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SECTION I:
BUILDOUT ANALYSIS

Section I: Buildout Analysis
A. Introduction
There is a saying among planners that “you get what you plan for.” What you’re going to
“get”, though, can be difficult to comprehend. How many houses could be built in that
two-acre zoning category? How much growth will the future land use map allow? Land
use policies made in good faith in the past might be leading to an undesirable future. But
how’s a board to know? Conducting a buildout analysis is one way to help policy makers
get a handle on what the future could hold.
What is it?
A residential buildout analysis calculates the number of housing units, or “buildout units”,
allowed by a municipality’s density standards. From the number of housing units, a
“buildout population” can be estimated. These two pieces of information say a lot about
where growth in a community is headed.
A buildout analysis can be based on current zoning or future land uses, and is also helpful
for testing new zoning scenarios. Comparing a current zoning analysis and a future land use
analysis is particularly effective. Major discrepancies point to problems implementing the
local comprehensive plan and reaching its long range goals. Communities frequently use
buildout analyses as a first step when making changes to their current zoning or master
plan.
The results can be eye opening. Municipalities often underestimate the development
potential allowed by local land use policies. Buildout analyses can help officials visualize
future development patterns and address associated issues: infrastructure and transportation
needs, schools, property taxes, municipal services, and environmental issues such as water
quality.
Bear in mind that a buildout analysis shows potential population, not actual or forecast.
Market forces, job availability, individual parcel features, and other factors will affect actual
development rates and locations.
How is it done?
A buildout analysis can be broken down into five steps.
1.

Determining the study area is the first step. The study area can be any boundary
drawn on a map: a neighborhood, census tract, or the entire municipality, for
example.
Livingston County Department of Planning

2.

Land areas that cannot be built on due to natural features (wetlands, waterbodies,
floodplains, steep slopes) are subtracted from the total study area, along with
protected parkland (local, state, and metroparks).

3.

A percentage of the acreage left after step two is removed to account for road,
railroad, and utility rights-of-way, and institutional uses. This percentage is called a
“reduction factor”. The result of this step is the buildable land area.

4.

This buildable land area is divided by the acres required per dwelling to get the
number of housing units, or buildout units, that could “fit” into the study area.

5.

Multiplying the number of buildout units by the estimated persons per household
results in the buildout population.

The Livingston County Study
The Livingston County Department of Planning undertook a residential buildout analysis
with the entire county as the study area. The analysis is based on the future land use map
of each of the sixteen townships, two cities, and two villages1. The study was done to help
these communities understand the implications of their current policies, and plan for the
future.
Countywide results are summarized in this introduction. An analysis for each community,
with a table of findings and summary of results, is listed in part B. Community Results.
GIS Data
In any analysis, the more accurate the data, the more precise the results. The County
analysis took advantage of its geographic information system (GIS) to calculate the land
area of wetlands, steep slopes, floodplains, parkland, and the study area. The GIS data used
is known to have some flaws, but the accuracy is more precise than could be achieved by
hand.
Reduction Factors
A portion of the study area must be removed to account for road, railroad, and utility
rights-of-way, and for institutional uses such as churches, government buildings, schools and

1

With th e ex cep tion of th e C ity of How ell, C ity of Brig hto n, an d Iosco Township, wh ere the basis is
current zoning. These m unicipalities have future land use maps that are not in use or do n ot provide the d ata
necessary for this study.
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libraries. The percentage used to calculate this is called a reduction factor. The reduction
factor is applied to the study area after the wetlands, floodplains, steep slopes, and
parklands have been subtracted out.
The reduction factors used in the Livingston County study are shown in the table below.
They were developed specifically for buildout analyses by the Southeast Michigan Council
of Governments.
Acres per
Unit

Right-ofway

Institutiona
l

5 and over

2%

0%

1 to <5

8%

2%

½ to <1

15%

3%

1/4 to <½

20%

5%

1/6 to <1/4

25%

6%

1/8 to <1/6

10%

4%

5%

2%

under 1/8
County Results

In 1999, Livingston County had an estimated population of 153,957 with 57,781
housing units. This analysis shows that at buildout the County could have a population of
476,703 with 163,914 housing units (see Figure 1: Buildout Analysis Summary on page
I-26).
In many ways these results are conservative. Changing the analyses to reflect any of the
following would result in higher buildout unit and buildout population totals: Future
construction of sewer and water lines, and their accompanying higher densities; accounting
for wetlands that are located on buildable parcels2, or that might be filled to make them
buildable; or allowing higher density specially permitted uses.
Implications
What do these results mean to Livingston County? With growth comes demands on local

²All wetland

areas were summed, then removed from the study area as one contiguous wetland.
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government and taxpayers. Increases can be expected in the provision of municipal services
and facilities, such as:







Fire and police
Schools
Road maintenance
Infrastructure needs
Recreation opportunities

Other affects may include:







Increased property taxes and traffic
Loss of open space, farmland and rural character
Increased runoff from impervious surfaces
Decline in water quality
Decline in air quality

Municipalities need to think ahead about how they will address these issues when they arise.
It would be irresponsible and potentially disastrous, both financially and aesthetically, for a
community to ignore future growth. The issue goes far beyond planning and zoning — all
local officials and departments, as well as citizens, need to be informed and involved. The
question is not whether growth will affect the community, but when.
Housing Lot Size and Cost
In each community’s analysis is a summary of residential lot sizes as a percentage of all
buildout units. This information is helpful when discussing a community’s future housing
mix and housing opportunities. The Livingston County Department of Planning encourages
communities to promote a variety of housing types, sizes, and price ranges to meet the
needs of residents of different ages, family sizes, and incomes.
When addressing affordability, for example, minimum lot sizes can have strong effects on
housing affordability. Small lot size doesn’t automatically mean that a house falls into an
“affordable” price range, but it does mean that more of a homebuyer’s dollar is going
toward the home than toward the land it sits on. An existing three-bedroom ranch on a
20,000 SF lot in a settlement district will cost less than the same ranch on two and a half
acres in a rural residential district, or on ten acres in an agricultural district.
In new construction, mortgages are often evaluated using a 4 to 1 home to land ratio. In
order to be considered a good mortgage risk, the home value must be four times the value
of the land. Land values in Livingston County are high: a typical one acre lot ranges from
$30,000 to $60,000. This puts the cost of a new home, including the one acre lot, at
Livingston County Department of Planning

$150,000 to $300,000. Smaller lot sizes significantly decrease new housing costs.
Minimum floor area requirements also affect the cost of new construction. According to
area builders, average residential construction costs are around $100 per square foot. If a
community has set a minimum floor area requirement (FAR) of 900 square feet (the
lowest single-family FAR in Livingston County), construction costs would be a minimum of
$90,000 plus the price of the lot. Raising the floor area requirement to 1400 square feet
(the highest single-family FAR in the County) would increase construction costs by
$50,000.
Communities throughout the County should consider districts of one-half acre lots or
smaller when revising zoning ordinances or master plans. Smaller lot sizes help provide
housing options for senior citizens, first time homebuyers, households of moderate
income, and those who prefer a more “traditional” neighborhood environment.
Limitations
Despite the accuracy of the base data, there are limitations to any buildout analysis. Certain
assumptions were made that, if changed, would affect the outcome of the Livingston
County study. Some examples:



This study is limited to uses allowed “by-right”. Specially permitted uses that may
allow higher densities are not taken into consideration.



When densities differ for sewered or non-sewered lots, the lower non-sewered
density is used.



Steep slopes that are considered unbuildable are defined as18% and over in the
Livingston County study. Although septic field limitations, erosion problems and
cost are often limiting factors, building on slopes of 18% and over does sometimes
occur.



The 1999 estimated persons per household is used to calculate the buildout
population. If persons per household changes (because of updated population data,
for example), the buildout population will also change, sometimes drastically.

For more information on limitations, see part C. Methodology and Assumptions.
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B. Community Results
A summary table and text are presented for each of the townships, cities, and villages in
Livingston County. Keep in mind the following points when reviewing these results:



The buildout analysis is based on the community’s future land use map, not
current zoning, unless otherwise noted.



The table shows the total buildout units and buildout population that the future land
use map allows, not what is expected or forecast to happen.



Unless otherwise noted, the highest non-sewered density allowed for each district
and the 1999 estimated persons per household were used in calculations. Many
factors could influence the results, however. Changes in density (minimum lot size)
or the estimated persons per household can change the results significantly.



Percent increases were calculated by taking the difference between the possible
buildout units or buildout population and 1999 estimates generated by SEMCOG,
and dividing by the 1999 estimate.



Slight summary calculation differences may exist in this report’s tables due to
rounding.

Livingston County Department of Planning

Brighton Township
Density
(Acres per
Area
Unit)
(Acres)
5.00
4,295
2.50
1,682
1.61
1,101
0.92
6,088
0.50
344
0.34
215
0.13
62
0.13
127

Future Land Use Districts
Country Estate
Country Residential
Rural Estate
Suburban Residential
Single Family Small Estate
Single Family
Multiple Family¹
Mobile Home ²
Total

13,914

Buildable
Area
Buildout
Buildout
(Acres)
Units
Population
3,145
629
1,943
1,390
1,124
450
799
497
1,537
3,769
4,104
12,682
964
156
312
1,283
143
415
39
422
1,303
2,360
96
764
23,462
9,271 7,593

Total Buildout Units:
7,593
Total Buildout Population:
23,462
Estimated Persons per Household 1999: 3.09
Brighton Township’s estimated number of housing units in 1999 was 6,212, and its 1999
population estimate was 18,401. The table above shows that the Township’s future land
use map allows an additional 1,381 housing units and 5,061 people to the 1999
estimates. These are 22% and 28% increases, respectively. Over half of the Township’s
possible buildable lots fall in the Suburban Residential district, which has a minimum lot size
of 40,000 square feet.
Profile of Residential Lots
Lot Size

% of Buildable
Lots

5+ acres

8%

1 to <5 acres

13%

½ to <1 acre

58%

under ½ acre

21%
Total

100%

Brighton Township’s total buildout
population is the lowest percent increase
(28%) over 1999 figures for Townships
in Livingston County. Brighton Township
is the second most populated community
in the county, however, so this is not
surprising. It has experienced growing
pains that many Townships have yet to
face. SEMCOG has forecast a 2020
population of 20,983 for the Township.

