, but by extensive land clearance for the cancelled
expressway and its interchanges. The state, City, and MBTA, along with multiple CDCs and
Northeastern University, had already entered a long-term collaboration to promote redevelopment. A
series of public and institutional investments ensured that the corridor would not remain desolate: a
new community college, a high-school indoor track and field facility (not unlike the one planned as part
of the Collinwood athletic complex), the modernization of a public housing development, Boston’s new
Police Headquarters, and a multi-building academic and retail project by Northeastern. The recessions
of the 1990s and 2000s delayed more extensive private development, but as Boston recovers from the
Great Recession, substantial mixed-use development, with mixed-income housing and significant retail,
is underway or imminent at Ruggles Station and Jackson Square, and multiple residential
developments are moving forward at Forest Hills.27
5.2 New Market Tax Credits (NMTC)
The NMTC, enacted by Congress in December 2000, is a key federal incentive for urban
redevelopment. It uses the tax code to induce individuals or corporations to invest in low-income
communities. The Treasury certifies local bodies called Community Development Entities (CDEs);
these can be Community Development Corporations, bank affiliates, or other corporations or
partnerships, either for-profit or not-for-profit. Certified CDE’s apply to the Treasury for tax credit
allocation authority. Once awarded, a CDE uses its tax credits to attract private equity capital to an
investment fund. The investors receive a tax credit equal to 39% of their investment, taken over a term
of seven tax years (5% in each of years one through three; 6% in years four through seven).
The CDE then invests the fund in specific community development projects, either through equity
participation or through debt financing. The intent of the program is to increase the availability of capital
in distressed communities and, where possible, reduce the cost of that capital by giving the initial
investors a meaningful return just for participating (in turn allowing the CDE to accept a below-market
interest rate or return on equity). This mechanism of incentivizing and attracting capital is designed to
enhance the economic viability of real estate and business development projects whose locations
would otherwise make them difficult or impossible to finance by conventional means alone.28 The State
of Ohio has its own NMTC, a companion to the federal program.29
NMTC has been used extensively in Cleveland. The principal local CDE is Cleveland Development
Advisors, an arm of the Greater Cleveland Partnership, which has received five allocations, the most
26
27
28
29

The web portal for the BeltLine is http://beltline.org/.
See descriptions of Tremont Crossing development at Ruggles Station and the Jackson Square station mixed-use development.
The NMTC Treasury website is http://www.cdfifund.gov/what_we_do/programs_id.asp?programID=5.
http://development.ohio.gov/cs/cs_onmtcredit.htm
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recent for $30 million in 2013. The four prior allocations, totaling $105 million, have been fully invested,
leading to 25 catalytic projects, 2.6 million square feet of development, $665 million of total investment,
and over 2,800 permanent jobs created or retained.30 Another major CDE operating in Cleveland is a
national institution, ESIC Realty Partners (a subsidiary of The Enterprise Social Investment Corporation
and an affiliate of Enterprise Community Partners of Columbia, Maryland).31
Although NMTC has not yet been used in the study area, the Collinwood and East Cleveland census
tracts south of CSX railroad are qualified and in most cases distressed (a higher level of qualification);
the census tracts north of the CSX and along Lakeshore Boulevard are generally not qualified.32
Assuming its continued operation, the City and state should encourage the use of the NMTC to spur
catalytic development along any transit extension in Collinwood and East Cleveland.33
5.3 Brownfields
The contaminated condition of vacant and abandoned industrial lands, and the unknown cost of their
remediation, is a principal barrier to redevelopment of Northeast Ohio’s legacy cities and first ring
suburbs. This barrier certainly applies to the extensive industrial vacancies in the Red Line/HealthLine
Extension study area, along the railroads, Euclid and St. Clair Avenues, and the large “industrial
triangle” between Euclid Avenue and Five Points. Remediation will be needed for those industrial lands
that the corridor communities wish to redevelop with mixed-use TOD, and also, to a lesser extent, to
lands that are intended to remain in industrial use but with modernized or entirely new facilities.
The State of Ohio offers a robust series of programs in brownfield remediation and redevelopment,
coordinated, and in the case of several key programs directly administered, by the state’s economic
development department, the Ohio Development Services Agency (ODSA). Several specific programs
are coordinated under the umbrella name of the Ohio Brownfield Development Fund. The largest is the
Clean Ohio Fund, which consists of two grant programs—an Assistance Fund and a Revitalization
Fund—which have together awarded over $400 million in grants to 386 projects, helping to remediate
7,600 acres of contaminated industrial lands and leveraging over $4 billion in redevelopment, a 10:1
ratio. 34 ODSA also administers the Brownfield Revolving Loan Fund, capitalized by the U.S. EPA, and
makes project selections for the Brownfield Loan Fund of the Ohio Water Development Authority.35
Among the specialized programs within ODSA’s brownfield portfolio is an Auto Legacy fund.
It is clear that the corridor-scale intervention associated with successful long-term redevelopment in the
Red Line/Health Line Extension corridor would require extensive use of Ohio’s brownfield program
arsenal, with funding levels commensurate with the type and scale of development envisioned.
5.4 Targeted Housing Development
It is well documented that in purely physical terms, there is an oversupply of housing in Cleveland and
eastern Cuyahoga County. However, much of the housing is in substandard or blighted condition;
community revitalization requires a tailored blend of rehabilitation, replacement, demolition, and some
new production, and a robust capacity to match habitable units with households that can afford them.

