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1
INTRODUCTION

Image Credit: City of Rochester Facebook page

The City of Rochester embarked on a comprehensive process to develop a new Master
Plan in 2021. The Michigan Planning Enabling Act (PA 33 of 2008) requires a municipality
to review its Master Plan every five years for relevance, and this review found that many of
the recommendations and visions of that plan continue to serve the City well. This Plan was
therefore crafted as a targeted update to the 2014 document which ensures that all data,
figures, and recommendations are consistent with the City’s current realities and incorporate the
most up-to-date information.
There are a few changes of a general nature to the land use considerations in this update. In the
broadest terms, a shift away from industrial land uses has been occurring nationally, and acutely
in southeast Michigan, for several decades. In Rochester, this has yielded a significant amount of
land that is ripe for not just redevelopment, but a change in character. This availability is paired
with a concurrent trend of housing development pressure, as households have been shrinking,
preferences for smaller housing units and formats have been growing, and the supply of new
housing units has not kept pace with demand. It is thus to be expected that some amount of
significant new housing will be built within the City limits, and this plan explores the optimal
time, manner, and place of such development.

6 | City of Rochester Master Plan

Partly to address this opportunity, the 2014 plan
proposed the idea of applying a tool “special
projects.”The theory behind this tool was to let
the development community bring its best ideas
to certain carefully selected parcels in the City by
permitting greater flexibility in the bulk and height
of developments in exchange for proposals that
demonstrated a public benefit, as determined by
City Council. The Zoning Plan does not take away
the tool special projects but does propose new
and revised districts to develop a cohesive land
management plan. Where development does not
fit squarely into the zoning district’s regulations,
special projects allows a degree of flexibility to
achieve the desired outcome.
A third major evolution in this plan is the
incorporation of the City’s “Sustainable Rochester”
project, a development framework that examines
the impact of individual developments on regional
and local sustainability indicators. This update
incorporates the recommendations and sustainability
indicators from Sustainable Rochester into the
Master Plan, which will help the sustainability
framework carry a greater enforceable weight. The
Master Plan is a community’s most comprehensive
planning document and serves as the policy basis
for the Zoning Ordinance, which directly regulates
land use. According to state statute, zoning must
be based upon a plan, so sustainability efforts can
all be achieved more seamlessly through the already
established connection between the Master Plan
and the Zoning Ordinance. Sustainability indicators
are dispersed throughout this Master Plan with the
recommended direction for change – maintain,
increase, or decrease (symbols shown in the key
below). A new chapter is included which provides
the basis for, and details the benefits of, Community
Sustainability. The sustainability indicators use 2015
5-year estimates and were therefore not updated in
the Master Plan because the five interval had not yet
expired at the time of this writing.

Sustainability Indicator Key

INCREASE

MAINTAIN

DECREASE

What is a Master Plan?
The Michigan Planning Enabling Act (PA 33 of
2008) states that municipalities may adopt a
Master Plan that broadly guides development
to meet current and future needs, and that
promotes the health, safety, and general welfare
of its residents. The process of creating a Master
Plan asks a community to pause from its daily
activities and look to the future. A Master Plan
is a policy document that comprehensively
inventories and analyzes the elements that make a
community function (i.e. housing, transportation,
services), and provides a direct link between
community preferences and policy. It identifies
the community’s vision and defines goals that
could help achieve that vision and preserve its
unique character. The Master Plan serves many
roles: a data repository, an Action Plan with
specific strategies, a spatial tool (map) for making
coordinated land-use decisions, an assessment
of current programs, services, structures, and
infrastructure, and a document to inform its
citizenry about how a community plan for its
future.

Relationship to Zoning
Ordinance
The Master Plan is not a binding agreement
but rather a planning framework. The Zoning
Ordinance, on the other hand, is local land use
law. The Zoning Ordinance is a set of regulations
that provide the details and exacting specifications
of how and where development will occur, and
it is regulated by the Michigan Zoning Enabling
Act (PA 110 of 2006). The MZEA requires a direct
relationship between these two documents: the
Master Plan supports the Zoning Ordinance,
and the Zoning Ordinance implements the
Master Plan. For example, if it emerges through
community engagement and research that the
housing types available do not adequately serve
the population, then a vision statement in the
Master Plan could read “to plan for housing types
that meet all the preferences of all age groups,
income levels, and disabilities.” To ensure that
this vision is implemented, a municipality would
revisit the Zoning Ordinance to determine if the
land use code is preventing a particular type of
development through height restrictions or lot size
requirements. Only when the two documents are
in sync can they be effective planning tools.
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DEMOGRAPHICS

Image Credit: Downtown Rochester Facebook page

INTRODUCTION
The residents of a community are the basic ingredient in planning for the future. Historical and
current population trends can be used in various ways to illustrate opportunities and provide an
indication of probable future needs. Proper planning of future land use, roads, and community
facilities, especially recreation areas, must take the composition and characteristics of the future
population of citizens into consideration.
The City’s population and Master Plan are interrelated. Numerous forces work to determine
the total population at any given time. The location of jobs, regional road network, housing
supply, local amenities, and available land are just a few of the forces that affect a community’s
population growth, both positively and negatively.
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This chapter will examine three primary aspects of
Rochester’s population: (1) past historical trends, (2)
present composition, and (3) future levels based on
current trends, correlated with the effects of certain
future variables. By analyzing population trends,
the Planning Commission hopes to anticipate the
needs of the community. Proper land development
follows from the appropriate allocation of
future population within the social and physical
requirements of the City.

Data Sources
The information in this chapter was retrieved from
the following sources, in this preferred order.
»

»

»

2020, 2010, 2000, and 1990 US Decennial
Censuses. This is considered the most accurate
source of demographic data in the United
States. It measures 100% of the population
and offers comparable data points at regular
intervals throughout most of the United States’
developed history. However, available data is
limited to population and housing information,
and the ten-year interval between data points
means it is rarely “fresh.”
American Community Survey. The ACS
program replaced the “long-form” Census
questions beginning in 2000, collecting the
same types of detailed information about
social, economic, and housing conditions on
a rolling basis instead of once per decade.
The statistical validity of the ACS depends on
sampling. For smaller communities, data is
collected over 60 months to achieve a valid
sample size, called a “five-year estimate.” This
system shows the statistical tradeoff between
the reliability gained by increasing sample size
and the relevance that is sacrificed in the time it
takes to do so. The datasets used were the ACS
5-year estimates from the years 2014-2018.
SEMCOG. The Southeast Michigan Council of
Governments is a regional planning partner
with local governments. Its mission includes
the collection and deployment of data across
its seven-county membership area, including
detailed analyses and projections. SEMCOG
data used here is generally carried forward from
the 2014 plan, updated where available.

PAST POPULATION TRENDS
From the turn of the century, the United States’
population more than quadrupled, growing from
75,995,000 to 308,745,538. During the same
period, the East North Central States (Michigan,
Illinois, Wisconsin, Indiana, and Ohio) grew at a
slightly slower rate, with their population increasing
from 16,000,000 persons in 1900 to 46,421,564
by 1990. As a percentage of the United States,
the East North Central States decreased by 6%
between 1900 and 2010, dropping from 21%
to 15%. By 2020, the East North Central States
represented 14.3% of the US population.
Michigan, as a percent of the East North Central
States, has increased its share of the region’s
population from 15.2% in 1900 to 21.3% in 2010.
Between 2010 and 2020, Michigan’s population
grew from 9,883,640 to10,077,331.
Broadly speaking, the evolution or growth of the
United States has three basic eras:
1. The Agricultural Era which ended in the late
1800s.
2. The Manufacturing Era which prevailed
through the late 1950s.
3. The Human Resources Era (or Information
Age) which emerged during the early 1960s.
The Agricultural Era relied upon individual strength
and manpower. The basic production system was
one of self-reliance. Families tended to be very
large, and farm size was largely dependent on how
much land the family could till. Urbanized areas
were limited to small cities and towns that provided
marketplaces and social and cultural activities for
the families in the surrounding farmland.
The Manufacturing Era, or age of industrialization,
took people from the farm to jobs in the cities and
growing urban centers. One of the most important
developments of this era was the beginning of the
urbanization movement and improvements in the
region’s road network. With these improvements it
became possible for persons to live in the outlying
rural areas while commuting to work in cities.
Unlike the Agricultural and Manufacturing Eras,
when most work required physical strength or
dexterity, the Human Resources era, or Information
Age, requires that an increasing percentage
Demographics | 9

What Young Professionals
are Looking For:
»

Well-paid jobs

»

Quality education / life-long learning

»

Medical facilities

»

Quality and affordable housing

»

Low pollution and environmental
damage

»

Public amenities

»

Low crime

»

Recreation, entertainment, and
intellectual stimuli

»

Low cost of living / low taxation

»

Aesthetically pleasing built and
natural areas

of workers has higher levels of educational
achievement and mental development to meet job
requirements. The demand for education, greater
specialization, and the technology of automation
and computers is usually evidenced in the growth
patterns of a region. The rapid increase in the
use of computer-based manufacturing processes
has caused a rise in the demand for specialized
university-level training. Many areas that were
formally thought of as exclusively manual tasks
now require skilled training. Greater reliance upon
and use of machines in the manufacturing process
has also resulted in a drop in highly paid, skilled
manufacturing jobs. An increase in the service sector
jobs shows the shift from skilled manufacturing
jobs. Service sector jobs typically earn lower wages,
forcing many families to resort to two wage earners
to maintain their standard of living.
While farmland was decreasing, the traditional
place of employment – the urban core – diminished
in importance on a regional scale. Over 80% of
the existing office floor space in the suburbs has
been built since 1970. With the introduction of
such technological advances as teleconferencing,
fax machines, and modems, offices may be
located even further from the urban cores as
communication from almost anywhere becomes
easier and more affordable. A person’s home
10 | City of Rochester Master Plan

– or even car – can serve as an office in this
technologically advanced world. As a result of
the coronavirus pandemic, people, firms, and
businesses all over the world have been forced to
work virtually, and by and large discovered that
many jobs can occur completely remotely.
According to the International Economic
Development Council, the current trend is for
young families to choose where they want to live
based on quality-of-life issues. At the top of this list
of issues is a sense of place. The desire to locate
in a community that has elements and qualities
that create a meaningful experience is not limited
to young families. It also applies to empty-nesters,
young professionals, retirees, and seniors.
While young professionals are focused on finding
a place with character, they are also interested in
well-paying jobs. Knowledge-based jobs that are in
the emerging sectors include:
»

Advanced Electronics & Controls

»

Advanced Materials & Chemicals

»

Aerospace

»

Alternative Energy & Power Generation

»

Communications & Information Technology

»

Film and Digital Media

»

Robotics & Automation

»

Defense & Homeland Security

»

Life Sciences

»

Water Technologies

Young professionals are also interested in a
community that provides an entrepreneurial
environment. Entrepreneurial communities contain a
critical mass of aspiring and active entrepreneurs that
possess different business skills and levels of expertise.

HISTORICAL GROWTH
The table above shows a comparison of population
change from 1960 to 2010 for Rochester and
several surrounding communities. Rochester’s
population increased by about 30% during the
1960s, before remaining relatively unchanged
during the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s. There has
been a dramatic increase in population since 1990,

Table 1: Population Comparisons, 1960-2020
1960
Population

1970
Population
(% Change)

1980
Population
(% Change)

1990
Population
(% Change)

2000
Population
(% Change)

2010
Population
(% Change)

2020
Population
(% Change)

Rochester

5,431

7,054
(29.9%)

7,203
(2.1%)

7,130
(-1.0%)

10,467
(46.8%)

12,711
(21.4%)

13,035
(2.5%)

Rochester Hills

15,946

24,513
(53.7%)

40,779
(66.45)

61,766
(51.5%)

68,825
(11.4%)

70,995
(3.2%)

76,300
(7.5%)

Auburn Hills

8,959

12,646
(41.1%)

15,598
(23.3%)

17,076
(9.5%)

19,837
(16.2%)

21,412
(7.9%)

24,360
(14%)

Troy

19,402

39,419
(103.2%)

67,102
(70.2%)

72,884
(8.6%)

80,959
(11.1%)

80,980
(0%)

87,294
(7.8%)

Oakland Twp.

2,469

4,793
(94.1%)

7,628
(59.1%)

8,227
(7.9%)

13,071
(58.8%)

16,779
(28.4%)

20,067
(19.6%)

Shelby Twp.

17,114

29,467
(72.2%)

38,939
(32.2%)

48,655
(25.0%)

65,159
(33.9%)

73,804
(13.3%)

79,408
(7.6%)

Orion Twp.

9,146

14,189
(11.5%)

19,566
(37.9%)

21,019
(13.3%)

33,463
(59.2%)

32,421
(5.4%)

38,206
(17.8%)

Washington Twp.

4,701

7,526
(60.1%)

8,637
(14.8%)

11,386
(31.8%)

19,080
(67.5%)

23,386
(36.6%)

28,165
(20.4%)

Oakland County

690,603

907,871
(31.5%)

1,011,793
(10.3%)

1,083,592
(7.1%)

1,194,156
(10.2%)

1,202,362
(0.7%)

1,274,395
(6.0%)

Community

Source: US Census 2020

Table 2: City of Rochester Growth as a Percent of Oakland County
Year

Rochester

Oakland County

City Share of
County Population

City Share of
County Growth

1960

5,431

690,603

0.8%

—

1970

7,054

907,871

0.8%

0.8%

1980

7,203

1,011,793

0.7%

0.1%

1990

7,130

1,083,592

0.7%

-0.1%

2000

10,467

1,194,156

0.9%

3.0%

2010

12,711

1,202,362

1.0%

27.3%

2020

13,035

1,274,395

1.0%

0.5%

Source: US Census 2020

due to the high rate of new residential development
in the City. Rochester’s neighboring communities
have grown at a considerable pace since the 1960s,
with particularly high rates of growth during the
1960s, 1970s, and the 1990s. This regional growth
has implications for both the future development
and character of the City of Rochester.
Regarding Rochester’s share of Oakland County’s
growth, it increased during the 1960s, before

declining through the 1970s and 1980s. The
1990s were a time of high rates of growth in
both Rochester and Oakland County. Oakland
County’s growth slowed in the 2000s, while
Rochester’s continued to grow, resulting in the City
contributing 27% of all the growth of the County
at that time. In comparison, the 2020 data shows
Rochester’s much smaller contribution to Oakland
County’s growth (5%).
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POPULATION TRENDS
National birth rates were relatively high and
increasing after World War II until 1967, which
resulted in a substantial increase in the school-age
groups. During the late 1970s and early 1980s,
there was a decline both in birth rates and numbers
of school age children. The late 1980s and early
1990s once again saw birthrates increase, with the
peak in 1990. As a percent of total population, the
age group 65 and over has seen a marked increase
due in large part to advances in medical science
over the past 30 years which has significantly
increased life span for many people. This group will
continue to grow as more and more Baby Boomers
enter this bracket.
The high rate of decline in the number of children
under 5 years of age coupled with the increased
number of women between 15 and 49 resulted
in a sharp drop in the fertility rate to 2.3 children
per woman in 1970. In 1980, the fertility rate
dropped to 1.8, but increased to 2.0 in 1990, due
in large part to the number of women in their
30s giving birth for the first time. More recent
fertility estimates are not statistically significant
for Rochester, but they have continued to decline
nationally.

THE BIG PICTURE
Five fundamental demographic trends will
significantly affect housing demand over the
coming decades:
»

The aging of the baby boom generation.

»

Explosion in the number of young households.

»

Changing household composition.

»

Continuing high levels of immigration.

»

Growing ethnic diversity.

Aging Boomers
Members of the baby boomer generation were
born in the years following the Second World
War (1946 to 1964). This generation is the single
largest in U.S. history and dramatically influenced
the entire economy for the past 50 years. It has
also had a major influence on housing choices and
settlement patterns in the U.S.

12 | City of Rochester Master Plan

The demographic profile of the U.S. population will
change more dramatically over the next 20 years
than at any time since the 1970s. After having
been dominated by young families for decades,
U.S. society is evolving to where every five-year
age group younger than 75 will be of roughly
equal size. In 2000, for the first time in the nation’s
history, more than half of U.S. residents were at
least 35 years old.
The increase in the number of empty-nest, preretirement households represented by people in the
age group 55 to 64 group will prove to be one of
the most significant market factors for residential
developers over the next 20 years. The number
of households headed by a person aged 65 and
older grew by 2.9 million between 2000 and 2010.
With the first wave of Baby Boomers reaching age
65 in 2011, an explosion in the number of elderly
households has occurred.
Rochester is home to an enormously popular
“Older Persons Commission” which provides
services and amenities to those aged 50+ in
Rochester, Rochester Hills, and Oakland Township
with no membership fee, and paid membership
available to residents of other communities. This
highly attractive amenity all but ensures a strong
residential market for seniors. Housing developers
targeting the senior market must consider a
diversity of housing preferences, among which a
number of niches could include:
»

Amenity-rich retirement communities with
rental or for-sale units catering to active and
relatively affluent households;

»

Affordable rental communities offering limited
supportive services;

»

Fully equipped apartments offering congregate
meal plans, activities, and services catering to
seniors who are able to live independently;

»

Assisted-living facilities catering to frailer elderly
persons who do not stand in need of skilled
nursing services; and

»

Facilities offering skilled nursing services.

Explosion of Young Households
Throughout the next decade, much of the demand
for family housing will come from Generation
X (born between the years of 1965 and 1976).

Although a smaller group than the preceding baby
boom generation or the succeeding Generation Y,
the Gen X-ers are well into the process of starting
families and buying homes. For families with
school-age children, the quality of public schools
and recreation opportunities will continue to
strongly influence location decisions. Non-family
Gen X households tend to be more footloose than
their parents, basing their housing decisions on a
location’s lifestyle amenities and convenience.

“One-third [of Millennials] are willing to
pay for the ability to walk,” Ms. Duggal said.
“They don’t want to be in a cookie-cutter
type of development. …The suburbs will
need to evolve to be attractive to Gen Y.”

The formidable Generation Y (born between
the years of 1977 and 1994) and the Millennials
accounted for 26% of the nation’s population in
2000. Gen Y-ers are different in almost every way
from their baby boomer parents. For example,
they are more diverse. One in three members of
this generation is not Caucasian; one in four lives
in a single-parent household; three in four have
working mothers. This generation has the potential
to increase the demand for multiple-family housing.
As of 2016, this generation represents the largest
generation in the U.S. labor force, representing
the first time that a generation has surpassed the
number of Baby Boomers in the labor force.1
While Millennials are sometimes used
interchangeably with Gen-Y, they more
appropriately describe a segment of the population
born between 1980 and 2000.
Table 3 illustrates changes in each generation’s
share of the total population over the 2000-2030
period. The generational shift will inevitably alter
development preferences and expectations.

Paint Creek

Table 3: General Share of Total Population, U.S., 2000-2030
Generational Categories

Decades
2000
0%

2010
0%

2020
7%

2030
20%

Millennial

7%

20%

25%

25%

Generation Y

26%

25%

24%

22%

Generation X

17%

16%

15%

13%

Baby Boomers

28%

25%

22%

17%

Depression & WWII

13%

10%

6%

3%

Silent Generation

9%

4%

1%

0%

100%

100%

100%

100%

Next Generation

Total:
Source: Urban Land Institute
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census, only 11.4% of residents identify as a racial
or ethnic minority.

ROCHESTER POPULATION
PROFILE

Employment

Age Groupings
Age groupings generally define several social
categories. The preschool group includes those
under five years of age. Those from age 5-14 make
up the elementary/middle school age group, while
the high school sector includes those between 15
and 19 years. The bulk of the work force is found
between age 20 and 64, with the 21-to-44-year
age group representing family formation years.
Individuals from 45 to 64 years of age represent
mature families and persons 65 and up represent
the retiring population. Figure 1 below shows the
age distribution of Rochester’s population between
1990 and 2010.
In general, the three-decade comparison shows
that the City’s population is aging somewhat.
Growth is especially obvious in the groups between
40 and 49. There is also growth, however, in the
pre-high school group.

Racial Composition
The majority of Rochester residents identify as
white. Of the 18.3% that are members of minority
groups, 7.7% are Asian; 2.6% are Black; 0.2% are
either American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut; and 1.3%
reported “other” (2020 U.S. Census). An additional
6.5% identified as two or more races. Despite the
majority of Rochester residents identifying as white,
the City is rapidly diversifying. As of the 2010

Figure 1: Change in Age Cohorts, 1900-2010
25%
20%
15%

Figure 2 shows employment by industry according
to 2018 ACS estimates. The most common
types of employment for Rochester residents are
“educational services, and health care and social
assistance” (24%), “manufacturing” (22%),
and “professional, scientific, and management,
and administrative and waste management
services” (14%). This is a notable shift from 2010
employment data, where the most common
employment type for Rochester residents was
manufacturing, representing 26.9% of jobs,
followed by education (19.9%) and professional
services (12.9%). The decline in manufacturing
employment is accompanied by a decline in
industrial land use in the City.
The 2010 ACS indicated the mean travel time to
work for Rochester residents working outside the
home was 28.8 minutes. 2018 ACS estimates
show a slight decrease in commuting times at
27.7 minutes. At the County level, the average
commuting time for all Oakland County was 26
minutes per the 2010 ACS and 26.8 minutes per
2018 ACS estimates. 2018 ACS estimates also
show that almost all Rochester residents commute
alone in a personal vehicle (87%). This update
is conducted in the thick of the coronavirus
pandemic, which has drastically altered the
relationship between workspaces and residential
spaces. Permanent outcomes remain to be seen
and should be monitored closely for effects on the
built environment such as a shift in land use from
commercial or office to residential or mixed-use.

