
	   1 

 

 

 

Learning from others: A framework for choosing cases for cross-national comparison of 

transit oriented developments (TOD) corridors 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ir. Wendy Tan  

Prof. dr. ir. L. Bertolini 

Asst. prof dr. L. Janssen-Jansen 

Amsterdam Institute for Social Science Research (AISSR) 

University of Amsterdam 

Amsterdam, 1018 VZ 

E: w.tan@uva.nl 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Paper Presented in Track 11(Transportation, Infrastructure & Planning) at the  

3rd World Planning Schools Congress, Perth (WA), 4-8 July 2011 



	   2 

Learning from others: A framework for choosing cases for cross-national comparison of 

transit oriented developments (TOD) corridors 

 

 

ABSTRACT: Successfully implemented transit-oriented development (TOD) does not 

happen overnight. TOD literature is typical in the use of case studies, which are generally 

descriptive and randomly chosen. This article seeks to be a first step in understanding the 

role of institutional incentives and the processes of institutional innovation that have led to 

successful TOD. This paper proposes a framework to understand this very interplay of 

institutional path dependence and innovation by starting with a quick-scan survey of TOD 

‘best practices’ across the world to eventually allow for selection in-depth case studies for 

that very purpose. The selection criteria based on initial hypotheses will help to negate the 

anecdotal nature of ‘best practices’ case studies in which the role and process of institutional 

incentives controlling and allowing for success are not readily discernible. The framework 

for case selection aims to contribute to an understanding of the role of institutional incentives 

in leading to TOD through institutional learning and transfer.  

 

Keywords: Transit-oriented development, case-studies selection, role and process of 

institutional incentives, institutional innovation 

 

Introduction 

A pattern of evolutionary social, political and technological processes (usually over a period 

of 15-25 years) can be discerned when exploring successfully implemented land use and 

transport policy (Bertolini, 2007). A change towards a more conducive institutional setting 

for transit-oriented development (TOD) could consciously be triggered by local incidents but 

only within the framework of existing context (Pflieger et al., 2009). The overall focus on 

institutional incentives is an extension of the current research gaps identified by prior similar 

projects which seek to determine how to improve and integrate land use and transportation 

planning (Commission of the European Communities, 2003, 2005, 2007). In order to 

understand the role of institutional incentives in the above-mentioned processes and explore 

processes of institutional innovation and change that led to the identification of effective 

incentives (Marsden et al., 2009; Marsden and May, 2006) culminating in eventual success, 

the research looks to other successful cases for learning opportunities. However, the link 

between evaluating best practice cases and innovation is fraught with danger. According to 
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Brannan et al (2008), the problem lies in the selection of appropriate cases for application as 

well as evaluating the quality of best practice cases. This article thereby proposes a 

framework of searching for appropriate best practice cases for effective learning 

opportunities.   

The basic theoretical concept employed is that of Kolb and Fry’s (1974) experiential learning 

cycle of observing and reflecting on concrete experiences, forming abstract concepts based 

on those reflections and eventually lead to testing in new situations. Given the randomness 

and descriptiveness of case studies employed in a majority of literature regarding successful 

TOD, it becomes important to apply a framework of selection that would result in maximum 

learning as stipulated by the experiential learning cycle. Therefore, a conscious decision was 

made to base the framework on the initial findings as explored here below (see section: Initial 

findings).  

The article will begin by addressing the challenges of learning from case studies followed by 

adaptation of a theoretical model to seek for an ideal learning environment (see Fig. 2). With 

the following section; we argue that it is possible to achieve learning from different contexts 

as long as similar problem settings have been controlled for. Based on the argumentation and 

conceptual model, we have worked out a framework and evaluated 26 of the most well 

known best practices of TOD. The quick-scan locations were well-known examples that were 

also determined by availability of information. These quick-scan locations were then 

evaluated and the result controlled for similarity to barrier in the Netherlands as well as 

variables such as institutional arrangement (see section: Proposed case selection). Four 

locations were selected (Perth, Vancouver, Portland and Copenhagen) based on the criteria 

that we determined earlier. This framework provides a consistent and meticulous method of 

generating the best possible outcome for learning opportunities prior to in-depth case studies.  

