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Who did we survey? How often did the TOD What influenced the use of transit, What about self selection?

Over 1,400 people living in 44 transit-oriented developments (TODs) residents use transit, walk or walk/bike for non-commute travel? Residents who had a strong preference for

throughout the Portland, OR region. Surveys conducted in 2005, 2007, bike to non-commute living within walking distance of shops
2010/11, 2014, and 2018/19, usually within 1-3 years of construction. walked/biked to nearby places more often.
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Attitudes and housing preferences are important.
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+ indicates a positive association with propensity or frequency, while - indicates a negative association.