¹The M ultiple Family density is based on the m aximum numb er of two bed room apartmen ts allowed per
acre under current zoning.
²The zoning densities for Multiple Family and Mobile Home w ere not specified in Brighton Township’s long
range plan , so current zoning densities for the To wnship w ere u sed.
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Cohoctah Township
Future Land Use Districts
Agricultural
Resource Conservation &
Development
River & Creek Conservation
Wildlife Conservation ¹
Settlement ²
Low Density Residential³
Mobile Home*
Suburban Residential*
Total

Density
(Acres per
Unit)
1.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
0.34
2.50
0.57
1.00

Area
(Acres)
14,736
4,911
1,481
1,378
308
516
23
967
24,320

Buildable
Area
Buildout
Buildout
(Acres)
Units
Population
11,973 11,973
36,997
3,665
367
1,133
759
576
211
366
14
685
18,249

76
58
614
147
25
685
13,945

235
178
1,897
453
78
2,116
43,087

Total Buildout Units:
13,945
Total Buildout Population:
43,087
Estimated Persons per Household 1999: 3.08
Cohoctah Township’s enormous buildout population of 43,087 is due largely to the
Agricultural district, which allows single family homes on one acre (per the 1986 Master
Plan). According to SEMCOG, the Township’s estimated number of housing units in 1999
was 1,165 and their 1999 population estimate was 3,370. This seems to be in line with,
or slightly behind, SEMCOG’s population forecast for the year 2000, which is 3,606. The
forecast for 2010 is a population of
Profile of Residential Lots
4,387, and for 2020 is 5,061. The
Lot Size
% of Buildable
Township’s Future Land Use Map allows
Lots
an additional 12,780 housing units and
39,717 people.
5+ acres
4%
1 to <5 acres

92%

½ to <1 acre

<1%

under ½ acre

4%

Obviously, the Township is not expected
to reach its buildout capacity anytime
soon. It will, however, face steady growth,
and should plan accordingly (Cohoctah is
currently writing a new Comprehensive
Plan with the assistance of the Livingston

County Department of Planning).
¹Wildlife Conservation density is not set in M aster Plan: 10 acres is based on o ther conservation districts.
² Settlement district estimated at15,000 SF lots. ³ LDR density is not set in Master Plan: density is based on
current Rural Residential zoning category.
*Zoning density is not set in Master Plan: density is based on current zoning.

I-10

Livingston County Department of Planning

Conway Township
Density
(Acres per
Unit)
2.00
1.00

Future Land Use Districts
Agricultural Residential
Residential¹
Total

Area
(Acres)
13,191
11,034
24,225

Buildable
Area
Buildout
Buildout
(Acres)
Units
Population
10,352
5,176
16,253
7,393
7,393
23,215
17,745

12,569

39,468

Total Buildout Units:
12,569
Total Buildout Population:
39,468
Estimated Persons per Household 1999: 3.13
Conway Township’s estimated number of housing units in 1999 was 893 and their 1999
population estimate was 2,704. The Township’s Future Land Use Map allows an
additional 11,676 housing units and 36,764 people. These are 1,308% and 1,360%
increases, respectively, the highest percent increases in the County. Almost 60% of the
Township’s possible buildable lots fall in the Residential district, which has a minimum lot
size of 1acre.
Profile of Residential Lots
Lot Size

% of Buildable
Lots

5+ acres

0%

1 to <5 acres

100%

½ to <1 acre

0%

under ½ acre

0%
Total

According to SEMCOG’s 2020
population forecast for Conway Township
(4,323), it is not likely that Conway
Township will achieve maximum buildout
in the near future. It is important,
however, to keep in mind that the current
Future Land Use Plan would allow such
development to occur.

100%

¹In the Residential category, a lower density of 3/4 acres is available for subdivisions. Using 3/4

acre lots
instead of 1 acre in this analysis would result in an additional 2,464 buildout units and 7,739 m ore persons
in the buildout population.
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Deerfield Township
Future Land Use Districts
Conservation Area
Agricultural & Rural
Residential
Suburban Residential
Lakes Residential

Density
(Acres per
Unit)
20.00

Area
(Acres)
8,926

2.00

12,605

10,536

5,268

15,593

0.50
0.75

1,527
232
23,290

1,145
86
16,565

2,291
115
7,913

6,780
340
23,424

Total

Buildable
Area
Buildout
(Acres)
Units
4,797
240

Buildout
Population
710

Total Buildout Units:
7,913
Total Buildout Population:
23,424
Estimated Persons per Household 1999: 2.96
Deerfield Township’s estimated number of housing units in 1999 was 1,386 and their
1999 population estimate was 3,731. The Township’s Future Land Use Map allows an
additional 6,527 housing units and 19,693 people. These are 471% and 528%
increases, respectively. More than 65% of the Township’s buildable units fall within the
Agricultural/Rural Residential district, which has a minimum lot size of 2 acres.
Profile of Residential Lots
Lot Size

% of Buildable
Lots

5+ acres

3%

1 to <5 acres

67%

½ to <1 acre

30%

under ½ acre

0%
Total

The 2010 population forecast for
Deerfield Township is 4,937 and the
2020 forecast is 5,370. Looking only at
the much higher buildout population, one
might think Deerfield Township will
become another population hub for
Livingston County. That would be
misleading, however, given the Township’s
inadequate infrastructure and much lower
population forecast.

100%

It is interesting to note that 29% of the
possible buildout units fall in the Suburban Residential category. Only 7% of all residential
acres, as well as 7% of all buildable acres, are Suburban Residential. Deerfield’s Future
Land Use Map has a healthy proportion of lots under one acre (30%), which supports
relatively compact future growth. It also provides housing alternatives for those seeking a
more traditional neighborhood setting, and may allow lower cost housing to be built.

I-12
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Genoa Township
Future Land Use Districts
Agriculture/Country Estate
Rural Residential
Low Density Residential
Small Lot Single Family
Residential
Medium Density Residential
Total

Density
(Acres per
Unit)
5.00
2.00
1.00

Buildable
Area
Area
Buildout
Buildout
(Acres)
(Acres)
Units
Population
6,970
4,133
827
2,306
4,985
3,545
1,773
4,945
4,144
2,417
2,417
6,744

0.25

3,387

2,067

8,267

23,066

0.125

812
20,299

600
12,762

4,803
18,087

13,401
50,463

Total Buildout Units:
18,087
Total Buildout Population:
50,463
Estimated Persons per Household 1999: 2.79
Genoa Township’s estimated number of housing units in 1999 was 6,247 and their 1999
population estimate was 15,823. The Township’s Future Land Use Map allows an
additional 11,840 housing units and 34,640 people. These are 190% and 219%
increases, respectively. Almost half of the Township’s possible buildable lots fall into the
Small Lot Single Family Residential district, which has a minimum lot size of 1/4 of an
acre.
SEMCOG’s 2000 population forecast for
Profile of Residential Lots
Genoa Township is 14,854, compared to
Lot Size
% of Buildable
the estimated 1999 population of
Lots
15,823. Although slightly greater than
the 2000 forecast, this figure shows the
5+ acres
5%
Township is keeping in line with its future
1 to <5 acres
23%
forecasts. As illustrated above, the
Township has over 2,000 acres of land
½ to <1 acre
0%
planned for lot sizes of 1/4 of an acre that
could serve as many as 23,000 people.
under ½ acre
72%
Additionally, 72% of the Township’s total
Total
100%
buildable residential lots are under ½ acre
in size. Such a large percent of small residential lots helps account for the second largest
buildout population (over 50,000 people) for the county (Hartland has the highest total
buildout population with just over 51,000 people). Furthermore, public sewer and water
services are likely to be needed to serve those lots under ½ acre and the analysis implies
that significant public infrastructure will be necessary to service these lots if Genoa develops
according to its Land Use Plan.

Livingston County Department of Planning
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Green Oak Township
Density
(Acres per
Unit)

Future Land Use Districts
Very Low Density
Residential
Low Density Residential
Medium Density Residential
Suburban Density Residential
High Density Residential
Natural River District
Mobile Home
Total

Area
(Acres)

Buildable
Area
(Acres)

Buildout
Units

Buildout
Population

5.00

2,625

1,910

382

1,066

2.00
1.00
0.50
0.33
1.00
0.13

4,152
2,202
3,324
434
2,363
48
15,148

2,672
1,128
2,077
258
316
38
8,399

1,336
1,128
4,153
783
316
302
8,399

3,727
3,147
11,587
2,183
881
843
23,434

Total Buildout Units:
8,399
Total Buildout Population:
23,434
Estimated Persons per Household 1999: 2.79
Green Oak Township’s estimated number of housing units in 1999 was 5,675 and their
1999 population estimate was 15,042. The Township’s Future Land Use Map allows an
additional 2,724 housing units and 8,392 people. These are 48% and 56% increases,
respectively. Just under half of all the Township’s possible buildable lots fall in the
Suburban Density Residential district, which has a minimum lot size of a half acre.
Profile of Residential Lots

SEMCOG forecasted Green Oak to have
16,011 people by 2000; therefore, it
appears that the Township is just under
the forecasted figure. The forecast for
5+ acres
5%
2010 is 20,573, and for 2020 is
25,586. Based on these numbers and the
1 to <5 acres
33%
buildout analysis, Green Oak Township
½ to <1 acre
49%
appears to be closely following its Land
Use Plan. The analysis also demonstrates
under ½ acre
13%
that over 60% of Green Oak’s buildable
residential lots are less than one acre, with
less than 5% of the planned residential buildable lots in 5 acres or more. These statistics
indicate that Green Oak’s Future Land Use Plan could support relatively compact future
growth.
Lot Size

I-14

% of Buildable
Lots
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Hamburg Township
Density
(Acres per
Area
Unit)
(Acres)

Future Land Use Districts
Country Estate Low Density
Residential
Low Density Rural Residential
Medium Density Residential
High Density Residential
Multiple Family/Mobile Home
Low Density Single Family
Residential*
Multiple Family Residential*
Single Family Residential*
Total

Buildable
Area
(Acres)

Buildout
Units

Buildout
Population

5.00

1,130

465

93

258

2.00
1.00
0.50
0.25

5,679
7,347
979
115

2,923
3,992
483
82

1,461
3,992
966
329

4,063
11,098
2,686
916

0.50

351

269

538

1,496

0.10
0.18

63
211
15,875

58
177
8,449

580
983
8,942

1,612
2,733
24,862

Total Buildout Units:
8,942
Total Buildout Population:
24,862
Estimated Persons per Household 1999: 2.78
Hamburg Township’s estimated number of housing units in 1999 was 7,673 and their
1999 population estimate was 18,879. The Township’s Future Land Use Map allows an
additional 1,269 housing units and 5,983 people. These are17% and 32% increases,
respectively.
Profile of Residential Lots
Lot Size

% of Buildable
Lots

5+ acres

1%

1 to <5 acres

61%

½ to <1 acre

17%

under ½ acre

21%
Total

Based on SEMCOG’s 1999 estimates,
Hamburg is the most populated
community in the county. The forecast
population for 2010 is 25,390 and for
2020 is 30,677. Under this scenario, the
Township will be completely built out in a
little over 10 years. About 45% of all
housing units fall into the one acre
category.