 

Initial findings  

As part of a research project that seeks to gain insight to institutional incentives that can help 

to overcome implementation barriers to TOD in the Netherlands, the initial phase of research 

concentrated on identifying the barriers to implementation in the Netherlands. This helped to 

identify two critical clusters of barriers (formal and informal) that exist in a vicious feedback 

loop detrimental to TOD in the Netherlands (see Fig. 1, left). How does TOD-enhancing 

institutional incentives emerge and consolidate, away from a car-oriented development path 

and lock into a different, transit-oriented development path is the interim goal of this 

research. On the basis of the first phase of research in determining the critical barriers in the 
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Netherlands, a mid-level theory was formed on the possibility of introduction of incentives in 

order to lead the vicious cycle into a virtuous cycle favourable for TOD in the Netherlands.  

(1) There are cause and effect relationships between incentives and barriers that form a 

feed-back loop that create either a conducive or non-conducive environment for TOD 

(see Fig. 2).  

(2) In successful TOD, events in the institutional field have led to variations of path 

dependencies through the lifting of barriers and the introduction of institutional 

innovation.  

(3) The above process of lifting barriers and institutional innovation is an evolutionary 

and occurs throughout a period of at least 15-25 years. 

(4) Patterns can be identified in the above process and form a basis for transferring 

lessons to other contexts. 

Figure 1: Hypothesis of relations between institutional system and critical barriers and incentives for 

TOD in the Netherlands 
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Learning from others 

TOD literature for heuristic purposes falls generally into two categories. They either put an 

emphasis on learning from successful cases or analysing a particular instrument or process 

across several cases. Learning from other examples of TOD could be either from within the 

same planning system, but different geographical regions (for example, Perth and Melbourne 

within Australia) (Curtis, 2008) or learning from examples across different systems and 

regions (Cervero, 1998; Curtis et al., 2009). Alternatively, another side of literature exist that 

try to analyse a certain instrument or process that is credited with achieving success in certain 

TOD (California. Metropolitan Transportation, 2007; Gihring, 2009). The downside of both 

types of studies is their tendency to either be descriptive with little analytical focus or 

omission of evolutionary process of gaining success and zooming in on particular instances 

of targeted instrument usage. The use of best practices as a way of learning from others 

leading to innovation is neither unique or novel, but it is appropriate for learning 

opportunities directed at practice (NESTA and LSE Public Policy Group, 2008). In certain 

geographies, it carries with it connotations of judgement or benchmarking (Newman, 2000). 

On a more abstract level, the relation between learning from best practices and innovation is 

related to abilities and propensity for innovation (Brannan et al., 2008). 

Resistance to learning 

There is resistance as well from practice in adopting or accepting measures that are deemed 

to have come from context that are too different or extreme to their local situation. High 

context sensitivity is an important characteristic of TOD development that contributes to 

learning resistance. The resistance is reminiscent of the learning process of spatial planning 

instruments where resistance increases when the learning process requires a change in the 

core beliefs of the policy belief system. Resistance is much lesser when it concerns the 

‘secondary aspects’ and in this case, the instruments and mechanisms to be learnt (Wolsink, 

2003).  

The informal and formal barriers faced are constructs of ‘deep core policy beliefs’ as 

manifested in instruments and mechanisms reinforcing those beliefs. The belief system and 

shared visions of practitioners as a form of informal institution and have received little 

attention from research in affecting institutional change and innovation. In addition, 

absorptive capacity of an organisation is critical to its innovation process. The ability to 

recognise, evaluate, assimilate and apply external knowledge is termed absorptive capacity 

(Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). This capacity relies on the existing level of knowledge as well 
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as the belief system of individuals and organisations within the context. Wolman and Page 

(2002) emphasised on the perception of individuals within organisations as operators of 

information transmission in the process of policy learning towards policy transfer. This 

becomes a useful foil for the doubt laid on the judgement and evaluation of best practice 

success as indicated in Brannan et al (2008). Therefore the understanding of perceptions and 

beliefs from stakeholders becomes crucial in two aspects. The first of which to understand 

how success is perceived and emulated which helps in the second aspect of determining the 

process of learning and innovation. 

Learning and transferring 

By engaging perceptions of stakeholders, this research addresses a gap in existing literature 

on TOD where the rationality of the individual within the organisation was presumed. 