Education

10%
5%
0%

According to the 2010 ACS there was a total of
6,615 Rochester residents employed in 2010. 2018
ACS estimates show there was a total of 6,639
Rochester residents employed in 2018, representing
about 63% of the City’s population.

0-5
years

5-14
years

15-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69
years years years years years years

1990

2000

Source: US Census, 1990, 2000, 2010
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2010

70+
years

Both the 2010 ACS and 2018 ACS estimates
provide statistics on educational attainment.
The 2010 ACS reported that there were 8,215
Rochester residents that were 25 years old or
older, which is 65% of the total population. Of
these, 97% have received at least a high school
education. Approximately 8% have earned an

Figure 2: Employment by Industry (2018 ACS Estimates)
0%
2%

2%

Educational services, and health care and social
assistance
Manufacturing

2% 1%

3%

Professional, scientific, and management, and
administrative and waste management services
Retail trade

24%

4%

8%

Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and
accommodation and food services
Finance and insurance, and real estate and rental and
leasing
Other services, except public administration

9%

Construction
Public administration
22%

Transportation and warehousing, and utilities

9%

Information
Wholesale trade

14%

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2014-2018

SUSTAINABILITY INDICATOR
Number of Jobs
The number of jobs within a community is
foundational to economic growth. To build
on what already exists is typically easier than
attracting jobs to a city with no established
business network. As of 2016, Rochester had
7,028 jobs within the City. Of the peer downtown
communities, Rochester has the fourth largest
number of jobs after Auburn Hills (69,674),
Birmingham (16,094), and Plymouth (8,396). The
Sustainable Rochester Framework recommends
job growth in Rochester. Increasing the number
of jobs has a clear economic benefit, and it also
has a positive environmental advantage if it can
reduce commute times for residents.

80,000
69,674

70,000
60,000
50,000
40,000
30,000

16,094

20,000
10,000
0

7,028 8,396
560

2,654 1,682

4,962

1,350

Source: Sustainable Rochester, 2019 ACS Estimates
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associate degree, 31% have earned a bachelor’s
degree, and 25% have earned a grate or
professional degree. 2018 ACS estimates show an
increase in educational attainment and reported
that there were 8,788 residents that were 25 years
old or older, representing about 67% of the total
population. Of these, 98% have received a high
school education or higher, a three-percentage
point increase from 2010. Approximately 11%
have earned an associate degree, a slight increase
from 2010; 27% have earned a bachelor’s degree,
a slight decrease from 2010; and 29% have
earned a graduate or professional degree, a slight
increase from 2010. These gains could reflect either
increased education by current Rochester residents,
or new residents moving into the community with
higher educational attainment.
Educational statistics from both the 2010 Census
and 2018 ACS estimates show that Rochester
compares favorably to larger geographies in
Michigan. The 2010 Census reported that in
Oakland County, 25% of residents who are 25
years or older have earned a bachelor’s degree
and 18% have earned a graduate or professional
degree. 2018 ACS estimates show a slight increase
in these figures with 26% of Oakland County
residents that are 25 years or older that have earned
a bachelor’s degree, and 20% that have earned
a graduate or professional degree. Educational
attainment is lower for the State of Michigan with
2018 ACS estimates reporting that only 18% of

residents who are 25 year or older have earned
a bachelor’s degree and only 11% have earned
a graduate or professional degree. Compared to
both Oakland County and the State of Michigan,
educational attainment in the City of Rochester is
notably higher, and education levels are increasing.

Income
Table 4 shows the median household income,
per capita income, and the percent of population
below poverty level for Rochester, surrounding
communities, Oakland County, the State of
Michigan, and the United States. The 2010 median
household income in Rochester was $76,603.
2018 ACS estimates show roughly a 14% increase
from 2010 with an estimated median household
income of $87,361. This is higher than the
estimated median household income in Oakland
County ($76,387), Michigan ($54,938) and the
U.S. ($60,293) in 2018. Per capita income in
Rochester was $47,286 in 2010, and 2018 ACS
estimates show roughly a 13% increase from the
2010 Census with an estimated per capita income
of $54,142. This is higher than the estimated
per capita income in Oakland County ($42,760),
Michigan ($30,336) and the U.S. ($32,621) in
2018. Again, this increase could reflect either rising
wealth among existing residents or an influx of new
residents with higher incomes; the scale and speed
of the shift suggests the latter.

Table 4: 2010 & 2018 Income Comparisons
Median
Household
Income
(2010)

Median
Household
Income
(2018)

Per Capita
Income
(2010)

Per Capita
Income
(2018)

Rochester

$74,959

$87,361

$47,804

$54,142

6.2%

6.5%

Rochester Hills

$82,346

$90,961

$39,393

$46,174

6.5%

4.9%

Auburn Hills

$50,086

$62,632

$26,005

$31,506

13.4%

12%

Troy

$89,061

$97,048

$40,865

$45,888

4.6%

4.6%

Oakland Twp.

$114,015

$146,492

$50,171

$62,660

2.8%

2.3%

Shelby Twp.

$66,892

$74,379

$31,872

$38,445

6.7%

6.4%

Orion Twp.

$80,656

$93,750

$34,846

$43,487

6.0%

4.7%

Washington Twp.

$73,086

$91,078

$33,652

$43,249

7.1%

5.4%

Oakland County

$67,292

$76,387

$36,318

$42,760

8.7%

8.6%

State of Michigan

$48,432

$54,938

$25,135

$30,336

16.8%

15%

United States

$51,914

$60,293

$27,334

$32,621

15.3%

14.1%

Community

Source: 2010 US Census, American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2014-2018 and 2006-2010
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Population Population
below
below
Poverty
Poverty
Level (2010) Level (2018)

The poverty rate in Rochester was 6.2% in 2010.
2018 ACS estimates do not show much change
with an estimated poverty rate of 6.5%; however,
the margin of error on this estimate is +/-2.2,
indicating that poverty rate could range from 4.3%
to 8.7% and that the change in poverty rate in
Rochester from the 2010 Census is unknown at
this time. Overall, the poverty rate in Rochester is
lower than the estimated poverty rates in Oakland
County (8.6%), Michigan (15%), and the United
States (14%).

The constant proportion method assumes that
the City will maintain the same percentage of the
County’s projected 2020 and 2030 population as it
experienced in 2010. Rochester contained 1.1% of
the County’s 2010 population. Projections for the
City using this method are as follows:

In Rochester, both educational attainment and
income appear to be increasing, which is an
important change to identify. Higher education
levels typically lead to higher incomes, which
yields more ability to purchase rather than rent
housing and to afford more expensive housing.
However, lack of change in the poverty rate
despite these gains suggest that such gains are
not fully distributed across the community. In
light of the identified housing need in Rochester,
these demographic shifts will become increasingly
important in the coming years as the City considers
how to adequately house its residents.

PROJECTIONS OF FUTURE
POPULATION
Large geographic areas generally have a significant
influence on their smaller constituent subareas.
The growth rate for Rochester is directly influenced
by the growth of the larger geographic areas of
which it is a part. For this reason, the Oakland
County area is discussed in conjunction with the
City’s future population estimate. The Southeast
Michigan Council of Government’s (SEMCOG)
2045 Economic and Demographic Forecast
was completed in 2018. The estimates for
Rochester and Oakland County are as follows:2

Oakland County
Rochester

2025

2035

2045

1,274,576

1,301,621

1,319,089

14,424

14,454

14,657

A number of mathematical methods can be used to
project the City’s future population. Three methods
that seem particularly reasonable and which
lend themselves to the available data include the
constant proportion, growth rate, and increasing
proportion methods. All these methods are based
on historical trends.

Oakland
County

Rochester

2010 Population

1,202,362

12,711

2025 Projection

1,274,576

14,020

2035 Projection

1,301,621

14,318

The growth rate method is an alternative method
of projection that assumes the 2010-2020 growth
rate will be the same as between 2000-2010, and
the 2010-2030 growth rate will be the same as
between 1990-2010. The results are as follows (this
method does not yield a prediction for the target
year of 2035):
2010 Population

12,711

2000-2010 Change

21.4%

1990-2010 Change

78.3%

2025 Projection

15,431

2035 Projection

22,663

Due to Rochester’s rapid growth between 2000
and 2010, this methodology yields projections of
dramatic increases in population. Even though the
City is already developed, and these numbers may
seem large, housing redevelopment is one of the
City’s greatest needs. As further detailed in the
Housing chapter, there is a distinct housing need
in Rochester. If the City were to accommodate
this identified need for housing, these population
increases could in fact approach accuracy.
The increasing proportion method assumes
that the rural areas and small cities on the fringe
of growth centers will expand over the next two
decades as these growth centers approach their buildout. The data below assumes Rochester will comprise
1.2% of the County population in 2020 and 1.4% in
2030. The results are as follows:
2025
Oakland County Projection
Increasing Proportion Percentage
Rochester Projection

2035

1,274,576 1,301,621
1.2%

1.4%

15,295

18,223
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As of 2020, the population in Rochester is 13,035,
indicating that the City’s population is closest to the
constant proportion method. This growth shows that
Rochester is a desirable place to live, and in terms of
future development, population growth means that
there will be more people in need of housing in the
coming years. While there is limited available land for
greenfield development, the City has the opportunity
to encourage dense developments that build up
rather than out, and its transition away from industrial
land uses offers redevelopment opportunities.

Regional Development Forecasts
The SEMCOG 2045 Regional Development Forecast
(RDF) was developed in part to assist communities
in their long-range planning efforts. Projecting
how a community’s population, households, and
employment (jobs within the community) will
likely change over time allows the community
to proactively plan for the services and facilities
needed to support the residents. Table 5 shows
SEMCOG’s RDF projections for Rochester.
There are some notable nuances in SEMCOG’s
RDF projections. The projections fall short of the
growth rates experienced by the City between
1990 and 2010. However, without further housing
development, the rapid growth during this period is
unlikely to continue, as much of the City’s growth
during this period was related to annexation and
new housing development. Growth will likely come
from increased density, redevelopment, and mixed
use. Additionally, the employment projections
show less job growth as time goes on. SEMCOG
uses data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis
to determine these employment projections, and
compared to the entire U.S., slower job growth in
southeast Michigan is tied to slower population
growth. Furthermore, the employment projections
consist of jobs within the community, so it also
includes jobs for people who do not live in the City.
This helps to explain why there is more employment
growth than population growth in the City.3

CONCLUSION
While no one can predict the future, it is important
to have a good estimate of the future population
so that planning activities for infrastructure,
municipal services, and administrative capabilities
are well-managed and directed for the growth
and development that does occur. For planning
purposes during the City’s formation of this Master
Plan, the following population levels were assumed
to ensure that adequate levels of service are
provided. They largely track the SEMCOG forecast,
which is similar to the results from the Constant
Proportion method. Although the City is not
promoting these growth levels, it is essential that
the community be prepared for what may occur.

Constant Proportion
Year

Population

2018

13,130

2020

13,400

2025

13,700

2030

14,000

2035

14,250

2040

14,500

As the name implies, this method assumes relatively
stable conditions. However, the City of Rochester
is experiencing a shift in employment and land
use away from industrial and manufacturing
operations. The City will need to transition at
least a portion of that land to support other uses,
and housing will undoubtedly be a component.
Based on the analysis presented in the Housing
chapter, the City could experience a period of rapid
residential development, producing an alternate
set of assumptions about growth. A primary
task of this Master Plan update is to explore this
redevelopment and integrate planning for it into
the larger community context.

Table 5: SEMCOG Regional Development Forecast, Rochester
2015

2020

2025

2030

2035

2040

2045

Population

13,181

14,164

14,424

14,423

14,454

14,584

14,657

Household

5,649

6,099

6,183

6,218

6,237

6,263

6,264

Employment

9.036

9,273

9,119

9,019

9,163

9,268

9,363

Source: SEMCOG
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PLANNING IMPLICATIONS
Policy
»

Calibrate new-housing targets to population projections.

»

Continue to track changes in income and poverty to ensure that inequality is identified.

»

Prioritize job growth opportunities in the most common industries that Rochester residents
are employed: “ed and med,” manufacturing, and professional services including science and
administration.

»

Plan for an aging population, which includes providing senior housing and services.

Zoning
»

Shrink the amount of industrially-zoned land in accordance with the decline in industrial uses.

Development Review
»

Add “number of jobs created” to development review scorecard.

Sources
1

Fry, Richard. “Millennials are the Largest Generation in the U.S. Labor Force.” Pew Research Center. 11 April 2018. https://
www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2018/04/11/millennials-largest-generation-us-labor-force/

2

Southeast Michigan Council of Governments. “Southeast Michigan 2045 Forecast Summary.” 6 August 2018.
https://semcog.org/Portals/0/Documents/Plans-For-The-Region/Regional-Forecast/2045RegionalForecastSummary.
pdf?ver=2018-08-07-100350-893

3

Southeast Michigan Council of Governments. “Stabilizing and Sustaining: The Economic and Demographic Outlook for
Southeast Michigan through 2045.” March 2017.
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3
HOUSING

INTRODUCTION
The largest proportion of land use in any community is generally residential, and its
characteristics define the community in many ways. The size, type, density, and materials
of dwelling units define their cost, which then directly influences the selection of residents
who can and will inhabit them. The characteristics of those residents, particularly income and
education, are in turn used by commercial and industrial entities to determine the type and size
of business establishments which are suitable for the community. The community’s taxable value
is generated by the aggregate of these factors. The sum of this value defines the community’s
ability to provide services, which are consumed in the greatest proportion by residents. Their
satisfaction with them is a significant driver of their feelings about, involvement in, and actions
toward the community and its leadership.
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EXISTING HOUSING IN
ROCHESTER
Households and Dwelling Types
The City of Rochester has a variety of housing
types, ranging from new single-family dwellings
and condominiums on the outskirts of the City to
older single-family dwellings and apartment units
closer to the downtown. In 2018, the American
Community Survey estimated that there are
5,997 housing units in Rochester, and Figure 4
indicates the number of units per structure. Since
2010, the proportion of single-family units has
decreased slightly, going from 66% single-family
units to an estimated 63% in 2018 (52% singlefamily detached and 11% single-family attached).
Correspondingly, the proportion of multiplefamily units has increased slightly since 2010,
going from 31% to an estimated 35% in 2018.
The two most common forms of multiple-family
housing in Rochester are 5-to-9-unit dwellings and
10-to-19-unit dwellings, each representing 13%
of the housing stock in the City. Since 2010, the
percentage of two-unit dwellings (duplexes) has
remained the same at 2%. Additionally, mobile
homes represented 1% of the City’s dwelling
types in 2010, but as of 2018 estimates, mobile
homes are no longer a prevalent dwelling type for
Rochester.
Rochester is ahead of the national curve in terms
of housing format diversity. Over the past 50 to
100 years, housing development has concentrated
most heavily on the opposing ends of the density
spectrum: single-family detached homes and
apartment buildings with 20 or more units. As

development in Rochester shows, there is a whole
range of “missing middle” (Figure 3) formats
between those ends, comprised of attached singlefamily residences, neighborhood-scale apartments,
townhomes, live-work units, and other mediumscale housing. During the same period, household
size has decreased, the percentage of households
with children has fallen, and the median age has
risen. All of these features have combined to
produce a shift in housing unit preferences for
smaller units with a lower maintenance burden.
Rochester is well-positioned to meet those
preferences and should continue to support its
diversified housing stock.

Figure 4: Dwelling Units by Type (2018 ACS
Estimates)
6%
10%

5%

1-unit, detached

13%

4%

1-unit, attached
2 units

5%
13%

6%

5 to 9 units
61%

4%
2%

4%

3 or 4 units

52%

4%

10 to 19 units
20 or more units

11%

Mobile home

Outer circle represents national percentages, and the
inner circle represents Rochester’s figures.
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates,
2014-2018

Figure 3: Missing Middle Housing
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SUSTAINABILITY
INDICATOR
Age of Housing
During times of increased development, it is
important for a community to maintain the
places and institutions that make it unique.
Historic structures are a community’s connection
to its origin that can often be told through the
different architectural styles and neighborhood
configuration. From a sustainability standpoint,
research has shown that “the greenest building
is the one already standing” when examining
the following environmental impact categories:
climate change, human health, ecosystem
quality, and resource depletion.¹ One measure
for historic structures is the percentage of
housing structures over 50 years old. One-third
of Rochester homes are built before 1970, the
second smallest percentage after Auburn Hills.
This low percentage is likely due to the large,
modern subdivisions on the City’s east side. The
new structures will continue to lower the median
age of housing, and also change the character
of neighborhoods. The Sustainability Framework
recommends increasing the percentage of
structures that are 50 years or older.

Source: Sustainable Rochester, 2016 ACS Estimates
1. Alter, Loyd. “Proof that the Greenest Building is the One Already
Standing Released in New Report from Perspective Green Lab.”
October 2018. https://www.treehugger.com/proof-greenest-buildingis-already-standing-4855771

As indicated in “Sustainable Rochester,” housing in
Rochester is relatively new, with only about onethird of structures constructed prior to 1970—a
lower proportion than in most of its neighboring
communities. Sustainable practices support a
policy of maintaining and preserving these older
structures as possible while integrating new
housing into the City.

Housing Affordability
The median housing value in Rochester is $348,800
according to the 2018 ACS. Median monthly
owner costs, including for homes with mortgages,
are between $1,000 and $1,499, and median rent
is $1,058. Housing is considered “unaffordable”
if a household spends more than 30% of monthly
household income on housing costs, and “severely
unaffordable” if a household spends more than
50% of monthly household income on housing
costs. Rochester’s median household income is
$87,361, so housing costs above $2,184 per
month would be considered “unaffordable” to
a household earning this income, and “severely
unaffordable” over $3,640 per month. In the
aggregate, then, it appears that housing in
Rochester is affordable to the median resident.
But such aggregation elides disparities within the
community. About 15% of the City’s housing units
are owner-occupied with no mortgage, and the
median housing cost of this group is quite low
($742; this figure includes insurance and select
utilities). In contrast, the median cost of a housing
unit with a mortgage approaches the affordability
threshold quite closely ($2,049). Still, the ACS
estimates that 82% of owner households in
Rochester are affordable to the households that live
in them, which is a notably high percentage; 13%
are considered unaffordable, and 5% are severely
unaffordable. For owner households earning less
than $75,000 per year, however, only 47% are
considered affordable, indicating that lower-income
households typically spend a higher percentage
of their income on housing costs. Rental housing
affordability presents a rather starkly different
narrative, however. A bare majority (51%) of renting
households are living in accommodations that are
affordable to them, while 20% are in housing that
is considered unaffordable and another 29% in
housing that is severely unaffordable.
Figure 7 shows the estimated number of rental
housing available at different income levels
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Figure 5: Owner Housing Affordability

Figure 6: Renter Housing Affordability

Severely Unaffordable
5%

Unaffordable
13%

Severely
Unaffordable
29%
Affordable
51%
Unaffordable
20%

Affordable
82%

Source: Envision Tomorrow Analysis, 2018 ACS Estimates

Source: Envision Tomorrow Analysis, 2018 ACS Estimates

Figure 7: Comparing Rental Household Incomes with Occupied Units Affordable at Each
Income Level
600
500
400
300
200
100
0
<15k

15k <35k

35k <50k

Actual Households at Income Level

50k <75k

75k <100k

100k <150k

150k+

Estimated Occupied Housing Units Affordable at Income Level

Source: Envision Tomorrow Analysis, 2018 ACS Estimates

compared to the number of households in those
income brackets. The mismatch between these
two groups is strongest at either end of the income
scale: the lowest-earning households are likely
living in the “oversupply” of housing affordable
to the next two income levels, and there is an
abundance of housing suitable for households
earning over $100,000 that is likely being occupied
by residents earning $50,000-$100,000 due to
shortages of housing targeted to those brackets.
It is acknowledged that communities have very
limited direct control over housing costs. It is

further acknowledged that there are obvious and
significant benefits of having a community with
high median income and housing values, some
of which are laid out in the introduction to this
section. Yet it is just as true, as the Sustainability
Report states, that it is important for a community
to serve its residents’ housing needs through
the life cycle. While there may be no policy or
decision at the local level that prescribes housing
affordability, there are nevertheless many decisions
that benefit from a true understanding of the
community’s largest land use and its residents’ most
significant regular expenditure.
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SUSTAINABILITY INDICATOR: Housing Affordability
Using data from the 2016 Sustainability Rochester Development Framework, two
indicators that help determine the affordability of housing relative to residents’ income
are discussed: housing cost-burden and median unit price.