100%

*Taken from the 1995 Ham burg Village Plan.
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Handy Township
Density
Future Land Use Districts
(Acres
per Unit)
Agriculture¹
20.00
Low Density Single Family
1.00
Medium Density Single Family
0.28
Mobile Home Residential²
0.13
Total

Area
(Acres)
12,912
3,366
2,934
227
19,439

Buildable
Area
Buildout
Buildout
(Acres)
Units
Population
10,383
519
1,562
1,735
1,735
5,222
1,759
6,386
19,223
162
1,293
3,892
14,039
9,933
29,899

Total Buildout Units:
9,933
Total Buildout Population:
29,899
Estimated Persons per Household 1999: 3.01
Handy Township’s estimated number of housing units in 1999 was 1,432 and their 1999
population estimate was 4,191. The Township’s Future Land Use Map allows an
additional 8,501 housing units and 25,708 people. These are 594% and 613%
increases, respectively. Almost 65% of the Township’s possible buildable lots fall in the
Medium Density Single Family district, with minimum lot sizes of just over 1/4 acre.
Profile of Residential Lots

SEMCOG’s population forecast for Handy
Township in the year 2000 is 4,686. For
the year 2020, SEMCOG forecasts
Handy’s population to be 7,813.
5+ acres
5%
Obviously, the Township is not expected
1 to <5 acres
18%
to reach the buildout population of over
28,000 in the near future. However, the
½ to <1 acre
0%
Township is expected to grow steadily
with an 86% increase over the current
under ½ acre
77%
population estimate by the year 2020.
Total
100%
As shown in the table above, the
Township has over 1700 acres of
buildable land planned for medium density single family with a minimum lot size of
12,200 sq ft. The 6,300+ units that could “fit” on this acreage would require public
sewer and water in order to be built at this high density.
Lot Size

% of Buildable
Lots

¹Staff assigned the agriculture district a 20 acre per unit density based on the typical minimum lot size for
con serv ation districts in o ther Tow nships. T he F uture Land Use Plan d id not d esignate a d ensity fo r this
district.
²The To wnship did not have a d ensity associated with the m obile home d istrict, an average of 8 units per acre
was used , based on surrounding to wnship’s regulations.
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Hartland Township
Density
Future Land Use Districts
(Acres per
Area
Unit)
(Acres)
Low Density Single Family
2.00 12,494
Medium Density Single Family
0.50
7,138
High Density Single Family
0.25
991
Multiple Family Residential
0.10
163
Total
20,785

Buildable
Area
Buildout
Buildout
(Acres)
Units
Population
8,523
4,262
12,700
4,654
9,307
27,736
620
2,479
7,388
127
1,271
3,787
13,924 17,319
51,611

Total Buildout Units:
17,319
Total Buildout Population:
51,611
Estimated Persons per Household 1999: 2.98
Hartland Township’s estimated number of housing units in 1999 was 3,559 and their
1999 population estimate was 9,975. The Township’s Future Land Use Map allows an
additional 13,760 housing units and 41,636 people. These are 387% and 417%
increases, respectively. Hartland’s potential population of 51,611 under this Future Land
use scenario is the highest of any municipality in the County. Seventy-five percent of
Hartland Township’s buildable residential area is planned to have ½ acre lots or smaller.
Profile of Residential Lots

The Township is growing faster than was
forecasted by SEMCOG in 1995. The
Lot Size
% of Buildable
year 2000 forecast is for 8,990 persons,
Lots
which Hartland already exceeded by
5+ acres
0%
almost 1000 people in 1999. Hartland
Township is expected to continue growing
1 to <5 acres
25%
steadily, in part because of its excellent
½ to <1 acre
54%
access to US23, I-96, and M-59.
SEMCOG’s most recent forecast for the
under ½ acre
21%
year 2020 predicts a population of
12,700 in the Township. Their 1994
Comprehensive Plan would allow enough housing units for a population of 51,611. The
Township won’t face build-out conditions anytime soon, but will see steady growth over
the next two decades.
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Howell Township
Density
Buildable
Future Land Use Districts
(Acres per
Area
Area
Buildout
Buildout
Unit)
(Acres)
(Acres)
Units
Population
Agricultural/Residential
5.00 13,856
11,487
2,297
6,915
Single Family Residential¹
1.00
4,720
3,385
3,385
10,190
Planned Development District²
1.00
703
541
541
1,627
Multi-Family Residential
0.125
82
68
542
1,630
Total
19,361
15,481
6,765
20,363
Total Buildout Units:
6,765
Total Buildout Population:
20,363
Estimated Persons per Household 1999: 3.01
Howell Township’s estimated number of housing units in 1999 was 1,882 and their 1999
population estimate was 5,682. The Township’s Future Land Use Map allows an
additional 4,883 housing units and 14,681 people. These are 259% and 258%
increases, respectively. Half of the Township’s possible buildable lots fall in the Single
Family Residential district, which has a minimum lot size of 1acre. The Township’s limited
sewer and water availability will probably not inhibit residential development; most lots in
the Township are over an acre, which is usually adequate for on-site well and septic.
Profile of Residential Lots
Lot Size

% of Buildable
Lots

5+ acres

34%

1 to <5 acres

58%

½ to <1 acre

0%

under ½ acre

8%
Total

SEMCOG’s 2000 population forecast for
Howell Township, 5,800 people, seems
to be in line with Township growth (5,682
in 1999). SEMCOG has forecasted a
population of 10,761 for Howell
Township in 2020.

100%

¹The Township’s Master Plan separated the Single Family Residential district into low, medium, and high
density cate gories; an av erage o f 1 unit pe r acre w as used for all three residen tial categories.
²To determine density of the Planned Development District (PDD), an average of 1 acre per unit for the two
residential districts permitted in the PDD under the current zoning was used.
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Iosco Township
Density
Future Land Use Districts¹ (Acres per
Unit)
Agricultural Residential
2.00
Residential
0.69
Total

Area
(Acres)
22,555
84
22,639

Buildable
Area
Buildout
Buildout
(Acres)
Units
Population
15,900
7,950
24,486
58
84
260
15,958
8,034
24,746

Total Buildout Units:
8,034
Total Buildout Population:
24,746
Estimated Persons per Household 1999: 3.08
Iosco Township’s estimated number of housing units in 1999 was 947 and their 1999
population estimate was 2,844. The Township’s Current Zoning Map allows an additional
7,087 housing units and 21,902 people. These are 748% and 770% increases,
respectively. Almost 99% of the Township’s possible buildable lots fall in the Agricultural
Residential district, which has a minimum lot size of 2 acres.
Profile of Residential Lots
Lot Size

% of Buildable
Lots

5+ acres

0%

1 to <5 acres

99%

½ to <1 acre

1%

under ½ acre

0%
Total

100%

Iosco Township has the least diversity of
lot sizes of any community in the County.
The two acre minimum covers 99% of
the Township and may have the effect of
limiting housing choices for people
seeking moderately priced homes. In this
situation long-time residents can be shut
out of the Township housing market, such
as seniors who want a smaller home or
children who grew up in the Township
and want to become first time home
buyers.

¹Current zoning, and not future land use, was used to determine the buildout units and population: the
Township indicated that their Future Land Use M ap no longer reflects Township plans for the future.
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Marion Township
Future Land Use Districts
Conservation
Open Space Residential
Suburban Residential
Lakes Residential
Mixed Urban
Total

Density
(Acres per
Unit)
20.00
5.00
1.00
1.00
0.10

Area
(Acres)
5,942
15,334
342
604
568
22,791

Buildable
Area
Buildout
Buildout
(Acres)
Units
Population
2,800
140
431
13,587
2,717
8,369
248
248
762
472
472
1,454
469
4,689
14,442
17,575
8,266
25,459

Total Buildout Units:
8,266
Total Buildout Population:
25,459
Estimated Persons per Household 1999: 3.08
Marion Township’s estimated number of housing units in 1999 was 2,402 and their 1999
population estimate was 6,992. The Township’s Future Land Use Map allows an
additional 5,864 housing units and 18,467 people. These are 244% and 264%
increases, respectively. More than half of the Township’s possible buildable lots fall into
the Mixed Urban district. The land area of this district is relatively small, 568 acres (469
buildable acres), but the minimum lot size is 0.10 acres. Development at this density would
require that sewer and water as well as other infrastructure and adequate public services be
present.
Profile of Residential Lots
Lot Size
5+ acres