30
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See http://www.clevelanddevelopmentadvisors.com
http://www.enterprisecommunity.com/financing-and-development/nmtc/portfolio-and-approach/part-two#ohio
http://www.cohnreznick.com/NMTC-mapping-tool
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NMTC expired on December 31, 2013, but there is bipartisan support for extending it as part of the “tax extender” legislation, as
well as for making it permanent.
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See http://development.ohio.gov/cs/cs_brownfield.htm and
http://development.ohio.gov/cleanohio/BrownfieldRevitalization/Documents/CleanOhio_Brochure.pdf.
35

See http://development.ohio.gov/cleanohio/BrownfieldRevitalization/Documents/BRLF_Presentation.pdf and
http://development.ohio.gov/cleanohio/BrownfieldRevitalization/Documents/BLP_Presentation.pdf.
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The Ohio Housing Finance Agency has at its disposal a full array of housing finance programs,
including state housing bond funding, allocation of the federal low-income tax credit, a variety of gap
financing programs, and a special Housing Investment Fund for targeted projects not achievable
through OHFA’s other programs.36 One such program is the Neighborhood Initiative Program, which
funds strategic demolition of vacant, abandoned properties in counties with quasi-public land banks.
The Cuyahoga Land Bank recently received $10 million through this program.37
The Cuyahoga Land Bank, officially the Cuyahoga County Land Reutilization Corporation, is active in
all three of the county’s study area communities. Formed during the foreclosure crisis of the Great
Recession, the Land Bank acquires distressed properties, redevelops and resells individual homes,
transfers others to qualified local rehabbers, demolishes properties that are unsalvageable, and where
possible, assembles individual contiguous parcels into larger development sites or much-needed open
space. The Land Bank works with HUD, OHFA, the municipalities, and community organizations.38
A third key resource is the county’s network of community non-profit housing corporations, which work
with the Land Bank, the cities, and OHFA as well as with for-profit developers. An example of the latter
is the recent initiative by PIHRL, a for-profit mixed-income housing developer, to undertake three eastside projects: the 44-unit Library Court Senior Apartments in Shaker Heights; 40 affordable singlefamily homes in Cleveland’s Ward 5 (St. John’s Village West); and the 48- unit Church Square
Commons on Euclid Avenue just west of University Circle. Each project is financed in part with lowincome housing tax credits allocated by OHFA as well as other OHFA programs, and each includes a
different community non-profit development partner.39 The Euclid Avenue project replaces two long
vacant apartment buildings demolished to make way for the new development—a condition that could
be replicated on the Euclid Avenue portion of the study area.
An older example, albeit on the west side of Cleveland, is the work of the Detroit Shoreway Community
Development Organization (DSCDO). In the 1980s, DSCDO rebuilt the historic Gordon Square Arcade
as a village anchor containing mixed-income housing and commercial space. Over the next decade,
DSCDO and other local developers built or rehabilitated 500 units. In 2004, DSCDO sponsored the
Eco-Village, a mixed-income project that replaced 10 dilapidated single-family homes with 24 new
townhomes. DSCDO explicitly cites RTA’s construction of the West 65th Street Red Line station as the
impetus for this project. The village scale, targeted marketing effort, and transit orientation represent an
attractive model for Collinwood and East Cleveland.40
5.5 Industrial Retention, Modernization, and Replacement
The loss of jobs in Northeast Ohio has been especially acute in the industrial sector, and most visible in
the industrial rail corridor that defines the study area. For example, of the 30,000 industrial jobs in
Collinwood in 1970, 20,000 had left by 1990.41 Not all of this employment has simply disappeared from
Northeast Ohio or the study area; a central finding of NEOSSC is that “as Northeast Ohio’s population
spread out, so did its jobs, creating new centers of jobs further away across the region.”42 One such
concentration is in central Lake County, at the eastern end of the study area, where industry was able
to follow SR-2 and the railroads to open land, particularly in the city of Mentor.
36