Percent of Households with
Housing Cost Burden for
Homeowners and Renters
Housing affordability is an important component
of strong neighborhoods. Cities must provide
housing at a range of prices so residents can
afford to live in the community through various
life stages. A strong neighborhood means that a
household can transition into a new age group,
income bracket, or family composition without
having to leave the community.
Housing affordability is measured as the percent
Source: Sustainable Rochester, 2016 ACS Estimates
of households paying more than 30% of their
income towards housing costs (either as gross
mortgage payments or rent). According to the 2016 ACS data, the percentage of cost-burdened
households with a mortgage is 17%, and has been consistently lower than the percentages of
residents in Rochester’s adjacent communities. Rochester’s percentage of cost-burdened renters is
44% and has started to trend downwards since 2010 (2016 ACS 5-year estimates, Table DP04). The
Sustainable Framework recommends maintaining this baseline, though it should be acknowledged
that further reduction would be desirable for the burdened households.

Median Unit Price
Median unit price measures a development’s ability to provide housing that is affordable to the median
resident. While population growth and economic growth are often considered positive changes, it can
have the less positive effect of increasing housing costs. Maintaining or slowing the increase of unit
prices will help keep current residents within the City. These median home and median rent values vary
by location within the City, but when evaluating the entire City, the median housing value is $361,735
and the median gross rent is $861. The eastern edge of the City has the highest median rent ($1,500)
while the south western corner of the City has the most affordable median rent ($762). The Sustainable
Framework recommends maintaining this baseline.
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Map 1: Median Gross Rent
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Map 2: Median Housing Value
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FUTURE HOUSING PROJECTIONS

Housing Density and Formats

Rochester is experiencing housing development
pressure, which suggests that the private sector’s
analyses show an opportunity for profitable new
dwelling units. To help the City place this pressure
in the context of housing need in the community,
the following analysis employs the Balanced
Housing Model from Envision Tomorrow, a national
open-source platform for scenario planning that
has been supported by the US Department of
Housing and Urban Development’s Sustainable
Communities program.

Envision Tomorrow documents the “missing
middle” shortage on a national scale by comparing
the national housing stock to an average of two
demand studies (Robert Charles Lesser & CO Real
Estate Advisors and Metropolitan Research Center
at the University of Utah), as well as to the current
local building stock. The findings support the earlier
assertion that Rochester is ahead of the curve in
meeting the demand for diversified and smaller
housing formats, and demonstrates that there is
room for additional movement toward those goals.

Analysis inputs are basic information available from
the Census about housing units, age and income
of householders, and tenure, and a projection of
the number of persons and households for the year
2040 (SEMCOG’s regional forecast was used for
this analysis). The tool also employs Esri’s Tapestry
Segmentation data, which combines demographic
information with sales and purchasing data to paint
a detailed picture of 67 unique groups, including
their housing preferences. A goal of the program
is to match housing development with community
need. It’s worth noting that this is a specific goal
which is distinct from other common goals in a
housing development analysis, such as maximizing
development or profit potential, or inducing a change
in resident profile through housing availability.

The model suggests a “balanced housing profile”
for the City in 2040 that distributes new structures
among housing formats accounting for current
mismatches and future preference shifts. The model
suggests 1,418 additional units over the next two
decades, some of which will include rehabilitated
or rebuilt existing structures, but many of which
would be new. Understanding the format helps
with considerations of placement: multifamily
and townhome developments will have a smaller
footprint per unit and can fit more units on a
smaller area, for example, and the large proportion
of standard and large-lot single-family units that
already exist in the community means this category
may include a larger number of replacements as
opposed to new-builds. Key to developing new

Figure 8: Shifting Housing Preferences

Balanced Housing Model
The Balanced Housing Model is used to
analyze a community’s existing housing supply,
including the matches and mismatches by
age, household income, and tenure (rental or
owner-occupied). It is also used to conduct a
capacity analysis of development potential and
a forecast of future age and income cohorts.
Using this information, the model can be
used to create a series of policy and strategic
recommendations for a balanced, sustainable
future housing supply along with targeted
goals that can be used to determine a
community’s future progress in implementing
its plan.
http://envisiontomorrow.org/housing
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Small Lot SF

Townhome

Multifamily

Mobile Home/Other
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Source: Envision Tomorrow Analysis, 2018 ACS Estimates
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Figure 9: Survey Results - Variety & Pricing
of Housing

Figure 10: Survey Results - Housing Density
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housing in Rochester is finding available land.
New residential development will likely have to
be a conversion from industrial/manufacturing to
residential or from green space to residential.
Survey respondents are generally happy with
housing density. The findings show that close
to 71% are satisfied with housing density. The
comments about housing are more varied and
express concern not with the buildings themselves
but with the effects they may bring, such as
congestion. Other concerns with larger residential
development are the aesthetic quality of the
buildings and how their presence could detract
from its historic built environment. A smaller
percentage (58%) are satisfied with housing
variety and pricing. Comments expressed some
concern about the rate at which bungalows that
are affordable to moderate income households are
replaced with larger homes that do not fit in the
neighborhood.

Housing Affordability for Additional
Housing
In addition to format, housing affordability is
another dimension to consider when developing
targets for new housing. Using the population
projection figure and distributing the expected
growth among income cohorts according to
county-level population forecasts provided by
the program, current households and housing
stock are compared against future demand. The
analysis again shows shortages in the “missing
middle” as well as at the bottom of the spectrum;
it predicts that 80% of the future needed units

0%
Very poor

Poor

Neutral

Good

Excellent

N/A

SUSTAINABILITY
INDICATOR
Development Impact of
Housing Density
The number of housing units per acre measures
the density of residential development. When a
city is nearly built-out, the most efficient option
for housing development is to increase housing
units per acre. The number of housing units per
acre within Rochester ranges from one to five
units. As expected, downtown and adjacent
neighborhoods have the greatest number of
housing units per acre. When moving away
from the core, housing density shrinks. Largelot subdivisions, industrial businesses, and open
space characterize these lower-density areas. The
Sustainability Framework recommends a 10%
increase of residential units per acre, by census
block group. Not only would this generate
greater tax revenue to the City to improve
services, it would provide greater housing variety
to residents.
Source: Sustainable Rochester, 2016 ACS Estimates
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Map 3: Housing Units Per Acre
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must be affordable for households earning less
than $75,000 annually. Since there is a strong
relationship between size and cost in housing,
there is a natural synergy between the desire for
smaller units and the need for greater affordability.

»

What need is the proposal serving?

»

Does that need already exist in the community?

»

To what extent does the proposal alleviate the
need?

It is common for a community announcing
an intent to construct housing units that are
deliberately “affordable” or “attainable” to elicit
strong commentary from existing residents of
higher-value homes who are concerned that their
home value will be negatively impacted. This public
conversation can be quite heated and disruptive,
so it is worth addressing head-on in this policy
document. It is an apparent conflict between two
reasonable community goals: Ensuring that there
are housing opportunities suitable for all residents,
and preserving existing high housing values where
they exist. In determining the right tradeoff, the
technical details of the actual conflict should be
rigorously examined by answering the following
questions:

»

What is the measurable impact of the proposal,
both positive and negative?

»

Where are the negative impacts concentrated?

»

What is the ability of the affected parties to
absorb the negative impact?

»

Where are the positive impacts concentrated?

?
h

»

Are there logical areas for differently sized
homes or developments?
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This analysis notably reflects residents who already
live in the City. Census data clearly show that
some households are making great sacrifices to
live within the City limits by managing household
budgets that are disproportionately consumed
by housing costs. As opportunities to develop
new housing are shaped by public policy and
regulation, it is worthwhile to consider how these
opportunities can be used to make a measurable
difference in residents’ quality of life.

Figure 11: Current Households & Housing Stock Compared with Future Demand
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Source: Envision Tomorrow Analysis, 2018 ACS Estimates

SUSTAINABILITY INDICATOR
Cost of Living
The Sperling Cost of Living Index measures
relative price levels for consumer goods and
services in participating areas (i.e. housing,
food and groceries, transportation, utilities,
healthcare, and miscellaneous). The average score
for all participating places, both metropolitan
and nonmetropolitan, equals 100, and each
participant’s index is a percentage of the average
for all places. This measure shows how specific
elements of life compare to other cities and
how the expense of those elements relates to
the national average. Rochester’s cost of living
index score, 123.1, is significantly higher than
the national average and many of its adjacent
communities. Housing expense is largest factor in
the cost-of-living difference. The City can make
strides to lower its cost of living by providing an
array of housing options that are affordable and
meet the needs of a diverse population (condos,
apartments, small and large lot housing). The 2019 Sperling Cost of Living index shows that the
cost of living has reduced marginally to 121.4, however the disparity in housing compared to the
US has grown, meaning the resulting lower cost of living index is due to the reduction of other
costs that changed the overall score. Housing costs remain high. The Sustainable Framework
recommends maintaining this baseline.
Source: Sustainable Rochester, 2016 ACS Estimates
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Aging in place refers to a population that does not
move from their homes as they age. This presents
several challenges for both aging residents and
cities. From a resident’s perspective, homes need to
be adapted to accommodate an elderly resident,
second floors may be difficult to access, and
exterior entrances may not have been built to ADA
compliance. Additionally, retirees on a fixed income
may find it challenging to keep up with increases
in housing costs and could potentially be priced
out of their homes. According to the American
Community Survey 2019 5-year estimates, in
Rochester there are 696 senior households and
99.3% of these households are occupied by
a single person. With a high degree of single
occupant senior households, strategies such as
senior programing, volunteer opportunities, and
accessible transportation options to senior centers
help reduce social isolation in seniors. Another
challenge of aging in place is the impact on the
housing stock. It is important to ensure that after
the demographic “senior bulge” passes through
the community, that the housing stock occupied
by seniors is designed for younger households.
An emphasis on “universal design,” which
increases ease of access by all people, is preferable
over housing stock designed rigidly for a senior
population. This mitigates the risk of reducing
the stock available to other household types,
which also increases housing costs by decreasing
availability.

EFFECTS OF NEW HOUSING
DEVELOPMENT
Fiscal Impact
An often-overlooked impact of new housing
development is how new development impacts
fiscal revenues and expenditures. To better
understand the relationship between municipal
finance and housing development all residential
properties in Rochester were analyzed based on
their revenue generating potential. The analysis
used the state equalized value, the millage
rate, and an allocation of dollars from the State
constitutional revenue sharing to estimate how
much revenue is generated by all the parcels in the
City. The complete analysis process is illustrated in
Figure 12. Looking at how developed properties
are currently generating revenue provides a
valuable perspective on how future developments
generate revenue. Figure 13 summarizes the results
30 | City of Rochester Master Plan

Figure 12: Fiscal Impact Analysis Process
Property Tax Generated

Constitutional Revenue
Sharing

(State Equalized Value)
/ 1000

Per Capita Revenue
Sharing

Revenue Generated per
Parcel

Revenue Generated per
Parcel
Millage Rate

Population on Parcel

Total City Constitutional
Revenue Sharing

Dwelling Units on
Parcel

Total City Population

City Average Household
Size

Parcel Acreage

Revenue Generated per
Acre

of the analysis based on four housing typologies,
small lot single family, large lot single family,
attached condos, and multiple family apartments.
In addition to the tax revenue generated per parcel
Figure 13 shows the calculated expenditures for the
City of Rochester on and per parcel and a per acre
basis.
The analysis shows that single family homes
generate the lowest revenue per parcel, but
the second highest revenue per acre. Using the
acreage “normalizes” the variation in parcel sizes
and provides a more accurate basis from which to
connect municipal finance to land use. Large lot
single family homes (those greater than 10,000
square feet) have higher revenue generating power
on a per parcel basis compared to small lot single
family homes. This is likely a function of large
lot single family homes having more land and
therefore higher property values. Attached condo
developments have a comparatively high revenue
generating power on a per parcel bases, but have
the lowest revenue generating power on a per acre
basis. This is a result of large condo developments
in the City that often have more than 50 units on
a parcel. Much of the land of these large parcels
is used for yards or green space which are not
as financially productive as housing. Therefore,
the entire acreage of the parcel is inflated by the
green space which drives down the tax revenue
per acre. This type of development has a negative
financial balance when expenditures are compared
to revenues. Multiple family apartments have the
highest revenue generating power of any housing
typology, demonstrating that this housing typology
has the best impact on municipal finances. An

Figure 13: Fiscal Impact Analysis Summary

important note of the analysis is that it does not
adjust expenditures for each housing typology and
instead uses a constant value.
The map “Tax Revenue Generated by Residential
Properties” shows where the higher generating
properties are located. The blues indicated higher
generating properties and the green-yellows
indicate lower generating properties. The map
illustrates that the western gridded side of the City,
which has smaller lots and denser neighborhoods
are more productive than the newer suburban
developments in the east.

Circulation Impact
A common concern of residents is the impact
that new housing development will have on
traffic. Residents express concerns that larger scale
developments with many units generate traffic that
puts pressure on an already stressed road system.

1st and Campbell multi-family housing.
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Map 4: Tax Revenue from Residential Properties
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Table 6: Residential Land Uses & Trips
Generated
?
Land Use

Average Daily Trips
per Dwelling Unit

Single Family Attached

9.57

Apartment

6.72

Condo/Townhouse

5.86

Senior Living

2.15

Source: ITE Trip Generation Summary, City of Oregon City Ordinance
08-1007
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To alleviate resident concerns the City asked three
recent development proposals in Rochester to
conduct traffic impact analysis. These developments,
which ranged from 43 to 149 dwelling units, were
found to have no substantial impact on the existing
traffic patterns. The Institute of Transportation
Engineers releases a manual of daily trips generated
by land use. Table 6 illustrates the relationship
between residential land uses and trips generated.
As the table shows, single family-residential uses
generate more trips per dwelling unit than the other
types of residential uses. However, apartments and
condos/townhouses usually have multiple units
on one property which create overall higher trip
counts compared to single family residences. This
underscores the importance to build multi-unit
developments in areas with multiple transportation
options to reduce the number of overall trips that
are taken in personal vehicles.

PLANNING IMPLICATIONS
Policy
»

Continue to provide a variety of housing formats at a range of densities to ensure suitable shelter
for residents at all stages of life.

»

Seek to ensure that residents are not displaced from the community due to rising or unattainable
housing costs.

Development Review
»

Determine if a development will support the sustainability indicator to increase the percentage of
structures that are 50 years or older.

»

Determine if a development will support the sustainability indicator to maintain the percent of
households with housing cost burden for homeowners and renters and the median unit housing
price.

»

Determine if a development will support the sustainability indicator to reduce the cost-of-living
index in Rochester.

»

Determine if a development will support the sustainability indicator to increase housing units per
acre in Rochester.
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4
EXISTING LAND USE

Image Credit: City of Rochester Facebook page

LAND USE CLASSIFICATIONS
In the fall of 1998, the City completed a parcel-by-parcel survey of existing land use in the City of
Rochester. The Planning Commission and City Administration reviewed and revised the existing
land use information in the spring of 2012, July of 2014, and again in the spring of 2021.
Below is a list of the existing land use classifications in Rochester.
»

Single-Family Residential – areas containing single-family dwelling units and accessory
structures, along with their customary yard areas and private open space.

»

Two-Family Residential – duplexes, flats, townhomes, and similar types of dwellings in
which two separate units occupy a single building. Some two-family dwellings occupy their
own individual lot while others are found in condominium developments where the land is
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owned in common with the other co-owners of
the development.
»

Multi-Family Residential – apartments and
multiplex type of units, where three or more
separate residential units occupy a single
building on a lot. Included in this category are
congregate care and assisted living facilities.

»

Office – administrative, professional, medical,
financial, and service office uses (such as
real estate or insurance service offices) when
located in a building devoted exclusively to
office uses.

»

Commercial – land areas where retail sales
and service establishments are found. Includes
professional and business offices when located
in the same building, particularly on the upper
floors. May also include upper story apartments
in the Central Business District.

»

Off-Street Parking – used to designate public
parking lots and similar facilities open to the
public, primarily located within the Central
Business District.

»

Industrial – uses with or without buildings
where materials are warehoused, processed,
fabricated, assembled, or manufactured; or
where equipment, materials or wastes are
stored out-of-doors.

»

Research & Development – uses that
incorporate corporate offices with research,
product development, engineering, and similar
activities, usually in a campus-like setting and
often involving more than one structure.

»

Public – public schools, libraries, cemeteries,
and government buildings.

»

Quasi-Public – religious institutions, private
lodges or clubs, and meeting halls.

»

Recreation – open space that is used for City
parks and recreational pursuits.

»

Open Space – areas such as floodplains,
wetlands, private neighborhood park and open
spaces, and similar uses.

While not general land use categories identified
in the preceding list or on the Existing Land Use
Map, there are two other development features in

the City that are important to note: 1) the Central
Business District, which outlines the limits of the
City’s traditional downtown area and includes
a variety of existing businesses, offices, and
residential uses; and 2) utilities throughout the
City include electric, gas, and telephone stations,
substations and other similar uses, and wireless
communications towers and facilities.
Due to the need to redevelop existing and
underutilized sites, the City identified areas
during the last Master Plan iteration, primarily
concentrated in the southern part of the City
near the river and in the northwest corner of the
City. Most of these sites were on land that are
currently used or zoned industrially, reflecting the
opportunity for change created by the decline of
such uses in the City. Development in these areas
may face challenges, including contamination from
industrial use, soil instability in the riparian (riveradjacent) environment, or both. These challenges
can significantly affect the financial analysis of
a given development, particularly by adding
environmental remediation costs and by limiting
the developable area of a parcel. The City’s Special
Projects ordinance attempts to address these
challenges by permitting greater intensity in these
areas on a case-by-case basis, such as through the
approval of taller heights or shorter setbacks. The
tradeoff for this approach is an approval process
that can be longer and less predictable than
the process for approving a development that is
permitted by right or by special land use approval,
but provides greater flexibility and innovation in the
end result.
The existing land use update between 2014
and 2021 showed some changes in land use
composition as shown in Table 7: Land Use
Change. The largest decreases in land use were
industrial (5.7% to 4.2%), open space (19.5%
to 18.9%), and commercial (2.9% to 2.6%). The
largest gains in land use include public (3.3% to
4.4%), multi-family residential (9.0% to 9.7%),
and office (1.4% to 1.8%). These shifting land uses
reflect the trends away from intensive land uses,
such as industrial, and towards a more residential
and civic oriented development. Additionally,
the consumption of open space reflects the
development pressure on open space in Rochester.
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Map 5: Existing Land Use (2021)
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Table 7: Land Use Change, 2014-2021
Land Use Category
?

2014

2021

Acres

Percent

Acres

Percent

Commercial

61.4

2.9%

53.2

2.6%

Industrial

118.1

5.7%

86.8

4.2%

Multiple Family Residential

186.7

9.0%

201.2

9.7%

Office

28.9

1.4%

40.1

1.9%

Off-Street Parking

8.0

0.4%

8.6

0.4%

Open Space

405.5

19.5%

394.5

18.9%

Public

69.3

3.3%

91.7

4.4%

Quasi-Public

66.6

3.2%

63.9

3.1%

Recreation

97.8

4.7%

97.6

4.7%

Research and Development

125.4

6.0%

134.7

6.5%

Single Family Residential

807.6

38.8%

803.2

38.6%

Two Family Residential

107.3

5.2%

107.3

5.2%

Source: City of Rochester
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EXISTING LAND USE ANALYSIS
The following summarizes general observations
regarding the existing land use survey. This
information should be referenced when
determining future land use recommendations and
strategies to implement the goals and objectives of
the Master Plan.

Residential Land
The City offers a mixture of residential land uses.
These include single-family residential on small,
medium, and large lots; two-family dwellings
in the form of flats, duplexes, and townhouses;
and several sizable multiple-family apartment
complexes.
Single-family land uses are primarily provided
throughout the west and east portions of the City.
As stated above, a variety of options are available
for single-family residential land uses. The City’s
single-family housing stock ranges from historic
heritage homes to post-World War II ranch-style
and one-story cape-cod homes, to contemporary
style homes on relatively large lots. Observations
from the field survey completed for the previous
Master Plan indicated the majority of the housing
stock appeared to be in good condition.

Two-family dwellings also occur in a variety of
options. In older areas of the City, numerous
single-family dwellings have been divided into flats.
This is particularly common in the neighborhood
south of West University and west of Main Street.
More recently, two-family duplexes or townhomes
have been constructed in planned condominium
developments. These types of two-family dwelling
can be found along Letica Drive and on the
northeast side of the City.
The 2014 Master Plan introduced the concept of
“Mixed Residential” development, which blends
single-family and multiple-family uses within a
single district. This is a purposeful contrast to
the usual strict separation between these types
of residential uses, with the goal of creating
neighborhoods that are less segregated by income.
In the standard development process, strict density
and setback requirements by zone combine with
the developer’s “economy of scale” to produce
neighborhoods with identical lot sizes, building
footprints, and construction materials. This
uniformity means that each unit costs the same
amount, and the structural relationship between
housing costs and income then means that each
household in a given neighborhood falls within a
very narrow band of income. While there may be
some benefit to this hegemony, it is not clear that it

Creekside Homes duplexes in the northeast corner of the City.
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such as conversions, and expanding mixed-use
opportunities. In terms of land use in general, the
proportion of land that is dedicated to residential
use may continue to increase as population grows,
regardless of the varying types of housing formats.