% of Buildable
Lots
34%

1 to <5 acres

9%

½ to <1 acre

0%

under ½ acre

57%
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Seventy-seven percent of the Township’s
buildable land area (13,587 acres) lies in
the Open Space Residential district with a
density of 5 acres per unit.
Marion Township’s population estimate
for 1999 already slightly exceeds the
year 2000 forecast by SEMCOG
(6,836). The Township’s population
forecast for 2020 is 14,432.
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Oceola Township
Future Land Use Districts
Rural Agriculture
Suburban Residential
Urban Residential Low
Urban Residential High
Total

Density
(Acres per
Unit)
4.27
1.45
0.14
0.10

Area
(Acres)
15,845
2,695
51
80
18,670

Buildable
Area
Buildout
Buildout
(Acres)
Units
Population
11,698
2,742
8,417
1,960
1,352
4,150
43
301
924
20
202
621
13,721
4,597
14,112

Total Buildout Units:
4,597
Total Buildout Population:
14,112
Estimated Persons per Household 1999: 3.07
Oceola Township’s estimated number of housing units in 1999 was 2,829 and their 1999
population estimate was 8,431. The Township’s Future Land Use Map allows an
additional 1,768 housing units and 5,681 people. These are 62% and 67% increases,
respectively. Almost 60% of the Township’s possible buildable lots fall in the Rural
Agriculture district, which has a suggested density of no more than 150 lots per 640
acres, or an average of 4.27 acres per unit. Oceola Township’s buildout population is the
second lowest of all townships in Livingston County (only Putnam is lower).
Profile of Residential Lots
Lot Size
5+ acres

% of Buildable
Lots
0%

1 to <5 acres

89%

½ to <1 acre

0%

under ½ acre

11%

Oceola Township is forecast for steady
growth through 2020, but their 1999
population estimate (8,431) already
exceeds their population forecast for 21
years from now (8,017 in 2020). The
Township’s Land Use Plan dates back to
1980.

Livingston County Department of Planning
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Putnam Township
Future Land Use Districts
Agriculture/Estate
Medium Estate
Estate Residential
Rural Residential
Suburban Residential
High Density Residential
Multi-Family
Mobile Home¹
Total

Density
(Acres per
Unit)
10.00
5.00
2.00
1.00
0.50
0.25
0.17
0.125

Area
(Acres)
6,289
5,858
1,868
521
275
477
3
31
15,323

Buildable
Area
Buildout
Buildout
(Acres)
Units
Population
3,814
381
1,118
3,427
685
2,008
1,310
655
1,919
389
389
1,139
81
162
476
67
267
781
2
14
41
21
171
500
9,112
2,724
7,982

Total Buildout Units:
2,724
Total Buildout Population:
7,982
Estimated Persons per Household 1999: 2.93
Putnam Township’s estimated number of housing units in 1999 was 2,115 and their 1999
population estimate was 5,420. The Township’s Future Land Use Map allows for an
additional 609 housing units and 2,562 people. These are 29% and 47% increases,
respectively. More than 60% of the Township’s buildable lots are located in residential
districts that have large minimum lot size requirements, e.g., 1 unit per 2 to10 acres.
Seventy-seven percent of all buildable
Profile of Residential Lots
residential lots are one acre or greater.
Lot Size
% of Buildable
Lots
Putnam Township’s total buildout
population is the lowest of all the
5+ acres
39%
County’s townships, and one of the
1 to <5 acres
38%
lowest percent increases (47%), second
only to Brighton (28%). This is mainly
½ to <1 acre
6%
due to the large portion of the Township
that has densities of 5 or 10 acres per
under ½ acre
17%
unit. With 23% of all lots smaller than an
acre, Putnam Township still has a more
varied mix of lot sizes than some townships. SEMCOG forecasts that the Township’s
population in 2020 will be around 7000 people, only one thousand people less than the
buildout population calculated from the Township’s Future Land Use Plan.
¹No density was listed for the mobile home district, so an average of 8 units per acre was used based on the
regulations o f surround ing tow nships.
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Tyrone Township
Future Land Use Districts
Conservation
Open Space Residential
/Agriculture
Suburban Residential
Lakes Residential¹
Total

Density
(Acres per
Unit)
20.00

Buildable
Area
Buildout
Buildout
(Acres)
Units
Population
1,821
91
272

Area
(Acres)
3,455

5.00

14,974

12,374

2,475

7,399

1.00
0.50

2,704
928
22,061

2,119
527
16,840

2,119
1,054
5,739

6,335
3,151
17,157

Total Buildout Units:
5,739
Total Buildout Population:
17,157
Estimated Persons per Household 1999: 2.99
Tyrone Township’s estimated number of housing units in 1999 was 3,067 and their 1999
population estimate was 8,618. The Township’s Future Land Use Map allows for an
additional 2,672 housing units and 8,539 people. These are 87% and 99% increases,
respectively. When combined, the Suburban Residential and Open Space Residential/
Agriculture districts account for more than 85% of the Township’s buildable residential
lots.
Profile of Residential Lots
Lot Size

% of Buildable
Lots

5+ acres

48%

1 to <5 acres

39%

½ to <1 acre

13%

under ½ acre

0%

In 1990, Tyrone Township had a
population of 6,854. The forecast for
2000 is 9,097, which seems to be slightly
high given the 1999 estimate. The
population in the Township is forecast by
SEMCOG to grow steadily, to 12,960 in
2020.

¹In the Lakes Residential district, the Township’s Future Land U se Plan presents a density range of ½ acre to
3/4 acre per unit provided that on-site sew age is available; for the purpo ses o f this stud y, ½ acre per unit
was used to achieve m aximum possible buildout.

Livingston County Department of Planning
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Unadilla Township
Density
(Acres per
Unit)
Conservation Area
10.00
Agricultural/Rural Residential
2.00
Suburban Residential¹
0.75
Mixed-Use Village Area
0.75
Total

Future Land Use Districts

Area
(Acres)
7,984
10,868
2,765
124
21,740

Buildable
Area
Buildout
Buildout
(Acres)
Units
Population
2,638
264
757
8,346
4,173
11,976
1,421
1,895
5,439
74
99
283
12,479
6,430
18,455

Total Buildout Units:
6,430
Total Buildout Population:
18,455
Estimated Persons per Household 1999: 2.87
Unadilla Township’s estimated number of housing units in 1999 was 1,295 and their
1999 population estimate was 3,341. The Township’s Future Land Use Map allows for
an additional 5,135 housing units and 15,114 people. These are 397% and 452%
increases, respectively. Sixty-five percent of the Township’s possible buildable lots fall in
the Agricultural/Rural Residential district, which has a minimum lot size of 2 acres.
Another 31% of the buildable area is designated as 3/4 acre lots.
Profile of Residential Lots
Lot Size
5+ acres

% of Buildable
Lots
4%

1 to <5 acres

65%

½ to <1 acre

31%

under ½ acre

0%

Unadilla Township is forecast by
SEMCOG to reach a population of 4,713
in 2020. This is a far cry from the
buildout population that their Master Plan
allows. The Township will face steady
growth, however, and should plan
accordingly.

¹Higher densities are permitted if public sewer and water are available.
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City of Brighton
Density
(Acres per
Unit)
A-1 Class "A" Residential
0.34
A-2 Single Family Residential
0.20
R-1 Single Family Residential
0.20
R-3 Multiple Residential
0.09
Low Density
R-4 Multiple Dwelling
0.09
Residential
Total

Current Zoning Districts¹

Area
(Acres)
190
92
613

Buildable
Area
Buildout
Buildout
(Acres)
Units
Population
85
246
551
44
218
489
337
1,689
3,782

234

130

1,418

3,177

291

174

1,892

4,239

1,419

770

5,464

12,238

Total Buildout Units:
5,464
Total Buildout Population:
12,238
Estimated Persons per Household 1999: 2.24
The City of Brighton’s estimated number of housing units in 1999 was 3,084 and their
1999 population estimate was 6,530. The City’s current zoning map allows for an
additional 2,380 housing units and 5,708 people. These are 77% and 87% increases,
respectively. Just over 60% of the Township’s possible buildable lots fall in the Multiple
Residential Low Density and Multiple Dwelling Residential districts, which have minimum
lot sizes of 4000 square feet. All of the Township’s possible buildable lots have minimum
lot sizes under ½ acre.
Profile of Residential Lots
Lot Size

% of Buildable
Lots

5+ acres

0%

1 to <5 acres

0%

½ to <1 acre

0%

under ½ acre

100%

The City appears to be growing at a rate
slightly slower than predicted by
SEMCOG. Brighton’s 2000 population
forecast is 7,241, considerably higher
than their current population estimate
(6,530). The City is also forecast to
have a significantly lower number of
children (35% fewer) in 2020 than in
2000.

¹Current zoning, and no t future land

use, was used to d eterm ine the bu ildout units and pop ulation because
no specific densities are given in the Future Land Use Plan.
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City of Howell
Current Zoning Districts¹
One Family Residential
RT Two Family Residential
RM Multi-Family Residential²
PUD-5
PUD-R1
PUD-RM
R2
TC Trailer Court
Total

Density
(Acres per
Unit)
0.19
0.10
0.11
0.19
0.19
0.11
0.22
0.11

Buildable
Area
Area
Buildout Buildout
(Acres)
(Acres)
Units Population
1,121
613 3,179
7,249
270
251 2,603
5,936
270
248 2,259
5,150
35
21
114
260
156
108
559
1,275
7
7
61
140
43
30
134
305
32
30
259
591
1,934
1,308 9,169
20,906

Total Buildout Units:
9,169
Total Buildout Population:
20,906
Estimated Persons per Household 1999: 2.28
The City of Howell’s estimated number of housing units in 1999 was 4,099 and their
1999 population estimate was 9,167. The City’s Current Zoning Map allows for an
additional 5,070 housing units and 11,739 people. These are 124% and 128%
increases, respectively. All of the buildable residential lots in the City are under ¼ acre in
size, which results in a rather large buildout population of over 20,000.
Profile of Residential Lots
Lot Size

% of Buildable
Lots

5+ acres

0%

1 to <5 acres

0%

½ to <1 acre

0%

under ½ acre

100%
Total

100%

It is unlikely that Howell will reach this
population. Many residents feel that the
City is already nearly built-out. The large
discrepancy between current population
estimates and the buildout analysis is
probably due to the fact that much of the
residential land in the city is not
developed on lots as small as the
minimum lot size. Also, areas that could
accommodate multi-family units may not
necessarily be developed at these
densities.

