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Introduction
Transportation and land use can be studied
as separate topics, but the effects of either
one will always impact the other. They are
inextricably intertwined, as are many other
spheres of planning. This report focuses on
the county’ s transportation system, land
use issues, and the relationship between
them in an attempt to arm the county’ s
twenty communities with information with
information that enables good decision
making.
This report is the third in a series of
working papers that provide background
information for the formation of the
Livingston County Comprehensive Plan. Its
predecessors, Economic Development in
Livingston County, Michigan: A Primer,
and Land Use Analyses in Livingston
County, Michigan are available from
County Planning.
For the reader’ s information, it is
anticipated that the state Coordinated
Planning Act will pass this year or in the
foreseeable future. The Act would impact
the structure of county level planning in
particular. The information in this report
and the Livingston County general plan
process are designed to align favorably
with the expected requirements of the
state Act.
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Section 1: Transportation
One of the most vital elements of
Livingston County is its transportation
system, particularly its network of roads,
streets and highways. A good roadway
system is essential to the orderly
functioning of a county in order to provide
mobility for its people, consumer goods
and services, as well as access to land.
Within this context, the following report
profiles the county’ s existing
transportation system, identifies current
and potential conflicts and deficiencies
within the system, and provides a set of
suggested goals and strategies with which
to properly plan for future transportation
needs as a result of projected population
and development trends.
TRANSPORTATION AND
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT: A
HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE
Some of the county’ s major thoroughfares
began as Indian paths, including Grand
River Avenue and White Lake Road. The
Grand River Trail ran from Detroit to
Lansing, and Livingston Center, as the City
of Howell was then called, was a
convenient stagecoach stop midway
between the two cities. At one time Grand
River Avenue was one of the state’ s most
traveled plank roads. Planks ranging from
eight to sixteen feet in length were placed
upon underlying boards to create a surface
far superior to the open ground. The
location of toll houses near Howell,
Brighton and Fowlerville did much to
establish these communities as centers of
activities for settlers and people traveling
between Detroit and Lansing.

TRANSPORTATION AND
EMPLOYMENT
Land use and circulation elements can be
considered mismatched if the development
permitted would overwhelm available and
proposed transportation facilities, or if the
size, configuration and location of
transportation facilities do not correspond
to what is needed for efficient circulation
and access1. Having a clear understanding
of the factors which influence
transportation, in other words determining
why, where, when and how people travel,
helps planners examine current traffic
volumes, safety conditions, needed
roadway improvements, and the
availability of alternative means of
transportation. By comparing this
information with population projections
and land use trends, local officials and
planners are able to make better decisions
regarding future transportation
requirements.
Evaluating the current conditions of the
county’ s transportation system is a
daunting task, as there are many elements
to consider. To begin, an examination of
the general commuting patterns of the
population provides a basic step towards
accomplishing this task.

1
Kaiser, G ods cha lk an d Chap in, Urban
Land Use Planning, Fourth Edition, University of
Illinois, 1995, p. 231.
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Why and Where do People Travel?
For the most part, people travel on a daily
basis to and from their place of
employment. Travel on a non-work basis is
usually for shopping, social, or recreational
purposes.

According to the U.S. Census, the
proportion of residents who commute to
work outside Livingston County increased
steadily over the last two decades, from
45% in 1970 to 53% in 1980 and 57%
in 1990. In 1990 Livingston County
recorded 57,448 residents who are
employed, of which 24,648 (42.9%)
worked in the county (See Table 1).

The favorable geographic position of
Livingston County, surrounded on four
sides by the metropolitan areas of Detroit,
Flint, Lansing and Ann Arbor, makes it an
attractive location for families who choose
to reside outside of the community in
FIGURE 1.
which they work (See Figure 1).
Livingston County - Regional Setting
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More specifically, areas that retained the
highest percentages of their workers within
the county were the Village of Fowlerville
(77%), the City of Howell (71%), and
the townships of Handy (66%), Cohoctah
(64%), and Iosco (64%). Areas that
exported the highest percentages of their
workers to employers outside the county
were the border townships of Tyrone
(88%), Green Oak (70%), Hamburg
(69%), Hartland (66%) and Unadilla
(65%) (See Table 1).
The county exports approximately 17.9%
of its resident workers to Oakland County,
15.2% to Washtenaw County and 13.8%
to Wayne County. The county imports
approximately 15,000 workers, of which
7.6% come from Oakland County, 4.7%
from Ingham County, 4.2% from
Washtenaw, 3.9% from Genesee County
and 3.1% from Wayne County.
When do People Travel?
U.S. Census data shows that residents of
Livingston County tend to depart for work
earlier than the state average. Nearly 60%
of county residents leave for work between
the hours of 5:00 am and 8:00 am, as
compared to 53% for the state for the
same time periods. Traffic volumes during
afternoon and evening rush hours (12:00
p.m. to 7:00 p.m.) tend to be less
intensive than those in the morning. As a
result, roads are generally more congested
in the morning rush hours than in the
evening return home hours.
In general, it takes Livingston County
residents longer to reach their place of
employment than the state average.
Approximately 52% of county residents
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live within 30 minutes of their place of
employment, compared to 71% of
residents statewide.
How do People Travel?
According to the 1990 U.S. Census,
approximately 85% of Livingston County
residents commuted to work via private
automobile, and just under 11%
carpooled (see Table 5 for carpool parking
lots)). These figures nearly mirror state
averages for both means of travel. Areas
within the county with the highest rate of
carpooling were the townships of
Cohoctah (16%) and Deerfield (14%),
and the Village of Fowlerville (17%). Less
than 1% of county residents utilized some
form of public transportation to get to
work. The highest percentages were
observed in the townships of Genoa,
Howell and Hamburg.
Only 1% of workers within the county
utilized non-motorized forms of
transportation to get to work (i.e. bicycles,
walking). The relatively small number of
workers in the county who utilize public
transportation to get to work may be
attributable to several factors, including
the inherently rural nature of the county, a
high level of dependence on personal
automobiles, the lack of trail systems and
pathways which connect residential areas
to commercial areas, and the sheer
distance between residential areas and
centers of employment and recreation.
Approximately 3% county workers either
relied on some other form of
transportation or worked at home.
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THE LIVINGSTON COUNTY
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM
The Livingston County transportation
system is facing many challenges. Some are
new and a result of the county’ s rapid
population growth, such as increasing miles
of road and changing commuting patterns.
Others have been around for a long time,
like the ever-rising costs of road
maintenance and construction and limited
funding. Rising vehicle miles, longer travel
times to work, more single drivers, fewer
carpools, and deteriorating road conditions
are all challenges faced by the
transportation system.
This section inventories the components of
the county transportation system for
trains, planes, and automobiles, and
discusses sources of transportation funding
and maintenance.

Roadway Classification System
Livingston County roads are classified in
the following manner:
•
•
•
•
•

Interstate highways and
freeways
State trunk lines
County primary roads
County local roads
Local roads (public and
private)

There are other classification systems with
slightly different names (such as “ primary
arterial” or “ secondary arterial” instead of
county primary or county secondary), but
the above system is the most commonly
used in Livingston County.
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The Livingston County Road Commission
(LCRC) is responsible for maintaining most
of the roads within the county, including
interstate highways, Michigan highways,
and township section line roads. The
Michigan Department of Transportation
(MDOT) services interstate and Michigan
highways within the county as well. Cities
and villages are responsible for roads
within their jurisdiction. Generally,
townships are not responsible for road
maintenance.
Transportation planners and engineers
utilize these classifications to ascertain a
roadway’ s physical design features, such
as width, right-of-way boundaries, and
surface materials. These features ensure
that the road is designed with the proper
combination of mobility or accessibility,
given its intended use (See Figure 2).
The highest order of roadways within
Livingston County are interstate highways

6

and freeways. These are roads that are
designed to handle large volumes of traffic,
traveling at high speeds, over long
distances. Access to interstates is typically
very limited. There are two major
interstates in the county, Interstate 96 (I96), and US-23. I-96 is the principal
route between Detroit and Howell. West
of Howell, I-96 continues through the
cities of Lansing and Grand Rapids. US-23
is the primary north-south route between
Flint, Brighton, Ann Arbor, and Toledo.
Interstate highways and freeways cover 34
miles in Livingston County.
State trunk lines are designed to handle
significant volumes of traffic, often on a
regional scale. The county’ s state trunk
lines are M-36, M-59, and Business 96
(Grand River Avenue between M-59 and
the Lake Chemung interchange). State
Trunk lines cover approximately 75 miles
in Livingston County.
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County roads are classified as either
primary or local. County primary roads
link to the state trunk line and interstate
systems, and are high functioning roads,
carrying large volumes of vehicles over
essential routes. The majority (about
82%) of the 365 miles of primary roads
are hard surfaced, but they may also be
gravel. Pinckney Road (also known as D19), and Chilson Road are examples of
county primary roads.
County local roads are designed to receive
traffic from county primary roads and
redistribute it to public or private local
roads in neighborhoods. Local roads may
be paved or gravel, although most (87%)
remain unpaved. Buno, County Farm, and
Allen Roads are examples of county local
roads.
Local roads are designed to move small
volumes of traffic. They allow efficient
movement within and between
neighborhoods . Local roads may be public
or private, and are generally short and
discontinuous, often extending no farther
than the nearest county local road.
Subdivision roads are included in this
category. Any and all private roads
entering onto a roadway under the
jurisdiction of the LCRC must have a
permit prior to commencing any road or
earth work. The permitting process ensures
that all road work conducted within the
county’ s road right-of-way comply with
the LCRC and MDOT requirements and
specifications. Of the sixteen townships
that make up Livingston County, ten have
adopted zoning ordinances related
specifically to the use, construction and
maintenance of private roads.