Office and Commercial Land

Mixed-use building on Walnut Street.

outweighs the potential benefits of income diversity.
In particular, the integration of attainable and
affordable housing units throughout the community
can alleviate geographic concentrations of lowerincome households, which in turn directly influences
the business mix of adjacent commercial areas.
Multiple-family dwellings are primarily on the
west side of the City. Five existing large apartment
complexes are in the following locations: to the
south and east of the Great Oaks subdivision;
west of the Mount Avon Cemetery; on the south
side of Romeo Street across from Howlett Park;
to the north and east of the public library; and
to the north and east of Elizabeth Park. Smaller
apartment buildings are scattered throughout the
west side of the City as well. Newer multiple-family
residential developments also include the Village
Green Apartments on the west side of Letica Drive,
Millrace Condos on Mill Street, Condor Lofts on
North Main at Romeo Road, and the Sunrise Senior
Living center within the Central Business District
(CBD).
Rochester has a diverse array of well-integrated
residential land uses and continues to be a
desirable place to live. The current development
pressure for residential projects is reflective of
this. It is anticipated that some portion of the
redevelopment of the City’s industrial areas
will result in new residential development.
Changes to existing residential areas may include
greater flexibility in redevelopment formats,

38 | City of Rochester Master Plan

Commercial land uses within the City are comprised
of smaller-scale users. Most commercial land uses
are concentrated within the traditional downtown
setting of the CBD. In addition, all the City’s public
off-street parking areas are within the CBD to serve
the businesses downtown. These uses primarily
serve the niche shopping, personal service, dining,
and entertainment needs of the City’s residents and
the residents of surrounding communities. Other
commercial land uses along West University, North
Main Street, and Woodward serve the convenience
shopping and personal service needs of residents of
nearby neighborhoods. It is anticipated that some
portion of the land previously used for industrial
development may convert into commercial and/or
office uses, thus expanding the overall proportion
of the City’s land that is commercial in nature.
The City’s office land uses are comprised primarily
of small single-tenant buildings scattered along
north Main Street; a large office complex near the
northwest corner of Main and University; small
office buildings and upper story office units within
the CBD and smaller single-tenant buildings along
West University. The more recent developments
of larger multi-story office buildings near South
Main Street and Diversion Street have added to
the City’s diversity of office space. These buildings
provide good examples of potential redevelopment
opportunities in the southern areas of the City,
with their creative use of natural grade of the land
and location between the Clinton River Trail and
downtown.
In general, the “office” land use has been
evolving over time. It is highly restrictive to limit
development to a single type of commercial activity,
and there are natural synergies among office,
restaurant, and retail uses that are not realized in
this arrangement. The benefits of this flexibility
and synergy may be more valuable in the current
context than the uniformity and privacy afforded
by traditional office districts. The permanent effects
of the still-ongoing coronavirus pandemic remain
to be seen, but it is a solid assumption that some
of them will be directly related to the dramatic and

near-complete—even if temporary—shift of office
work to the residential sector.

There are also communication facilities on the
water tower.

Industrial and Research &
Development Land

Public Recreation

Industrial land uses are concentrated primarily
within the southern portion of the City along
Second, Elizabeth, South, and Diversion Streets.
A legacy of light industrial and retail uses with an
industrial character also exists in the northwest
area of the City off Woodward. These uses have
been declining in the City over time, and now offer
redevelopment opportunities—and challenges.
Research and development land uses are comprised
of two large parcels off Parkdale, both occupied by
pharmaceutical companies. The City has identified
a need for more research and technology-based
land uses, and the expansion of this land use to
some portion of the land currently identified as
Industrial is logical. Their adjacency to the Clinton
River allows for attractive campuses that also
preserve and enhance the existing natural features.

Public Land
Public uses are scattered throughout the City and
include the Civic Center off Sixth Street; the Public
Library and Post Office off Olde Towne; the Fire
Department located between Second and Third;
the City’s DPW yard off Wilcox; the Municipal
Training Center off of Letica, the Mount Avon, Stony
Creek, and Van Hoosen cemeteries; the school
administration building on West University; the
Rochester Avon Recreation Authority on Second
Street; and the Older Persons’ Commission on Letica.

Quasi-Public Land
Quasi-public land uses are also scattered
throughout the City. Such uses include churches,
private schools, Crittenton Hospital, and private
recreation centers such as a swim club, dance
studio, and an ice-skating center at the corner of
Dequindre Road and Parkdale.

Utilities
Utility uses within the City include three wireless
communication towers along the Clinton River Trail,
a wireless communication tower near Dequindre
and Parkdale, and the water tower on Parkdale.

Public recreation uses are primarily on the west side
of the City. Included in this category are the Paint
Creek Trailway and River Walk and the following
parks: Elizabeth Park, Municipal Park, Halbach Field,
Dinosaur Hill Nature Preserve, Community Garden,
Jaycee Field, Rotary Park, and Howlett Park. The
Clinton River Trail traverses the entire southern
part of the City. The Rochester Avon Recreation
Authority and the Older Persons’ Commission
are in the City and managed through interlocal
government agreements. The City recently adopted
an updated 2019-2023 Parks and Recreation
Master Plan in December of 2019.

Open Space
Most of the City’s open space is on the east side
of the City. There is a large floodplain area, which
is unbuildable, along the Clinton River on the
southeast side of the City. There is also a large
network of open space and recreational areas,
privately owned by subdivision and condominium
associations, in the northeast portion of the City.
Such areas also include open space buffers along

SUSTAINABILITY
INDICATOR
Taxable Value Per Acre
When a parcel is redeveloped, the City may gain
an increase in taxable value without increasing
tax rates for the rest of the City. From 2016
to 2017, the City of Rochester’s tax revenue
per acre increased by 10%. To determine the
success or sustainability of a new project, the
Sustainability Framework recommends striving
for new development with a state-equalized
taxable value (SEV) of 15% above the average
SEV of the four adjacent parcels to that new
development. This is a site-specific measure
that monitors whether new development
or redevelopment projects lift the SEV of
surrounding properties as a proxy for sustained
fiscal prosperity.
Source: Sustainable Rochester, Oakland County Department. of
Equalization, 2017

Existing Land Use | 39

SUSTAINABILITY INDICATOR
Tax Revenue Per Acre
Land use planning is not only important for how it serves residents
and visitors, but for the property taxes it generates—the main source
of revenue for the City’s general fund. Typically, the more densely a
community is built, the more property tax revenue a city can generate
per acre and the less infrastructure it must build and maintain to
service that development. Tax revenue allows cities to provide a range
of services to residents such as public safety, public works, parks
and recreation, utility services. It supports the community’s ability to
invest in future needs and spur economic development. Therefore, in
designated areas, it behooves the City to plan for density in addition
to quality, to support fiscal sustainability.
In the Sustainable Rochester framework, it was noted that as of
2017, Oakland County Department of Equalization had calculated that the average parcel in Rochester
generates $3,618 per acre in tax revenue, significantly higher than the surrounding communities. Tax
revenue per acre shows City officials how productively the land is currently being used. This number
has risen over time and remains high likely because the City is small in area, is nearly fully developed
compared to the larger undeveloped Townships, and has high-value residential properties. It is
recommended that the City maintain its current tax revenue per acre.
Source: Sustainable Rochester, Oakland County Department. of Equalization, 2017

Map 6: Tax Revenue Per Acre
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the perimeters of new developments. One of the
open spaces includes the historic Mount Moriah site
on the north side of the City.

CONCLUSION
As in most built-out communities, land use is
relatively stable in the City of Rochester. The
exception is the southern portion of town, where
industrial uses present redevelopment opportunities
and challenges. Among the existing land uses, the
largest proportion is residential, and is comprised

of a diverse mix of housing formats that serve the
community well. Commercial areas do not show
signs of widespread vacancy or disinvestment.
Office land uses may transition in the near future,
and that uncharted outcome warrants careful
monitoring. Research and technology is ascendant
in the community as industry declines. It is expected
that the redeveloped industrial properties will host
some mix of residential, commercial, and research
and technology uses.

PLANNING IMPLICATIONS
Policy
»

Monitor changes in office land use over the coming 2-5 years to determine whether significant
changes need to be made to the City’s approach to this land use category in response to the
coronavirus pandemic.

»

Establish a consensus vision on the right blend of residential, commercial, office, and technology/
research uses for redevelopment of the City’s non-functioning industrial properties.

Zoning
»

Once a vision is established for redevelopment of the City’s non-functioning industrial properties,
conduct formal rezonings in a timely manner to ensure that desired development is legally
obtainable and remove a barrier toward achieving it.

Development Review
»

Conduct or require an analysis on development proposals to determine whether the proposal will
support the sustainability indicators: maintain the current tax revenue per acre and increase the
taxable value per acre in Rochester.
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5
THOROUGHFARES, UTILITIES,
AND FACILITIES

Image Credit: Downtown Rochester Facebook page

FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION OF ROADS
Traffic is concentrated on certain roadways due to their physical condition, level of use, and
direction of travel, as well as the overall land-use pattern in the cities, towns, and rural areas
they traverse. About 20% of the roads carry approximately 80% of vehicle miles traveled.
Transportation planners established a street classification system to set funding priorities for the
roads which carry the highest volumes.
Although there is some variation in their classification, roadways are typically divided into those
that carry through traffic and those that carry local traffic. Through roadways provide quick
traffic movement, while local roadways provide access to abutting properties. It is desirable to
physically separate these two road types as much as possible to eliminate traffic congestion,
delays, and accidents.
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To function successfully, the overall traffic
circulation system, with both through and local
streets, must be carefully integrated. Generally,
as access increases, mobility decreases - and vice
versa.

Major Arterials
Major arterials provide travel routes from one city
to another and are usually several lanes wide.
They are most often used for longer trips as higher
speeds are allowed. If a highway or freeway
alternative is not available, major arterials can
provide routes for lengthy trips. When a surface
highway passes through a more populated area,
however, it functions more like an arterial. This can
lead to congestion and traffic accidents because of
turning vehicles conflicting with through traffic.

Collector Streets
The intent of a collector street is to collect vehicles
from the local streets and distribute them to
either local destinations or to a major arterial. The
collector street system provides both land access
and through traffic circulation.

Local or Minor Streets
Providing access to adjacent land is the sole
function of local streets. Although these streets
make up a large percentage of total street mileage,
they carry a small portion of vehicle miles traveled.
The aim of local neighborhood streets is to provide
access to collector streets and through routes,
but in such a manner that through traffic is not
encouraged to use the minor streets as a shortcut
route.

THOROUGHFARE CONDITIONS
The roadway system has a significant effect on
the pattern of land use and development in a
community. In the early 1990s, new development
within the eastern portion of Rochester led to the
need for roadway improvements to accommodate
the City’s growth. Since roadways do not work in
isolation from one another, these improvements, in
conjunction with transportation demands generated
by land uses outside of the City, impact the mobility
and safety of travelers within Rochester as a whole.

This section describes Rochester’s existing roadway
network, as well as the traffic and safety issues
associated with the transportation system.
There are four major thoroughfares in Rochester:
M-150 (Main Street / Rochester Road), Dequindre
Road, University, and Parkdale. M-150, which
runs north to south near the center of the City,
is the only arterial under the jurisdiction of the
Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT).
A majority of Rochester’s commercial development
has frontage on M-150, including most of the
downtown. Traffic volumes along M-150, at Olde
Towne Road, were measured at approximately
27,000 vehicles per day in 2018, representing a
decrease of about 4,000 vehicles per day since
2010. Dequindre Road is the second major northsouth thoroughfare. This road forms the eastern
border of Rochester with Shelby Township.
Dequindre Road is under the jurisdiction of the
Road Commission for Oakland County. Traffic
volumes along Dequindre at Parkdale were
measured at approximately 20,050 vehicles per
day in 2010 and 20,600 vehicles per day in 2018,
representing very little change in traffic volume.
West University and Parkdale/Romeo are the
major east-west arterials. Parkdale west of Letica
is under the jurisdiction of the Road Commission
for Oakland County. West University runs from the
City’s western border at Rochester Hills eastward
to Main Street. Parkdale is a thoroughfare located
on the east side of Main Street. It serves as one of
the major routes between the subdivisions on the
east side of the City, the downtown, and West
University.
There are several collector streets in the City, all
of which are under the jurisdiction of the City of
Rochester. Except for South Street, these roadways
primarily serve as collectors for residential traffic.
South Street however, serves as an industrial
collector for the businesses along that roadway.
Many of these collectors connect with one another
before reaching the major thoroughfares and local
streets. Table 8 indicates the functional classification
of each of Rochester’s local streets. Table 8 also
indicates the right-of-way width or range for each
non-residential roadway.
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Map 7: Existing Thoroughfares

!

!

!

Ti en ken R d

!
!

1 5 2 03

!
!

!

R u n yon R d

63 ! !!!!
1 82!!!
!!

!

!
!
!
!
!!
!!!

!

!
!

2 62 69

!

2 2 2 88

!
!
!
!
!

!
!
!!
!
!!
!
!!
!
!
!

!
!
!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!
!
! !!P a rkd a l e
!

!
!
!
!

1 1 683

!

!

!

!

1 03 99
!
!

!

!

!!

!

!

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
! !!
!
!

!

!
!
!
!
!
!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!
!
!! !
! !
!!
!
!
!
!!!
!
! !
!
!
! !
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!!
!
!
!!! !
!
!
!
!
!!

M ai n St

21 1 34

!! !
! !
!
!!
!
!
! !

!

!

!

!
!
!!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!!
! 976
! 7
!
!
!
!
!

!
!

!! !!!!
!

!
!

!

W U n i versi ty D r
2 5 91 2

!

!

Let i ca D r

!
!
!
!
!

!

!

!

!
!
!

C ra sh (2 01 9 )
Th orou g h fa re

#### An n u a l Avera g e
D a i l y Tra ffi c (2 01 9 )
C i ty of R och ester
D a ta S ou rces: M i ch i g a n O p en D a ta P orta l ,
O a kl a n d C ou n ty G I S

0

Table 8 indicates that there are roads with varying
rights-of-way. Main Street right-of-way varies
between 76 feet and 100 feet, and West University
varies between 66 feet and 93 feet. The lack of a
consistent right-of-way along these major arterials
can pose problems, because it does not provide
the opportunity to properly expand the roadway,
should it become necessary, without acquiring
additional property. It also limits opportunities
to create a visual theme along the corridor or
expand non-motorized infrastructure, since the
areas with narrower right-at-ways have a limited
amount of space available for landscaping and
related amenities. This is of particular concern on
North Main Street, where the City has worked with
MDOT to identify specific parcels where right-ofway would need to be acquired in order to improve
Main Street from the Paint Creek Bridge to the
City’s north boundary. The lack of space to expand
along a road reduces the ability for people to travel
by non-motorized modalities and keeps people on
the road in vehicles.
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Traffic Volumes
Table 9 indicates the average daily traffic volumes
on some of the major arterials and collectors in the
City of Rochester. While these streets compose only
a small portion of Rochester’s total street system,
they carry the highest volumes of traffic. The traffic
accident data following this section will discuss
how these traffic volumes impact the number of
accidents that occur on the roadways.

Traffic Volumes Relating to New
Developments
Traffic concerns are a major topic for new
developments or in the planning of new
developments in the City. The traffic implications
of new developments relate to the type of land use
and intensity of use. For example, a new shopping
center will generate more traffic than a residential
use. Current national standards exist for trip
generations by land use and the City should rely on

Table 8: Existing Right-of-Way, 1998 City of
Rochester
Functional
Classification

Right-ofWay

Main Street

Major Arterial

76'-100'

Dequindre

Major Arterial

120'

West University

Major Arterial

66'-93'

Parkdale/Romeo

Major Arterial

120'

Washington

Major Arterial

120'

Tienken/Runyon

Major Arterials

120'

North Helen

Collector

50'

Ironwood

Collector

Ludlow

Table 9: Average Daily Traffic Volumes of
Selected Streets for the City of Rochester
Average Daily
Traffic Volume
(Pre-2012)

Average Daily
Traffic Volume
(Post-2012)

Main, South of
E. 2nd Street

No data

40,600

Main, North of
W. University

28,004

27,000

Main, South of
W. University

26,172

26,900

30'

West
University

18,107

20,600

Collector

80'

E. 2nd Street

8,800

No data

Woodward

Collector

40'

Romeo

,100

7,900

Wilcox

Collector

50'

Parkdale

8,970

11,300

West Second

Collector

60'

South Street

1,240

No data

First Street

Collector

60'

Bloomer

No Data

No Data

Diversion

Collector

36'

Dequindre

20,050

20,600

Industrial Service
Collector

50'

Runyon (E.
Boundary)

8,470

17,800

Bloomer

Collector

66'

Source: SEMCOG

East Second / Letica Dr.

Collector

86'

East University

Collector

120'

Elizabeth

Collector

60'

Romeo, northeast of
Parkdale

Collector

60'

Inglewood

Collector

50'

Sycamore

Collector

60'

Stony Pointe Blvd.

Collector

86'

Wynqate Drive

Collector

86'

Roadway

South Street

these standards for an initial analysis of the traffic
impacts of new or proposed developments. Further
data and insights can be gathered through a sitespecific traffic study.

Traffic Accidents
Maintaining a quality roadway system is critical
to achieving a safe roadway system. Roadways
which have high volumes of traffic, inadequate
traffic control mechanisms, offset intersections, or
sight distance problems can increase the potential
for accidents, injury, and even death. Table 10

SUSTAINABILITY
INDICATOR
Travel Time
Commute time describes the amount of time
people spend in a motor vehicle traveling to
work. The time spent commuting indicates the
level of traffic congestion and distance traveled
to a job, and the impacts on the environment are
likely worse as travel time increases. Commuting
data is collected by the United States Census
Bureau. The mean commute times in Rochester
dropped from 2010 to 2016, 28.8 minutes in
2010 to 27.7 minutes in 2016. The Sustainability
Framework recommends reducing commute
time. Reduced commuting times would be a
result of higher density housing, nonmotorized
infrastructure, and jobs locating in or near
Rochester.
Source: Sustainable Rochester
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Table 10: Intersection Accident Rating Listing, 2019-Year Totals City of Rochester
Annual Traffic Total Accidents Crash Rate per 100K vehicles

Severity Index

Main / Second

14,819,000

18

0.121

1.25

Main / Romeo

11,643,500

16

0.137

1.32

Main / University

9,855,000

25

0.254

1.16

Main / Fourth

9,818,500

5

0.051

1.20

Dequindre / Runyon

7,519,00

13

0.173

1.28

Table 11: Top Ten Intersections with
Accidents, 2015-2019, City of Rochester
Average Accident
Count (2015-2019)
S Main St / W University Dr

26.4

Dequindre Rd / Runyon Rd

18.0

S Main St / W Second St

11.8

N Main St / Romeo

11.6

S Main St / W Fourth St

10.4

Dequindre Rd / Parkdale Rd

10.4

S Main St / W Third St

8.8

W University Dr / Pine St

8.6

S Main St / Woodward Ave

8.4

N Helen Ave / W University Dr

5.6

Source: SEMCOG

ranks the five major intersections by number of
accidents from 2015-2019. The intersections
are ranked according to the total number of
accidents, accident severity, and volume rate of
accidents. Accident severity is a weighted figure
determined by the total number of fatal accidents
and serious injury accidents among all the
intersections’ collisions. The volume rate is based
on the accidents-per-million-vehicles entering the
intersection.
The Main-University intersection carries the third
highest volume of traffic and has the highest
accident rating. The Main-Romeo intersection
carries the second highest intersection volume and
has the third highest accident rate. As shown in
table 8, volumes at Main-Second and Fourth-Main
are also substantial. These two intersections rank
number 4 and 5, respectively, for the volume rate
of accidents. While traffic volumes are not the sole
cause of accidents, there is a correlation between
46 | City of Rochester Master Plan

the volume of traffic at the intersection and the
number of accidents. As mentioned above, other
factors that may contribute to accident frequency
include inadequate sight distance, poor intersection
alignment, inadequate capacity, deficient traffic
control mechanisms, and the like.
Table 11 lists the ten intersections in Rochester that
had the highest average accidents between 20152019.