¹Current zoning, not future land use, was used for this analysis.

²The d ensity for the
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RM M ulti-Family Residential was calculated using two b edroom apartm ents.
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Village of Fowlerville
Density
Future Land Use Districts
(Acres per
Unit)
Medium Density Residential
0.22
Village Core Residential
0.18
High Density Residential
0.17
Total

Area
(Acres)
103
169
137
408

Buildable
Area
Buildout
Buildout
(Acres)
Units
Population
62
281
738
106
586
1,540
69
416
1,094
238
1,282
3,373

Total Buildout Units:
1,282
Total Buildout Population:
3,373
Estimated Persons per Household 1999: 2.63
The Village of Fowlerville’s estimated number of housing units in 1999 was 1,109 and
their 1999 population estimate was 2,773. The Village’s Future Land Use Map allows for
an additional 173 housing units and 600 people. These are 16% and 22% increases,
respectively. The entire Village is Master Planned using lots under a quarter of an acre in
size.
Profile of Residential Lots
Lot Size

% of Buildable
Lots

5+ acres

0%

1 to <5 acres

0%

½ to <1 acre

0%

under ½ acre

100%

SEMCOG has forecasted a 2020
population of 3,134 in Fowlerville. If this
holds true, the Village will be nearly built
out at that time. The number of
households with children in Fowlerville is
forecast to decrease by 15% between
2000 and 2020.
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Village of Pinckney
Future Land Use Districts
Low Density Residential¹
Medium Density Residential
(North of M-36)²
Medium Density Residential
(South of M-36)²
Total

Density
(Acres per
Unit)
1.00

Buildable
Area
Buildout
Buildout
(Acres)
Units
Population
205
205
606

Area
(Acres)
277

0.32

56

36

110

326

0.49

330

209

429

1,270

663

450

744

2,202

Total Buildout Units:
744
Total Buildout Population:
2,202
Estimated Persons per Household 1999: 2.96
The Village of Pinckney’s estimated number of housing units in 1999 was 710 and their
1999 population estimate was 2,043. The Village’s Future Land Use Map allows an
additional 34 housing units, which equates to 159 people. These are 5% and 8%
increases, respectively. Almost 60% of the Village’s possible buildable lots fall in the
Medium Density Residential district on the south side of M-36, with lot sizes just under a
half acre.
This analysis indicates that the Village is
Profile of Residential Lots
nearly built out. The analysis is based on
Lot Size
% of Buildable
the 1987 Land Use Plan, and does not
Lots
account for land annexed since then
(Pinckney is currently preparing a new
5+ acres
0%
comprehensive plan with the assistance of
1 to <5 acres
28%
the Livingston County Department of
Planning). SEMCOG’s population
½ to <1 acre
0%
forecasts produced in 1995 were also
based on Pinckney’s land area before
under ½ acre
72%
recent annexations took place. For that
Total
100%
reason, SEMCOG’s 2020 forecast is
smaller than the estimated 1999
population of the Village.

¹The V illage’s Maste r Plan calls for a range of ½ to 1 ½ units per acre in Low Density Residential districts.
An average of 1 unit per acre was used.
²The V illage’s Future Land U se Map designates different densities for the Me dium D ensity Residential district
north and south o f M -36.
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Summary Table
The following table summarizes the cumulative effect of the buildout analyses for the
County’s twenty communities. These are the figures the County Master Plan, which is
currently being written, will work with when setting Livingston County goals and policies.
Figure 1: Livingston County Residential Buildout Analysis Summary
Muncipality

Buildable Acres

Brighton Township

Buildout Units

Buildout
Population

9,271

7,593

23,462

Cohoctah Township

18,249

13,945

43,087

Conway Township

17,745

12,569

39,468

Deerfield Township

16,565

7,913

23,424

Genoa Township

12,762

18,087

50,463

8,399

8,399

23,434

Green Oak Township
Hamburg Township

8,449

8,942

24,862

Handy Township

14,039

9,933

29,899

Hartland Township

13,924

17,319

51,611

Howell Township

15,481

6,765

20,363

Iosco Township

15,958

8,034

24,746

Marion Township

17,575

8,266

25,459

Oceola Township

13,721

4,597

14,112

Putnam Township

9,112

2,724

7,982

Tyrone Township

16,840

5,739

17,157

Unadilla Township

12,479

6,430

18,455

770

5,464

12,238

1,308

9,169

20,906

Village of Fowlerville

238

1,282

3,373

Village of Pinckney

450

744

2,202

City of Brighton
City of Howell

County Total

223,335

163,914
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476,703
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C. Methodology and Assumptions
1. Methodology:
A. Begin with municipality’s digitized future land use, unbuildable areas, and parkland.
B. Combine the undevelopable land features into a single GIS layer: floodplains, wetlands,
steep slopes, and parkland.
C. Use GIS to calculate: 1) the land area for each residential district, and 2) the area of
undevelopable land within each residential district.
D. Subtract undevelopable land within each residential district from total land area for that
district. From the resulting number, use reduction factors to subtract a percentage of
developable land for right-of-ways and institutional uses. The result is the buildable land
area in acres.
E. Divide the buildable land area in each residential district by the density (minimum lot
size) for that district. This result, when totaled across all residential districts, is the
maximum number of units that could be built (or “buildout units”).
F. Multiply the maximum number of units by the municipality’s 1999 estimated persons
per household (from SEMCOG) to find the maximum possible population.
G. Divide the number of buildout units in a residential district by the total buildout units in
all residential districts. This results in the percentage of units that could fall in each
district, which are shown in the Profile of Residential Lots tables.
2. Assumptions:
A. Densities used in calculations are for permitted (“by-right”) uses only; special use
densities may be different within a district.
B. Land areas subtracted for rights-of-way and institutional uses range from 0% to 25%
each, depending on the district’s density. Rights-of-way include streets, railroads, and
utilities. Institutional uses include churches, municipal buildings, schools, and libraries.
C. Steep slopes are defined as slopes 18% and over. The Livingston County Department
of Planning does not recommend building on slopes over 12% due to septic field
limitations and the threat of erosion. In practice, however, residential development is
occurring on slopes of 12 to 18%, and perhaps even steeper.
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D. This is an analysis of residential districts only. Housing units may exist in commercial
and industrial areas, but are not counted in this study.
E. When a future land use map density is given as a range, the highest density is used. For
example, if a map indicates 4 to 8 units per acre, the higher density of 8 units per acre
would be used in the build out analysis.
F. If no density is given for a category on the future land use map, the density from the
same category on the municipality’s current zoning map is used. If no current zoning
map category matches, the density is estimated based on the master plan text. For
mobile home districts, if no density is given on the future land use map or current
zoning, and the master plan text does not indicate an approximate density, 8 units per
acre is used. This is the most prevalent density for mobile home districts in Livingston
County.
G. Current zoning was used in the analysis for the City of Howell, City of Brighton and
Iosco Township. Their future land use maps are either outdated or not currently in use.
H. Where a city or village has recently annexed land that still shows on a township future
land use map, every effort is made to avoid double counting that land.
I. In future land use categories where densities differ for parcels with and without sewer
and water, the non-sewered (lower) density is used. Although several municipalities
expect sewer and water expansions to happen eventually, few have concrete timelines
or funding in place. Using higher sewered densities would increase buildout units and
population substantially.
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D. Sources
Data Sources
GIS data on current zoning, as supplied by
each municipality, was digitized by the
Livingston County Department of
Planning. SEMCOG supplied future land
use maps in digital form. Digital soil data is
from the Soil Conservation Service, and
natural features data was provided by the
Michigan Resource Inventory System
(MIRIS).

Southeast Michigan Council of
Governments, 2020 Regional
Development Forecast Reduction Factors,
unpublished
Southeast Michigan Council of
Governments, Population and Household
Estimates, October 1999.
Southeast Michigan Council of
Governments, Regional Development
Population Forecast.

Information Sources

Community Plans & Ordinances

Dolehanty, Timothy, and Trudy Galla,
Community Buildout Analysis: A peek at
what the future holds, Leelanau County
Planning Department, 1996,
http://www.mta-townships.org/
mtnapr96.htm

Note: The Livingston County Department
of Planning is currently working with the
Village of Pinckney and Cohoctah
Township to write new comprehensive
plans. The Department also plans to work
with Putnam Township on a new plan in
the near future.

Huron River Watershed Council
Headwaters Project, Davis Creekshed
Buildout Analysis
Livingston County Department of
Planning, Livingston County Databook and
Community Profiles, 1999.
Michigan Society of Planning Officials,
MSPO Community Planning Handbook,
1992, page XIII
Nonpoint Education for Municipal
Officials Project, Impervious Surface
Buildout Analysis, NEMO Technical
Paper, Haddam, CT
Planning & Zoning Center, Inc., Benzie
County Buildout Analysis
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Brighton Township Comprehensive
Development Plan, June 1991.
City of Brighton Existing Zoning Districts
(map), January 1991.
Cohoctah Township Land Use Master
Plan, October 1986.
Conway Township Comprehensive Plan,
June 1994.
Deerfield Township Comprehensive Plan,
July 1994.
Fowlerville Master Plan, April 1986,
amended February 1989.
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Genoa Township Master Plan, Draft, July
1998.

Village of Pinckney Land Use Plan, March
1987.