Traffic Impact Analysis
The county’ s growing population is having
a significant impact on roads. Employment
forecasts from the Southeast Michigan
Council of Governments (SEMCOG) for
eight industrial classifications predict that
Livingston County will gain 32,696
industrial jobs from 1990 to 2020. These
jobs will bring new residents and
commuters who use the county’ s
transportation system. New residents and
commuters will in turn require system
capacity increases by paving gravel roads
and improving existing ones.
In the next decade, the county can expect
to see the M-59 corridor developed into a
four-lane boulevard bisecting most of the
county. US-23 and I-96 are expected to
be widened, with new interchanges
developed and old interchanges upgraded
to handle the projected increase in traffic
volume. If current trends continue, vehicle
miles of travel will escalate 50% by
2010.2
Major Traffic Generators
For the most part, major traffic generators
in the county are centralized between the
cities of Howell and Brighton, mainly along
Grand River Avenue. These consist of bigbox retailers, such as Wal-Mart, Meijer,
Lowes, Staples and Home Depot. In
Brighton, a large volume of traffic is
associated with the Kmart, Farmer Jack,
and the Brighton Cinema commercial strip
on Grand River Avenue near the I-96
interchange, opposite several “ big box”
retailers. There are also offices, service
providers, light industrial manufacturers
2

Southeast Michigan Council of
Governments.
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Roadway Capacity and Volume
The efficiency by which an area’ s
circulation system operates is typically
measured by the degree to which motorists
are delayed in their travel. Future traffic
operations are analyzed by comparing
projected traffic volumes to the capacity of
the road network. Capacity refers to the
number of vehicles that can travel through
an intersection or segment of roadway
during a specified time period. Generally,
roadway operations and capacity are
analyzed during peak hours of traffic. A
graduated scale of “ A” through “ F” is
used by transportation engineers to describe
the general flow of traffic (also known as
Level of Service, or LOS) for a specific
roadway segment. Typically, an LOS of
“ C” or better is considered acceptable. An
LOS of “ E” or “ F” represents a roadway
with long, inconvenient delays.
Roadway capacity is dependent on several
factors: pavement condition and material,
roadway width and number of lanes,
topography, roadway design setting, the
location and frequency of curb cuts, speed
limits and other traffic controls, sight
distance limitations, and intersection
designs. Generally, a two-lane paved
roadway will have a 24-hour capacity of
8,000 to 10,000 vehicle trips for an LOS
of “ A” (unrestricted flow).
Specifically, the LCRC provides data
concerning traffic volume counts (or
vehicle “ trips”) for county primary and
local roads, and MDOT provides counts on
state and interstate highways. In general,
traffic volumes are highest in the
southeastern quadrant of the county, and
decrease as one moves north and west,
similar to county population patterns. Map

1 shows traffic volumes for interstate
highways and freeways in Livingston
County as recorded by MDOT.
Congestion is also increasing, which
negatively impacts quality of life. The term
congestion refers to the situation that
occurs when a road’ s volume exceeds its
capacity. Under optimum conditions, a
two-lane road has the capacity to carry up
to 12,000 vehicles per day. While most
roads in Livingston County have fewer
than two lanes and carry fewer than
10,000 vehicles per day, others,
especially near Howell and Brighton, are
operating near maximum capacity. Table 3
shows the ten county roads which have
experienced the highest annual increases in
traffic volumes between the years 1985
and 1999. Golf Club Road, at Latson and
also at Grand River, holds three spots on
the list. The large amount of new
residential development in this area, along
with increased commercial development
(Meijer, Home Depot, Lowes, and
numerous strip malls) on Grand River
Avenue in this vicinity, help fuel this traffic
concern.
SEMCOG estimates that as of the year
2000, Livingston County had 14 miles
(2.6%) of congested roads and 524 miles
of non-congested roads. The forecast for
2025 indicates that 36 miles (6.4%) of
roads will be congested, versus 529 miles
of non-congested roads.3
Safety Issues - Accidents
Table 4 and Map 2 show the top twenty-

3

Transportation Fact Book for Southeast
Michigan, Southeast Michigan Council of
Go vern m ents , Ma rch 200 0, p. 14 .
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five high-crash intersection locations in the
county for 1997 through 1999. The

majority of locations are found along Grand
River Avenue, the roadway with the highest
local (i.e. non-highway) traffic volume.
Intersection operation and design issues
(i.e. sight distance limitations, too many
curb cuts, etc.) are major concerns in
determining roadway safety conditions.
Generally for safe travel, a motorist on a
10

roadway that is approaching an at-grade
intersection with another roadway should
have an unobstructed view of the entire
intersection and sufficient distance from
the
intersecting roadway to permit control of a
vehicle. At a minimum, it is recommended
that the driver be able to see the
headlights of an approaching vehicle.
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Intersection designs should also provide
adequate sight distance for all the various
vehicular maneuvers required upon a
motorist’ s departure from a stopped
location.
Traffic Controls
There are over 14,000 traffic signs and
over 2,000 miles of pavement markings in
the LCRC system. Traffic controls used
along primary county roads and major
arterials consist of standard traffic signals,
standard stop signs, amber-colored school
crossing signs, posted speed limit signs, and
parking restriction signs.
Bridges
Within Livingston County lie the headwaters
for three major river systems, the Saginaw,
Red Cedar, and Huron Rivers, and their
associated small streams, wetlands, and
drainage ditches. Wet areas at road
crossings necessitate bridges or culverts for
passage.
There are 165 bridges (a bridge has a span
of twenty feet or more) that carry cars and
trucks in Livingston County. According to
SEMCOG, 101 of these are considered to
Structural deficiency defines the fitness
of a bridge. It is important to note that
structurally deficient does not mean that
the bridge is unsafe or structurally
unsound, merely that it has some
correctable deficiency.
Functional obsolescence defines a
bridge’s performance. An example of a
functionally obsolete bridge would be a
single-lane bridge on a road with two-way
traffic.

be “ not structurally deficient”, 43 are
“ structurally deficient”, 20 are
“ functionally obsolete”, and one had no
data available.
In addition to automobile bridges,
Livingston County has three bridges that
are either pedestrian or railroad.
Culverts integrated into roadway
construction far outnumber bridges, and
often handle greater water flows than
bridges do. It is difficult to estimate the
number of culverts in the county because
of their incorporation into roads.
Road Policies and Programs
According to the LCRC, the 1998
estimate for unfunded road needs in
Livingston County was $233 million. The
LCRC implemented a pavement
management program in 1998. At that
time, almost 60% of the county primary
road system was rated to be in fair or poor
condition. Pavement resurfacing intervals
had been stretched to dangerous limits as
funding was focused on maintenance of
gravel roads, an outdated funding rate for
roads in general, costly bridge
replacements, and the complete
reconstruction of one highly traveled
intersection each year for congestion or
safety reasons.
The county pavement management
program identified and prioritized
pavement preventive maintenance needs.
The nature of pavement is to deteriorate
rapidly past a certain point in its life span.
The cost of pavement rehabilitation
increases as the condition of the road
deteriorates. If pavement is maintained at
a certain serviceable level or better, the
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maintenance expense over time is a fraction
of the cost of rehabilitating or replacing a
road that has been let go with no
maintenance for even a few years.
Therefore, it is important to spend money
to maintain roads that may not be in the
worst condition in the county. The
alternative is to put off repairs and spend
much more money later”catching up” the
road. Pavement management is an ongoing

12
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program with the LCRC. The Commission
has made preventive maintenance a
priority to prevent the financial ruin
caused by pavement failures on major
roads.
The LCPC also has a Gravel Road
Improvement Program (GRIP) designed to
prioritize improvements to gravel roads
throughout the county. Maintenance
savings from the pavement management
program can be applied to GRIP, and
townships have the option of supplying a
local match.
Automobile Alternatives
Public Transit
Livingston County is a member of the
Suburban Mobility Authority For Regional
Transit (SMART), the regional public
transit authority in Southeast Michigan. In
addition to its large bus system, SMART
also directly operates a small bus program,
the SMART Connector. The Connector
program uses lift-equipped small buses and
incorporates a number of different service
strategies to meet the needs of its
constituency in Wayne, Oakland,
Macomb, St. Clair, Monroe and Livingston
Counties.
The following provides a scope of public
transportation service providers in
Livingston County. It is important to note
that while each of these services function
independently, they all maintain a
cooperative relationship with Livingston
Essential Transportation Service.
Livingston Essential Transportation Service
(LETS)
LETS
serves as the main source of public

transportation in Livingston County. LETS
provides small bus dial-a-ride service which
is characterized as “ demand-response
advanced reservation” and “ many to
one”. Demand response service is curb to
curb, based on an advanced request by the
rider. Many to one service transports
several passengers from multiple origins to
a single destination, such as an agency or
skills worksites for individuals with mental
or physical disabilities. LETS is part of
SMART’ s Connector Program, and also a
part of the county government.
For fiscal year 1999, funds for LETS
transit operation were provided by the
State of Michigan (formula funding 48%
of eligible expenses), the federal
government (11%), the Livingston County
general fund (19%), and by fare box
revenues and fees for services (22%).
Each weekday, between 7:00 a.m. and
9:00 a.m. and between 3:00 p.m. and
5:00 p.m., transport of individuals with
disabilities to workskills centers and
placement worksites dominates LETS
service. At these times, the “ many to
one” service provided under contract with
Livingston County Community Mental
Health (LCCMS) results in LETS buses
operating at capacity. Very little capacity
to serve the general public is available
during these hours. During the remainder
of the day, demand response service is
available. Since 1997, LETS has also
provided a limited out-of-county demand
response service, designed for medical trips
only. LETS passengers are predominately
elderly or individuals with disabilities, as
shown in Chart 2.
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According to LETS, since 1978 the total
number of LETS trips has grown from
36,672 per year to 58,977 in 1999. A
“ trip” is defined as a one-way journey
taken within the boundaries of one
township or the county, or a round-trip
journey originating in the county, but
crossing a county border. Between 1980
and 1989, total annual trips averaged
55,438. Between 1990 and 1999, total
annual trips averaged 59,969, amounting
to a 7.6% increase over the previous
decade. Accordingly, the number of miles
traveled per year has also increased over
the past two decades. As public awareness
of the services provided by LETS has
grown, and county population has
increased, the number of miles per trip has
also slowly increased, especially between
1989 and 1999 (from 4.1 miles per trip
in 1989 to 6.4 miles per trip in 1999, a
36% increase). It is also important to note
that the number of miles traveled by LETS
buses per year have increased at a faster
rate than the corresponding number of
trips, resulting in a dramatic decline in the
number of trips realized per operating mile

over the past decade.
Between 1992 and 1999, LETS operated
11 buses and 4 vans on a full day
schedule. Vehicle capacity for buses ranges
from 11 to 27 seats, and for vans, 7 to
15 seats, depending upon arrangements
for wheelchairs. Every vehicle in the LETS
fleet is equipped with a wheelchair lift.
Since implementing its out-of-county
transit service in 1997, LETS has utilized
the following two-tiered fare structure:
Within Livingston County (based on the number of
townships traveled through):
Full Fare:

$2.0 0 to $6 .00 each trip

Elderly /Disabled:

$1 .00 to $ 3.0 0 each trip

Outside Livingston Cou nty (medical trips only) –
total round trip paid at time of pickup:
Full Fare:

$20 .00 Roun d Trip

Elderly/Disabled:

$10.00 Round Trip

Future goals of LETS include expanding
service to include lower-wage workers in

Livingston County Department
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need of transportation, increasing the
hours of operation available to this
population and expanding services to
include a variable-fixed route service within
the cities of Brighton and Howell.
Special Vans
The ARC of Livingston
The ARC of Livingston primarily serves
people with developmental disabilities and
some people with mental illness. Currently
ARC owns no vehicle of its own, rather, it
contracts services with LETS, or Special
Olympics to provide transportation to
groups for recreational activities that occur
after LETS normal hours of business. For
fiscal year 2000, ARC provided
approximately 10,000 miles of service to
approximately 300 people. In January
2001, the agency began charging $1.00
for a one way trip and $2.00 for a round
trip.
Recently, the agency received a grant to
start a community volunteer service. ARC
hopes to provide more individualized afterhour support for activities such as grocery
shopping, medical appointments and
banking. They anticipate that this service
will be available in January 2001.
ARC receives funding through the State of
Michigan’ s Local Advisory Coordinating
Council to Specialized Services, MDOT
and the United Way. The agency relies
heavily on time and services that are
provided by community volunteers as well.
Brighton Community Education
The Brighton Community Education
Department, operated under the direction
of the Brighton School District, provides a
limited demand response transportation

service to community based recreation
programs for individuals with disabilities in
the Brighton area. It also provides transit
for local seniors in conjunction with the
Brighton Senior Center. The Department
currently owns one 7-person van.
Hartland Senior Center
The Hartland Senior Center has operated a
door-to-door, demand response
transportation service for seniors and
individuals with disabilities since 1991.
The center receives transportation funding
through a Special Services grant from
MDOT, in addition to support from local
townships (Hartland, Tyrone and
Deerfield) and fare box revenues.
The Center currently owns a 12-passenger
mini-bus with a wheelchair lift, capable of
accommodating two wheelchairs with
some seating modifications, as well as a
four-door sedan. The Center tries to
maintain a flexible schedule, although it
prefers to have trips scheduled in advance
(medical trips at least two weeks prior).
Transportation service is available Monday
through Friday, from 8:00 am to 4:00
pm. Extended hours can be arranged as
needed. Fares range from $1.00 per trip
for destinations within the immediate
vicinity of Hartland, $2.00 per trip to
Howell or Brighton areas, and $5.00 per
trip to areas outside the county.
Private Bus Lines and Taxis
Arrow Taxi Service in Howell and Brighton
Cab Company in Brighton are the two
providers of taxi service in the county.
These agencies provide transportation
service in and around the county as well as
limited shuttle service to Detroit Metro
Airport. Greyhound Bus Line also makes
four daily round trips from Detroit to

Livingston County Department of Planning

17

Muskegon with stops in Brighton, Lansing,
and Grand Rapids.