Complete Streets
“Complete Streets” is the concept that roads
should be safe and available for all types of users,
not merely automobiles. In many ways, Rochester’s
streets already have some “Complete Streets”
characteristics, including sidewalks, bike lanes, and
crosswalks. However, improvements can be made.
The National Association of City Transportation
Officials (NACTO) is an association of 86 major
North American cities that exchange transportation
ideas and insights and produce best practices to
guide cities towards better infrastructure. Their
framework is used to discuss Complete Street
principles. The renderings on the following
pages highlight in yellow the improvements that
contribute to Complete Streets.
Road hierarchy provides a road map for
determining applicable complete street
interventions. The map “Complete Streets”
identifies streets in Rochester that could benefit by
adopting principles by separating the streets into
four groups:
»

Downtown thoroughfare

»

Traffic thoroughfare

»

Neighborhood street

»

Yield street
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Map 8: Crashes, 2015-2019
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SUSTAINABILITY
INDICATOR
?
Intersection Delay
Intersection Delay is used to evaluate the performance of intersections in allowing traffic to enter and
pass through, or to enter and turn onto another route. Specifically, this indicator measures the delay
that results when congestion causes a vehicle to reduce speed or to stop at a signal in comparison to
a free flow intersection. Delay is considered one of the most important measures of effectiveness used
to design, optimize, and evaluate the operation of signalized intersections, and measured on a sitespecific basis. Intersection delay is affected by a variety of factors including time of day, traffic signal
timing, street design, and pedestrian usage. It is calculated as part of traffic studies and can be used
as a baseline for popular areas within the City to gauge performance over time. The Sustainability
Framework recommends a 15% higher peak hour intersection delay measured by the difference in
existing and proposed intersection delay. While this may seem counter intuitive, this measure suggests
that street design is used to slow down cars and accommodate pedestrians.
Source: Sustainable Rochester
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Map 9: Non-Motorized Involved Crashes, 2015-2019

R en sh a w S t

S ou th

St

Q u a rter S t

P rop erty D a m a g e

M a jor I n ju ry

AAD T (R oa d s)
7976

2 62 69

D a ta S ou rces: M i ch i g a n O p en D a ta P orta l ,
O a kl a n d C ou n ty G I S , S E M C O G

0

0. 2 5

0. 5
M i l es

SUSTAINABILITY
INDICATOR
?
Trip Generation
The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) regularly publishes the Trip Generation Manual which
gathers data on the number of trips generated for specific land uses, accounting for time of day, square
footage of the building, urban, suburban, or rural character, and other factors. Urban settings should
include, where possible, nonmotorized trip generation. This data provides insight into the activity level
that can be reasonably expected by a certain land use. Trip generation data is a sustainability indicator
because a common unit of measurement will help Rochester understand the magnitude of the
impacts of new developments. Additionally, if a community wants to generate more trips in an area to
encourage activity or further business growth, it can encourage land uses that will generate more trips.
Trip generation is also measured on a site-specific basis and the metrics compare peak hour generation
averages of adjacent parcels. Trip generation is calculated as part of a traditional traffic study and similarly
to intersection delay can be used to gauge performance over time, likely for a commercial center. The
Sustainability Framework recommends 5% higher trip generation than average adjacent parcels.
Source: Sustainable Rochester
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In the most
recent annual
survey, 91.3%
of residents
feel safe while
walking, almost
equal to the
number of
residents who
feel safe when
driving (92.4%).
In another
question, 96%
of survey-takers
rate Rochester’s
walkability as
“good” or
“excellent.”
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As recorded in the most recent annual survey
residents are overall pleased with the walkability of
the community
and feel safe when traveling, on foot,
?
or in a vehicle. Complete streets standards should
be applied in areas that have high rates of accidents
or that currently have no complete streets principles.
For example, Main Street from W. University Avenue
to Romeo Road and the intersection of Main Street
and Mill Street are the most dangerous areas of the
road for motorists, pedestrians, and cyclists, due to
relatively high number of crashes, making them good
candidates for a revamp.

Downtown Thoroughfare
Downtown thoroughfares run through central
commercial areas or connect major residential
areas. They are unique in that they have high
concentrations of commercial activity along the
road and require a mix of parking, pedestrian
access, and cycling space while maintaining
sufficient traffic flow. They can be difficult for

0. 2 5

0. 5
M i l es

pedestrians to cross due to the high volumes of
traffic. To improve downtown thoroughfares, it
is recommended to evaluate left turn volumes
to determine if dedicated left turn lanes can be
removed or reduced. Dedicated left turn lanes
should be placed where warranted and removed or
reduce where they are not needed. The identified
downtown thoroughfares in figure ”The Downtown
Thoroughfare Redesign” currently have a hybrid of
no left turns and dedicated turn lanes, Main Street
from University Drive to 2nd Street has dedicated
turn lanes but they are missing elsewhere along
Main Street and are absent on University Drive.
One challenge of adding these improvements
along W University and Main Street is the available
space in the right-of-way. Along W. University
making improvements to the non-motorized
facilities or adding a vegetative median would
require either removing a traffic lane or utilizing
the space between the sidewalks and the street
which may compromise the street trees. Similarly
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in the downtown core along Main Street making
these improvements would require removing
a lane of traffic or removing one set of parallel
parking on either the east or west side of the road.
Although the existing conditions present many
challenges to adopting complete street principles
along the downtown thoroughfares, making
these improvements will enhance the pedestrian
experience on these high trafficked thoroughfares
while maintaining connectivity.

Downtown Connections
As Rochester continues to gain in popularity with
a bustling downtown, additional opportunities to
connect residents and visitors to the downtown
safely using Complete Street elements will broaden
its appeal. The Master Plan Steering Committee
identified three potential routes (shown on the map
“Downtown Connections”), that emphasize nonmotorized travel, to better connect downtown.
An emphasis was placed on connecting the
Paint Creek Trail, the Clinton River Trail, and the
Rochester River Walk to downtown.
The Steering Committee developed three terms to
describe the primary focus of these three routes:
bike-focused, bike-friendly, and pedestrian-focused.
These terms refer to the level of improvement
that is needed. A “focused” route utilizes the best
practices for its associated nonmotorized mode and
requires significant upgrades whereas “friendly”
route need minor improvements. Additionally,
the City has a recently updated ordinance that
addresses bicycle use on sidewalks.

Paint Creek Trail to Clinton River Trail
(Bike-focused)
Currently no safe and accessible nonmotorized
connections exist between the Paint Creek Trail
and the Clinton River Trail. To travel from one trail
to the other, without entering vehicular traffic,
people must travel along the Rochester River Walk.
While the river walk takes advantage of the Paint
Creek River and is a great asset for the community,
this connection completely bypasses downtown.
Connecting downtown to the non-motorized
system would allow those traveling on the trails to
access all that downtown Rochester has to offer.
A non-motorized connection between the Paint
Creek Trail, the Clinton River Trail, and downtown,
would physically link economic and recreational
assets.
50 | City of Rochester Master Plan

The proposed bike-focused connection begins at
the Rochester Municipal Park, travels south down
Pine St, turns onto Walnut at 4th Street and finally
links with the Clinton River Trail along Diversion.
This proposed route has existing parking facilities
at either end, reducing the need for trail head
development and providing easy access to the
trail system. Because this route is bicycle focused
it capitalizes on roads with less congestion, and
milder topography for a more pleasant user
experience.
The main priority for a bike-focused route is
developing a safe cycling infrastructure plan
that balances vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian
traffic to maximize safety with the available
space. The generous width along Walnut Street
provides several options for developing bicycle
infrastructure. The safer the route the more likely
people will use it to travel between the Paint Creek
and Clinton River Trails. The safest form of cycling
infrastructure is a cycle track, a separated bike lane
with buffers from traffic, although it requires the
most space for the bike lane and the buffers. To
develop a cycle track along Walnut Street, tradeoffs
would likely have to be made with street parking
or vegetative buffers between the sidewalk and
street. In a bike-focused path, striped bike lanes or
shared traffic/bike lane (sharrow) are insufficient for
meeting high safety standards.

Downtown Alleys (Bike-friendly)
The alleys on the west and east side of Downtown
Rochester provide an opportunity for people to
travel quickly from one end of downtown to
the other without congesting pedestrian traffic
along Main Street. Because the traffic volume
and speeds are low, the alleys do not require
the same level of infrastructure upgrades as the
Paint Creek-Clinton River trail connection. The
alleys should be designed in a manner conducive
to bicycle activity that pay special attention to
driveways, intersections, and site lines. Timing will
also be important so that high bicycle activity does
not coincide with the alley’s primary purpose of
deliveries and pick-ups. Bicycle racks added near
intersections or other high activity areas are needed
to adapt these alleys to bicycle use.
The “Alleys and Dead End Locations” map
(Appendix) shows the complexity of the alley
network: locations, connectivity, and material of
the alley for future planning.

Map 11: Downtown Connections
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Figure 14: Downtown Thoroughfare
Redesign

Figure 15: One-Way Street Gateway
Redesign

Source: National Association of City Transportation Officials

Source: National Association of City Transportation Officials

Main St (Pedestrian-focused)

referred to “gateways” (or often knowns as
bump-outs) that intersect traffic thoroughfares can
slow the traffic coming off the high-speed streets
improving the flow from traffic thoroughfare to
a more residential setting. Slowing the traffic
as vehicles enter residential streets improve the
safety within the residential spaces and create a
distinction between traveling across the City and
within neighborhoods.

As the economic and social center of the City,
downtown Main Street is often bustling with
activity, primarily by patrons on foot. Connections
through the central downtown should be focused
on pedestrian activity to maintain a vibrant street
life. Focusing on pedestrians will also reduce
sidewalk congestion by directing bicycle traffic
through the alleys and along Walnut Street.
The sidewalks and streetscaping elements along
Main Street from University Drive to 2nd Street
reflect excellent principles of pedestrian focused
design. These include brick crosswalks, lighting,
landscaping, window shopping, and human-scale
buildings. The design characteristics of this section
of Main Street should be continued south to the
Clinton River Trail to reinforce the connection
between the trail system and downtown Rochester.

Traffic Thoroughfare
Traffic thoroughfares are similar to downtown
thoroughfares but they often lack the commercial
density. Therefore, it is not as necessary to
provide street parking but similar interventions of
sidewalks, dedicated cycling spaces, and street
medians improve the overall experience of these
streets. Curb extensions on residential streets,
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Neighborhood Street
Neighborhood streets are located in residential
areas and are often underutilized as spaces for
pedestrian activity. These streets are distinct from
other residential streets due to the gridded layout
and smaller residential lots. When designed well
these streets should provide a safe and walkable
space for residents to travel in and out of the
neighborhood. Design interventions should include
striping one-way streets to include bike lanes and
raising the sidewalk to enhance the pedestrian
focus of the street. When neighborhood streets
intersect other types of streets, gateways should
be placed at the intersection to insulate the slower
character of the street and enhance the pedestrian
safety.

Yield Street

Figure 16: Neighborhood Street Redesign

Characterized by winding streets and larger lots,
yield streets are another residential street. Primarily
utilized to travel in and out of the neighborhood,
yield streets often have off street parking and
limited pedestrian facilities. The slower traffic
speeds and volumes mean that cyclists can safely
share the roadway with motorists without the
need of separated infrastructure. Improvements
on these streets should reduce driveway conflicts
with sidewalks, maintain slow traffic speeds, and
prioritize pedestrian and cyclist safety. Driveways
should have minimal intrusion in sidewalks and
maintain the grade of the sidewalk. Planted
buffers between pedestrian areas and vehicular
areas should include vegetation and stormwater
infrastructure. Overall, the street should have
minimal signage and striping, preserving the
residential feel of the neighborhood.

Additional Improvements
Additional improvements in Rochester include
filling in sidewalk gaps and ensuring parked cars
are not interfering with pedestrians. Adopting
Complete Street principles will increase the
walkability and non-motorized infrastructure across
the City. The Clinton River and the Paint Creek Trail
systems could be connected by adopting cycling
infrastructure along Main Street and expanding
cycling infrastructure along arterial roads would
connect more areas of the City to this trail system.
Over the past few years, the City of Rochester has
made several improvements aligned with complete
street principles including connecting the Paint
Creek Trail at the bridge.

Source: National Association of City Transportation Officials

Figure 17: One-Way Street Gateway
Redesign

UTILITIES
Water System
Water service is available throughout the City of
Rochester. There are two sources that provide
water: a system of ground water wells that the
City of Rochester operates, and a water main
connection to the Great Lakes Water Authority
(GLWA) surface water system via a connection with
Shelby Township. The wells primarily service the
pre-annexation western area of the City, which
are from approximately Letica Drive west to the
western City limits. The eastern portion of the City
is served by the GLWA connection with Shelby
Township. Rochester’s primary western water

Source: National Association of City Transportation Officials

Most survey-takers were satisfied with the
public works service; 60.1% said it was
“excellent,” and another 26.5% reported it
was “good.”
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SUSTAINABILITY INDICATORS
Walkability & Nonmotorized Infrastructure
Walkability
Walkability’s link to a sustainable future is its removal of motor vehicles from the road. When
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is lower, air quality is higher and residents with respiratory
illness spend fewer days suffering or in the hospital. When a place is highly walkable, people
are more likely to conduct daily errands within walking distance of where they live. From
an economic standpoint, walkable places generally mean people are more likely to visit
multiple businesses, are more likely to contribute positively to the economic well-being of
their community, and even pay a premium to live there. This trend is noticeable as thriving
walkable areas in southeast Michigan are highly desirable places to live. Rochester’s scores
range from 4.2 to 11.2. The highest walkability index score is concentrated in the southwest
corner and the northwest/northeast parts of the downtown. Within proximity to Rochester,
there are only a few walkable areas, reinforcing the fact that the City’s downtown serves
as the city center and as a destination for Oakland Township, Shelby Township, Rochester
Hills and beyond. This number is slow to change because it is based on intersection
density, proximity to transit stops, employment mix, and employment and housing mix. The
Sustainability Framework recommends maintaining the baseline.
It is important to note that in addition to an existing network, it must be well maintained to
be usable. The community surveys show residents’ satisfaction with sidewalk maintenance
has declined; in 2009 80% of residents felt maintenance was good or excellent, compared
to 77% in 2021.
Intersection Density
Intersection density uses the number of intersections in the roadway network and other
information as a measure of the walkability of a location. It is measured by the number of
intersections per square mile. When intersections are close together, block lengths are usually
shorter which encourages people to walk through a place rather opting to drive around it.
Of course, the condition of the intersections and nonmotorized infrastructure matters, but
intersection density describes a favorable design feature for walkability. The traditional grid
network, often seen in older cities, generally has a high intersection density as they were
typically built prior to motor vehicles. Subdivisions, built in the postwar era with curvilinear
roads and cul-de-sacs, generally have a low intersection density. As such, the western half of
Rochester which is built out in a grid has a higher intersection density (192.3 per square mile)
than the eastern half (20.8 per square mile).
Regional Nonmotorized Infrastructure
Biking and walking networks are receiving more attention than ever, especially as the
concept of Complete Streets grows in popularity. At a regional scale, southeast Michigan
has built and continues to plan for new long distance non-motorized facilities to create
opportunities for transportation and recreation. Oakland County’s nonmotorized
infrastructure, of approximately 2,291 miles, includes the Clinton River Trail and Paint Creek
Trail. The Clinton River Trail connects Rochester to Macomb County communities such as
Romeo, Armada, and Richmond to the east via the Macomb Orchard Trail, and connects
to the areas west of the City, such as Rochester Hills, Pontiac, and West Bloomfield. The
Sustainability Framework anticipates this to be a growing trend.
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Local Nonmotorized Transportation Infrastructure
Nonmotorized infrastructure indicates Rochester’s investment in bicycling and walking
facilities, signifying an investment in reducing motor vehicle trips and traffic congestion,
reducing space necessary for parking, and improving residents’ health. Rochester currently
features 61 miles of nonmotorized infrastructure including sidewalks and pathways.
Rochester has the third greatest number of miles of nonmotorized infrastructure, after
Auburn Hills and Birmingham, out of its adjacent and peer downtown communities.
Rochester currently does not have any bicycle infrastructure, including shared lane markings
or dedicated bike lanes. The Sustainability Framework recommends increases the linear feet
of proposed nonmotorized infrastructure by 15%.

system assets include an elevated 750,000 gallon
water tank and associated water main, valves, and
hydrants. The eastern water system assets include
a pressure reducing valve in a valve vault and
associated water main, valves, and hydrants.
The capacity of the ground water well system is
sufficient to serve the western side of the City into
the foreseeable future given proper maintenance
of the existing wells, equipment, water mains,
valves, and hydrants. Future improvements to
the groundwater system include expanding the
water treatment plant to process the untreated
groundwater generated by the system. One of the
two existing water transmission mains connecting
the water treatment plant, located in the City of
Rochester Hills, to the City was replaced in June
of 2021. The water main along South Street was
also upsized to 12”, where needed, in June of
2021. The City is currently upsizing its water main
system throughout the older portion of the City
through the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund
(DWSRF) project. The replacement of the water
mains started in 2021 and will be completed by
2024. This program included replacement of the
transmission mains and South Street as mentioned
above in addition to replacement of the water
mains along Oak Street, Mahaffy, Fourth, Helen,
Wesley, Wilcox, and Castell.
Because the City of Rochester is partially served by
groundwater, it is imperative that the wellheads
that provide water to the City are free of
contamination. If contamination were to leak into
the wellhead or the groundwater that feeds the
wellhead it could contaminate a section of the
City’s drinking water. The Michigan Department
of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE)

runs a Wellhead Protection Program (WHPP)
to identify potential sources of contamination
to wellheads and to educate residents on how
they can protect the groundwater supply. EGLE’s
wellhead protection areas are created by calculating
the distance it would take a contaminate to travel
through the wellhead protection area over a period
of ten years. Because the City’s groundwater
wells are located in Rochester Hills, there are no
wellhead protection areas within Rochester City
limits. However, the City of Rochester is an active
participant of the Wellhead Protection Program
(WHPP). The City should continue to collaborate
with the City of Rochester Hills to ensure that
the wellhead protection areas are kept clear from
contamination.1
In 1993 and 1994, Rochester connected the east
side of the City to the City of Detroit (now GLWA)
surface water system through a contract with Shelby
Township. Water service was needed for several
major residential developments in the eastern
portion of the City. Although Rochester does not
anticipate having to connect the entire City onto the
GLWA system within the foreseeable future, the City
purchased enough capacity to service the entire City
at build out. At the present time, the flow is only
limited by the size of the water meter, which was
just upgraded in the spring of 2021. The primary
source of the east side water system is from the
water treatment facility.

Wastewater Treatment Plant and
Sanitary Sewer System
The City is served by a sanitary sewer conveyance
system. Rochester connected to the ClintonOakland Sewage Disposal System (COSDS) about
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SUSTAINABILITY INDICATOR
Pipe Condition
Age of Water and Sewer System & Deficiencies
The age of a City can serve as a proxy the age of the utility system within a community. The older the
system the more maintenance and replacement will be needed to prevent system failures, such a pipe
bursts or system backups. Rochester incorporated over 150 years ago, and while many original pipes have
been replaced since incorporation, it is likely that each municipality has pipes that are over 100-years old
and in operation. It is recommended that the age of the pipes is reduced with the introduction of a more
modern system. Deferred maintenance on public utilities is problematic for local municipal budgets as
older infrastructure can become less reliable and inefficient but remains very expensive to upgrade. The
City of Rochester 2017 comprehensive sewer and water asset management planning process detected
9,985 linear feet of sanitary pipe as high risk and 88,207 linear feet of water pipe as deficient (less than
8 inches in diameter). This data prioritizes pipe replacement to prevent system failures especially if the
pipes will experience increased pressure and/or usage because of new development. The Sustainability
Framework recommends a 15% reduction in high-risk sanitary pipes, and 5% reduction of deficient
water pipe measured by linear feet of pipe replacement.

the same time it connected to the City of Detroit
(now GLWA) wastewater system. When the City
connected to the COSDS it converted the former
wastewater treatment plant property into a training
facility and storage area.

connection points for the Mill Street, Paint Creek,
Elizabeth, and South Street sub-districts connecting.
In 2019 a hydraulic model demonstrated that the
sewer lining manhole repair and illicit connection
removal eliminated a significant amount of I&I.

Other than sewer main rehabilitation and
replacement to ensure reliable and cost-effective
operation of the sewer system, there are no
sanitary sewer collection system expansions
planned in the foreseeable future. The City has
recently implemented a systematic approach to
identifying sources of infiltration and inflow (I&I)
and has completed extensive sewer main lining,
manhole repairs and removal of illicit connections
to successfully reduce improper water movement
into and out of the sanitary system. In 2007, GLWA
implemented a flow-based billing agreement so
reducing excess water moving into the system
wastewater costs for residents and the City can
be reduced. By continuing to reduce I&I, the City
expects to better manage its collection system and
the cost to provide the service to its customers.

The success of the I&I program reduces the
potential of the sanitary sewer overflows and
allows for future growth (developments) within the
Mill Street, Paint Creek, Elizabeth, and South Street
sub-districts of the City. The hydraulic model has
been submitted to EGLE for review and approval in
2021.