Green Oak Township Master Plan,
December 1997.
Hamburg Township Master Plan, May
1997.
Hamburg Village Plan, 1995.
Handy Township Master Plan, January
1998.
Hartland Township Comprehensive Plan,
May 1994.
Howell Township Comprehensive Plan,
November 1996.
Iosco Township Land Use Plan, 1987.
Iosco Township Zoning Ordinance, 1991.
Marion Township Comprehensive Plan,
March 1992.
Oceola Township Land Use Plan, June
1980.
Planning and Zoning Code of the City of
Howell.
Putnam Township Master Plan, Preliminary
Draft, January 1996.
Tyrone Township Comprehensive Plan,
November 1993.
Unadilla Township Master Plan, May
1997.
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SECTION II:
IMPERVIOUS SURFACE ANALYSIS

Section II: Impervious Surface
Analysis
An impervious surface is any surface that
prevents the infiltration of water into the
soil. The most familiar examples are paved
roads, parking lots, and rooftops. Local
officials have good reason to be concerned
about impervious surfaces: they prevent
the recharge of groundwater, cause or
compound flooding, destroy river and
stream habitats, and increase pollutants in
water supplies.
In 1999 the Southeastern Michigan
Council of Governments (SEMCOG)
conducted a seven-county impervious
surface analysis. The data used in this
report is based on the Livingston County
portion of the SEMCOG study.
What is it?
A surface is impervious if it prevents water
from reaching the soil. In general, when it
rains in a natural or wooded area the
rainwater will sink into the soil and then
either be absorbed by plants and trees or
move slowly underground toward the
nearest stream or an underlying aquifer.
Impervious surfaces redirect water and
cause it to accumulate. The roof of a
house, for example, will send rain into a
gutter system where it accumulates and
eventually drains into the yard. Paved
streets shed stormwater off either side –
onto the shoulder, into ditches, or into
storm sewers or drains.
Stormwater and flooding
Impervious surfaces cause stormwater to

accumulate into much greater volumes
than would naturally run off if the
stormwater could access the soil. These
accumulations can cause flash flooding and
road washouts, and may flood basements
of buildings that were dry prior to the
addition of new impervious surfaces.
Stormwater detention facilities are also
impacted by impervious surfaces. Ponds,
drains, and reservoirs that previously
performed well may be overwhelmed by
flows beyond their capacity if additional
streets and rooftops are built. Even if
construction seems far from the detention
area, new impervious surfaces can cause
water to move rapidly over long distances
into the facility and contribute more runoff
than it was designed to hold.
Storm sewers, which are usually found
along downtown streets and in fairly dense
neighborhoods, can also move large
volumes of rainwater rapidly over long
distances. When storm sewers collect water
that would have fallen into one watershed
and discharge it into a different watershed,
it is called an “interbasin transfer”. This
becomes a problem when there is no
longer adequate stormwater to recharge
the original watershed.
Impact on streams and wetlands
Impervious surfaces have a direct and
negative impact on the health of streams
and aquatic systems. Measuring the
amount of impervious surfaces on the area
that feeds stormwater into a stream is a
good indicator of the impact of
development on the stream. Stream and
wetland degradation begins at levels of
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imperviousness as low as 10%.
When stormwater runs off of impervious
surfaces, especially streets, it collects
pollutants from automobiles and other
sources. These pollutants are washed
quickly into streams where they affect fish,
insects, plants, and other aquatic life.
Runoff also raises the temperature of
streams, which can have drastic affects on
aquatic systems. Impervious surfaces cause
water to accumulate in far greater volumes
than would normally flow over land into
streams. This sudden influx of runoff
causes stream channels to either widen
their banks or deepen their beds to
accommodate more frequent and severe
storm surges and flooding.
Runoff entering streams will affect water
and habitat quality downstream as well as
at the source. Many small streams (called
“headwater streams”) flow into larger
streams, rivers, and lakes. The health of
headwater streams will have a direct
impact on these larger bodies of water.
Regulation
Traditional zoning may help or hinder the
spread of impervious surfaces. Most zoning
regulations directly affect the amount of
impervious surfaces through requirements
for certain building densities, floor area
ratios, and setbacks. These regulations will
determine the size and number of roofs
and driveways.

houses. Roads and parking lots often
account for more impervious surfaces than
rooftops, especially in suburban areas.
Scattered houses and roads will also mean
widespread runoff which could affect many
stream systems and acres of land. Higher
density development, on the other hand,
can have a huge collective impact, but the
runoff may only affect one stream or fewer
acres of land.
There is a growing interest nationwide in
watershed based zoning. This method of
zoning assumes that impervious cover is a
better measure of the impacts of growth
than population, housing units, or other
traditional measures.
Watershed based zoning faces many
obstacles, not only because it’s a new and
different way of thinking about zoning, but
because watersheds don’t follow traditional
community boundaries. For example, it
may be difficult to change the zoning in
established commercial or industrial areas
because of the existence of an underlying
watershed recharge area or headwater
streams or wetlands. Many people are
likely to have a personal, political, or
financial stake in the existing zoning, and
the presence of roads and other
infrastructure may make the area an
obvious choice from a non-watershed
perspective.

Low density housing will spread out the
rooftops and put more open space
between them, but many more miles of
pavement will be needed to access all the
II-2
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A. Methodology

Figure II-1. Percent Impervious Values
by Land Use

SEMCOG studied two impervious surface
data sets: 1995 land use, and future land
use (based on each community’s future
land use map). Each land use was assigned
a percent impervious value. This value
represents the percentage of impervious
surfaces typically found in each land use
category. For example, 80% of all
surfaces around a shopping mall are
typically impervious (buildings, parking
lots, driveways, sidewalks, etc.).
The percent impervious classifications
shown in Figure II-1 are from the Rouge
River National Wet Weather
Demonstration Project. Residential uses are
split into three categories according to
density: Single Family Low Density, 0 to
1.9 dwelling units (du) per acre; Medium
Density Residential, 2 to 5.9 du/acre; and
High Density Residential, six or more
du/acre. These categories were assigned by
SEMCOG to consolidate some of the
many different zoning densities found
across the SEMCOG region.
Shape polygons were used to develop each
map using ArcView 3.0 and 3.1. Lakes
were removed from the analysis.

Land Use Category
Forest/Rural Open

Percent
Impervio
us Value
2.0

Urban Open

10.9

Agricultural

2.0

Single Family Residential

18.8

Medium Density Residential

37.8

High Density Residential

51.4

Mobile Home Park

60.0

Commercial

56.2

Primary/Central Business
District

76.3

Shopping Center/Mall

80.0

Secondary/Neighborhood
Business

88.0

Institutional

28.0

Industrial

75.9

Industrial Park

65.9

Open Pit

10.0

Air Transportation

16.8

Water Transportation

16.8

Communications, public

52.9

Utilities

65.9

Highways/roads

52.9

Wetlands
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B. Findings
The results of SEMCOG’s analysis for
Livingston County are shown on two maps,
Impervious Surface and Water Quality,
and Future Impervious Surface and Water
Quality. The study used the impact of
runoff on streams as its basis for classifying
and mapping the results. Areas with levels
of imperviousness of zero to ten percent
(“Sensitive Streams”) are expected to have
a low impact on streams. These streams
have stable channels with good to excellent
water quality and biodiversity. Areas with
eleven to twenty-five percent
imperviousness (“Impacted Streams”)
have unstable channels with fair to good
water quality and biodiversity. Areas
twenty-six percent impervious and over
(“Non-supporting Streams”) have highly
unstable channels with fair to poor water
quality and poor biodiversity. These
classifications are based on Thomas
Schueler’s Crafting Better Urban
Watershed Protection Plans.
Map II-1, based on 1995 land use,
reflects the current state of development in
the County. As would be expected, areas
with the highest amount of impervious
surfaces are the county’s two cities, and
two villages. Other areas with more than
26% impervious surfaces are:
•

I-96 corridor

•

GM proving grounds in Brighton
Township

•

An industrial park off Silver Lake
Road in Green Oak Township
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•

Scattered sites in Genoa Township
and Howell Township along Grand
River Avenue

•

Most of the area surrounding Lake
Chemung in Genoa Township

Areas of 11 to 25% imperviousness cover
large areas in Brighton Township and in
large blocks in Green Oak, Hamburg, and
Genoa Townships. Hartland and Tyrone
Townships also have significant areas.
Other areas of the County with this level
of imperviousness lie mostly along roads
where residential development has taken
place.
Map II-2, showing future impervious
surfaces, is based on local Master or
Comprehensive Plans, which are listed at
the end of this section. Several of the plans
are quite old, and may not accurately
reflect the community’s plans for the
future. Map II-2 is still useful, however, as
a baseline for future conversations about
communities’ potential levels of
imperviousness.
The most drastic potential increases in
impervious surfaces are shown in Hartland
Township, Howell Township, and Iosco
Township. Cohoctah and Oceola
Townships have master plans that provide
the best protection from future increases
in imperviousness. These levels would be
attained if each community reached its
buildout population according to its
Master Plan (and the parameters set in this
study).

Livingston County Department of Planning

Strategies

•

Strategies to reduce or minimize
impervious surfaces allow stormwater
improved access to soil. Some include:

Disaster Resistance/Mitigation

•

•

•

•

•

•

Building narrower streets, and
shared parking lots and driveways
to decrease the amount of
pavement.
“Deferring” or “banking” parking
spaces. This leaves future parking
areas unpaved until it’s proven that
they’re needed. Usually used in
large shopping areas, this strategy
could be used in smaller or
industrial sites as well. Deferred
spaces may be landscaped or
fenced, or left as lawn or gravel
that is useable during the holiday
shopping season when parking is in
high demand.
Using grassy swales alongside roads
instead of hard-surfaced ditches or
storm drains. Adding vegetation
will slow down moving water and
allow more to permeate the
ground.
Preserving and planting trees. A
tree in full leaf may absorb 240
gallons of water (1 ton) a day from
the soil. Trees also keep excess
phosphorus and nitrates (pollutants
in runoff) out of streams by using
them as nutrients.
Preserving wetlands. When only
15% of a watershed is in wetlands,
flood peaks are reduced by 65%.
Using permeable pavers on
driveways, parking lots, and
sidewalks. These vary widely in cost
and effectiveness.

Adding landscape islands to parking
lots. Any access that stormwater
has to soil will be beneficial.