Shared Transportation: Carpools
In 1990, nearly 11% of Livingston
County residents commuted to work via
carpooling or vanpooling. Table 5 provides
details regarding carpool parking locations
in the county.
Non-Motorized and Pedestrian Travel
By offering people viable options to
motorized transportation, it is possible to
reduce the number of motorized trips,
thus reducing the amount of auto
emissions and congestion while protecting
and enhancing the environment. The
18

following section provides an overview of
non-motorized options that are currently
available and initiatives that are under
development in Livingston County.

Toward Walkable Communities Project
County planning staff and local
communities participated in this SEMCOG
project to provide local government
officials, planning and engineering
professionals and others with an
understanding of design techniques and
practical applications that help
communities become more bicycle and
pedestrian friendly, such as traffic calming
and control, street layout and design and
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non-motorized safety.4
A major component of the project
involves a walkable community audit,
which provides information and examples
on how to improve pedestrian conditions
within the community. To date, SEMCOG
has completed audits in 45 southeast
Michigan communities, including the Cities
of Howell and Brighton and Hartland
Township in Livingston County. SEMCOG
intends to continue this project by seeking
support and providing resource materials
to member communities planning to
pursue a more pedestrian-friendly design.5
Southeast Michigan Greenways Initiative
The Southeast
Michigan Greenways Initiative (SMGI) is
an on-going collaborative project aimed at
the development and implementation of a
regional greenways network within the
seven-county regional area of Livingston,
Macomb, Monroe, Oakland, St. Clair,
Washtenaw and Wayne Counties. This
regional system will create the framework
for a more complex “ web” of
interconnected local greenways.
The current trail network consists of paved
and unpaved trails (see Map 3). Generally,
paved trails are suitable for bicyclists of all
ability levels, while unpaved trails are
designed for recreational bicyclists of a
higher ability. A non-motorized trail
database, which has been developed by
SMGI and subsequently incorporated into
SEMCOG’ s Geographic Information

4

2025 Regional Transportation Plan for
Southeast Michigan, South east M ichigan C ouncil
of Governments. p. 73.
5

Ibid.

Systems (GIS) database, has the capacity
to digitally identify the location of existing
trail and path systems in Southeast
Michigan and identify where
improvements to the system need to be
made. SEMCOG continually updates the
trail database.
In March 1997 SMGI chose two
demonstration projects, one of which was
the Southeast Livingston Greenway
Project. The four townships and one city
which make up the southeast quadrant of
the county (Genoa, Brighton, Hamburg
and Green Oak and the City of
Brighton)had joined forces with the
Livingston County Department of Planning
and the Livingston County Road
Commission to form the Livingston County
Greenway Initiative. The communities find
themselves in a very precarious position
regarding the future appearance of their
landscape. The rich natural resources,
strategic geographic location, and
proximity to major transit corridors have
made it an attractive location for new
development. The current challenge for
these communities is to create a
sustainable and vibrant region, one which
delicately balances rapid development with
the natural amenities and quality of life
features that make this area so unique.
The overall vision of the Southeast
Livingston Greenway Project is to develop
a multi-community greenway network that
connects the residential areas of southeast
Livingston County with downtown
Brighton, community schools and
churches, Huron Meadows and Kensington
Metro Parks, Island Lake and Brighton
State Recreation Areas, the existing
Lakeland Trail, and more (see Map 4).
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After a series of community workshops
and focus group meetings, the leadership
committee of the Southeast Livingston
Greenway Project created a draft
Comprehensive Greenway Plan in 1999,
which was finalized in November,
2000.The Plan focuses on achievable steps
that should be easily attainable in the next
few years. It also outlines long-term nonmotorized transportation enhancements
that can be incorporated into major
infrastructure improvements. The Plan also
serves as a model for other communities
who are or will be facing the same
challenges as southeast Livingston County.

originated out of a Walkable Communities
workshop. The project is a collaborative
effort between MDOT, the City of
Howell, and the townships of Genoa,
Howell and Oceola. When completed, it
will connect to the Southeast Michigan
Greenways Project. The proposed 15.6
mile trail would encompass the major
commercial districts and most heavilytraveled routes within the City of Howell
and the three adjacent townships, creating
a pie-shaped area bounded on the south by
Grand River Avenue, Latson Road on the
east, and M-59 highway on the north (see
Map 5).

Howell Cross Town Trail
The Howell Crosstown Trail Project

The Trail, due to be completed around the
year 2005, will consist of a 10-foot wide
paved surface, designed to serve a wide
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variety of non-motorized transportation
modes, including walking, bicycling, roller
blading and others. One of the goals of the
Howell Cross Town Trail is a reduction in
harmful physical and environmental
impacts attributable to heavy automobile
traffic.

significant, due to their economic and land
use implications.

Additional Greenway Resources in
Livingston County
The Livingston County Department of
Planning has published two books related
to greenways: Greenways: A Greenway
Preservation Guidebook for Local
Communities, and Open Space Planning.
Contact County Planning for more
information and availability.

Rail service is provided to the county by
two major freight carriers: CSX
Transportation Incorporated and Tuscola
Saginaw Bay Railway, Inc. (T&SB). There
are a total of 69 miles of active rail in
Livingston County (see Map 6).6

SEMCOG’ s 2025 Regional
Transportation Plan (published June
2000) identifies a total of 111 miles of
existing and 36 miles of proposed trails
within Livingston County’ s borders. For
the most part, these trails are associated
with Livingston County’ s four State Parks
(Pinckney, Brighton, Island Lake State
Recreation Area and the Lakeland Trail),
two Huron-Clinton Metroparks (Huron
Meadows and Kensington), and two State
Game Areas (Oak Grove and Gregory).
Table 6 shows the total length of existing
or proposed trails in Livingston County,
along with the designed use and materials
of construction for each trail. It should be
noted that many of these trails are planned
to be incorporated into the
aforementioned Southeast Livingston
Greenways network.
Rail and Air Travel
The functional value of rail and air travel is

Rail Service
Livingston County’ s rail network plays a
vital role in the transfer of bulk
commodities, manufacturing components
and finished products to a variety of
industry across the state.

Air Service
Detroit Metropolitan Airport is 50 miles
from the center of the county via
interstate highways. Locally, Livingston
County Airport, Brighton Field, Hyne,
Richmond, and Maple Grove Airports,
and Carriage Lane, Smith Farm, and
Raether Landing Fields serve public and
private aircraft (see Map 6). There are
eight privately-owned landing strips in the
county. The Livingston County Airport
had 59,000 takeoffs and landings in
1998, and there were 144 aircraft based
there. Brighton Field had 31,060 takeoffs
and landings, and 110 aircraft.9

6

2025 Regional Transportation Plan for
Southe ast M ichiga n, So uth east M ichigan C ouncil
of Governments, p. 31.
9
Transportation Fact Book for Southeast
Michigan, Southeast Michigan Council of
Governments, March 2000, p. 27-28.
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
INFLUENCES IN LIVINGSTON
COUNTY
When assessing the current status of the
county’ s transportation system, it is
important to include a thorough
examination of transportation plans,
studies and initiatives that have been
developed at local, state, and regional
levels. Often, especially at the state level,
these plans contain a set of broad-based
policy goals and objectives with few details
or specifics. However, in many instances
these plans contain specific elements which
may directly affect the overall efficient
performance of the county’ s
transportation system, especially in the
case of local plans, such as corridor
studies. In effect, by examining and having
a clear understanding of the elements of
these plans that affect the county, the
Comprehensive Plan becomes a more
useful and effective planning document for
the community.

County comprehensive planning
must consider local, regional,
and state plans, policies, and
studies.

The following is a summary of information
taken from transportation plans, studies
and initiatives which affect the Livingston
County region, either directly or
indirectly.

Road Commission - 1995)
M-59 is a high profile transportation
corridor within the Michigan State
Highway system. It connects rapidly
growing areas in Livingston, Oakland and
Macomb Counties. The majority of M-59
is four lanes or wider. In Livingston
County, between 1-96 in Howell and US23 in Hartland, however, the highway
remains only a two-lane roadway. The
adverse effects posed by rapid
development and traffic congestion have
intensified the need to widen the roadway
in this vicinity in order to improve transit
operations and safety.
The M-59 Corridor Advisory Committee
meets on a regular basis, and has done so
for the past five years (1995-2000). The
meetings guide implementation of the
Corridor Plan by preserving future
expansion opportunities through
comprehensive management of the M-59
corridor. A key component of the
Corridor Plan is the expansion of the rightof-way from the existing 100 feet to 300
feet to accommodate additional lanes and
boulevard areas. In order to accomplish
this most efficiently and effectively, the
Corridor Committee continually reviews
site plans of proposed developments along
the corridor to ensure that there is no
encroachment by buildings or parking
areas on the future right-of-way. It is
anticipated that this proactive approach
will result in less time, money and
frustration expended throughout the
planned construction phase, which is to

Local Plans
The M-59 Corridor Plan
(MDOT, SEMCOG, Livingston County
Livingston County Department of Planning
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commence before the year 2005.1

1
Partnership in Planning., Livingston
County, MI. Volume 9, Number 3, June 2000.
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I-96 / East Howell Area Access
Environmental Impact Statement and
Major Investment Study
(Federal Highway Administration, MDOT,
SEMCOG, and Livingston County Road
Commission - June 2000)
This study relates specific design
improvements related to the I-96/Exit
141 Lake Chemung Interchange located in
Genoa Township, between the cities of
Howell and Brighton. The current
arrangement consists of a partial traffic
access interchange of an older design
which is not suitable for urban traffic
levels. Rapid urbanization within this
immediate area has resulted in congestion
at nearby intersections. The study calls for
the provision of a full access facility to be
located one-mile to the west at Latson
Road (Mile post 140) and modifications
to the existing interchange. These
improvements will reduce traffic levels in
Genoa and neighboring townships, and
provide access to the developing areas of
the county, while minimizing
environmental, social and economic
impacts.