To measure the impact that the sanitary sewer
lining, manhole repair, and illicit connection
removal program had on I&I, the City initiated
a flow based metering system. This system
placed meters on the downstream sanitary sewer
interceptor Clinton River Trail (CRT) and at various
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Storm Sewers
Storm sewers are intended to capture rainwater
and runoff from impervious surfaces. The existing
storm water system in the older areas of the City
has performed adequately for decades. There
are no additional plans for new storm sewers;
however, the City is interested in exploring new
and innovative best management practices for the
treatment of all storm water, including storm water
that is currently conveyed through the traditional
system.
The City of Rochester has Municipal Separate
Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit coverage, which
is administered by EGLE. A requirement of the MS4

SUSTAINABILITY INDICATOR
Pipe Maintenance
Municipal Water and Sewer Expenditures Per Capita
Rochester’s provision of water, sanitary sewer, and storm sewer are measured by its
expenditures per capita to illustrate the degree it invests in its system in relation to its
number of residents. The per capita calculation makes it possible to compare to other
municipalities. The 2016-2017 budget showed that the City spent $406.13 on water and
sewer expenditures per capita. At the time, it spent less than Northville, Auburn Hills,
Birmingham. The Sustainability Framework recommends maintaining this baseline.
Linear Feet of Pipe
Public utilities are expensive to operate and maintain over the long term. The length of pipe
within a utility system serves as an indicator of the expense and magnitude of municipal
maintenance and oversight. While new development brings new residents and tax dollars,
it also often comes with the expense of additional piping that the City will be responsible
for maintaining throughout the life of the development and beyond. That is why common
planning and development recommendations are to build in areas where the infrastructure
already exist, because the cost of infrastructure is more efficiently covered when spread
across more paying users. Extending pipelines to the periphery of the City to low density
properties has its tradeoffs, and cities should be aware of the long-term costs of providing
such infrastructure relative to the gain. The City of Rochester currently has 269,223 linear
feet of sanitary pipe and 361,349 linear feet of water pipe. The Sustainability Framework
recommends a 2% increase in linear feet of pipe for public utilities.

SUSTAINABILITY INDICATOR
System Capacity
Urbanized Area (UA)
The 2010 Census Bureau defines an urbanized area as a densely settled core of census tracts and/or
census blocks that meet minimum population density requirement. The Census Urbanized Area serves as
a proxy for determining the availability of public utilities and infrastructure capacity. Rochester and half of
Oakland Township is on the edge of the Detroit urbanized area, and growth in this area may expand the
UA boundaries. The Sustainability Framework recommends maintaining this boundary as is.
Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU)
An Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU) is the portion of a user’s facility that has an impact on the water and
wastewater system equivalent to a single-family residence. ERUs express equivalence to what would be
used by typical single-family residences, if they were using the water or wastewater system. The result
is an estimate of total system service capacity expressed as the number of ERUs the water system serves
or could serve. An increase in ERUs strains the ability of the mains to carry the increasing flows. Without
capacity improvements, areas of the water system could become inadequate. The City of Rochester
is currently at capacity and any proposed increase in ERUs would result in a need for system capacity
improvements. The Sustainability Framework recommends that Rochester maintain its current capacity.
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SUSTAINABILITY INDICATOR
Crime Index
The relationship between crime rates and economic viability are well known: areas with low crime
rates are seen as more desirable and can therefore attract businesses and complementary activities.
The upward spiral of greater patronage generated from the new businesses and activities provide more
eyes on the street, and greater community pride, both of which help deter crime. Crime rates are a
sustainability indicator because they are the basis to economic success. As of 2017, Sperling’s BestPlaces
found that Rochester has low crime rate index. The index scales from 1 (low crime) to 100 (high crime),
less than 26 for violent crime and less than 19 for property crime. Rochester’s property crime index score
is less than all communities (both peer and adjacent) except for Oakland Township. The violent crime
index score for Rochester is like many of its peer and adjacent communities. As of 2020, both of those
number have dropped substantially to 12.2 and 16.3, respectively. Both of those scores are significantly
lower than the US averages. The City is on the right trajectory for this indicator.

permit program is the creation and adoption of a
Storm Water Management Plan. To implement the
storm water goals of the City, the City adopted
a Stormwater Management Ordinance, which
requires the use of stormwater Best Management
Practices for new and redevelopment projects.
The City developed a Stormwater Asset
Management Plan with the assistance of a
Stormwater, Asset Management, and Wastewater
(SAW) grant. Within the Stormwater Asset
Management Plan the City identified and
studied areas of concern that were experiencing
surcharging during large rain events. Potential
adaptation measures have been evaluated by
the City and implementation of the adaptation
measures will be incorporated into larger
capital improvements. In keeping with the City’s
sustainable philosophy, the City evaluates its
infrastructure (Roadways, Water Main, Sanitary
Sewer and Storm Sewer) to assure that adequate
size and capacity are available to accommodate
both current and future needs of the district.

Water and Sewer System Utility
Coordination with Roads Through a
Capital Improvements Plan (CIP)
A CIP is a multi-year planning document that
identifies the City’s needs and financing sources
for public infrastructure improvements. The CIP
facilitates the orderly planning of infrastructure
improvements to maintain, preserve, protect, and/
or expand existing infrastructure system. It provides
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a schedule for the acquisition and replacement of
equipment to ensure efficient service delivery to
residents and businesses. The CIP shall also align
with the City’s Master Plan and other relevant
planning documents to ensure that capital
improvements are consistent with the community’s
goals and policies. It is an essential tool for the
planning and development of the social, physical,
and economic wellbeing of the community.
In 2017, the City formed an Infrastructure
Committee to study and develop a comprehensive
Capital Improvement Program (CIP). The
Infrastructure Committee researched revenue
funding for water, sewer, storm and road
rehabilitation and replacements. Material for the
development of the CIP came from several sources
including road PASER ratings, Water Reliability
Study, Water and Sewer DWSRF and SRF project
plans, and comprehensive Water and Sewer
Asset Management studies. The Infrastructure
Committee and City staff have developed a series of
comprehensive segmented water, sewer storm, and
road system rehabilitation and replacement projects
over a multi-year period, which started in 2019.
Estimated improvements through the year 2023
are estimated to cost roughly $11 million dollars
and include projects along Helen, Oak, and Fourth
Streets.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES
The following briefly outlines the existing, major
community facilities in the City of Rochester.

Police
The Rochester Police Department is in the Civic
Center on Sixth Street. Due to renovations
performed in 1990 and the 2012 addition of a
garage for equipment storage, the Department
has adequate building space to accommodate the
force for the foreseeable future. There are 22 fulltime sworn officers, eight full-time civilian officers,
and two K-9 dogs on the force. The Department
owns 14 police vehicles, 2 motorcycles, 3 mountain
bikes and 2 Segways. The Rochester police received
12,892 calls in 2018, 11,512 calls in 2019, and
12,081 calls in 2020.2 The Police Department has
three dogs: Kitt is a patrol dog who does tracking
and narcotics detection, Pearl is an explosive
detection dog, and Walter is a comfort dog.

Fire
The Rochester Fire Department is located on
Second Street and consists of a hybrid of full-time
and part-time staff. Building space at the location
is not adequate for the future demands of the
department. The Department owns 2 engines, 2
rescue trucks, 3 ambulances, 1 aerial device, a fourwheel-drive pick-up for grass fires and utility uses,
and one other utility truck.
The Fire Department received 1,858 calls for
service in 2017, representing a 39% increase from
2010 to 2017.3 The Fire Department has an ISO
rating of 3. With the growth of the east side of
Rochester, a second station on that side of the City
or the relocation of one primary station may be
warranted.

Police and fire are both highly regarded; the
survey found that 89% of survey participants
were highly satisfied with the police, and
84% with the fire department.

SUSTAINABILITY
INDICATOR
Emergency Response
Time Coverage
The National Fire Protection Association
standard emergency response time for municipal
services is nine minutes. To reach all parts of a
community within the nine-minute standard,
Rochester recently went from a volunteer to
a hybrid fire department. In 2017, the City of
Rochester’s volunteer fire fighter force, had the
average volunteer living three miles from the
station, traveled on average 5.14 minutes to
the station from their home and then had 3.86
minutes to travel to the emergency. In February
of 2019, with funds from a SAFER grant, the
City hired 17 full-time fire employees and over
20 part-time employees. This improved the City’s
ISO score. For 2020, the ISO score was 3.

Rochester Fire Department.
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SUSTAINABILITY INDICATOR
School Impact
Overall School District Enrollment
A strong school system is a well-known anchor for not just the immediate neighborhoods they serve but
the entire community. Families commonly choose where to live based on the condition and reputation
of a school system. Not only it is a place of education for children, but also tends to be a hub of familyoriented activity that adds to a neighborhood’s desirability. A shrinking school system is also an indication
that families are moving out of the area, and the neighborhood is in transition. Rochester is part of the
Rochester Community School District, which covers the entire City of Rochester and parts of Rochester
Hills, Orion Township, Oakland Township, Washington Township, and Shelby Township. The Rochester
Community School District enrollment numbers have remained consistent (hovering around 15,100)
from 2013 to 2017. In the 2019-2020 school year, enrollment reached 15,477 students. This is a strong
indication that the neighborhoods and school district are faring well, but sustainable growth must also
balance increased enrollment with adequate space for newcomers.
Tax Revenue Generated for School District
School quality is linked to quality of life in the community. The tax revenue generated for school districts
shows that ability of the community to sustain school quality and to share the prosperity created by
development. In 2017, the City of Rochester generated $2,333,461 for the Oakland Intermediate School
District. Increases in taxable value within a community, can positively impact the revenue collected for
each school district and/or redistribute the tax burden on residents while providing adequate resources for
the school district. The Sustainability Framework targets a 5% increase in revenue collected to continue to
provide an excellent education to the next generation.

Library
The Rochester Hills Public Library opened in 1992
and is located on Olde Towne Road. The 7.1-acre
facility includes the 70,000 square foot library,
a 231-space parking lot, and Rotary Park along
the Paint Creek. There are 145 full- and parttime staff members, which is the equivalent of
60 full-time staff. The library provides a variety of
services from “womb to tomb,” including reading
packages for expectant mothers, reading clubs for
people of all ages, and shut-in services. Funding
for library operations comes from a property tax in
Rochester Hills and the general fund in Rochester
and Oakland Township. Circulation was 1,958,704
items in 2019 and 1,247,502 items in 2020, with
circulation considerable lower in 2020 due to the
coronavirus pandemic.4 The library is governed by
an elected board from the City of Rochester Hills
and services the needs of Rochester by contract.
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Rochester Public and Private
Schools
The Rochester school district’s current
Administration Building is located on West
University; however, the school district will move
administrative staff to a facility on Dequindre Road
in 2022. As of the 2019-2020 school year, the
District was in charge of educating approximately
15,477 students.5 The students are divided among
13 elementary schools, 4 middle schools, 4 high
schools, and 3 specialized schools.6 The only
public school partially located within the City of
Rochester is McGregor Elementary on First Street
which sits on the boundary line of Rochester and
Rochester Hills. There are two private elementary
schools located in Rochester: St. John’s Elementary
on West University and Holy Family Elementary on
Inglewood.

Table 12: City-Owned Parking Assets, 2020 Inventory
Facility Name

Parking Capacity (#Spaces)

Parking Rate and Time Limits*

East Parking Platform

235

1-hr. free, $1/hr. thereafter or monthly permits

West Parking Platform

297

1-hr. free, $1/hr. thereafter or monthly permits

Lot #1

40

12-hour meter, $1/hr. or monthly permit

Lot #4

97

12-hour meter, $1/hr. or monthly permit

Lot #5

29

12-hour meter, $1/hr. or monthly permit

Lot #6

70

12-hour meter, $1/hr. or monthly permit

Lot #7

88

Free parking

Lot #9

39

12-hour meter, $1/hr. or monthly permit

Lot #10

102

Free Parking

Lot #12

35

12-hour meter, $1/hr. or monthly permit

Lot #13

132

Free parking

Lot #14

101

12-hour meter, $1/hr. or monthly permit

Lot #16

47

Free

On-Street Parking Meters

300±

3-hour meter, $1/hr.

*Meter hours are enforced 9 a.m. to 9 p.m. except on Sundays and Federal holidays.

Parks and Recreation Facilities
The Department of Public Works is in charge of
maintenance of the existing facilities. Recreation
programming is arranged primarily by the
Rochester-Avon Recreation Authority mentioned
below. Please refer to the City’s Park and Recreation
Master Plan, 2019-2023, which contains a detailed
review of existing community facilities.

Parking
Overview
Walker Consultants performed a high-level analysis
of the City of Rochester’s public parking program.
The results of this study were informed by a review
of City parking policies, practices, and parking
asset performance through on-line sources, cityprovided information, and an interview with City
representatives.

Description of Municipal Parking
Program
Parking falls under the Police Chief’s duties. In
addition, the Police Chief oversee the City’s Parking
Advisory Commission (PAC) that consists of the
Mayor, two City Council members, a resident, a

Downtown Development Authority (DDA) member,
one City Finance staff member, one Planning
Commissioner, and either the City Manager or
Deputy City Manager. The City’s Police Department
provides two full-time ordinance officers who
are responsible for animal control, parking meter
maintenance, and parking enforcement, plus a
part-time person who works 24 hours a week,
collecting money from parking meters and writing
parking tickets.
The City owns and operates two parking platforms,
eleven surface parking lots, and an estimated 300±
metered on-street parking spaces detailed in Table
12.

Technology Used to Manage Parking
Meter payment methods include the use of a
cellular phone app through ParkMobile, coins, and
credit cards. The split between credit card and cash
payments is estimated to be 60-40, respectively.
The current IPS smart parking meters use 2G
modems and therefore must be upgraded or
replaced as this technology is no longer supported.
At the end of 2021 the City purchased new
meters to replace the outdated technology. The
City employs an IPS enforcement solution that is
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Downtown holiday lights.

Image Credit: Downtown Rochester Facebook page

integrated with ParkMobile. Parking tickets may be
paid in person at the City Clerk’s office or through
the City’s website. The first six parking violations in
one year carry a ticket of $10. Once seven tickets
are issued in a calendar year to the same vehicle,
a $100 ticket is issued. The current policy of six
tickets at $10 is too forgiving and invites abuse
as a“$10 cost of doing business.” City reportedly
collects on about 50% of the parking tickets it
writes.

83% of 1,216 survey respondents. Adding
those who responded as “neutral,” acceptance
increases to 95%. Walker considers this high
for parking, often an emotional issue for
many people and one that is singled out for
significant public criticism.
»

Parking enforcement seems to be handled
professionally and without being overly
oppressive; the number of complaints is low.

»

On-street parking time limits were increased
from two to three hours.

»

City parking map that is available on the
Internet and City website is excellent.

»

Complaints about parking have reportedly
decreased.

»

The signage and landscaping associated
with the City’s off-street parking facilities is a
strength.

The City parking program seems to be well
organized, and the Police Department is vested in
providing a reasonable level of customer service.
Many positive traits were observed regarding the
City’s parking program, including the following:

»

The City has invested in its parking assets,
taking on a significant ownership position.
Assets are proactively managed and attended
and upkeep seems to be reasonable although
improvements are possible.

»

There are adequate numbers of parking spaces,
particularly during the daytime and during
events. Nighttime uses can generate demand
levels that exceed daytime uses in some places.

»

The City’s 2021 Community Survey results
demonstrate that public parking adequacy is
perceived as “good or excellent” by nearly

The Zoning Ordinance has parking minimums
that require real estate developers and property
owners to provide parking for new projects and
in some cases, a change in land use, and absent
of meeting these parking requirements, a $1,000/
space payment-in-lieu of parking (PILOP) fee may
be paid (reduced from $7,500/space). This fee is
intended to help cover the cost of public parking

Analysis
City parking asset finances can be summarized by
operating revenues falling slightly short of covering
parking asset costs. Currently, the City is operating
its parking assets at an $800,000 annual deficit as
a consequence of the combination of suppressed
parking demand levels on account of the coronavirus
pandemic and free parking or low parking rates. The
City owes debt on its two parking structures, and
anticipates retiring this debt over the next 14 years.
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that it provides and help ensure that adequate
parking exists in the downtown; recent decreases
in this PILOP fee were made to reduce the financial
cost that could deter some business owners from
locating in the downtown. As an alternative and
an economic development strategy, the City could
remove downtown parking minimums and this
PILOP fee from its ordinance. However, that pushes
this cost onto other users or taxpayers; it does not
eliminate the cost, and it could also reduce the
balance of parking supply and demand.

Who Pays for Parking?
Parking is not free. Rather, it is a matter of who
pays for it. Most cities struggle with equity
questions surrounding a user fee system or a
taxpayer subsidized system to keep costs lower. In
all cases, the cost to own and operate a municipal
parking system is significant and often include the
following costs:
»

»

»

Parking structure costs vary depending on the
design and built features of these facilities
including site geometry, height, architectural
treatments, efficiency of parking layout, water,
and earth retention, and whether these include
subterranean levels. However, very few parking
structures can be built for less than $20,000 a
space and some cost upwards of $100,000 or
more per space.
Parking lots can typically be built for
$3,000 to $5,000 per space but again costs
vary depending on particulars. Quality of
construction, landscaping, lighting, curb
treatments, signage, access controls can add to
the cost.
Parking structures and surface lots require
maintenance and upkeep. Parking revenues
must be collected, controlled, counted,
deposited, and reported. Operating and capital
maintenance expenses must be approved and
administered. Parking rules must be enforced.
Parking meters must be purchased and
maintained.

»

Parking facility operating costs vary but parking
decks typically cost $300 to $1,000 per space
annually to operate. Lots can cost $150 to
$500 per space annually.

»

Structural maintenance or capital expenditures
vary. Walker typically recommends that owners

budget 0.5% to 1.0 % of initial capital costs
to maintain a project and increase this amount
every year to cover inflation. Most owners
do not budget enough or spend enough on
maintenance.
There is additional headroom in the marketplace
for higher on-street parking rates. The current
$1.25 hourly rate is lower than many other
Michigan cities. Patrons visit downtown businesses
because these businesses have something to offer
and the City and its downtown merchants should
be confident in their ability to increase on-street
rates without significant negative consequences. A
two-hour dwell time in an on-street parking space
now costs only $2.50. That is hardly a deterrent to
patronize a business considering the cost of a soft
drink or beer – which can be $3.50 to $7 or more
– or that a meal for two with beverages, taxes, and
tips, could easily run $50 or more.
In terms of privatizing its parking assets, the City
has the following options:
»

Continue to own and self-operate parking;

»

Contract with a commercial parking operator to
provide on- and off-street parking management
services including maintenance, revenue
collection, enforcement, and accounting
services; and

»

Monetize the parking system by contracting
with a management and financial team to
operate and lease the City’s parking assets for
several decades in exchange for an upfront
payment.

The last option, monetization, is possible, but not
at current parking rates. The City’s parking system
must have a positive cash flow for this approach to
be attractive to outside third parties.

The Future of Parking
The City is looking to the future and had good
questions regarding autonomous vehicles, ridehailing app companies, and electric vehicle
charging. According to Walker, it is improbable
that we will achieve the Society of Engineers’
Level 5 autonomous vehicle (SAE L5 AV) ubiquity
for personal automobiles until 2040 or 2050, if at
all. Ride-hailing app companies or Transportation
Network Companies (TNCs), such as Uber and
Lyft, are here and mobility hubs that provide space
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for TNC fleet vehicles and other transportation
alternatives are recommended for implementation.
The purpose of the mobility hub is to maximize the
number of vehicles that can access the hub instead
of having this area occupied by fewer numbers of
vehicles that dwell for much longer sessions. EVs
represent less than 1% of the U.S. vehicle fleet
today, but are expected to grow to more than 30%
by 2040 and so cities should be thinking about and
accommodating these today.

Rochester / Avon Recreation
Authority
The Rochester-Avon Recreation Authority (RARA)
operates the on-going recreation and leisure
programming for both Rochester and Rochester Hills.
The Authority runs a variety of sports teams, summer
programs, and enrichment activities to complement
the offerings of the community education
department. In addition to owning their own facilities,
they have established an agreement with the school
district and both cities to use their facilities.

Older Persons’ Commission (OPC)
The Older Persons’ Commission (OPC) owns a
facility on Letica Drive. Programming at the OPC
is for residents 60 years and older in Rochester,
Rochester Hills, and Oakland Township. Among
other offerings, the Older Persons’ Commission
provides an adult day care service, transportation
for seniors and the handicapped, games,
swimming, and arts and crafts programming. The
Center provides hot meals seven days a week to

residents in the above-mentioned communities,
as well as several other nearby Oakland County
communities. The OPC also provides some limited
services for residents 50 and older. As noted in
the Population & Housing chapter, the Rochester’s
population is aging, making the OPC’s services
and opportunities that much more important
to community members. As the OPC serves the
growing senior population, it will likely become
busier and induce more traffic, so expansion may
be a necessary future reality.