Ostrom (1993) was addressing rural large-scale infrastructure but was justified in her opinion 

that a sustainable outcome can only be achieved when the individuals within organisation are 

motivated by incentives well matched to their context.  

The conceptual framework proposed by Spaans and Louw (2009) on the possibilities of 

policy transfer combines Janssen-Jansen et al’s (2008) three degrees of institutional transfer 

(inspiration, learning and transplantation) with Wolman and Page’s (2002) effect on decision-

making process due to transfer within systems. The opportunity for inspiration is more likely 

to occur between countries with different planning systems and models while transplantation 

opportunities are more likely when between the same systems. Given that the barriers are the 

product of the context or system in which they take place, it becomes logical to consider 

similarities in the barriers faced to achieve lesson drawing (Rose, 2005).  

Given that in the Netherlands, successful cases are not present (same country, with same 

barriers and context), transplantation of incentives would be difficult to achieve. Likewise, 

successful cases abroad (different countries with different context) are useful for inspiration 

but are not straightforward in triggering innovation. The research is particularly interested in 

the successful learning and eventual translation of incentives and success from different 

countries with similar barriers. The ideal environment when navigating both circumstances 

would be the middle ground of learning from different context (institutional) with similar 

barriers. We therefore adapt the Spaans and Louw (2009) framework to search for barriers 

and context, which are product of a planning system.  
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Figure 2: Adapting the conceptual framework on likelihood of transfer between same, similar and 

different systems (barriers and context) (Spaans and Louw, 2009) by adding the factor of resistance 

(Wolsink, 2003)  
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Choosing for case studies 

This research was designed around knowing how to make TOD happen in the Netherlands by 

asking which institutional incentives can best lead to a positive outcome for TOD given the 

existing implementation barriers. The questions that are to be satisfied at this phase are; 

1. How did practices of TOD abroad overcome their respective implementation barriers? 

2. What are the roles of institutional incentives in overcoming those implementation 

barriers? 

3. Which (set of) (dis)incentives play a role in this process?  

4. How do (dis)incentives play a role in this process? At which stage? 

5. How are the incentives perceived and by whom? How have incentives been identified 

and implemented? 

This line of inquiry lends itself to using a multiple-case design in which both the ‘how and 

why of successful implementation” can be captured across multiple cases by replication and 

evaluated against certain variables in a cross-comparison (Yin, 2003). The ultimate aim is to 

isolate opportunities for institutional innovation and learning from external context that can 

be translated back towards the Dutch situation (Janssen-Jansen et al., 2008).  To isolate 

opportunities for learning and transfer indicates the need to deepen to a certain extent within 

the foreign context and systems. The need for external validity also requires certain 
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robustness and breadth of research which only multiple-cases case study resulting in a cross-

national comparison can afford. 

Case Study Selection 

A two step approach is then proposed to understand this interplay of institutional path 

dependence and innovation by starting with a i) quick-scan survey of TOD ‘best practices’ 

across the world (see fig 8, left) to allow eventually for ii) a selection of four locations for in-

depth embedded case studies (see fig 8, middle) for cross-national comparison (see fig 8, 

right) with regional TOD corridors as the unit of analysis. The above criticisms and warnings 

indicate that the selection process must respect the specificity of context and that inspiration 

is easily achieved when cross-national comparisons are used but learning and transplantation 

require choices that are similar to the base for comparison. In view of that, a choice was made 

to focus on selections of best practices widely known and with data and literature available. 

These are then narrowed down based on their affinity with the case of the Netherlands. 

Success of TOD nodes and corridors can be defined in the functional and spatial integration 

of nodes and its complementarities on regional corridor level. Through prior literature 

reviews, it is observed that the preliminary hypotheses (see section 2.1) seem to hold true for 

most of the ‘best practices’ cases 

Specific patterns of continuity and innovation in institutional incentives will be traced in each 

case and more general hypotheses about the mechanisms of institutional continuity and 

innovation will be formulated. Hypotheses are meant to provide a basis for transfer of lessons 

to different contexts, where a transition towards a TOD enhancing set of incentives has yet to 

happen. This paves the way for exploring the conditions for and ways of such transfer of 

lessons will be the focus of the next phase of the research.  