the township. The portion of Old US-23
represented in the Corridor Plan is
approximately three miles.
The focus of the Old US-23 Corridor
Plan centers on attaining the “ right mix
of land uses which preserve the rural
character along the corridor while being
able to manage the traffic from
surrounding development.” Currently,
development along the corridor consists
of a varied mix of residential, commercial,
office and industrial land uses.
The plan identifies a set of goals and
objectives for the improvement of the
corridor which are based on a vision
statement: “ Provide Community-based
services to serve the needs of the existing
and expected residents, while maintaining
existing natural
features;
recognizing
that an
improved
roadway network is key to its success.”
The goals of the plan are as follows:

Old US-23 Corridor Plan
(Brighton Township - 1998)
The Plan begins by stating that Old US-23
serves as the “ Spine of Brighton
Township”. It originally served as a
regional highway providing access between
Flint and Ann Arbor. While the rural and
natural character of the roadway has
changed little since the construction of the
US-23 freeway, just to the east of Old
US-23, its role has evolved from an
important regional traffic route to its
current use as a primary county road and
major area of business development within

Balanced Land Use
Provide for a balance and variety of land
uses along the corridor to meet local
residents’ needs and bring well-paying
jobs to the community, while maintaining
“ clean” uses in strategic locations that
will not negatively influence existing
future residential areas or the natural feel
of the corridor.
Preservation of Natural Features and
Views
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Make improvements to the corridor to
enhance and preserve a scenic drive that
will improve the quality of life for residents
as well as passers-through, lower levels of
stress associated with commuting and
mismanaged traffic flow, showcase the
unique features of Brighton Township, and
emphasize the community’ s commitment
to high standards of development and
attention to natural features.
Strengthening of Residential
Neighborhoods
Strengthen the residential areas within the
corridor area to improve the quality of life
of residents, improve property values, and
create a demand for infill housing in
existing residential areas to contain sprawl
throughout the township.
Encouragement of Non-Vehicular Routes
Encourage safe and scenic non-vehicular
routes to provide connections to regional
recreation, an alternative to motorized
travel for residents to access commercial
areas, independent mobility for youth and
elderly, opportunities for exercise for
residents, and an opportunity for
pedestrians to benefit from the unique
natural environment.
Improvement of Traffic Flow
Improve and manage traffic flows to
reduce conflicts and to improve free flow
of traffic.
Strengthen the Corridor’ s Character
Strengthen the distinct character of the
corridor to create a “ sense of
community”, emphasize the community’ s
commitment to quality development, and
recognize the history of the community.

28

Visually Enhance Development
Visually enhance and improve the
development along the corridor to raise
the sense of pride in the corridor, to
better mingle residential and
nonresidential uses and to eliminate
blighting influences.
The Future Land Use Plan divides the
corridor into eight districts, each with
their own unique and distinctive
characteristics that require special
consideration. The Plan emphasizes
preservation of viable residential areas,
wooded areas, and wetlands that serve as
transition areas between the districts and
that provide the corridor with its natural
character. The Plan includes a set of
design guidelines for the corridor, which
are intended to guide future development
and bring about a sense of continuity and
cohesiveness for future land use along the
corridor. Among these guidelines are
specific standards for building locations
and designs, access management, service
drives, pedestrian access, lighting, signage
and walls and fences.
US-23 Corridor Plan
(Tyrone Township - 1993)
This plan, adopted by the Tyrone
Township Planning Commission in 1993,
serves as a companion document to the
township’ s Comprehensive Plan. The
Plan guides future land use development
specific to areas of the township within
one-mile of the freeway right-of-way. The
plan emphasizes the important role the
freeway holds for the township’ s
residents and businesses.
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The Future Land Use portion of the Plan
divides the corridor into three distinct
areas: 1) the Northern Corridor AreaWhite Lake Road Interchange, to be
characterized by a mixture of land uses,
including intensive commercial, higherintensity single family and multi-family
residential uses, and intensive office uses;
2) the Central Corridor Area-Center Road
Exchange, to be characterized by lessintensive residential uses, as well as lightindustrial, light-commercial and lessintensive office areas; and 3) the South
Corridor Area, to be characterized by
mostly low density single-family residential
areas and agricultural lands.

•
•

M-36 Corridor Plan
(Hamburg Township - 1993)
M-36 is an important transportation
corridor through Hamburg Township and
southern Livingston County. It serves as
virtually the only major east-west
transportation route through the township
and provides connections with major
north-south routes. It serves a multitude of
functions to a wide variety of users.

Continuous development pressures along
M-36 and increasing traffic levels have
left the future aesthetic quality and
functional capacity of the corridor in
jeopardy. Hamburg Township’ s M-36
Corridor Plan provides for a reasonable
amount of development to occur along
the corridor in the future while
maintaining the many natural qualities of
the township. The Plan embraces the
township’ s overall vision, which is to
maintain a sustainable, high quality
community environment for people who
live, work, shop and recreate in Hamburg
Township. This is done by maintaining
well defined nodes of clustered
commercial development while preserving
the rural character of the surrounding
neighborhoods.

As it weaves its way through the township,
the character of the M-36 corridor
envelopes a unique blend of land use
types, including:
•
•

Scattered residential development
with some homes fronting M-36.
High density single family
residential development along lake
frontages.

•

•

•

Spot commercial development.
Open space including undeveloped
land and a limited amount of
agricultural land.
The presence of various natural
features, including the Huron
River, the “ Chain of Lakes”, and a
generous amount of wetlands.
Rolling topography throughout the
corridor contributing to
outstanding views, but also to
limiting sight distances at curb cuts
and intersections.
A narrow roadway with limited
room for maneuvering around
autos waiting to turn.

The plan focuses on developing and
refining two general types of streetscapes
located along the corridor. It makes
recommendations for improvements to
existing commercial developments at
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several locations along the corridor by
creating well defined commercial nodes
that better serve the surrounding
neighborhoods motorists on M-36. It also
includes recommendations for site designs
that harmonize the segments of M-36
which are very rural in nature with areas of
commercial character. Included among
these recommendations are the following:
•

•

•

•

•

Intersection improvements at
selected locations along the
corridor.
Streetscape improvement standards
which are aimed at preserving
important views along the corridor.
Architectural and site design
standards that compliment the
character of existing development
and blend harmoniously into the
streetscape.
Improved parking standards which
prevent the township from
developing a “ suburbanized”
character.
Enhancing the integration of open
space areas contained within the
corridor.

Grand River Avenue Corridor Plan
(Genoa Township - 1995)
Genoa Township’ s Grand River Avenue
Corridor Plan addresses land use issues that
affect one of the most important
transportation routes in the county. This
portion of Grand River Avenue,
strategically located between the cities of
Howell and Brighton, has quickly emerged
as a significant center of economic activity
in central Livingston County.
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The overall goal of the Grand River
Avenue Corridor Plan is to manage the
anticipated growth within the corridor in
a manner that is consistent with the
established quality of life in the area. The
Plan is predicated on the concern that, if
left to develop in an uncontrolled fashion,
the corridor could easily duplicate
numerous other erratically developed
corridors in Michigan.

The Grand River Avenue
Corridor Plan
addresses concerns
about uncontrolled, unattractive
growth and traffic congestion
between Howell and Brighton.

The Plan guides local officials and
planners away from the more common
outcomes that stem from ill-planned
transportation corridors, such as severe
traffic congestion, unattractive
streetscapes, loss of business vitality, and a
decreasing quality of life for residents.
The Plan also provides guidelines for
individual site development along the
corridor, to help promote a safe and
aesthetically pleasing environment.
Guidelines provided for site plan review
processes include architectural standards,
parking, landscaping, signage, access and
other site details.
State Plans
Michigan Department of
Transportation State Long-Range
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Transportation Plan Strategies –
2000-2025
(Michigan Department of Transportation –
April 2000)
The purpose of this report is to provide
direction for implementing various features
of the State Long Range Transportation
Plan and for accomplishing its goals. A
comprehensive set of strategies have been
developed for a variety of transportation
issues including:

•
•
•
•
•

Highway and bridge strategies
Trucking and freight
Non-motorized transportation
Transit
Air and marine transportation

Regional Plans
The 2025 Regional Transportation Plan
For Southeast Michigan
(Southeast Michigan Council of
Governments - June 2000)
Under the current federal legislation that
governs transportation planning (the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st
Century, or TEA-21), Metropolitan
Planning Agencies like SEMCOG are
required to develop regional transportation
plans (RTP), in cooperation with local and
state authorities. The RTP is the initial step
in the process allowing federal funds to be
spent on state, regional and local
transportation projects. Without a current
RTP which meets federal guidelines, no
federal transportation funds can be
allocated to a region.

framework for regional transportation.
Although the 2025 RTP is an important
planning document, it is essential to
understand that it is to be used in tandem
with other local and regional plans and
policies.
The 2025 RTP concentrates on
preserving and, where possible, enhancing
the existing transportation infrastructure,
supporting the region’ s economic vitality
and improving traveler safety while
protecting the environment and sustaining
quality of life in the region.
See Table 7 for specific 2025 RTP
projects proposed for Livingston County
for FY 2001-2005 and FY 2006-2025.
Lansing-to-Detroit
Passenger Rail
Discussions
regarding the planning
and development of a rail
passenger train service between the cities
of Lansing and Detroit were begun in
1997 by the Capital Area Transportation
Authority (CATA) in Lansing. The basis
for the study was a perceived need for
commuter options that could possibly
alleviate some of the costs and
inconvenience associated with the long
daily commute between the two cities.
Following the initial series of discussions,
and subsequent acquisition of federal and
state transportation appropriations, it now
appears likely that the proposed rail line
will indeed become a reality. The goal is
to have the rail line completely
operational by November 2005.

The 2025 Regional Transportation Plan
for Southeast Michigan (2025 RTP) is the
Livingston County Department of Planning
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Phase Two of the initial Lansing to Detroit
Passenger Rail Study, completed in
November 1999, resulted in the selection
of the route, which includes station stops
in downtown Lansing, East Lansing,
Howell, Ann Arbor, Dearborn and
Detroit. The specific site selected for the
Howell station is located between Michigan
Avenue and Dearborn Street, north of the
CSX railroad tracks. The fourth and final
phase of the initial planning process,
completed in September 2000, concluded
with the development of a comprehensive
business plan, which serves as a guide for
implementing the proposed service. The
second stage of the planning process,
scheduled to begin in March 2001, will
involve the process of securing funding,
preparations for preliminary engineering
and environmental impact studies,
identification of an operating entity and
implementation of the service.2
Speedlink
Bus rapid transit along the region’ s major
transit corridors is a concept being
explored in a study by the Speedlink
Collaborative. Headed by the Metropolitan
Affairs Coalition, the study focuses on
Speedlink, a “ train on tires”, which
delivers bus service nearly comparable to a
train, with dedicated busways, sheltered
passenger stations, signal preemptions and
train-like articulated buses.3

2
Lansing to D etroit P assenger Ra il
Study, Executive Summary, Capital Area
Trans porta tion Autho rity, 2000. Available at:
ww w.c ata .org/e xec.h tm l

12
2025 Regional Transportation Plan for
Southeast Michigan, South east M ichigan C ouncil
of G overnm ents , p. 23.
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IMPORTANT ISSUES CONCERNING
FUTURE TRANSPORTATION
NEEDS
It is clear that the next two decades’
expected rapid population growth
necessitates the need for improved
mobility and accessibility within the
county’ s road system. It is essential that
key decision makers at all levels of
government work in unison to develop a
well-connected, coordinated and efficient
transportation network, one which
maintains the quality of life residents of
Livingston County desire.
The following section highlights some of
the fundamental elements that
government officials should be aware of in
order to make more informed decisions
regarding future transportation needs. In
many cases, local communities have
incorporated these elements into their
own Comprehensive Plans, but others
may be unaware of their significance.
Corridor Plans
This report has identified several studies
that have been undertaken at the local
governmental level to preserve and
protect vital transportation corridors
within the county. It is important for local
government officials to understand that
management of transportation corridors
requires a high level of intergovernmental
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cooperation. Livingston County
government should take the lead to ensure
that these cooperative efforts continue in
the future, to keep the county’ s
transportation network operating at
optimum efficiency.
Transportation Demand Management
The goal of a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) program is to
improve the efficient movement of people
and goods within the existing
transportation network by significantly
reducing traffic congestion levels.
Successful TDM programs accomplish this
through the implementation of a series of
coordinated trip reduction strategies,
which include the following:
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1.
2.