See http://www.ohiohome.org/partners/developers.aspx and http://www.ohiohome.org/housinginvestmentfund.aspx.
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http://us5.campaign-archive2.com/?u=65f042f92febba3b6d03cd2cb&id=24ccfa7296&e=[UNIQID]
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http://www.cuyahogalandbank.org/aboutUs.php
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For details, see http://www.housingfinance.com/affordable-housing/making-a-stand-in-cleveland.aspx. PIHRL stands for the
Partnership for Income Restricted Housing Leadership.
40

See http://www.dscdo.org/about_dscdo.aspx and http://www.dscdo.org/ecovillage.aspx#about DSDCO also manages residential
property, runs weatherization and painting programs, and recruits neighborhood businesses.
41

Collinwood & Nottingham Villages Community Development Corporation, St. Clair Avenue Revitalization Strategy, 2004.

42

http://cat.neoscc.org/theme/spreading-out/
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In the decade of the 2000s, however, there was a severe loss of employment and income region-wide,
as indicated in Figure 2 on page 4. The NEOSCC indicates that from 2006-2010, the years
encompassing the official recession period of 2008-2009, Northeast Ohio’s economy declined by $9.7
billion; while 34 industries grew, 59 industries declined. Employment in Northeast Ohio’s “driver
industries” was cut in half, the decline led by automobile- and metal-related industries.
The NEOSCC projection that the region will regain its pre-recession employment level later this decade
requires that the jobs lost in key “driver” industries be in part recouped and in part replaced in other
industries with more potential for growth. One analytic metric used by NBEOSCC and others is
Location Quotient (LQ), a measure of the extent to which an industry is clustered in a regional market
compared to its distribution across the country. In Figure 9, the region’s traditional base industries are
plotted by the LQs and the projected change in their percentage contribution to Gross Regional Product
in the decade from 2010-2019.
Figure 9: NEOSCC Analysis of Industrial Location Quotient and Future Growth 43

Since an LQ of 1 represents the national distribution, the predominance of LQs between 2 and 8 in
these traditional base industries indicates a high degree of clustering. The NEOSCC’s industry-byindustry analysis projects that most of these clusters will contribute to positive growth in the Gross

43

NEOSCC; see
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Regional Product. The exceptions—those on or below the zero change line—are the motor vehicle and
metal related industry clusters.44
Beyond the efforts of individual businesses and property owners, the region enjoys an array of public
policies, non-profit advocacy initiatives, and academic resources devoted aimed at stabilizing,
modernizing, and replacing the region’s older industrial base. Of particular interest are:


MAGNET (the Manufacturing Advocacy & Growth Network, Inc.);45



BioEnterprise, the collective initiative of Cleveland Clinic, University Hospitals, Case Western,
and others to grow the medical, life sciences, and biotechology cluster that is so visibly
expanding along he existing Red Line and HealthLine;46



NorTech, with its strategic focus on emerging clusters, which currently include Advanced
Energy, Flexible Electronics, and Water Technology. A glance at the cluster map for Advance
Energy, the largest and most diversified of the three, shows a solid band of companies in
cluster businesses extending along the Red Line/HealthLine Extension corridor;47



Cleveland State University Center for Economic Development, which provides industry and
cluster analyses for investors and policy makers.48