Cemetery
There are three cemeteries in Rochester, but only
the City of Rochester only owns the Mount Avon
Cemetery. The City of Rochester Hills owns both
Stony Creek Cemetery and Van Hoosen Cemetery.
The Department of Public Works oversees burials
and general maintenance work at Mount Avon
Cemetery, and the City Clerk’s office administers
the records and sales for the Cemetery. Mount
Avon includes approximately 15,000 burial plots,
a 190-tomb mausoleum, and recently added 96
columbarium niches.

Community House
Located in Rochester Municipal Park, the
Community House is a beloved local nonprofit that
hosts a variety of activities. Since 1975, Community
House have been has been home to hundreds of
residents, dozens of charities, educational classes,
and thousands of private and public events.
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PLANNING IMPLICATIONS
Policy
»
»

»
»

»

»
»

Adopt Complete Street principles along downtown thoroughfares, traffic thoroughfares,
neighborhood streets, and yield streets.
Increase parking rates and fines for parking violations such that at a minimum, parking asset
operating revenues cover costs, and as follows:
• Continue to price on-street parking, which is typically the most convenient parking, at a
higher rate than off-street parking.
• Continue to offer free parking in selected lots as an enticement for those who truly cannot
afford to pay for parking and long-term employee parking.
• Increase parking permit rates.
• Increase parking fines from for overtime parking. Amend violations schedule such that the
fourth ticket received by a single motorist in one year receives a higher fine.
• Increase parking enforcement and paid hours to 10 p.m.
Charge for parking on Sundays and implement Sunday parking enforcement.
Develop a more formal parking asset management program. Program to include the following:
• Budget for and hire a qualified consulting engineer to review the condition of the parking
lots and two structures no less than every five years.
• Maintain a ten-year parking asset management plan capital maintenance and repairs
budget.
• Fund this budget through the increased parking revenues collected.
Enhance the City’s parking webpage with links to parking requirements section of Zoning
Ordinance, the parking map (Appendix), parking rates, philosophy of parking, annual parking
budget, revenues, and expenses, commitment to maintaining and funding parking asset
infrastructure, investment in parking technology and customer service, and overall philosophy that
guides parking policies and practices.
Improve collections rate on parking tickets from 50% to something closer to 75%.
Invest in EV charging stations to City-owned parking lots. Questions to be answered include
numbers of stations, fluctuating needs over time, type of charging stations – i.e., Level 1, 2, and/
or 3, location, capability, power requirements, free to users or fee-based, timing, etc. Improve
intersection sight distance, intersection alignment, and road capacity to reduce accidents.
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6
COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY

SUSTAINABLE ROCHESTER: DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK
In 2018, the City of Rochester created a development framework based on regional and local
sustainability indicators. The framework, known as Sustainable Rochester, reviewed a range of
interconnected social, economic, and environmental indicators that provide a decision-making
tool to hit sustainability targets for planning’s largest output: development. This implementationbased, sustainability-minded triple-bottom-line process plans for its people, economy of place,
and Mother Nature as a means to provide a “healthy, productive, and meaningful life for all
residents, present and future.” This approach highly values quality of life and longevity when
considering development, and in that sense, the sustainable framework is simply an exercise in
following best practices with a broader lens.
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The framework holds value as a standalone
document, but its recommendations carry greater
enforceable weight when included in the Master
Plan. The Master Plan is a community’s most
comprehensive planning document and serves
as the policy basis for the Zoning Ordinance,
which directly regulates land use. According
to state statute, zoning must be based upon a
plan, so sustainability efforts can all be achieved
more seamlessly through the already established
connection between the Master Plan and the
Zoning Ordinance.
The indicators analyzed in Sustainable Rochester to
measure a high quality of life were categorized as:
»

Environmental health

»

Mobility

»

Fiscal strength

»

Public services

»

Strong neighborhoods

»

Downtown viability

The indicators for each of one of these six
categories are incorporated into the Master
Plan where relevant to convey their high level of
interconnectedness. As such, sustainability thinking
is integrated throughout the document. Below,
additional attention is given to environmental
health as it is a larger topic that has historically
been left out but is growing increasingly important
as climate change exposes its tie to all aspects of
land use planning and development.

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH
Environmental health falls under the larger umbrella
of public health; its focus is on the relationships
between people and their environment and aims
to bring well-being to residents by reducing
exposure to harmful contaminants in the air,
water, soil, and food.1 The intersection with
planning is straightforward; land use planning and
development should strive to mitigate such harm
to the environment to provide a healthy place for
residents to thrive.

DEVELOPMENT BALANCE:
IMPERVIOUS SURFACES AND
FLOODING
Impervious surfaces are the backbone of cities,
providing shelter from the elements and routes
for efficient travel. Yet, hard surfaces also come
with serious consequences as they prevent rain
and snow from filtrating into the ground. Once
precipitation hits a hard surface, it is channeled
to a stormwater drain or waterbody carrying with
it a host of contaminants. In instances of heavy
precipitation, the volume of runoff cannot be
properly handled, and levels of flooding intensify
as a result of insufficient infrastructure capacity.
As of 2010, 36% of Rochester was covered by
impervious surfaces. This was the second highest
percentage of impervious surfaces when compared
to surrounding communities. Rochester’s large
inventory of brick from former projects can be
installed as impervious surfaces on municipal
property or sold to interested parties for such use.
While Rochester is nearly completely built out, it
has several infill development proposals to consider
with perviousness in mind.
Climate predictions call for more frequent and
higher intensity rainfall. In August 2014, the metro
Detroit area experienced a record-breaking storm;
four to six inches of rain fell over a four-hour
period.2 The subsequent flooding was catastrophic
despite the fact that infrastructure met state
standards, suggesting that local governments’
goals should be to exceed rather than meet state
mandates.3 In the aftermath of the storm, human
lives were lost, thousands of homes flooded, an
estimated $1 billion dollars spent on damage to
infrastructure, and $61 million of loans extended
to affected businesses.4 And, as is the case with
flooding, water contamination spreads fastest
and farther. When considering that flooding
can negatively touch the social, economic, and
environment in just a few hours, investments to
mitigate such losses are worthwhile.
With storms this big anticipated to happen with
greater frequency than once per 100 years, homes
well outside of the FEMA designated floodplains
are still vulnerable. Part of the reason that 20% of
flooding happens outside of the FEMA designated
floodplains is that the probability of flooding is
based on historic data and therefore does not
include the predictions for higher-intensity storms.
Community Sustainability | 67

Stormwater Drainage
Program
A case study in Detroit quantified the
combined advantage of pervious pavement
and a rain garden on a church’s parking lot.
Using the EPA’s stormwater management
model, they calculated that a 4,530 square
foot rain garden and a 33,000 square
foot patch of pervious pavement reduced
stormwater runoff volume by 70%, even
during the heaviest six-hour period of
precipitation in Detroit’s recent history (2016).
In Detroit, there is an added incentive for
property owners to use green infrastructure
because they are charged a drainage fee
based on the impervious surface area on
the property. However, they may also earn a
“green credit” for actions such as redirecting
downspouts into areas where natural
infiltration can take place.

Ribbon driveway.

A system for tracking where flooding occurs in the
City would help to target higher-risk areas with
design solutions.
Alongside investment in public “grey”
infrastructure, integrating green stormwater
infrastructure into a hard landscape can help to
reduce runoff that causes flooding and pollution.
Rochester has a robust landscaping ordinance that
requires 10% of new development is landscaped
with vegetation that is salt tolerant and appropriate
for this climactic zone. For properties abutting the
Clinton River, Paint Creek, or Stony Creek, there
is a required 30-foot stabilization zone between
development and river’s edge to prevent erosion.
These ordinances are examples of incorporating
green stormwater infrastructure into the built
environment; yet more can be done.
One challenge to green stormwater infrastructure
has been the proliferation of invasive phragmites in
some of the City’s subdivisions. In one area, there
is an 11 acre concentration of dense non-native
phragmites that have several negative effects.
Regarding stormwater management, detention
ponds that are meant to store excess water are
undermined by dense stands of phragmites that
tend to trap sediment. When ponds are filled in
with sediment, they can no longer provide the
designed storage capacity.5 On top of that, they
grow tall enough to block views of ponds and can
become unsightly, interrupt the growth of native
species, and therefore productive ecosystems.
Their removal, or mitigation efforts, requires the
use of several management approaches including
herbicide treatment initially, prescribed fires or
flooding where appropriate, and mechanical
treatment.6 The City has worked with the
Cooperative Invasive Species Management Area
(CISMA) on implementing some of these strategies
and will continue to do so, but because of the
phragmites pervasiveness, a comprehensive,
citywide approach is necessary, with other
partnerships, homeowner associations, and
neighboring communities.

OPEN SPACE
On the development spectrum, open space is on the
opposite end of concentrated impervious surfaces.
Preserving parks and open space are critical to
preserving natural resources and social wellness. The
number of residents per park serves as a proxy for
measuring development and population density as it
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relates to provision and preservation of open space.
The National Recreation and Parks Association’s
annual research benchmarks the country’s park
averages as a basis for recommended standards. In
2017, the national park acreage per 1,000 residents
was 9.6. Rochester’s 24.8 acres of park area for every
1,000 residents far exceeds the national standard.
Importantly, in terms of equitable distribution of
parkland, nearly 100% of residents live within 0.5
miles of a park facility. In addition to overall parkland
acreage, access is important to social sustainability
goals. Distance to parks in one way to measure that,
but the quality of nonmotorized infrastructure that
leads to parks is an important factor of access to
open space. These connections should be prioritized
for the safety of its users.
Moreover, the City has a Parks and Open Space District
(not yet a formal zone designated on the Zoning Map)
that identifies and preserves city-owned parks, preserve
land with valuable environmental qualities, preserve
cultural resources, and provide activities consistent with
the adopted Master Parks and Recreation Plan. This
zone adds an additional layer of protection for open
space, as it would have to be rezoned, and subject to
the public, should the use change.
In relation to the City’s geography, continuing to
preserve open space along the river fronts will be of
critical importance for watershed and stormwater
management. The native vegetation can filter
contaminants before they enter the river. However,
a large part of Clinton River’s edge is zoned
Research Park (south of Parkdale, east of Leticia
Dr), which permits heavy uses like manufacturing,
warehousing, technical training schools, among
other commercial and industrial uses. As a counter
balance to intense land uses, the City has protections
that follows the courses of Paint Creek, Stony Creek,
and Clinton River’s floodplains. The requirements
limit development and the expansion of existing
development. This language could be strengthened
to ban the use of fertilizers and other chemicals
harmful to water quality, and require heightened
stormwater management regulations.

NATURAL FEATURES
PROTECTION
When it comes to holistic planning, the suite of
environmental, economic, and social benefits
that trees provide is nearly incomparable. They
contribute to each of the following: cleaner air,7

Over 85% of survey participants felt that
the City’s tree canopy coverage was either
“good” or “excellent.”

cleaner water,8 sequestered carbon,9 temperature
moderation,10 stormwater management,11 urban
wildlife habitat,12 increased property values,13
increased commercial sales,14 lower crime rates,15
faster healing,16 lower prescription drug burden,
lower rates of depression,17 and improved academic
performance.18
Despite its relatively high percentage of impervious
surface cover (compared to adjacent communities),
Rochester’s tree canopy coverage is average among
communities in the region, yet its dedication to
its tree stock has awarded it Tree City USA status
for eight consecutive years. Its percentage is larger
than the more urban inner ring communities
(Auburn Hills and Troy), but less than the
developing Townships. Currently, 29% of its land
use is covered by tree canopy, per the tree canopy
coverage report (Appendix). SEMCOG’s goal for
the region is to reach 40% tree canopy coverage.
However, SEMCOG has communicated to the City
that 30% tree canopy coverage is an excellent
benchmark for a developed community like
Rochester. Equally as important as the percentage,
is the correct mix of species, maintenance, and
distribution of trees. SEMCOG notes that increases
in tree canopy should be focused in urban areas
with current low tree canopy, as well as industrial
and institutional properties, riparian corridors,
central business districts, and along roadways and
parking lots.19 Rochester 100, a program already
approved by Council, has allotted $30,000 to
plant 100 trees in the City in 2021. The City will
reimburse residents up to $250, or 50% of the
cost, for planting a native tree on private property.
While the other trees will be planted in the City’s
rights-of-way, this is an important acknowledgment
that the common areas in homeowner’s
associations (HOA) comprise a substantial portion
of the City’s tree canopy coverage.
In cities, tree canopy coverage will come down to
a parcel-by-parcel approach. The net number of
trees is a more reliable measurement for expanding
tree canopy coverage but requires thorough and
coordinated processes. In 2020, the City formed
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Among all the natural environment features,
water quality received the lowest level of
satisfaction, (although it was still quite
high!), 85% of respondents recorded water
quality was “good” or “excellent.”

Eutrophication
Excessive richness of nutrients in a waterbody
frequently due to runoff from land, which
causes a dense growth of plant life and
death of animal life from lack of oxygen.

a Tree Committee to take stakeholder feedback
on tree-related issues; through engagement with
Homeowner’s Association, business owners,
and City Council, Rochester developed a tree
ordinance. Developers are required to preserve a
minimum of 80% of trees on a site (20-63), and
if the plan requests to remove more, then they
shall be replaced. For tree removal, a woodland
management plan is required to be reviewed
by the planning commission that specifies how
trees will be removed and their removal will not
have a negative impact on the surrounding trees.
Rochester also has a landmark tree ordinance and
a program to allow residents to designate historic
trees based on their age, type, size, and historical
connection (20-72). With landmark or historic
status, a tree cannot be removed without City
Council’s involvement. The Tree Committee also
requires a yearly accounting report identifying our
removals, plantings, and effect on the tree canopy
the first quarter of each year to monitor tree
canopy change.
For a smoother development process, the
City’s Zoning Ordinance could point to the Tree
Ordinance as a requirement of the site plan. As
indicated by HOAs, some of the trees had to be
replaced because they were planted so densely that
they when they matured, there was not sufficient
room to grow and they died. Spacing requirements
are common in landscaping standards designed
to prevent overcrowding. While there are some
standards listed now on public rights-of-way,
more specific distances between trees could be
70 | City of Rochester Master Plan

outlined for new developments. An ordinanceheavy approach is fundamental to growing a tree
canopy. Should the City find it is falling short of
its tree canopy goals, it can opt for greater public
investment in its rights-of-way and public land.

HABITAT AND NATURAL AREAS
When planning for natural areas it is important to
take an ecological approach that considers how
plants and animals interact within an the urban
space. Oakland County defines various natural
areas by their importance to maintaining water
quality, soil development, pollination, wildlife
corridors, bird habitat, and floodwater retention.
These areas are then ranked based on principles
of biodiversity conservation. Priority one areas, of
which there are none in Rochester, are deemed
most important and should be targeted for
immediate conservation. Priority two areas, which
includes land along the Clinton River in southeast
Rochester, should be marked as an important
natural area and be addressed in the near future.
Finally, priority three areas, which includes land
north of Parkdale Road along Stony Creek, are the
lowest conservation priority but still have some
ecological benefit. Additionally, Oakland County
defines high quality habitat within the priority
natural areas to illustrate what areas are in good
condition to support wildlife. A large portion of the
priority two natural area in Rochester is identified
as high quality habitat. A map illustrating the
natural areas in Rochester can be found in the
Appendix. To ensure that this area is preserved in
the future it has been designated as “Recreation /
Open Space” on the Future Land Use Pap.

WATERSHED HEALTH
Rochester is a part of the Clinton River Watershed.
The Clinton River and Paint Creek run through
the City providing visitors an escape to nature.
However, due to historic industrial and municipal
discharges the watershed was labeled as an Area of
Concern by the Environmental Protection Agency.
The original listing of Areas of Concern (AOC)
within the Clinton River was based on the presence
of eight (out of 14) beneficial use impairments
(BUI): restrictions on fish and wildlife consumption;
degraded fish and wildlife populations; beach
closings; loss of fish and wildlife habitat;
eutrophication and undesirable algae; degradation
of benthos; degradation of aesthetics; restrictions
on dredging activities.

The Clinton River Public Advisory Council (PAC) has
successfully been working in partnership with EGLE
and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Great Lakes National Program Office (EPA-GLNPO)
to prioritize restoration projects that will lead to
BUI delistings. In 2015, $20 million was awarded
for major Great Lakes Restoration Initiative projects
in the Clinton River Area of Concern. These funds
helped stop the loss of fish and wildlife habitat,
restricted fish and wildlife consumption, and
slowed degradation of fish and wildlife populations
through wetland and habitat restoration. The City
has received $1.3 million in grants and completed
upgrades to restore Paint Creek, a stream within
the Clinton River watershed, which is one of the
few natural reproducing cold water trout streams
in southeast Michigan. Rochester has also applied
for the 2021 wellhead protection grant program
to protect ground water through identification
of its boundaries, sources of contamination,
management practices, and public education
opportunities.
According to the 2006 Clinton Main Subwatershed
Plan, the single largest land use in Rochester is
single-family. This suggests that improvements to
water quality can be impactful at the household
level. Public education on where to place
downspouts, and how to install rain gardens,
pervious surfaces, and/or rain barrels could make
a difference if implemented. At the neighborhood
level, the City can started to evaluate stormwater
management in residential alleys to reduce runoff.

RENEWABLE ENERGY
Although not listed as a sustainability indicator,
renewable energy is a crucial component in
the long-term for environmental health. The
importance of sustainability can be seen in the
advent of municipal Sustainability offices in
Ann Arbor and Detroit, formal commitments to
sustainability planning from Ypsilanti, Sterling
Heights, Grand Rapids, and 30 Michigan
communities recognized for sustainability
achievements.20 The reason for such efforts is that
reducing our carbon footprint will stave off the
worst effects of rising emissions and temperatures
that create hostile environments for all people
but especially for those with allergies, respiratory
problems, immuno-compromised systems, socioeconomic vulnerability, or have limited access to

climate-controlled structures. Warmer temperatures
and greater climate variability will also reinforce
the burden and therefore the cost to maintain
infrastructure, our first responders to crisis, and our
natural environment.
As the cost of solar drops, its installation is rapidly
picking up. To capitalize on this burgeoning
market, local governments must respond with
resources and expertise to receive its associated
benefits: lower utility cost for housing units that
provides greater options to low-to-moderate
income persons, less strain on the electrical grid
and therefore disaster mitigation with extreme
weather, and a reduction in emissions. The City has
recently installed enough panels for the fire station
and public works structure to generate enough
power to heat their water. The City also has three
electric vehicle charging stations and is planning to
add more in locations like the parking decks.
One of the largest challenges to the continued
growth of solar power comes from municipalities:
local Zoning Ordinances do not provide for them.
This is true in Rochester and its Zoning Ordinance
should be updated to enable solar panels. This
may be due to a misunderstanding on the amount
of solar radiation that Michigan receives and the
popularity of solar panels: Michigan has ample
solar and land resources to generate enough
power for the state’s project use,21 and Macomb
County has some of the highest number of solar
customers in the state.22 Michigan is already a
leader in clean energy; in terms of jobs, it is first
in the Midwest and fifth in the country with the
potential to grow at tremendous rates.23 SolSmart
is a national program led by the International City/
County Management Association and the Interstate
Renewable Energy Council. They have developed
criteria that they use to designate gold, silver,
and bronze to communities that earn sufficient
credits in each of the five categories, some of
which include planning and zoning, community
engagement, and permitting and inspection.
Another possible limitation to their installation is
a common complaint that the aesthetics of solar
panels detract from neighborhoods’ attractiveness.
Complaints such as these do not have to halt
progress, instead they can inform the regulations
through positioning, orientation, and screening of
solar panels to achieve a desirable “look.”
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PLANNING IMPLICATIONS
Policy
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»

Evaluate stormwater system for residential alleys.
Re-use former bricks as impervious surfaces.
Develop a mapping and tracking system for instances of severe or chronic flooding.
Develop a comprehensive plan to remove invasive phragmites.
Work with the Clinton River Watershed to improve native vegetation along the river shoreline.
Work with regional partners to share equipment to save cost of maintenance.
Continue to promote volunteer opportunities to clean up rivers.
Develop natural breaks in the built environment with pocket parks.
Continue to increase access to the Clinton River Trail so that residents of all abilities can access the open
space.
Prioritize nonmotorized infrastructure improvements that connect neighborhoods to open space and
parkland.
Maintain tree canopy of 30%.
Work with homeowner’s associations and the public to keep Tree Committee duties and policies
to address concerns.
Share the success of the Rochester 100 and continue to fund the program in perpetuity.
Send information to homeowner and property owners through the newsletter on how to retain water
onsite.
Continue to apply for grants that remove BUIs from the City’s rivers.
Consider adding more electric charging stations to City-owned parking areas.
Use SolSmart resources and pursue silver or gold designation.
Continue to convert municipal buildings to run on renewable energy sources.