3.
4.

5.

Car pooling and the use of park and
ride facilities.
Connecting bike paths and
sidewalks into a more unified and
pedestrian-friendly system.
Reduction of single-occupant
vehicles (SOVs).
Encouraging employers and
employees alike to explore
telecommuting options, as well as
the use of flextime and staggered
work shifts.
Incorporating facilities which
accommodate mass transit vehicles
into the existing transportation
network.

Given the increased level of growth
expected to occur in Livingston County
over the next several years, the county, in
cooperation with local governments,
should initiate the development of a
comprehensive transportation demand
management program. Although it appears
that a few pieces essential to this program
have been established, such as the
Southeast Livingston Greenways project
and county-wide car pool parking facilities
maintained by MDOT, more needs to be
accomplished to achieve this goal.
Right-of-Way Preservation
Much of Livingston County’ s
transportation network is like many other
characteristically “ rural” areas of Michigan
in that many of the existing roadways were
originally designed to handle lower traffic
volumes than they are currently expected
to accommodate. Also, as a result of
relaxed or non-existent zoning ordinances
and site plan controls during the county’ s
early development, and because often
34

development was concentrated on or near
major transit routes, much of the right-ofway area along these routes was unduly
compromised. Thus, current planned
improvements to these
roadways are often limited
due to a lack of
sufficient right-of-way
or because existing
development borders
the roadway. This situation often results in
increased transportation improvement
costs and project delays. To alleviate this
problem, the county should help foster
cooperative efforts between local
jurisdictions to ensure that sufficient rightof-ways are preserved along all major
roadways in the future.
Access Management
The
central purpose of access management is
to preserve and enhance the performance
and safety of all modes of travel within a
locality’ s major street network.
Comprehensive implementation of access
management is an effective means of
mitigating accidents and congestion along a
locality’ s roadway while also providing
access to adjacent property.

Access Management is the
coordination of access to land with
traffic flow.

A large number of access points and traffic
signals found along a particular segment of
roadway often contribute to deterioration
of the long-term performance of the road.
Access management programs provide
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design standards that establish appropriate
access and signal spacing that correspond
to the intended function of roads, and
which preserve the long-term performance
of major transportation corridors on
facilities.13
Access management techniques focus on
the regulation of spacing and design of the
following elements:
1.
Street connections
2.
Driveways
3.
Turn lanes
4.
Pedestrian and bicycle facilities
5.
Bus stops
6.
Traffic signals
7.
Medians and median openings
8.
Freeway interchanges
9.
On-street parking and parking
facilities
10. Loading zones
Central to the success of an access
management program is the link between
access design and intended roadway
function. Proper implementation not only
enhances property values but also
safeguards the public investment in
infrastructure.14 The Livingston County
Road Commission should enhance its
partnership with local governmental units
to evaluate current procedures and
develop access management guidelines that
embrace these ideals.
Traffic Impact Analysis
Typically, with any new development

13

Traffic Tips, Hubbe ll, Roth a nd C lark,
Inc., August 1999.
14

Ibid.

comes increased traffic volumes. Increased
traffic volume will not only effect the
roadway, but also those who travel on it.
Often, a tool such as a traffic impact
analysis is useful for determining what
actions to take in order to reduce the
impact caused by increased traffic activity.
A traffic impact analysis is an analytical
tool commonly used by planners and other
transportation professionals used to
evaluate the direct impacts associated with
traffic generated by new development and
which provides recommendations as to the
type of improvements needed to
adequately accommodate it. For instance,
an analysis should address site access
issues, such as the potential for adjacent
parcels to share access or use service
drives. It should also assess available
options to mitigate traffic impacts, such as
alternate routes or roadway improvements.
A traffic impact analysis is a very effective
planning tool. The county encourages local
governments to include in their zoning
ordinances a requirement that a traffic
impact analysis be conducted prior to the
construction of any new roads, or the
permitting of any new residential,
commercial, or industrial development. It
is recommended that an analysis include
the information and procedures provided
in the handbook “ Evaluating Traffic
Impact Studies” prepared by the Michigan
Department of Transportation,
SEMCOG), and the Tri-County Regional
Planning Commission. Quality studies are
performed by experienced preparers that
meet an extensive list of qualifications,
some of which include three or more years
of recent experience preparing traffic
impact studies, membership in one or
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more professional transportation-related
organizations, and familiarity with specific
techniques and computer software.
Table 8.
Common Traffic Calming Techniques and Devices
L Speed bumps

L Reduce speed limits

L Speed tables

L Attractive landscaping features

L Street narrowing medians

L Carpooling programs

L Street closures

L Higher parking fees

L Change road direction to
interrupt motorist sight distances

L Ban cars in Central Business
District

L Textured or raised pavement
surfaces

L Restrict parking in Central
Business District

L Direct future retail development
to residential areas

close

Traffic Calming
One method of improving the local street
system while also reducing traffic
congestion, accidents and pollution is
accomplished through the implementation
of traffic calming devices and techniques.
The term traffic calming means “ the
combination of mainly
physical measures that
reduce the negative
effects of motor vehicle
use, alter driver behavior
and improve conditions
for non-motorized street
users.”15
More simply, traffic calming is the
integration of specific visual and physical
measures within a local street system that
15

Source: Institute of Transportation
Engineers.
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L Roundabouts or traffic circles

cause motorists to lower their speeds and
heighten their attention to peripheral
traffic and pedestrian movements. Table 8
highlights some of the most common
traffic calming devices and techniques used

by communities.
It should be noted that in most cases the
level of regulatory authority established
through local ordinances guide the
application of traffic calming devices and
procedures.
Private Road Development
Virtually all of the communities in
Livingston County have established
individual private road ordinances and
standards which direct the development of
private roads within their jurisdictions.
Typically these standards apply to local
streets whose primary function is private
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access to abutting residential, commercial,
or industrial lands.
While all private road development
undertaken within the county must meet
design requirements and standards
established by the Livingston County Road
Commission, local ordinances allow these
jurisdictions some flexibility. This is
especially important when certain
modifications to the design of a private
road may result in the preservation of
significant natural features.
It is important that county government
and local communities work in harmony to
ensure that proposed private roads blend
well with the county’ s overall road
system, alleviating the potential for
duplication or conflict with existing or
planned public roads. For example, while
private roads can be beneficial for a
community when they are utilized in the
right manner, such as in improving local
access to a major traffic route, the
detrimental effects caused

by their misuse can be just as dramatic,
especially when they are poorly designed
or when they disrupt traffic flow on public
roads.
Residential Road Development
As with private roads, the Livingston
County Road Commission has established

design standards for the development of
local residential roads within townships,
cities and villages of the county.
Additionally, cities and villages have
adopted their own individual engineering
standards which dictate the proper use of
city or village streets in development of
subdivisions. It is essential that local
communities work in tandem with the
Michigan Department of Transportation as
well as the Livingston County Road
Commission during the site plan approval
process for new developments to ascertain
whether proper road improvements are
included in the total development package.
Larger developments may warrant an
internal hierarchy of roads, particularly
those developments which could have
roads that serve as through connectors to
arterials. Residential streets in
developments located on the periphery of
cities and villages should tie seamlessly into
the rest of the local street network,
thereby shortening driving distances,
increasing the number of alternative routes
for motorists to use, and improving overall
traffic circulation within the community.
Road linkages (including non-motorized
pathways) should also be provided
between adjacent subdivisions to improve
overall access and connectivity, and be
designed to allow efficient circulation
between subdivisions.
TRANSPORTATION FUNDING
Funding for transportation improvements
is secured through federal, state or local
sources. Typically these funds are applied
to either new road development and
improvements or to cover maintenance

Livingston County Department of Planning

37

costs for existing roads. The following
section provides an overview of available
funding sources for transportation needs in
Livingston County.16
Federal Funding
Federal funding priorities related to
transportation needs typically change as
transportation legislation is established and
amended. Transportation funds at the
federal level are delivered through the
Federal Highway Trust Fund, which
contains two accounts: the Highway
account and the Mass Transit account.
At the present time, the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21)
directs local use of federal transportation
funds on highways, highway safety, and
transit for the six-year period of 1998 to
2003. TEA-21 is comprehensive
legislation addressing spending on
improving exiting roads and bridges, mass
transit initiatives, alleviating traffic
congestion concerns, and other
transportation planning issues. Under
TEA-21, Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs) like SEMCOG are
required to develop regional transportation
plans in cooperation with local and state
authorities.
State Funding
Public Act 51 of 1951 is the state law
covering many transportation funding
issues within the state. Act 51 dictates that
the majority of revenue from the Michigan
Transportation Fund be distributed utilizing

16

See also the discu ssion pape r An alysis
of the Use of County Government General Funds
to the Livingston County Road c om mission to
Assist in Expanding the Annual W ork Program,
Livingston County Department of Planning, 2000.
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a series of complex formulas, which in
essence, amount to the following
proportions:
•
•

39% to MDOT for state highways.
61% to counties, cities and villages
for local roads.

Local Funding
Local funds for roads may come from a
variety of sources, including general
obligation bonds, revenue bonds, special
assessments, or special millages. Many
times, local funds are matched with monies
available from federal and state agencies.

The sixteen townships in Livingston County
do not prepare a Capital Improvement
Plan (CIP) for roads, but they address local
road improvements in the following ways.
•

Enter into contracts with the
Livingston County Road
Commission (LCRC) to make road
improvements that are suggested by
the Road Commission. For
example, at the county level, long
term debt has been used by the
LCRC for larger capital projects
that involve multiple jurisdictions,
such as paving White Lake Road in
Tyrone Township in cooperation
with the neighborhood ($1.3
million) or the proposed deal with
Green Oak and Hamburg
Townships, and Brighton Area
Schools, to pave Maltby Road
($1.7 million). The LCRC’ s ability
to sell long-term notes increases the
affordability of such projects for
their partners and themselves.
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•

•

•

Participate in the Gravel Road
Improvement Program (GRIP) with
the LCRC.
Establish a Special Assessment
District (SAD) to handle road
improvements.
Form a local road committee that
makes road improvement
recommendations to the Township
Board.