While the strategies above can be used to
limit the construction of impervious
surfaces, they won’t stop the spread of
impervious surfaces completely. Most
people don’t think of impervious surfaces
as potential vehicles for disaster. In a storm
situation with heavy rainfall, however,
impervious surfaces can cause or
compound flooding. Areas previously
unaffected by heavy rains may find
themselves inundated with water that has
accumulated on and traveled across
impervious surfaces. Downstream areas
may face rising flood waters, eroding
banks, and structural water damage due to
new development upstream, perhaps miles
away. According to the book
Comprehensive Plan/Hazard Mitigation
Interface (Livingston County Department
of Planning, 1999), disaster resistance can
be achieved by counties and municipalities
by:
•
•
•

Conducting hazard/vulnerability
analyses
Developing mitigation strategies
Developing a comprehensive
plan/hazard mitigation interface

Residents are often unaware of the
potential dangers of flooding situations.
Public awareness campaigns are an
important part of the development of
mitigation and disaster response strategies.
Preventing impervious surfaces from
causing physical, natural, or economic
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hazards is a goal all communities need to
address, for the health and well being of
their residents and the environment.
C. Sources
Master Plans
The SEMCOG future impervious surface
analysis was based on future land use maps
from the updated community master plans
shown below.
Brighton, City of

1982

Brighton Township

1991

Cohoctah Township

1987

Conway Township

1998

Deerfield Township

1998

Fowlerville, Village of

1989

Genoa Township

1998

Green Oak Township

1997

Hamburg Township

1997

Handy Township

1997

Hartland Township

1994

Howell, City of

1987

Howell Township

1996

Iosco Township

1987

Marion Township

1992

Oceola Township

1980

Pinckney, Village of

1987

Putnam Township

1996

Tyrone Township

1993

Unadilla Township

1997
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Note: The Livingston County Department
of Planning is currently working with the
Village of Pinckney and Cohoctah
Township to write new comprehensive
plans. The Department also plans to work
with Putnam Township on a new plan in
the near future.
Data Source
All impervious surface GIS data was
provided by the Southeast Michigan
Council of Governments (SEMCOG),
1999.
Information Sources
Booth, Derek B. and Jennifer Leavitt, Field
Evaluation of Permeable Pavement Systems
for Improved Stormwater Management,
Journal of the American Planning Assoc.,
Vol. 65, No. 3, Summer 1999.
Huron River Watershed Council
Headwaters Project, Draft Buildout
analysis, Imperviousness Study and
Analysis of Master Plans and Zoning
Ordinances.
Livingston County Department of
Planning, Comprehensive Plan/Hazard
Mitigation Interface: Integration of
Emergency Management into the
Community Planning Process, Winter
1998-99, Howell, MI
Miley, Elisabeth, Special Projects:
Impervious Surface Data (unpublished),
Massachusetts Department of Housing and
Community Development, Boston, MA,
1999.
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Nonpoint Education for Municipal
Officials Project, Do It Yourself!
Impervious Surface Buildout Analysis,
NEMO Technical Paper, Haddam, CT
Schueler, Tom, The Importance of
Imperviousness, Watershed Protection
Techniques, Vol. 1, No. 3, Fall 1994.
Southeastern Michigan Council of
Governments, Creating a Future
Impervious Surfaces Coverage for
Southeast Michigan, June 1999.
Warbach, John, Water Fails to Infiltrate
America, Planning & Zoning News, Vol.
16, No. 1, November 1997.
Warbach, John, Watershed Planning
Efforts in Michigan, Planning & Zoning
News, Vol. 17, No. 11, September,
1999.
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SECTION III:
AGRICULTURAL PRESERVATION

Section III: Agricultural
Preservation
Background
The loss of farmland is a hot topic for
many of Michigan’s residents,
professionals, government officials, and
academic scholars; agriculture is one of
Michigan’s most significant industries
generating more than $37 billion annually.
However, the practice of farming is quickly
changing throughout our country, and
Livingston County is no exception.
Currently there are less than two million
farms in existence in the United States.
This number is down almost 93 percent
from the nearly 30 million farms that were
present in 1900. As you can see in the
bar charts below, the number of farms and
total farm acreage has decreased
significantly at the national, state, and
county levels since 1982. From 19821997 our country lost 329,117 farms
which resulted in a loss of 55,001,324
acres in total farmland; at the same time
the average farm size grew from 440 acres
in 1982 to 487 acres in 1997, an
increase of 10.7%. Statewide, Michigan
lost 12,634 farms during this same period
resulting in a decrease of 1,069,360
acres, with average farm size rising from
187 to 215 acres, an increase of 15%.
This trend is also occurring in Livingston
County. The U.S. Census of Agriculture
reported that Livingston County had
98,297 acres of farmland in 1997; this
number is down 39,621 acres from
137,918 acres reported in 1982, a
28.7% loss in total farmland acres (see
Appendix A, maps of agricultural land and

prime farmland in Livingston County).
This kind of farmland loss is not only
happening in Livingston County. As
illustrated in Charts 1and 2 below,
Washtenaw County has also been losing
agricultural land. That County lost a total
of 317 farms which resulted in 43,450
acres. The average farm size grew from
166 acres in 1982 to175 acres in 1997,
an increase of 5.4%. One of the reasons
the average size of farms is rising is that
often several small farms are being united
into one larger, more organized farm. This
is a trend seen nationwide. The loss of
farmland acreage might be expected in
urbanizing counties like Washtenaw or
Livingston. However, rural Shiawassee
County has also experienced a loss of
farmland. During this same time period of
1982 to 1997, Shiawassee County,
located at Livingston County’s northern
border, lost 471 farms, which resulted in a
loss of 30,165 acres of farmland. The
average farm size grew from 176 acres to
234 acres, an increase of 33%.
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51.9 years. This figure reflects a 2.4
percent per year increase in average age
from 1982. From 1982 to 1992,
farmers 65 years of age or older increased
7% while the number of farmers under 35
to enter farming decreased 55% (MSPO,
1994). It can be speculated that if the
age of farmers continues to rise and
younger people do not get into the
business of agriculture, more and more
farms will be converted to other uses.
Table 1 below and Chart 3 above illustrate
how the average age of a farmer in
Livingston County does not differ much
from national, state, or other nearby
Michigan county averages.
If the residents of Livingston County are
serious about preserving farmland, it is
important for them to be aware of this
trend. Once we convert our agricultural
land to any other use, it is usually a
permanent change and is often
irreplaceable.
Table 1: Average Age of Farmers

Source: 1992 Census of Agriculture
Farmland is disappearing throughout
Livingston County at a disturbing rate.
Many of the county’s farms are being sold
by farmers who wish to retire. According
to the Michigan Society of Planning
Officials [MSPO] trend future report
(1994), the average farmers age during
the past several decades has varied
between 49.5 and 50.9 years. The
average rose in 1992 for the first time to
III-2

Average Age 198 198 199 199
of Farmer
2
7
2
7
U.S.
51
52
53
54
Michigan
50
51
52
53
Livingston
50
51
53
53
Washtenaw
51
52
53
55
Shiawassee
49
51
53
54
Source: Census of Agriculture, Bureau of
the Census
Livingston County farmers are ultimately
facing two choices: continue to farm their
land despite escalating land values, or sell
it. Figure 1 on the following page
illustrates the cycle of farmland
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conversion.
In many cases when a farmer sells his land,
a developer is the one purchasing it.
Pressure from urbanizing development,
escalating land values, high taxes, and
conflicts between urban and non-urban

uses in a rural atmosphere are catalysts
that can eventually lead to a greater
division of farm land in our county.
Source: The cycle of farmland conversion,
Michigan Society of Planning Officials
The County’s rapidly growing population is
also contributing to the loss of farmland.
In the year 2000, the County’s population
is forecast to be 154,061. In 2010 a
population of 187,725 is forecast and in
2020 a population of 219,674 is
forecast. The Southeast Michigan Council
of Governments (SEMCOG) projects that
the Livingston County population will grow
by a total of 104,029 persons between
1990 and 2020 for an increase of 90%.
The high growth communities in Livingston
County are not necessarily the ones that
have good access to transportation
networks. As seen in the buildout analysis
portion of this study, many of the high

growth communities of southeast
Livingston County are already built out, so
this is why other communities are
experiencing higher growth. Take for
example rural Conway Township, located
in northwestern Livingston County, with a
current population of approximately
2,500: this number is projected to climb
to over 4,300 by year 2020, an increase
of about 94%.
Another factor that might be contributing
to state farmland loss is taxation laws.
In Michigan property is taxed according to
its highest and best use. Lately, the highest
and best use for most agricultural land in
Livingston County is residential
development. By taxing land on its highest
and best use, the small operation farmer is
being taxed in many cases as if he will use
his land for residential development.
Before the 1994 Tax Reform, many
farmers in Michigan were receiving large
tax credits from the PA 116 program.
When the reform occurred, these tax
credits declined significantly due to the
way schools are taxed under Proposal A.
In the past, schools were paid for and
supported by a determined amount of the
local mileage, however under the current
Proposal A, schools are funded by a 2
cent sales tax increase. Under the old tax
system farmers paid higher taxes but could
also receive large credits from the
P.A.116 program. Under Proposal A
farmers pay significantly less in property
taxes but at the same time receive much
smaller tax credits under P.A.116. The
changes made by Proposal A had an
almost proportional affect on how much
farmers actually pay in property taxes;
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meaning that before Proposal A farmers
paid more taxes but received more P.A.
116 tax credits. Since the reform,
farmers now pay less in taxes, but also
receive significantly less P.A. 116 tax
credits.
So if farmers under the P.A.116 program
aren’t really being affected by Proposal A,
why are so many farmers voicing concern
over the 1994 reform? The answer
appears to be the practice of capping and
uncapping. Under Proposal A all taxes on
land are capped until the property is sold,
traded, or transferred; when any of these
things occur, the taxes on that property
become uncapped and the property is
reassessed based on its highest and best
use. This is a major concern for retiring
farmers who wish to pass the family farm
to another family member. In this
scenario, the property is subject to an
uncapping, and the taxes will raise
proportionally to the current market value
of the land.
Preservation
There are many farmland preservation
programs in place throughout the United
States. In our state, we have several
options a farm owner could choose
depending on state legislation, local
politics, and how serious the land owner or
the community is about preserving their
land.
Some examples include growth
management zones, the purchasing or
transferring of development rights,
agricultural zoning districts, conservation
easements, and exclusive zoning methods.
III-4