Unit of analysis 

The unit of analysis is taken as the regional transit system of TOD corridor projects that take 

place within a certain metropolitan area in the process of the system reaching a more TOD-

friendly dynamics. This means the use of embedded cases within one context or looking at 

more than one project within one context to ensure that internal validity of the research by 

creating a narrative that also includes possible rival explanations or alternative patterns. This 

allows for exploring possible different success factors within one constant institutional 

context. On the other, the preliminary case report helps to showcase the variables (types of 

institution, governance) that exist in an array of cases from around the world that might 

ultimately influence outcome of TOD. 
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Quick Scan - a framework for selection 

Best practice cases take place in diverse and numerous contexts, are subject to multiple 

contingencies and contingent barriers. To increase persuasion in learning from similar 

conditions and to allow for the most appropriate choice of cases, two decisions were made to 

strive for similarity and comparability in the general choice of cases. We began by first 

looking at regional rail transit oriented corridors, which is the objective of the research, but 

only selecting those who have experienced the same types of embedded barriers as in the 

Netherlands (Martens et al., 2002). Furthermore, success is then defined by general goals 

such as modal shift achieved, explicit policy and legislative changes and explicit cultural and 

image shifts for public transport both from the consumer and provider point of view. In 

addition, to explore the variation of institutional fields leading to successful corridors, we 

have also selected four common categories of institutional arrangements witnessed in transit 

corridors (see section: Evaluating institutional arrangement). 

Basic criteria 

Regional transit (rail - heavy, light, subway) oriented development along a transit corridor 

which have; 

a. Visible trend of change in usage of transportation modes; 

b. Modal shift from car to public transport and/or; compared to national average 

c. Modal split in favour of public transport (rail), compared to national average 

Experienced similar 

a. Formal institutional barriers through explicit policy and legislative interventions in 

past periods (15-25 years) and; 

b. Informal institutional barriers through explicit change in culture and image of utilising 

public transport 

c. Selection of cases will then strive for variety in the first phase of the quick scan 

according to the following variables, which can assist in isolating conditions that 

allow for optimal institutional change and innovation through incentives, both formal 

and informal. 

Evaluating best practice cases 

Based on existing literature that explore cases as ‘best practices’, an initial selection of 

international cases are selected and sorted according to their sources and then checked for the 

following changes observed if i) there is substantial modal shift observed throughout a certain 

time period, ii) explicit policy and legislative implementation and iii) explicit cultural and 
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image change for the benefit of using and providing public transportation. The results are 

seen in Table 3. 

The cases are evaluated as such; 

1. Modal Shift: Is there significant and/or observable modal shift based on existing 

transport statistics for the past few decade (Y: Yes and/or N: No) 

2. Modal Split: What is the mode share of (PT) public transit (rail) and (C) car (private 

vehicles), based on passenger kilometres and adjusted for national average. (--: lower 

than, - : equivalent, +: higher and ++: extremely higher). This helps to judge as a 

proxy for success within the best cases. For example, Zurich with 63% (PT) and 25% 

(C) scores ++ for both categories in comparison to the national mode share of 15% 

(PT) and 82% (C). Whereas, Adelaide scores -- and - with a mode share of 1% (PT) 

and 90% (PT) against the national average of 7% (PT) and 85% (C). 

Barriers faced:  

3. Formal barriers: If there are explicit formal barriers of institutional complexity in 

terms of multiple administrative levels with fragmented tasks and instruments, lack of 

clarity of responsibilities due to multiplicity of roles lead to lack of commitment from 

relevant parties.  

4. Informal barriers: If there are Informal barriers in the form of indifference in the 

culture towards public transport from both users (automobile culture or aversion to 

public transport) and/or providers (lack of commitment and/or interest in pushing 

forward with projects due to a lack of urgency and knowledge sharing).  

The barriers are then evaluated as such (--: none of above, -: some similarity, +: highly 

similar, ++: exact situation). For example, Washington DC experienced a multitude of actors 

with diverse objectives, without national funding, thus requiring a joint development, joint 

funding scenario, thereby scoring ++ in terms of formal barriers observed. Singapore on the 

other hand had no issues with institutional fragmentation or complexity, thus scoring a --.  