The Cities of Cleveland, East Cleveland, and Euclid have stated, in their respective land use plans, that
a subset of their vacant and underutilized industrial properties should be targeted for modern light
industry rather than mixed-use redevelopment. Euclid’s investment in the Bluestone Business Park is
an example of an effort to create new, shovel-ready sites, but many vacant industrial properties include
contaminated soil and buildings that would have to be retrofitted or demolished, depending on their
condition and the type of industrial re-use envisioned. Some major properties have served as multitenant facilities, like the Cleveland Industrial Innovation Center in the former Gould plant at 17000 St.
Clair and the Euclid Business Park at the former Euclid Fisher GM plant, but these models are difficult
to sustain. And many industrial businesses, of course, are functioning and profitable and need
technology upgrades or plant modernization.
The potential role of transit in supporting any of these strategies is a subtle one. The economic forces
driving industrial retention, modernization, and relocation decisions are national and global in scale.
The streetscape and public realm component of the transit investment, particularly the BRT or Rapid+
alternatives, would not figure significantly in the industrial context. On the other hand, the ability of
transit to support the work commute and make jobs accessible to transit-dependent populations could
be supportive of other efforts.
The concept of “employment TOD” or “E-TOD” has gained traction in recent years as cities with
expanding transit systems confront the futures of their in-town legacy industrial districts. Concerned
initially that transit and mixed-use TOD could accelerate the decline of these districts, cities are now
recognizing the potential for transit to support their retention and modernization by facilitating the
workforce commute and tying the districts to universities and other centers of innovation. In Boston, the
South Boston Waterfront Innovation District, a 300-acre mixed-use TOD district organized around the
Silver Line, includes two buildings housing Vertex Pharmaceuticals; more important, the same Silver
Line serves an adjoining 300-acre industrial district. In Portland, the extension of the streetcar to the
Central Eastside industrial district is accompanied by a concerted City effort to make transit supportive
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The NEOSCC analysis is attributed to the Cleveland State University Center for Economic Development and moody’s economy.com.
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of industrial retention and modernization.49 In Montreal, an industrial Innovation District is served by
transit, which supports its workforce commute and connects it to McGill University.50

6.0

Conclusion

This Report began with a discussion of three market typologies related to the Red Line/HealthLine
Extension corridor. The choice of any of the remaining transit alternatives would involve some degree
of aspiration with respect to future economic development. That said, the three alternatives, with their
different relationships to the urban fabric, would address different potential market futures.


A choice of Alternative E or G, with either the BRT or Rapid+ technology, would primarily target
the infill market, using the transit and associated public realm investments to help attract a mix
of residential, retail, civic, and employment uses to Euclid Avenue, Five Points, the Waterloo
Arts District (Alternative E), St. Clair Avenue and East 185th Street (Alternative G), Lakeshore
Boulevard, and Downtown Euclid.



The BRT or Rapid+ alternatives would also seek to support a transformational market
outcome in the "industrial triangle" between Euclid Avenue and Five Points. If Alternative G
were chosen, the BRT or Rapid+ investment would support the industrial market on St. Clair
Avenue, where the City of Cleveland has designated large area for light industrial reuse.



A choice of Alternative B as a Red Line extension, with its high cost, weak existing population
and employment density, extensive vacant land, and fragmented pedestrian environment, would
primarily target the transformational market (at the “industrial triangle” and at Babbitt Road)
and the industrial market along the entire extension corridor from Noble Road eastward.



A choice of Alternative B as a diesel multiple unit (DMU) commuter rail line would also target the
transformational and industrial markets. This alternative would provide bi-directional mobility
from the study area into University Circle to the west and the industrial employment center in
Lake County to the east.

49

See Troy Doss, City of Portland, Creating & Preserving Employment Near Transit: ETOD in Portland’s Central Industrial Districts,
Rail~Volution 2013 (http://railvolution.org/rv2013_pdfs/20132310_8a_ETOD_Doss.pdf).
50

See Alan Hart, VIA Architecture, ETOD: An International Perspective, Rail~Volution 2013
(http://railvolution.org/rv2013_pdfs/20132310_8a_ETOD_Hart.pdf).
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