While the sixteen townships in Livingston
County do not prepare CIPs for roads,
Pinckney, Fowlerville, Howell, and
Brighton do. These are typically reviewed
internally by the respective jurisdiction on
an annual basis.

citizenry also play an important role in the
development of the transportation system.
They are the “ end-users” of the system,
to reach centers of employment, business,
recreation, entertainment, religion and
culture within the community, utilizing the
most efficient and effective means possible.
Because of their unique knowledge and
heightened sense of awareness of what
portion of the system works and what
portion doesn’ t, they are, in a sense
“ experts” regarding transportation issues.
Therefore, it is important for government
leaders to entertain the public’ s
comments and concerns, and involve them
when appropriate in the development and
implementation of transportation plans and
initiatives.

GOALS AND STRATEGIES

Goals: Broad conceptual
statements of what a group would
like to achieve and accomplish
over time.
Strategies: Measurable detailed
statements of how that group will
work toward achieving the goals.

This section presents a set of broad-based
goals that address the critical issues facing
Livingston County residents and their
future transportation needs. While the
ultimate legal responsibility for authorizing
and implementing these goals and
strategies lies first and foremost with
government leaders within the county,
townships, cities and villages, the local

In its 1998 book Applied Strategic
Thinking: Preparing Livingston County for
the 21st Century, County Planning
identified specific growth-related
transportation issues as “ forces of change”
that will influence future planning and
policy decisions. The following goals and
strategies, and this report as a whole,
weigh those “ forces of change” carefully.
Each of the goals includes a number of
“ action-oriented” strategies, presented in
succinct and measurable terms. By defining
these action-oriented strategies in terms
that are easily understandable,
narrowly-defined, and precise, local
community leaders may remain
focused on achieving goals
more expeditiously. Also, by
using terms that are relatively
quantitative in nature, they allow
local communities to evaluate
and assess their own rate of
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progression toward achieving each goal.
It is essential that government units in all
the county’ s communities work together
when developing and implementing their
own local transportation plans and
initiatives. The Livingston County Planning
Department will continue to promote this
partnership in planning by encouraging a
spirit of cooperation and unity between
local community partners.
All four goals must be implemented by the
Livingston County Planning Commission,
the Livingston County Road Commission,
and local governmental units to be
effective.

•

Goal #2: Provide a transportation
system that maximizes the mobility of
people and supports the efficient
transfer of goods and services.
Strategies:
•

Increase and improve linkages
between various modes of transit.

•

Increase occupancy rates for all
modes of motorized transit.
Ensure that plans are coordinated
between all affected communities.
Encourage the adoption of a traffic
impact ordinance at the local and
county level.
Coordinate the development and
implementation of a comprehensive
set of access management
standards.
Increase modal choices for the
movement of people and goods.

•
•
Goal #1: Promote a transportation
system that is safe for all modes of
transit.

•

Strategies:
•

•

•

•
40

Reduce conflicts from occurring
between automotive, rail, public
transit and non-motorized modes of
transportation.
Minimize the number of traffic
crashes, and their severity, by
removing visual or physical
obstacles from the roadway.
Communicate and work together
on both plans and specific projects
to acquire an efficient and seamless
transportation network.
Continually evaluate and adjust

motorized and non-motorized
transportation standards to achieve
county-wide continuity.
Acquire and share information on
changing construction and
maintenance technologies that may
affect existing road standards.

•

Goal #3: Develop a transportation
system that is sensitive to, and which
compliments, the natural
environment.
Strategies:
•

Minimize the disturbance or
damage to wetlands and other
natural habitats caused by
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•

•

•

transportation system
development.
Increase public transportation usage
and encourage more businesses to
promote carpooling and
ridesharing.
Encourage the development and
use of non-motorized transportation
modes.
Reduce the adverse effects of the
transportation system on prime
agricultural lands, essential open
spaces and recreational resources,
and historically significant sites and
districts within the county.

Goal #4: Provide a transportation
system which enhances the economic
vitality of the community and
promotes a high quality of life for all
Livingston County residents.
Strategies:
•

•

•

•

Ensure that transportation services
are consistent with regional and
local land use plans and
development initiatives.
Encourage the development of a
county-wide multi-modal
transportation system which links
residential areas to centers of
employment, commerce, and
recreation.
Ensure that sufficient rights-of-way
are retained for future
improvements to the transportation
system.
Develop fiscally responsible
transportation plans that encourage
economic productivity and support
planned growth initiatives.
Livingston County Department of Planning
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Table 9
LIVINGSTON COUNTY LAND USE COVERAGE, BY COMM UNITY:
1995
Acreage
Community
Agriculture

SF
Residential

High
De nsity
Residential

Co m m erc ial/
Office

Industrial

Pu blic

Recreation

Woodlands

Wetlands

Water

Major
Roadways*

Va can t/
Undeveloped

Total

Brighton Township

1,752

6,340

77

227

1,428

227

153

2,427

2,606

1,095

576

5,190

22,098

Cohoctah Township

12,039

1,580

5

6

0

45

245

3,186

3,169

160

0

4,167

24,602

Conway Township

15,757

1,007

0

6

0

60

0

1,883

3,451

26

0

1,948

24,138

Deerfield Township

9,659

1,741

5

2

7

14

33

3,997

2,987

892

0

4,738

24,075

Genoa Township

4,084

4,168

404

221

304

211

812

2,657

2,930

1,483

339

5,679

23,292

Green Oak Township

2,999

4,106

139

92

1,249

283

253

3,558

3,612

1,545

278

5,374

23,488

Hamburg Township

1,250

4,922

98

65

78

108

487

4,377

3,681

2,280

0

5,714

23,060

12,654

1,297

40

12

70

113

0

955

3,678

53

325

1,863

21,060

5,660

3,776

32

112

17

110

955

2,873

3,630

899

245

5,539

23,848

Howell Township

8,045

2,733

14

56

323

187

149

2,081

2,459

124

277

4,322

20,770

Iosco Township

12,296

1,017

2

2

8

12

10

2,222

4,490

91

0

2,524

22,674

Marion Township

9,365

2,679

0

53

62

55

0

2,180

4,305

548

95

4,026

23,368

Oceola Township

8,062

2,880

26

19

14

32

195

2,306

3,452

382

0

6,180

23,548

Putnam Township

4,597

2,156

13

20

24

40

48

4,244

4,533

812

0

5,326

21,813

Tyrone Township

4,830

4,154

4

5

186

133

289

3,886

2,227

741

252

6,785

23,492

Unadilla Township

10,143

1,179

122

9

25

7

44

2,653

5,276

404

0

2,347

22,209

40

556

148

187

154

151

0

116

105

92

69

706

2,324

Village of Fowlerville

125

236

55

65

27

122

36

10

101

0

0

248

1,025

City of Howell

126

728

136

158

214

397

23

55

48

126

12

452

2,475

Village of Pinckney

149

285

2

21

22

28

0

37

86

61

0

263

954

123,632

47,540

1,322

1,338

4,212

2,335

3,732

45,703

56,826

11,814

2,468

73,391

374,313

Handy Township
Hartland Township

City of Brighton

Livingston County

* Major roadways are I-96 and US-23
Data Compiled by Livingston County Department of Planning
Source: Southeast Michigan Council of Governments, 1995 Land Use Update.
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Table 10
LIVINGSTON COUNTY PERCENT COVERAGE, BY COMM UNITY:
1995
Acreage
Community
Agriculture

SF
Residential

High
De nsity
Residential

Co m m erc ial/
Office

Industrial

Pu blic

Recreation

Woodlands

Wetlands

Water

Major
Roadways*

Va can t/
Undeveloped

Total

Brighton Township

7.9%

28.7%

0.3%

1.0%

6.5%

1.0%

0.7%

11.0%

11.8%

5.0%

2.6%

23.5 %

100.0%

Cohoctah Township

48.9%

6.4%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.2%

1.0%

13.0%

12.9%

0.7%

0.0%

16.9%

100.0%

Conway Township

65.3%

4.2%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.2%

0.0%

7.8%

14.3%

0.1%

0.0%

8.1%

100.0%

Deerfield Township

40.1%

7.2%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.1%

0.2%

16.6%

12.4%

3.7%

0.0%

19.7%

100.0%

Genoa Township

17.5%

17.9%

1.7%

0.9%

1.3%

0.9%

3.5%

11.4%

12.6%

6.4%

1.5%

24.4%

100.0%

Green Oak Township

12.7%

17.5%

0.6%

0.4%

5.3%

1.2%

1.1%

15.1%

15.4%

6.6%

1.2%

22.9%

100.0%

5.4%

21.3%

0.4%

0.3%

0.3%

0.5%

2.1%

19.0%

16.0%

9.9%

0.0%

24.8%

100.0%

Handy Township

60.1%

6.2%

0.2%

0.1%

0.3%

0.5%

0.0%

4.5%

17.5%

0.3%

1.5%

8.8%

100.0%

Hartland Township

23.7%

15.8%

0.1%

0.5%

0.1%

0.5%

4.0%

12.1%

15.2%

3.8%

1.0%

23.2%

100.0%

Howell Township

38.7%

13.2%

0.1%

0.3%

1.6%

0.9%

0.7%

10.0%

11.8%

0.6%

1.3%

20.8%

100.0%

Iosco Township

54.2%

4.5%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.1%

0.1%

9.8%

19.8%

0.4%

0.0%

11.1%

100.0%

Marion Township

40.1%

11.5%

0.0%

0.2%

0.3%

0.2%

0.0%

9.3%

18.4%

2.4%

0.4%

17.2%

100.0%

Oceola Township

34.2%

12.2%

0.1%

0.1%

0.1%

0.1%

0.8%

9.8%

14.7%

1.6%

0.0%

26.3%

100.0%

Putnam Township

21.1%

9.9%

0.1%

0.1%

0.1%

0.2%

0.2%

19.4%

20.8%

3.7%

0.0%

24.4%

100.0%

Tyrone Township

20.6%

17.7%

0.0%

0.0%

0.8%

0.6%

1.2%

16.5%

9.5%

3.1%

1.1%

28.9%

100.0%

Unadilla Township

45.7%

5.3%

0.6%

0.0%

0.1%

0.0%

0.2%

11.9%

23.8%

1.8%

0.0%

10.6%

100.0%

1.7%

23.9%

6.4%

8.0%

6.6%

6.5%

0.0%

5.0%

4.5%

4.0%

3.0%

30.4%

100.0%

12.2%

23.0%

5.4%

6.3%

2.6%

11.9%

3.5%

1.0%

9.9%

0.0%

0.0%

24.2%

100.0%

5.1%

29.4%

5.5%

6.4%

8.7%

16.0%

0.9%

2.2%

1.9%

5.1%

0.5%

18.3%

100.0%

15.6%

29.9%

0.2%

2.2%

2.3%

2.9%

0.0%

3.9%

9.0%

6.4%

0.0%

27.6%

100.0%

Hamburg Township

City of Brighton
Village of Fowlerville
City of Howell
Village of Pinckney

* Major roadways are I-96 and US-23
Data Compiled by Livingston County Department of Planning
Source: Southeast Michigan Council of Governments, 1995 Land Use Update.
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Section 3: Policy Implications
LAND USE and TRANSPORTATION:
Planned Growth for the Livingston
Community
Planned growth has become popular in
recent years as a way to improve quality of
life and efficient use of available resources.
The Livingston County Department of
Planning has embarked on efforts to
pursue planned growth through the
comprehensive planning process.
However, implementation of planned
growth is hard to achieve due to the
fragmented nature of local governmental
decision-making. This conclusion to the
foregoing discussion papers on Land Use
and Transportation provides descriptions
of a number of tools that can help local
communities and county planners to
implement the land use and transportation
(and other) elements of the county master
plan.