Changes observed: 

5. Policy and/or Legislation: Introduction of explicit formal institutional changes such as 

policies or instruments to aid TOD. (For example, Portland introduced a series of tax 

incentives that encourage and initiated TOD along their existing and new metro lines. 

This is then coupled with intensive legislative arrangements initiated by their mayor) 

6. Cultural and/or Image: Efforts made to induce a culture conducive to public transport 

or to increase commitment to planning and developing TOD. (For example, Perth 

initiated vast survey of their transit consumers to understand their reasons for not 
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taking public transport and aided those who indicated willingness to change with 

personal guidance on how to access public transport.) 

Related changes 

7. Developmental patterns: Any observable change in developmental patterns (For 

example, the creation of multiple multifunctional areas around transit nodes in 

Washington or the change of urban fabric along transit lines in Stockholm, 

Copenhagen or Singapore) (Cervero, 1998) 

8. Real Estate values: (For example, the increase in revenue around rail transit 

developments in Washington USD$6 million annually or San Francisco which has 

reported a booming real estate market) (Cervero, 2002). 

The preliminary case selection or ‘quick-scan’ (see Table 4) allows for a rigorous selection of 

cases that are deemed successful (relatively) in overcoming the same kind of barriers as 

indicated by the first phase of research (as a comparable constant between different context).  

Table 3: Preliminary evaluation for cases 

Changes observed  
Legend: PT: Public Transport, C: Car 
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Boston Yes ++ + ++ - ++ - ++ ++ 

Chicago Yes ++ + + + - + ++ ++ 

Dallas Yes -- -- - + -- + ++ + 

Denver Yes - - + - + + + + 

Houston Yes -- -- + - + + + + 

Miami Dade Yes + + + ++ - - + + 

New Jersey Yes ++ ++ - - + + + + 

Portland Yes + + + + + ++ + ++ 

San Diego Yes + - + + + + + + 

San Francisco Yes + + + - + - ++ + 

Americas 

St. Louis Yes - - + + + + + + 
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Vancouver Yes + + + + + + + +  

Washington Yes ++ ++ ++ + + + + ++ 

Brisbane Yes + + + ++ - - - - 

Melbourne Yes + + + - + + + + 

Perth Yes + + + ++ ++ ++ + + 
Australia 

Sydney Yes ++ + + ++ + - - - 

Hongkong Yes ++ ++ -- -- + + + ++ 

Singapore Yes + + -- - + + ++ ++ Asia 

Tokyo Yes ++ + -- -- + ++ ++ ++ 

Copenhagen Yes ++ ++ -- -- ++ ++ ++ + 

Karlsruhe Yes + + - - + + + + 

Munich Yes ++ ++ + + + + + + 

Naples Yes + + + + + ++ + + 

Stockholm Yes ++ ++ + - ++ + + + 

Europe 

Zurich Yes ++ ++ + + ++ + + + 

Evaluating institutional arrangements in transit corridors 

The implementation of a transit corridor requires a multi-agency network approach able to 

extend beyond the inflexibility of antiquated institutions. Hallmarks of network approach in 

organisations are the use of strategic, long-term and sometimes informal and flexibly 

collaborations between agencies (Jones et al., 1997). This is observed in institutional 

framework of collaboration in transit corridors. Typical organisations frequently involved in 

the implementation of a transit corridor are;  

1. Planning authorities and  

2. Transportation authorities (from national to local scale),  

3. Transit agencies and/or providers,  

4. Private developers and  

5. Knowledge and/or advocacy institutes (more common in the United States).  

Difference in collaborative institutional arrangements can be seen from a comparison of the 

types of roles played by the organisations and the resulting mechanisms and instruments in 

place (see Table 5). This is in addition to the basic criteria framework of selection as 

discussed in section on Evaluating best practice cases. 

By considering the similarities in the type of institutional arrangement, it is possible to 

discern four main categories, dependant upon: 
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1. Which are the active parties in the process and 

2. Which combination of planning regime1 can be seen? 

The resulting four categories are (see Table 5): 

I. Planning Authority and Transit Agencies are active parties. Mechanisms used are 

mostly formal but technically creative with the Transit Agency enacting them. A 

subset of it is where Planning Authority and Advocacy group are active. Formal 

mechanisms are used but with advocacy groups. Quite common in the United States. 