It has been demonstrated that a
combination of techniques works best. In
Michigan the choices are limited by
current state legislation that only allows the
development of conservation easements,
agricultural zoning districts, and purchase
of development rights. Agricultural zoning
districts and the purchase of development
rights are techniques that must have the
support of the municipality in which the
land is located.
The following are descriptions of some of
the programs and/or zoning techniques in
use in the State of Michigan.
Conservation Easements
A conservation easement is a voluntary
agreement that allows a land owner or a
community to limit development of the
land while retaining ownership and in the
case of farmland preservation, the right to
farm the land.
Most landowners grant a conservation
easement because they want to protect
their land from development. When a
landowner grants a conservation easement,
the property is protected forever,
regardless of any change in ownership. In
return for the easement, the landowner
may receive federal income tax deductions
and estate and property tax relief.
However, in order to get a tax deduction,
the landowner must donate the easement
to the government permanently for
conservancy purposes.
All conservation easements are not alike.
It is at the property owners’ discretion
what degree of limitation will be placed on
the land. Some owners wish to have the
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land under conservancy, allowing only
agricultural practices to take place. Some
landowners may opt to allow development
to take place that is less intense than what
would otherwise be allowed on the
property. After an easement has been
enacted, the landowner retains the
ownership rights of the parcel and the legal
right to sell, lease, or rent the land.
Future owners take ownership of the
property subject to the conditions of the
approved easement.
Purchase of Development Rights (PDR)
Municipalities in Michigan have the
authority under Public Act 570 of 1996
to purchase development rights from
private owners as a means to protect
agricultural or environmentally sensitive
land. The concept behind the program is
to allow a land owner to sell any or all of
his land development rights to the state, or
anyone who is willing to purchase the
rights with the intent of preserving land for
open space or farming. The organization
that purchases the development rights will
retain them permanently and preserve the
land for future generations to use. Any
farmland is eligible for the program,
provided at least fifty-one (51) percent of
the land is devoted to agricultural uses.
Once the development rights have been
sold, the property may not be used for
anything other than farming or open
space, unless otherwise stated in the
adopted contract. Farmers that sell their
development rights could receive the
following benefits:




Cash payment for the PDR
Retention of land ownership and
farming privileges




Property tax and estate tax
reductions
Farmland and open space
preservation

Another element is Transfer of
Development Rights (TDR). Under a
TDR, municipalities create a sending and
receiving zone. The sending zones are
areas within the municipality that contain
prime farmland. The receiving zone is
another delineated area of the municipality
that is set up for development. These
areas are designated by municipality and
its constituents to be preserved for
agricultural practices. The owner of the
farmland can sell their development rights
to a developer at fair market value. Once
the rights are purchased, the developer is
able to transfer those development rights
into a receiving zone and receive a density
bonus. The idea of the TDR is to allow for
higher densities in certain areas of the
municipality and to preserve agriculture in
others.
Public Act 116
The Farmland and Open Space Act was
intended to offer tax relief to property
owners who enrolled their farmland into a
special program, known as the PA 116
program. The program began in 1974
and many landowners that enrolled land
into the program took advantage of the
tax credits. However, in 1994, the state
changed the way in which schools are
financed. As a result of the enactment of
the School Finance and Property Tax
Reform Act, the amount of tax relief
available to P.A.116 enrollees declined.
According to Kurt Norgaard of Michigan
State University, over the next 5 years

Livingston County Department of Planning

III-5

many of the contracts under the P.A. 116
Program will expire. These expired
contracts could potentially allow 1/3 of
the total land currently enrolled under the
Program to become available for
development if the land is not re-enrolled.
Under the PA 116 program, the land
must be enrolled for at least 10 years. If
the landowner requests and is granted a
contact termination, he must either pay
back the tax benefits received for the prior
seven years of the contract, or not take
any tax benefits for an additional seven
years. If the land owner does not pay
back the tax credits, a lien is placed on the
property which would be due upon sale of
the land or change of use.
Zoning Techniques
There are many different zoning
techniques being used throughout the
state, some more stringent than others.
The following list has been compiled in
order of most restrictive to least
restrictive.
Quarter-Quarter Zoning
The quarter-quarter zoning technique
refers to a quarter of a quarter section of
land equaling 40 acres. It is a density
based program in which a limited number
of non-farm dwelling units are permitted
on the 40-acre parcel. Quarter-quarter
zoning works best in a rural township
where farmers own large, contiguous tracts
of land. This technique needs the support
of both the local unit of government and
its constituents in order to be
implemented.
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Sliding Scale Zoning
This zoning type reduces the density of
non-farm dwelling units as the size of the
parcel increases. Sliding scale zoning is a
fairly aggressive way to preserve farmland;
so the downside would be to a landowner
who wishes to sell off large parcels of land
to development. An example of sliding
scale zoning would be allowing 1 non-farm
dwelling unit for the first 10 acres, another
for the next 15 acres and one more for
every 25 acres thereafter.
Agricultural Security Areas
These areas are initiated by landowners
and require large minimum lot sizes. The
landowners enter into an agreement with
the municipality stating that the
municipality would minimize the amount
of development adjacent to the agricultural
security area. The landowner must
continue to keep the land in agricultural
use for the duration of the agreement.
Typically, most agricultural security areas
are created through state enabling
legislation.
Exclusive Zoning
This is a type of zoning that would require
support of the local unit of government.
These zones are areas where only
agriculture is allowed. Most agriculture
exclusive zones allow one dwelling unit
devoted to agricultural practices.
Generally, large tracts of land free of
development pressure are required for this
type of zoning.
Administrative Tools
There are also administrative ways of
limiting development that could potentially
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offer some relief to farmland loss in
southeast Michigan. Local units of
government could enact such
administrative tools as impact fees,
development disincentives/incentives, or
building moratoriums.

The idea of preserving farmland should
focus not only on the farms of Livingston
County; the solution might also take the
form of urban revitalization in older,
established communities like Detroit,
Warren, or Hazel Park, for example.

Impact Fees
These are fees assessed to the developer to
offset the costs of infrastructure needed in
new developments.

Many of these communities have been
experiencing decreasing populations since
the end of the Second World War. With
creative financing techniques and
guaranteed loans, many people who
normally could not afford to purchase
their own home could do so in these older
communities through special programs set
forth by the federal and state government.
Detroit, a city that once had a large
number of residents, has experienced a
population shift toward the suburbs. After
the war, the suburbs were places like
Warren and Hazel Park. Today, even these
communities have experienced loss in
population. The residents of these once
prominent communities are moving further
from the city center toward the newer
suburbs of Washtenaw, Oakland, and
Livingston County in search of a rural
lifestyle. The question in most people’s
minds is , “where did these people go?”
Well it can be assumed that a small portion
of these people moved away from
southeast Michigan entirely, however that
still wouldn’t explain Detroit’s significant
population loss.

Development Disincentives
These are often incorporated in Open
Space communities; they are used as a way
to encourage unique design features. If a
developer does not incorporate these
unique features, he would receive a
significant density reduction for the
project.
Development Incentives
These are ways to encourage the
developer to deed large portions of the
property into open space in return for
density bonuses.
Building Moratorium
This is a way for local government to stop
any building within the municipality limits
for a specific period of time. During the
moratorium, local decision makers would
have time to establish policy (e.g., Zoning
Ordinance or Master Plan) on building in
areas that are consuming farmland or
creating density problems in
environmentally sensitive areas of the
municipality.
Revitalization of Urban Communities
to Preserve Farmland?

The notion of brown field redevelopment
might be something older communities
should focus on. Brownfields are sites that
are contaminated or thought to be
contaminated in some capacity. These
sites are usually located within older
urbanized communities, e.g. Detroit. In
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most cases, the infrastructure is already in
place in these areas. The problem is that
many of these brownfields are
contaminated and communities do not
have the money or resources to encourage
new businesses to bring these sites to
current environmental standards.

of farmland can happen.

Any development will encounter problems
along the way whether it located on a
brown field in Detroit or a green field of
Livingston County. The thing people need
to do is set aside the attitude that older
things can not be as good as new things,
i.e., we don’t need to keep building on
new ground, we could revitalize some of
the older land. If a portion of the
brownfields in Detroit were to be
redeveloped, enough new land would be
created to build several new residential
subdivisions, industrial parks, and many
new commercial buildings.
Summary
It is apparent by the information presented
in this study that Livingston County is
losing agricultural land. The thing that is
often overlooked is that Livingston County
is really not too dissimilar from any other
County in Michigan. Farmland
preservation is quite complex and takes
considerable time to see results. Land
preservation will only happen if everyone
involved, residents, all levels of
government, businesses, and special
interest groups, are willing to work
together. The methods presented in this
research have been tested in some capacity
in Michigan with favorable results.
Through public participation, education,
and stronger legislation, the preservation
III-8
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Appendix A
United States

Total Number
of Farms

Total Farm
Acreage

Average Farm
Size in Acres

Year

2,240,976

986,796,579

440

1982

2,087,759

964,470,625

462

1987

1,925,300

945,531,506

491

1992

1,911,859

931,795,255

487

1997

Total Number
of Farms

Total Farm
Acreage

Average Farm
Size in Acres

Year

58,661

10,942,172

187

1982

51,172

10,316,861

202

1987

46,562

10,088,170

217

1992

46,027

9,872,812

215

1997

County

Total Number
of Farms

Total Farm
Acreage

Average Farm
Size in Acres

Year

Livingston

884

137,918

156

1982

789

128,511

163

1987

683

118,764

174

1992

637

98,297

153

1997

1,347

223,673

166

1982

1,222

204,272

167

1987

1,057

188,958

179

1992

1,030

180,223

175

1997

1,386

244,318

176

1982

1,160

240,357

207

1987

1,086

236,799

218

1992

915

214,153

234

1997

State of
Michigan

Washtenaw

Shiawassee
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