A central goal of planned growth is
development of a strategy that is
sustainable over time.
Planned growth seeks to manage growth
by encouraging development that enhances
and/or maintains quality of life. It seeks to
solve problems that have long
characterized urban growth and
development in the United States. In
suburban/rural areas like Livingston
County, these problems include sprawling
development patterns, growing traffic
congestion, the absence of a sense of
place, air pollution resulting from almost
total dependence on the automobile, and

the loss of open space. A central goal of
planned growth is development of a
planned growth strategy that is sustainable
over time. Planned growth initiatives are
generally implemented by our local
community partners and are as varied as
the communities that implement them.
However, the common thread of planned
growth is that it emphasizes the concept of
developing “ livable” communities to
address these problems. Livability suggests
that the form and quality of the built
environment, and the integrity of the
natural environment, directly affect our
quality of life. In an effort to enhance
livability, planned growth calls for the
investment of time, attention and
resources of our local partners in planning.
This partnership in planning advocates
alternative patterns of development that
create a balanced mix of land uses and a
transportation system that provides
mobility for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit
and automobiles. Initiatives might include
revitalizing declining neighborhoods,
developing community centers,
establishing mixed-use developments,
developing new districts, or combinations
of these features and others. The new
trend in planned growth is toward
community-centered developments that
are transit, pedestrian and bicycle oriented
and that makes efficient use of resources.
Certainly, land use and transportation play
a key role in developing planned growth
initiatives, and they are powerful tools in
the implementation plan of the county
comprehensive planning process.
The planned growth strategy is an
approach to guiding development into
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more compact, convenient patterns and
into areas where infrastructure allows
growth to be sustained over the long term.
It means linking transportation, economic
development, land use and housing. Such
a strategy:
•

Sustains economic growth and
positions the county to compete in
the regional economy;

•

Promotes more efficient, integrated
public investments in
transportation, housing, schools and
utilities to maximize existing
resources and investments;

•

Encourages wise stewardship of
natural resources, and conserves
agricultural land and open space;

•

Accommodates growth and change
in ways that maintain or enhance
community livability and quality of
life, and promotes choices in
lifestyle settings;

•

Balances the diverse interests and
objectives of the county’ s various
communities;

•

Informs and engages citizens in
decisions affecting the future of
their community and region; and

•

Provides incentives to influence
growth patterns that are sustainable
and support the county’ s
competitiveness.

Planned Growth in Livingston County
Why is planned growth important to the
64

Livingston Community? Livingston
County, Michigan is experiencing rapid
growth in population, employment and
land area affected by development.
Livingston County has grown from a
population of 115,645 in 1990 to
approximately 154,000 people in 1999.
According to SEMCOG, between 2000
and 2010 the County is projected to grow
by another 34,000 people to a total of
188,000.
This increase in population will inevitably
change the Livingston Community: Future
growth, however, can be shaped and
directed to minimize negative
environmental, economic and social
impacts and preserve the best aspects of
life in the county. It is a goal of the
Livingston County Planning TEAM to work
with our local government partners in
planning, through the development of a
county comprehensive plan, to develop an
initiative that focuses on maintaining, and
where possible, improving our quality of

Future growth can be shaped and
directed to minimize negative
environmental, economic and
social impacts and preserve the
best aspects of life in Livingston
County.
life. This would be accomplished by
preserving and enhancing existing
neighborhoods in our local communities
through neighborhood planning assistance;
identifying and protecting environmental
quality by preserving environmentally
sensitive areas and minimizing sprawl;
improving accessibility and mobility by
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providing alternatives to the automobile;
and strengthening our economy through
thoughtful and comprehensive planning
initiatives.
We have virtually all the tools we need in
some form, either in our own communities
or in others where they have served as
examples (open space planning, greenways
initiative, etc.), and we do comprehensive
planning and growth management in some
form in nearly every Livingston County
community. So why have we not achieved
“ planned growth” in Livingston County?
There are several reasons: plans have not
always followed the objectives of planned
growth; decision-makers have not always
followed their plans; and short-range
expediencies have won out over long-range
principles, especially during trying times or
when politics have won out over reason.
So how can we do better in Livingston
County?
One of the tools, perhaps even the most
important one, is getting and keeping
commitments to follow the principles of
planned growth in making all growth —
and development-related decisions. This
can be hard, given short-range needs and
economic opportunities and pressures
facing the Livingston Community, let alone
politics, but it is achievable if local
communities want planned growth.
Most of the following tools exist today in
most Livingston communities. The key is
to make them work for planned growth.
Suggestions are provided within the
following descriptions to use these tools in
ways that can help achieve planned
growth. Once a community’ s growth
objectives are identified, a set of planned

growth policies should be developed and
adopted. These policies should provide
guidance on how to achieve the
community’ s objectives. Corresponding
policies describe how to achieve the
objectives, as in the following example.
Sample Objective: Avoid or eliminate
through traffic in future residential
neighborhoods.
Sample Corresponding Policies: Provide for
efficient accommodation of through
traffic movements on major streets
outside or on the periphery of
residential neighborhoods.
Design internal neighborhood streets for
travel speeds well below those of major
streets.
Policies should be flexible but definitive
enough so the guidance is clearly
understood. They should cover all aspects
of planned growth.
The objectives and policies are being
developed through this, and other,
discussion papers in the development of
the county comprehensive plan, which will
include the previously described Land Use
and Transportation elements. The key is
to follow a planned growth direction and
avoid political or economic expediencies.
For example, many public agencies
(mostly municipal) development decisions
are made to capture a tax-base
opportunity, but sometimes the only way
to capture it is to compromise other
objectives. A new industrial plant may
become an opportunity for a city or
township, but the owner may only be
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interested in a single site, which may
generate traffic through a residential
neighborhood. Other sites may be
available with road systems that can avoid
that problem. A decision has to be made
whether to reject the poor siting of the
plant (and possibly lose it to another
community) or to give in to capture the
tax base. Planned growth would try to
find a way to make the community’ s
preferred site work for the industry, or
would at least find a way to carry traffic
from the proposed site around the
neighborhood by rerouting or other
methods.
The planned growth city/village/township
and county comprehensive plans must
include local, county and regional scales.
They should be multimodal to the extent
applicable. The plans should include not
only where people are to live, work and
recreate, but importantly, both person and
goods/services movement provisions.
They should also support and encourage
the economic, environmental and lifestyle
advancement of the community to the
extent possible (meaning where possible,
do it, rather than where affordable or
easy, do it).
All Livingston County local governmental
partners have development ordinances,
regulations and policies. Planned growth
policies should typically regulate or guide
zoning, subdivision, building code, site
plan, etc., in accordance with their local
comprehensive plan. However, many
existing local ordinance codes and
regulations do not support the
comprehensive plan, and few implement a
specific planned growth plan or concept.
In many jurisdictions, development is
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implemented on a piecemeal basis; that is,
each development or subdivision proposal
is considered and acted upon separately.
The results are a poorly coordinated
development pattern.
Livingston County Planning believes that
the best results are achieved with a
performance approach to zoning (achieve
the concept as the result rather than
merely meet numerical dimensions,
densities, etc.). Subdivisions should be
made with an eye on the final result.
Transportation should be a part of the
subdivision plan right down to street
function and defined property access for
each parcel. This includes lot orientation
and protection of residential and other
properties that should be on low-volume,
low-speed streets.
Development ordinances, regulations and
policies are only as effective as the
commitment to adhere to the appropriate
planned growth policies.
A Shared Approach
County planning can provide the
coordination -- the partnership
environment -- to discuss what happens at
contiguous local governmental boundaries.
This could include discussions on whether
to allow development to leap frog over
undeveloped or sparsely developed land.

For land use and transportation,
intergovernmental
coalitions and agreements are
among the most important tools for
achieving planned growth.
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While County Planning does not directly
come into play in the transportation
decision-making process, the County Road
Commission in cooperation with local
jurisdictions, and in partnership with
County Planning, should collaborate on the
development of planned growth policy
development as it relates to decisions on
extending the transportation system and
utilities, and control of development on
the periphery in a joint effort to combat
sprawl. Without this partnership in
planning approach municipal and county
road commission control of transportation
and utility extensions will not stem the tide
of uncontrolled growth.
Planned growth for Livingston County
necessitates creative, effective, and
efficient planning, implementation
scheduling, and operation of transportation
facilities across jurisdictional boundaries.
For land use and transportation,
intergovernmental coalitions and
agreements are among the most important
tools for achieving planned growth.
Intergovernmental coalitions and
agreements — partnerships in planning —
can develop, implement and then operate
transportation policies, facilities and
operations the way they are needed for
planned growth. Without such coalitions,
different agencies often follow different
and sometimes conflicting objectives which
do not yield planned growth performance
or influence on county-wide growth.
Land Use & Transportation
Implications
In recent years, in part due to the efforts
of the Livingston County Department of
Planning’ s Greenways Initiative and its

collaboration with the Michigan
Department of Transportation (MDOT),
more bikeways, improved pedestrianways
and “ greenways” have been provided in
new and redeveloping areas of the county.
However, to truly meet planned growth
policies and maintain the open space
quality of life enjoyed by our residents,
networks of pedestrianways, bikeways,
greenways, and transit must be linked to
major activity centers and destinations.
These could include such uses as
community centers, retail concentrations,
recreational and cultural facilities, major
employment centers, transit centers and
stations. Where walking or bicycling will
not be convenient due to distance,
efficient transit linkages should be
provided. These are needed to facilitate
travel without driving personal vehicles.
Planned growth promotes increased travel
by non-driving modes: walking, bicycling
and riding transit. Livingston County
Planning encouraged this approach in its
Open Space Planning and Greenways
Initiative publications. To successfully
encourage use of these modes, it is
necessary to provide a pedestrian scale and
to shorten distances between origins and
destinations and to transit stops and
stations. Development densities should be
significantly higher with access convenient
to walkways and transit stops. Higher
densities would also work toward the
development of more affordable housing
for Livingston County residents.
Complementary development types are
encouraged so multiple needs (and
associated trips) can be satisfied in a
concentrated area. Pedestrian amenities
should also be provided to communicate
pedestrian (and bicycle) and transit
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priority. Parking and other personal vehicle
accommodations should be placed in
secondary locations, preferably behind
buildings or on the periphery of the
development.