II. Transit Agency and Private Developers are active parties and mechanisms used can 

be a mix of formal and informal regulations and incentives. Highly entrepreneurial in 

nature and Transit Agencies in these type are highly profitable. Found in Asian and 

some stateside examples.  

III. Planning Authority is highly active and use Strategic Planning Frameworks to enact 

regulations. Common examples are the Australian cases. 

IV. Planning and Transit Authority are strongly active and clearly hierarchical, favouring 

formal and long-term regulations. The European cases tend to fall into this category. 

Table 5: Types of institutional arrangements found 

Planning regime (Regulatory, Permissive or Incentive) 
 Active parties Cases Interesting institutional arrangement R P I 

                                                
1 Regulatory regime, specific regulations and guidelines are provided for specified geographic locations. More 
aggressive, Stick approach. 
Permissive regime, where regulations and guidelines are provided, and are optional, to be used with discretion. 
The application of the rules is not specified geographically, but the rules are available for general application, 
subject to criteria.  
Regime based on incentives, where regulations and guidelines are provided, and compliance is achieved 
through incentives, usually based on development cost reductions and/or the speed of the approvals process. 
This approach is inherently used in Houston today to facilitate suburban forms of development. This approach is 
sometimes referred to as a CARROT (or at least removal of impediments and removal of disincentives)  
As discussed in City of Houston, Planning Partnership (2008) 'Urban Corridor Planning: Phase II and III 
Report', Houston. 
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I Planning 
Authority 
+ Transit 
Agency 

Boston, 
Denver, 
Houston, 
Miami 
Dade, New 
Jersey, 
Portland 
 

Formal but technically creative, transit 
agency 
Mutual agreement between transit agency and 
developers (Boston) 
Memorandum of Understanding or 
Intergovernmental agreement between transit 
agency and authority (Denver) 
Special districts, tax reinvestment zones, issuing 
of bonds - financial and regulatory mechanisms 
(Houston, Miami Dade) 
Exercising air-rights above station and issuing 
design-build contracts (New Jersey). 
Land acquisition, tax abatements, sharing of 
technical know how (Portland). 

X  X 

I* Planning 
Authority + 
Advocacy 
Group 

Chicago San 
Francisco 

Formal but with advocacy  
Service concessions are given out to transit 
agencies (Chicago) 
Strong advocacy group sponsoring bill to change 
regulatory status (San Francisco) 

X   

II Transit 
Agency 
+ Private 
Developer 

Dallas, 
San Diego 
Vancouver 
Washington 
HongKong, 
Singapore, 
Tokyo 

Formal and/or Informal and highly 
entrepreneurial, transit agency 
Lifestyle and/or event programming (Dallas, , 
Washington, Tokyo) 
Transit agency in joint development, develops 
property and gives access through transit area 
(San Diego, Singapore) 
Transit agency gains revenue through joint 
development of station area (Vancouver, 
Washington, Hong Kong R+P) 

 X X 

III Planning 
Authority 

St. Louis, 
Brisbane 
Melbourne 
Perth 
Sydney 
Naples 

Strategic planning framework 
Strong regional authority uses tax initiative to 
fund when financial crisis hit (St. Louis) 
No statutory right of joint development 
(Brisbane, Melbourne) 
No public-private funding mechanisms (Perth, 
Sydney) 
Regional authority solidified by long-range 
appointments. Selling commercial space 
(Naples) 

X   

IV Planning 
Authority + 
Transit 
Authority 

Copenhagen 
Stockholm 
Karlsruhe 
Munich 
Zurich 

Formal, long-term and hierarchical 
authorities 
Long term strategic plans implemented by 
strong, hierarchical government (Copenhagen, 
Stockholm, Zurich) 
Strong regional authorities, use of integrated fare 
system by transit authority (Karlsruhe, Munich, 
Zurich). 

X  X 
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Proposed case selection  

By scattering the cases rated to their relative level of success as shown by their data and how 

related they are to the types of barriers and incentives that would be relevant to the case of 

the Netherlands, a scatter graph in Fig. 5 is achieved. Cases in the top right quadrant are ‘best 

practices’ which have had similar barriers as in the Netherlands and have achieved success in 

achieving modal shift. These are examples that could lend themselves towards the learning 

opportunities. On the top left quadrant are then extreme ‘best practices’ that even though 

differ in barriers experienced but are still successful. These are then examples that can qualify 

as possible inspiration opportunities in the conceptual framework of Fig. 1. Figure 6 also 

shows that different institutional settings can co-exist in ensuring success in TOD corridors.  

Figure 5: Sorting of existing and/or known ‘best practices’ according to success, barriers faced and 

institutional arrangement types. 

 
  

If we consider the choices that can lead to selection of types of ‘best practices’ that can be 

chosen according to Figure 5, they are; 

   SUCCESS ACHIEVED  

SIMILAR BARRIERS 

• Tokyo (II) 
• Singapore (II) 
• Hong Kong (II) 

• Dallas (II) 

 

• Karlsruhe (IV) 
• Miami (I) 

• Brisbane 

(III) 

• Melbourne 

(II) 
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(II) 

• Houston 

(I) 

 

• Sydney 

(III) 

 

• Vancouver 

(II) 

• Copen

hagen 

(IV) 

• Perth 

(I) 
 

 • Boston 

(I) 
• Chicago 

(I*) 

• Munich (IV) 
• Stockholm (IV) 

• Portland (I) 

• Naples (III) 
• Washington (II) 

• Zurich (IV) 
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Table 6: Types of cases from ‘best practice’ selection 

Success Barriers Possible Cases Types 
(Bryman, 2008) 

Examples 

Yes Not 
Similar 

Extreme and/or Unique 
Inspirational 

Tokyo, Singapore, Hongkong, Dallas 

Yes Similar Critical 
Learning Oppurtunity 

Munich, Stockholm, Zurich, Naples, Washington 
Portland, Copenhagen, Perth, Vancouver 

   Boston, San Francisco, Chicago, New Jersey, 
Karlsruhe, Miami, Melbourne, Denver, Sydney 

No Similar Critical 
Negative Learning 
Oppurtunity 

Brisbane, Houston, San Diego, St Louis 

No Same Representative Netherlands 

Table 7: Type of case according to conceptual framework (Bryman, 2004; Spaans and Louw, 2009) 
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Tokyo 
X   

Extreme case, market-oriented and privately owned 
ventures. Use of lifestyle programming to fund 
development and generate activity. 

II 

Hong Kong 
X   

Extreme case, showcases market-oriented approach 
through subsidiary ownership and value capture 
lessons. 

II 

Singapore 
X   

Extreme case, showcases strong regulatory environment 
and yet very market-oriented approach through 
subsidiary ownership. 

II 

Dallas 
X   

Extreme case, developers led after encouraging start of 
DART and becoming staunch TOD supporters. Use of 
lifestyle programming. 

II 

Munich  X  Highly successful example with similar barriers. 
Represents a similar institutional context as well.  IV 

Stockholm  X  Highly successful example with clear commitment to 
land use planning around TOD principles.  IV 

Zurich  X  Highly successful example with similar barriers. 
Represents a similar institutional context as well.  IV 
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Naples  X  Highly successful example with similar barriers. 
Represents a similar institutional context as well.  III 

Washington 
 X  

Highly successful example. Typical entrepreneurial US 
case, can showcase more private and/or market 
attempts. 

II 

Portland  X  Succesful example. Longer trajectory, will be able to 
construct the context because of data availability I 

Copenhagen 
 X  

Successful example. Leading regional plans show 
active pursuance of TOD in past decades. Hierarchical 
and defined complex authorites involved. 

IV 

Perth 
 X  

Successful example with similar barriers. Sharp change 
from non-TOD to TOD, which might be interesting for 
NL, but short time span since beginning. 

III 

Vancouver 
 X  

Pro-TOD and car restraining incentives as strategic 
long-term plans. Good collaboration between private 
and public stakeholders. 

II 

San 
Francisco 

 X  
Represents situation when case has high amount of 
involvement with advocacy groups. Established 
example. 

I* 

Boston 
 X  

Active state involvement by converting road funds to 
transit funding. Collaboration with private developers 
and presence of advocacy groups. 

I 

Chicago 
 X  

State and region-led planning to co-ordinate TOD. 
Active advocacy groups, helping to educate and fund 
lobbying. 