Congestion is one of those transportation
phenomena that planners want to avoid.
One tool that can help avoid congestion is
transportation system capacity analysis,
which can be used to determine the
development “ holding capacity” for
transportation purposes. It is important to
understand that both location and total
development units affect the holding
capacity.
In planned growth, the transportation
holding capacity can be increased if more
mixed use and complementary land uses
are located in close proximity to each
other. This encourages localized
interaction between land use (and more
walking and bicycle trips) rather than
longer distance driving trips that result
from more traditional development.
Performance-based zoning was suggested
earlier in this paper. A similar approach
to design is also suggested. While
continuing to adhere to requirements for
pedestrian, bicycle and traffic safety, other
design criteria should be flexible to meet
the needs and objectives for travel and
other planned growth objectives at the
same time. For example, in residential
neighborhoods with sufficient off-street
parking, local streets can be designed for
maximum rather than minimum travel
speeds (i.e., design speed is the upper limit
of the desired speed range) and for two
travel paths rather than two lanes plus
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parking on both sides. On the other hand,
some blocks may need extra parking due
to higher densities and may need width for
two travel paths plus parking on one side.
This adapts the design to the needed
performance of the street rather than to
inflexible design standards meant to
accommodate the most demanding
situations.
A comprehensive plan is developed to
provide guidance for the development of a
community and county. Realization of the
plan can only occur if implementation is
consistent with the plan. Part of the plan
consists of transportation facility
alignments and rights-of-way, not only for
streets (which are commonly reserved),
but also transit, pedestrianway, bikeway,
greenway, railroad and freeway
alignments. One reason transit is not
more effective today is that once the
automobile age became a reality, potential
new and optimally located transit rights-ofway were not made part of comprehensive
plans. They were either omitted entirely
or became afterthoughts and had to follow
whatever alignments were available
(commonly rail rights-of-way that
originally served other purposes). In the
words of Ian McHarg, we did not “ design
with nature.”
Achievement of effective multimodal
networks of rights-of-way require that the
rights-of-way be incorporated into local
governmental comprehensive plans and be
preserved. While some flexibility should
be provided so that we do indeed “ design
with nature” (by respecting natural
features, evaluating environmental impacts,
etc.), provision of networks meeting
planned growth policies is essential to
achieving planned growth.
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One of the transportation objectives of
planned growth is to direct non-local
traffic away from local streets. Proper
management of access can be effective in
placing non-local traffic on collector and
arterial streets rather than local streets.
Access management can also help to
separate pedestrian and vehicular paths to
make the right-of-way more pedestrian
friendly. Access management can help to
avoid localized congestion due to side
friction and low driveway intersection level
of service.
Planned growth applications of access
management include driveway, median
opening and traffic-signal locations and
separation of driveway and pedestrian
access. These should be included on a
schematic design of transportation facilities
(discussed later in this paper).

Historically, optimally located
transit rights-of-way were not
made part of comprehensive plans.

Environmental impact evaluations, for both
transportation facilities and developments,
can be used not only to assess
transportation impacts, but also to help
guide comprehensive planning and the
review of proposed developments for
compliance with planned growth policies as
incorporated in local plans.
One planned growth objective is to make
the most efficient use of transportation
facilities and services. Management and
technology can be used to make the
system operate in the desired manner. For
example, transit scheduling and fare

structures in Livingston County can
encourage transit use, or not, depending
on how they are handled. The same is
true for such operational tools as traffic
signal priority, management of parking
supply and charges, freeway access, and
time management of transportation
capacities and services.
Intelligent transportation systems (ITS)
utilize state-of-the-art technology to
monitor traffic and share traffic data in
real-time information systems. Livingston
County planning staff has been involved in
a collaborative effort with the Southeast
Michigan Council of Governments
(SEMCOG) and MDOT to investigate
ITS technology and its application to the
southeast Michigan area. ITS can collect
and deliver traveler information
electronically and help manage the
transportation system at peak efficiency.
For example, in the Detroit, Michigan
transit system, transit vehicles are
equipped with on-board communications
equipment that are designed to divert the
vehicle to avoid traffic congestion and
delays. Other elements of the system can
preempt traffic signals to improve travel
time or assist in emergency response. ITS
applications also allow for prioritization of
pedestrian traffic at intersections,
increasing pedestrian safety and mobility.
Incentives and disincentives can be strong
tools to help implement planned growth.
The most attractive are incentives that act
in a positive way and are usually more
politically and institutionally acceptable.
These may take the form of development
bonuses or exemptions, short- or longterm tax credits, special use
accommodations, or other things that
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developers or operators might desire but
that may not normally be available under
traditional development policies or
regulations.
Disincentives, such as additional
development fees or taxes, reductions in
density or development units, additional
requirements (e.g., parking spaces) above
the norm or minimum, can also be used.
Just as supportive incentives and
disincentives can help achieve planned
growth, bad ones can work against planned
growth realization. Examples of counter
productive policies are high parking ratio
requirements, bonuses for greater setbacks,
high transit fares and poor transit service
access.
Employers, retailers and others pay for
parking, either directly when building a
facility or through leases. The parking
costs are rarely passed on to employees
and customers except indirectly. As a
result, with parking being free except in
downtowns, there is an incentive to drive
or comparative disincentive to use transit.
Passing the true cost of parking along to
the users, on an area-wide basis to
maintain competitive balance, evens the
playing field for transit.
Many communities require developers to
provide a minimum number of parking
spaces based on a building’ s capacity
(square footage and use). Implementing a
plan that establishes a maximum limit for
parking spaces provides incentives to make
developments that are transit, pedestrian
and bicycle accessible and that provide an
incentive for tenants to utilize available
public transit or alternate modes of
70

transportation.
One (planned) way to facilitate
implementation of planned growth actions
from a comprehensive plan is to use an
“ official map” process. The
comprehensive plan’ s physical
components are first translated into map
form. Land use is translated to zoning.
Transportation right-of-way alignments are
developed using conceptual design
techniques. They include right-of-way,
pavement edges, medians and median
openings, and general access locations.
These maps are approved and become a
part of the development review process.
Development cannot encroach on any
planned right-of-way unless alternative
right-of-way alignments are agreed upon
by the agency with jurisdiction plus
adjacent property owners who are affected
by the alignment.
Community Policy Program/Initiatives
From the foregoing, and within the
context of the Livingston County
Department of Planning’ s Partnership in
Planning initiative, certain policy
program/initiatives for promoting
“ planned growth” in the Livingston
Community emerged. They include:
•

Support the viability of established
communities with special attention
to: congestion management;
commercial area revitalization;
pedestrian and bicycle circulation
and safety; noise mitigation; and
landscaping/streetscaping and
aesthetic designs;

•

Reinforce and support the benefits
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of planned growth by
providing transit and
pedestrian facilities that
promote changes in behavior
and thereby reduce the
demand for roads and
parking facilities;
•

Endorse environmentally sensitive
land use planning and development
that maximizes the protection and
preservation of natural lands and
features.

•

Continue to work with local
jurisdictions to incorporate planned
growth policies into their
comprehensive plans’ land use and
transportation elements;

•

Continue to coordinate and
collaborate with regional planners
and state agencies’ efforts to
support planned growth; and

•

Conduct public outreach to
promote the concepts of planned
growth.

transportation improvements that
maximize opportunities for multimodal
transportation are critical aspects of the
planned growth initiative and significant
challenges for the Livingston Community.
For communities that wish to employ
planned growth, the above tools can help
to implement transportation and land use
(and other) components of planned
growth.

As our planned growth policies mature,
our programmatic response will continue
to evolve, and implementation issues will
arise. Its inherent flexibility permits a wide
range response to our issues and challenges
and is working for the Livingston
Community. We are confident that our
Partnership in Planning Initiative will be
capable of meeting the challenge.
This paper covered just a portion of the
types of tools that are available to help
achieve planned growth. Establishing new
development patterns and implementing
Livingston County Department of Planning
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Appendix I: Current Land
Use Classifications
The following provides a more complete
definition of each land use category shown
in Table 9. SEMCOG used the following
classifications to categorize the various land
uses in Livingston County. This system is
compatible with the Michigan Land
Cover/Use Classification System developed
by the Michigan Department of Natural
Resources (MDNR) and used by the
Michigan Resource Information System
(MIRIS).
Agricultural
Agricultural land is broadly defined as land
used primarily for production of farm
commodities. It includes cultivated
cropland, orchards, nurseries, sod farms,
confined feeding operations, permanent
pastures for animal grazing, and
greenhouses. Farmsteads, barns and
related out buildings are also included in
this category.
Single-Family Residential
Includes single-family detached dwelling
units, rural non-farm residences, seasonal
dwellings, manufactured homes located
outside of manufactured housing parks,
two-family structures, and related
residential accessory buildings, like garages.
High Density Residential
Includes multiple-family residential
developments of three or more attached
dwelling units (such as apartments,
townhouses and condominiums); accessory
uses (such as parking lots, club houses,
tennis courts and swimming pools); and
groupings of three or more manufactured
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dwelling units sited in a planned
community along with their related
accessory service structures and
recreational spaces.
Commercial/Office
A mix of uses found in a traditional central
business district. Examples of uses in this
category fall roughly into three types.
1) Retail establishments, warehousing
facilities, motels, business and
professional offices, government
centers, colleges, hospitals, churches
and parking. Central business districts
having a minimum combined retail
floor space of 100,000 square feet
from SEMCOG’ s retail/commercial
database are included.
2) Commercial and service uses found in
a large-scale multi-tenant structures or
a group of structures served by a
common parking lot. Ancillary retail
centers of a minimum of 250,000
square feet and strip centers of a
minimum of 50,000 square feet from
SEMCOG’ s retail/commercial
database are included.
3) A mix of smaller-scale commercial,
service, institutional and industrial uses
found in a concentration of freestanding buildings and planned centers,
and administrative, business,
professional and service-related uses
found in a free-standing office building
or located in an office center or park.
Office buildings having a minimum of
18,000 square feet from SEMCOG’ s
office buildings database are also
included.
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Industrial
Includes: light industrial buildings; heavy
manufacturing plants that are not located
in planned industrial parks; a concentration
of industrial uses located in a planned
industrial park or subdivision (including
industrial parks having a minimum of ten
acres from SEMCOG’ s industrial parks
database); and extractive activities that are
primarily carried out on the surface of the
earth through the creation of a large pit.
Public
The Public category pertains to land area
and facilities that are publicly operated
and/or available for residents’ use. Also
included are land uses and facilities which
are privately owned or operated but used
by the public (or a portion of the public)
without profit being the principle intent.
Specific uses include: government,
education (as well as athletic fields
associated with schools), religious, health
care, correctional and military facilities not
associated with a central business district or
found in a shopping center or mall; all
facilities directly connected with air
transport, whether commercial, municipal,
military or private; areas associated with
radio, radar, television, telegraph, and
telephone communication; areas associated
with the transport or storage of gas, oil
and water; sewage treatment facilities,
water treatment plants, utility lines, power
stations and generators; and cemeteries,
including chapels, mausoleums and
maintenance buildings.

athletic fields not associated with schools,
golf courses, miniature golf, shooting
ranges, off-road vehicle tracks, swimming
beaches, pools, marinas and boat launching
facilities.
Woodlands
Used to map areas of central hardwoods,
aspen, white birch, pine and upland
conifers. Also lands specifically managed
for the short term growth and harvesting
of scotch pine, douglas fir, black spruce
and white spruce.
Wetlands
This category is used to map both forested
and nonforested wetlands.
Water
Used to map rivers, streams, creeks, drains
and other linear bodies of water; lakes; and
reservoirs (i.e., artificial impoundments of
water for irrigation, flood control,
municipal and/or industrial water supply,
hydroelectric power, or recreation).
Major Roadways
This category is used to map limited access
highways and associated interchanges.
Vacant/Undeveloped
Used to map herbaceous open lands (such
as prairies, grasslands and rangelands) and
shrub lands that are dominated by native
shrubs and low woody plants.

Recreation
This category is used to map recreation
facilities and areas which are on open land.
Included in this category are playgrounds,
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