I* 

New Jersey  X  Highly successful US example, with transit-village 
approach. I 

Karlsruhe  X  Active and clear strategic planning from the authorities. IV 

Miami  X  Aggressive pursuance of TOD led by transit agency. 
Favouring joint TOD development with private sector. I 

Melbourne  X  Regional TOD strategy but lacks physical integration. 
Much local repulsion to TOD. III 

Denver 
 X  

Successful US example. Use of investment to cultivate 
private market maturity. No private-public funding 
mechanisms in place. 

I 

Sydney 
 X  

Active metropolitan strategy but victim to 
unmanageable policies. No private-public funding 
mechanisms in place. 

III 

Brisbane   X Relatively less successful story for Australia with use of 
strategic planning and non-capital and/or major city. III 

Houston   X Less successful example. Creative use of special TOD 
districts and tax reinvestment incentives. I 
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San Diego   X Typical entrepreneurial US case, can showcase more 
private and/or market attempts. II 

St. Louis   X Organizational reshuffling to push through plans 
together with tax incentives. III 

 

To ensure robustness of selection, a combination of factors such as variation on case type as 

well as institutional setting must be taken into account (see Table 6). This would mean a 

selection of extreme, critical as well as representative cases. However, given that the later 

research aim is to enhance policy-oriented learning and eventually innovation through 

introduction of incentives, the path of least resistance is preferred. This means that critical 

cases with positive learning opportunities are the best selection for this purpose. 

To ensure external validity, within the critical (positive) case types, we should allow for a 

range of institutional settings to explore opportunities for transplantation back to the 

Netherlands (see Table 7). This translates to the following; 

Type I and I*: (Boston, Chicago, San Francisco, New Jersey, Miami Dade, Denver, Portland) 

Type II: (Vancouver, Washington) 

Type III: (Melbourne, Perth, Sydney, Naples) 

Type IV: (Copenhagen, Stockholm, Karlsruhe, Munich, Zurich) 

Given pragmatic constraints such as possible language barrier and access to information and 

networks, by process of elimination, the cases to be looked into are Portland, Vancouver, 

Perth and Copenhagen (see Fig. 8).  

 

Conclusions 

Obstacles and resistance to learning observed means that the selection of case studies needs 

to be able to suffice the consistency required for achieving learning opportunity. In order 

cope with the lack of learning situations with exact conditions of replication, the framework 

sought to evaluate and select based on the criteria that are important from the conceptual 

models and hypothesis to be tested. We have tried to combine the doubts and challenges 

raised on the use of best practices in the fields of institutional innovation and policy learning 

and transfer to construct and strengthen our selection framework. The contribution of 

perception of stakeholders is a crucial element in improving the existing and basic criteria. 

The motivation to learn is after all, just as important as the object of learning. 

There are valid doubts as to the simplistic dependence on best practices as an innovation 

(Brannan et al., 2008). However, there are sufficient areas on which to improve the usage of 
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best practices as a valuable tool along a journey to innovation and learning. This utilisation 

calls for a careful evaluation and selection of best practices. We believe that for our research 

purpose, the framework and selection proposed in this article is the most appropriate 

outcome. The evaluation process might take more effort than the usual random selection 

process but it delivers in terms of having enough prior knowledge to make conscious choices 

that would satisfy doubts to learning opportunities as well as respond to theoretical 

discussions on dealing with learning from different contexts and the transfer of institutional 

learning opportunities. 

Next steps 

The case study selection framework was the crucial first step for the next step of in-depth 

case study research of four foreign best practices. The next step to be taken is a replication of 

case-study research to identify and test the hypothesis formulated (see section: Initial 

findings). We propose that the next phase is approached as well as an iterative cycle in which 

the theory development on breaking and/or reinforcing a feedback loop for TOD with 

incentives is explored in four different contexts resulting from a first round of case selection 

in four consecutive stages. The methods used will be repeated through all four cases. The 

limitation of such an approach would then be that whatever adjustment has to be made fairly 

quickly prior to the next case or on the basis the coding of collected information. The two 

step approach (see Fig. 8) that combines a preliminary case selection and then in-depth 

embedded cases in four locations. This is then replicated to allow for comparative analysis 

between cases on variables informed by the analysis at a later stage.  
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Figure 8: Proposed case-study design 
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