Zoning
»
»
»
»
»

Break up impervious surfaces with landscaping and other stormwater engineering solutions.
Encourage that any new development installs pervious pavement for parking lots.
Encourage roofs of a certain size to install green roofs and rain barrels.
Expand all development limitations in River Valley District to the 500-year floodplain.
Allow renewable energy technology as accessory uses including electrical vehicle charging
stations.
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7
COMMUNITY CHARACTER

Image Credit: Downtown Rochester Facebook page

Community character is an important component of quality of life. If a community’s character
is perceived as a positive trait and is preserved and maintained, it can foster a strong sense of
community. The aggregate characteristics of the City of Rochester are derived from a diverse
mix of land uses that date from the community’s early settlement era up to and including recent
contemporary developments. This chapter identifies some of the features and traits of Rochester
that make the City a unique and distinctive community.

RESIDENTIAL
As indicated in the existing land use analysis, the City of Rochester offers a wide variety of
residential housing options. The character of residential neighborhoods varies based on the
location within the City. In general, the area west of Letica Drive is considered the mature,
developed area of the City, while the area east of Letica Drive, especially within the northeast
portion of the City, is considered to be more contemporary, with a somewhat suburban character.
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the nitrogen back to the lawn. The rest is

ordinances to allow for proper missing middle
housing implementation.

Examples of newer home in the City.

»

Wider side yard setbacks

»

Attached garages (many side-entry)

»

Some mixture of residential land uses

The architectural style found in newer
neighborhoods is more contemporary. Common
features include variations in the roof line and
building footprint, prominent entry-way features,
attached garages, and use of natural, durable
building materials such as brick, masonry, stone,
and wood. This photo provides an example of the
character of the newer residential neighborhoods.
Two-family and multiple-family dwellings also exist
throughout the City. Two-family dwellings are
offered in a variety of options. On the west side of
the City, large older homes have been split into two
dwellings, while in other cases structures were built
specifically for duplex living. On the east side of
the City, two-family duplexes are provided within a
planned condominium development setting.
The analysis conducted in the housing chapter
showed that there is a distinct need for more
“missing middle” housing in Rochester. “Missing
middle” housing, the range of housing with
multiple units that are compatible in scale and
form with single-family homes, allows for flexible
diversity without disrupting the fabric of traditional
neighborhoods.1 Prioritizing missing middle housing
in Rochester is especially important due to the
lack of vacant land, making infill development and
redevelopment the only feasible way to increase
much-needed housing opportunities. The City
has an existing infill ordinance; however, it merely
offers guidelines for ensuring compatibility and
scale with an existing neighborhood. There is an
opportunity to enhance both the zoning and infill
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Multiple-family dwellings are currently found
predominantly on the west side of the City. Such
developments are offered in large complexes and
small to large free-standing buildings. Since shortly
before the most recent Master Plan effort and
continuing through the present time, the majority
of development proposals received by the City have
been proposals for larger multi-family residential
developments. This is the definition of a community
experiencing “development pressure” for housing:
private landowners putting requests for specific
land uses and configurations on the formal record
for consideration by the City, at their own expense
and based on their own market research. Where
the public sector intervenes in these requests, such
as by failing to approve a development or rezoning,
its actions must have sufficient policy and data to
justify the intervention.

New Residential Infill Development,
Redevelopment, and Additions
Certain design elements give a neighborhood its
character and are prominent features that are
found on most homes in the neighborhood. The
City of Rochester has consistently seen new infill
development, redevelopment, and additions to
existing homes. This new construction should
be compatible with the existing character of the
neighborhoods. The following is a list of preferred
versus incompatible design features to use as a
guide for new infill development and additions.

Preferred Design for Housing
House Footprint. The house is situated on its lot
in a manner similar to the surrounding homes. The
following are uniform:
»

Setbacks

»

Building width

»

Spacing between buildings

»

There is a continuous street edge (see infill
Housing examples).

Garage Placement. In existing neighborhoods
where garages are detached or placed in the rear
of the house, out of view from the street, the
preferred new home employs a similar design. In

neighborhoods where the garages are located in the
front yard, new developments should break from the
“snout nosed” garage style and locate garages in
the rear or side yards out of view of the street.
Bulk, Proportion, and Scale. The height and
number of stories are compatible with the
surrounding houses. If the existing neighborhood
is mostly one-story homes, an addition to an
existing one-story home is placed to the rear, so the
view from the street remains compatible with the
existing homes.
Form. The existing surrounding homes have varied
forms. The new home includes elements that
provide for variation in shape including elements
such as a front porch, wings, and dormered
windows.

Infill Development
Demolition and replacement of an existing
structure with one or more new structures;
splitting of an existing developed lot to create
an additional building site; construction on a
vacant lot where the homes within 200 feet
on the same side of the block are an average
of at least ten years old; and/or the addition of
500 square feet or more to an existing home
where the homes within 200 feet on the same
side of the block are an average of at least ten
years old.
City of Rochester Zoning Ordinance

Residential Infill Housing Development
Standards
Rochester’s Zoning Ordinance defines infill
development and then provides several
standards that control for how the site is graded,
encroachment of architectural features into its
yards, egress windows, garages, and setbacks.
These regulations are designed to integrate infill
housing into the neighborhoods so that they
mitigate conflict with neighbors and remain
compatible with the established character.

CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT
The character of the Central Business District (CBD)
was in large part established over 100 years ago
when the area now known as Rochester was first
settled. In the early-to-mid-1800s, Main Street
between Third and University developed as the
community’s major commercial thoroughfare
with hotels, banks, grocers, and drug stores,
while Walnut Street, to the west, developed with
several churches. These areas of the downtown
are considered the historic core of the CBD. The
pictures to the right show some of the historic
structures that exist within the CBD today.
Many of the retail structures within the historic
core of downtown include at least two stories
with a storefront lower facade featuring large
display windows, upper facades with symmetrical
windows, a flat roof, and a decorative roof parapet.
The image below shows some of the common
features found in traditional commercial buildings.

Historic structures in the Central Business District.
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The Downtown Development Authority (DDA)
has developed Design Guidelines for downtown
commercial rehabilitation which seek to preserve
the historic character of these structures. Overall,
survey respondents feel that downtown’s
appearance is “excellent” (68.5%), but feel there
is greater room for improvement for business
diversity, more specifically, shopping opportunities.
Survey respondents’ satisfaction with the shopping
opportunities has increased over time; in 2017,
72% felt shopping opportunities were “good” or
“excellent” compared to over 77% in 2021.
Existing building with desirable architectural features.

Figure 18: Survey Results - Appearance of
Downtown
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Figure 19: Survey Results - Diversity of
Business Downtown

Because certain architectural features are essential
to the downtown’s character, maintaining these
elements on historic buildings and sensitively
applying them, when appropriate, to new
construction is key to preserving the downtown’s
traditional appearance. Therefore, all renovations
and infill should preserve the form and detailing
of the architectural materials and features that are
important in defining a building’s historic character
such as building materials and defining features.
Replacements should only be done when the
building is beyond repair.
Renovation and infill construction should include the
following important architectural elements, many
of which are already codified in the Non-Residential
Standards for the CBD in the Zoning Ordinance:
»

Inviting first floor storefronts with large display
windows and recessed doors.

»

Rhythm and detail of second floor windows that
relate to the storefronts below.

»

Traditional roof styles, usually flat with a raised
parapet wall.

»

Detail along the top of parapet walls.

»

Authentic window frames and awnings.

»

Be of high-quality materials that are compatible
with those of historic buildings.

»

Be an appropriate scale and mass to blend in
with surrounding buildings.

»

Have signage that is consistent in placement, style,
and materials with the traditional existing signage.

»

Have storefront windows that open the interior
to the street, and tall, second floor windows that
are evenly or rhythmically spaced and indicate
upstairs activity.

2.1% 1.1%
5.8%

18.4%

31.3%

Very poor
Poor
Neutral
Good
Excellent

41.5%
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N/A

Design Regulations in the Zoning Ordinance
Critical to maintain the community character is the consistent and effective enforcement of the Zoning
Ordinance. The Zoning Ordinance outlines standards for architectural features, building materials, and
lot layout. These standards reflect the historic aesthetic quality that contributes to Rochester’s character.
The City recently updated their Zoning Ordinance to reflect the architectural and design specifications
of historic Rochester. The ordinance includes the following design regulations:
»

All exterior building facades that face a public right-of-way shall be designed to maintain the
rhythmic pattern of the street and to stimulate visual interest through the use of materials and
architectural treatments. Architectural features shall be compatible with the established pattern
of neighboring buildings.

»

The placement, mass and scale of buildings help to maintain the coherent visual image and
character of the district in which it is located.

Residential Design Standards
»

Overhangs of at least 6 inches

»

Two exterior doors with at least one in the front
yard

»

Be constructed in a manner reflecting a
permanent and durable character

Non-Residential Design Standards
for the Central Business District
»

Front facing facades shall maintain the
pattern of the street.

»

First floor facades shall be between 40% and
60% glass.

»

Have defined entrances that face the street.

»

Be constructed in the same materials of the
surrounding buildings such as brick and
modular stone.

»

Contain decorative design treatments such
as arches, canopies, or planters.

»

Building placement and massing shall
maintain the coherent visual image and
character of downtown.

City of Rochester Zoning Ordinance (Sec. 2110 & 2118)

SUSTAINABILITY INDICATOR
Compliance with Site Lines
Downtown has historic small-town
character. It is a walkable, predominantly
commercial area designed at a pedestrian
scale. The “Skyline Test (reference
page 90)” was established to preserve
the historic nature of the downtown:
regardless of permitted building height
in terms of stories or feet, line of sight
diagrams must also show that the building
will not detract from the appearance of
Main Street’s skyline. It is recommended
that sight lines are maintained to preserve
downtown as the focal point of the City.
Source: Sustainable Rochester
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As time progressed, the downtown naturally grew
beyond Main and Walnut streets, expanding onto
Pine, East, University, and Olde Towne Streets. For
the purposes of this plan, this area is referred to
as the downtown interface area. The photos to
the left show examples of structures within the
expansion area of the CBD.
In more recent years, the downtown has expanded
further to the west, east, and north. Around the
Civic Center, office buildings have been constructed,
while on the east side of the CBD, the old knitting
mill has been restored and converted to a brew
pub and offices. In addition, other buildings such as
the Royal Park Hotel and the Sunrise Senior Living
center have been constructed along East University.
These areas on the fringe of the CBD can be
considered “new interface” areas of the downtown.

Examples of structures in the expansion area of the
Central Business District.

SUSTAINABILITY
INDICATOR
Mixed Use
The business mix of an area describes the
proportion of land uses and business types
including retail and commercial, restaurants,
personal services, offices, and more. A welldesigned downtown is an opportune destination
to host a mix of businesses for residents and
visitors to patronize multiple destinations in
one visit. Rochester’s downtown is currently
comprised of approximately 72% commercial
uses, 26% of uses are strictly residential, and
just 2% is devoted to industrial uses. Sustainable
Rochester recommends a 5% increase in
nonresidential uses.
Source: Sustainable Rochester

Retail, office, public, quasi-public, and residential
land uses can be found near each other throughout
the CBD. Within two-story structures, retail is often
provided on the first level and office and residential
units on the upper stories. Buildings are generally
placed directly on the property right-of-way line or
have very shallow front yard setbacks. Parking is
provided along the streets of the downtown and
within shared public parking lots located at the
rear or alongside buildings. Because of this parking
arrangement, many buildings provide an attractive
rear entryway.
Additionally, the City redesigned its downtown
alleys converting them from a two-way traffic
pattern, which was difficult to get through, to
a one-way traffic pattern. The additional space
created from converting to a one-way traffic
pattern allowed for additional amenities such as
decks and outdoor dining, as well as sufficient
space for business to have access to a dumpster
within each block. Due to the success of this
alley enhancement, additional improvements
to downtown alleys would continue to benefit
downtown patrons, businesses, residents, and
visitors. In a Steering Committee meeting dedicated
to downtown connections, the alleys were
identified as thoroughfares which are friendly to
nonmotorized transportation yet outside the main
pedestrian area of the CBD, and thus could serve as
cross-downtown bikeways.
In 2016 and 2021, the Rochester Downtown
Development Authority (DDA) and Rochester
Principal Shopping District (PSD) held a vision
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Historic Renovations
The following Standards for Rehabilitation are
based on those developed by the Secretary of
Interior and should apply to the renovation of
historic buildings.
1. A building should be placed in a use that
requires minimal change to the defining
characteristics of the building and its site and
environment.
2. The historic character of a building should
be retained and preserved. The removal of
historic materials or alteration of features
and spaces that characterize the building
should be avoided.
3. Each building should be recognized as
a physical record of its time, place, and
use. Changes that create a false sense of
historical development, such as adding
conjectural features or architectural elements
from other buildings, should not be
undertaken.

Renovations of this historic building have
respected its original design and features

4. Most buildings change over time; those changes that have acquired historical significance in
their own right should be retained and preserved. However, features that simply cover historic
features should be removed to expose the most appropriate historic value of the building.
5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that
characterize a building should be preserved.
6. Deteriorated historic features should be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of
deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the old in
design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials. Replacement of
missing features should be substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.
7. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic materials
should not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, should be undertaken
using the gentlest means possible.
8. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction should not destroy historic
materials that characterize the structure. The new work should be differentiated from the old
and should be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the
historic integrity of the structure and its environment.
9. New additions and adjacent or related new construction should be undertaken in such a
manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic building
and its environment would not be impaired.
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SUSTAINABILITY
INDICATOR
Event Days
Consistent public events help maintain the
downtown’s reputation as the activity hub.
Bringing people within the region to downtown
boosts awareness of its unique amenities and
local businesses. Downtown hosts 125 events
annually, exceeding the number of events that
occur in its peer communities by a wide margin.
It is recommended that Rochester maintains this
number of events.
Source: DDA

session and garnered similar results. The purpose
of the visioning session was to solicit feedback
through a facilitator-led process that would help
guide the future growth and development of
downtown Rochester. Attendees were asked to
consider redevelopment opportunities, assets, and
draws to the downtown.
Most commonly, attendees wanted to more green
space and river access. Big draws downtown
were entertainment options expressed as theatre,
movies, and live music. The responses highlighted
the need for public and private space to be
mutually reinforcing to maximize patronage.

INDUSTRIAL, RESEARCH, AND
DEVELOPMENT
Most of the City’s industrial development can be
found in three general areas: along South Street;
along Second Street east of the CBD; and along
Woodward on the northwest side of the City. Many
of the buildings are on relatively small lots, which
poses constraints on off-street parking, loading
and outdoor storage. A common result is front
yard parking with no greenbelt separation from the
roadway. However, industrial land use as a category
has been shrinking over time in Rochester, in
tandem with regional, national, and global trends,
and a detailed review of land uses and proposals
review offered little justification for planning for
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future traditional industrial uses – those supported
by zoning categories such as I-1 and I-2 – within
the City limits except between South Street and the
southern City limits. The remaining areas have been
the subject of development proposals focusing on
residential/commercial mixed uses as well as purely
residential, and data show a much greater need for
housing than for industry. Some land use change
can thus be expected in the City’s “traditional”
industrial areas.
Research and Development uses continue to be
a viable and valuable part of the community’s
makeup. Existing businesses are found in
the Parkdale corridor from Letica Drive to
Dequindre, and many Research and Development
establishments are built on large parcels
and provide a more desirable site layout and
architectural design. Currently, there is one zone
that supports this use, the Research Park District,
but a second zone called Office, Tech, Research was
drafted that would permit a slightly wider range
of commercial and office uses. For the purposes
of future land use planning the Research Park and
Office, Tech, and Research districts were collapsed
into one category called “Research / Technology.”

TRANSITIONAL AREAS
Areas that provide transitions from non-residential
to lower intensity residential neighborhoods
can positively or negatively impact community
character and the overall quality of life. Proper
transition areas from the downtown district into
the neighborhoods that surround the CBD are
important to maintain the residential character of
the neighborhoods. The street frontages of West
University and north Main Street are key transitional
areas for two reasons: they are gateways into the
downtown, and they are major thoroughfares with
heavy traffic volumes, that can negatively impact
some residential land uses. Land uses along West
University are dominated by offices, while Main
Street, immediately north and south of Romeo, is
mainly used for retail uses.
In all areas of the City, care needs to be taken to
ensure that in locations where non-residential land
uses are adjacent to residential land uses, adequate
parking and screening is provided and the building
size, design, and exterior lighting is compatible
with the adjacent neighborhoods.

SUSTAINABILITY INDICATOR
New Businesses & Business Growth
There are 432 businesses in the DDA. Supporting and expanding existing businesses, and attracting
new businesses, are ongoing efforts to maintain the downtown’s vitality. As new businesses arrive,
economic development opportunities are created for the district in terms of job growth, the expansion
and diversification of the tax base, and improvements to quality of life with access to new services
and amenities for residents. The Sustainability Framework recommends growing the number of new
business starts. The proportion of businesses within the DDA district compared to the total number
of businesses within the City is quite high at 57%. Certainly, the success of the downtown is based
on the concentration of over half of the City’s businesses in a mutually-reinforcing network of events,
promotion, and a pedestrian-friendly atmosphere. Given its strong foundation, the Sustainable
Framework recommends growing the proportion of businesses in the DDA by 5%.
Source: Sustainable Rochester

SUSTAINABILITY INDICATOR
Public Parking
Walkable areas are characterized by parking on side streets or in structures accessed from side streets.
Rear and side parking allow the main streets to be active places where people can visit multiple
businesses on foot for experiential strolling. Well-utilized parking lots indicate economic sustainability
by demonstrating that the area is a highly desirable destination. The City currently maintains 1,314
paid parking spots, with many of those spots located in platforms and in the northern half of the DDA
district. The City also maintains 367 free parking spots, which are located around the City’s largest
municipal park and at the north and south edges of the DDA district. Sustainable Rochester recommends
a 10% increase in parking evaluated for public spaces, event parking, and drop off locations. These
are specific recommendations designed to help improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the existing
parking system, not a blanket recommendation to increase the overall amount of land devoted to
parked cars. Again, both survey data and staff reports from a meeting dedicated to improving the City’s
parking system indicated a general and increasing satisfaction with parking.
The “Main Street Makeover,” completed in 2012, featured an entirely new concrete road, aggregate
sidewalks, two twelve-inch water mains, new storm sewers, LED lights, directional signage, and an
extensive streetscape plan with new trees, planters, bicycle racks, and an automated pedestrian crossing
system. The project involved over two years of planning in partnership with the Michigan Department
of Transportation (MDOT), and it received an outstanding award for innovation at the 2013 America’s
Transportation Awards.
Sources: Sustainable Rochester
Schrader, Jessica. “Rochester ‘Main Street Makeover’ Recognized for Innovation. 22 July 2013. https://patch.com/michigan/
rochester/rochester-main-street-makeover-recognized-for-innovation

Sources
1

Opticos Design. Missing Middle Housing. https://missingmiddlehousing.com/
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8
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

An important piece of long-range planning is the representative inclusion of community
members. Community involvement in the Master Plan process can foster improved
implementation opportunities and create greater community buy in for the Master Plan’s
implementation. The community engagement strategy for the Master Plan included creating a
steering committee, sub-committees, a community survey, a housing workshop, and an open
house.

STEERING COMMITTEE
The steering committee was a group of about 30 individuals representing the planning
commission, business owners, residents, City staff, and various other elected boards and
commissions. The steering committee met three times over the course of the Master Plan
process to provide guidance and expertise on future land use planning, additional community

84 | City of Rochester Master Plan

engagement strategies, and implementation
consistent with the community’s goals. Additionally,
utilizing a steering committee leveraged the
collective knowledge and expertise of many
individuals, ensuring that the Master Plan is not
the work of one individual but created from a
collaborative and community framework.

Sub-Committees
Within the steering committee four sub-committees
were formed to focus on specific topics: housing,
community sustainability, downtown connections,
and parking. Each of these sub-committees met
once throughout the Master Plan process and
corresponded with the drafting of their respective
chapters. A total of seven meetings were held with
community leaders, three large steering committee
meetings and four sub-committee meetings.

COMMUNITY SURVEY
Every three years the City of Rochester releases
a community survey to gather feedback from
residents, providing a great longitudinal dataset.
The most recent survey was released in 2021 and
gathered responses from 1,231 individuals. The
responses from the survey have been incorporated
throughout the Master Plan where they related
with planning topics. The survey format asked
residents to evaluate the City on a scale of “very
poor” to “excellent” for wide-ranging topics:
safety, public services, natural environment,
built environment, economy, recreation and
wellness, education and enrichment, mobility, and
community engagement.

HOUSING WORKSHOP
On June 9 and 10, 2021 a housing workshop was
held to gather specific feedback from residents on
the direction housing development with respect to
typology, density, and orientation. The purpose of
this activity was to explain the importance of infill
housing in a community in need of a variety of
housing formats. The session on June 9th was held
in person at the City’s fire station and an identical
session was held virtually on June 10. Participants
were presented with three sites, selected by City
staff, and were asked to imagine what their
preferred housing development would look like on
each of these sites given the constraints such as
floodplains, topography, and zoning. Through this
exercise, participants could mimic the development

1,231 survey respondents
7 Steering Committee
meetings
30 Steering Committee
members
3 engagement sessions
(2 in person and 1 virtual)

process from the City’s perspective and learn about
the housing market in Rochester. This session
primarily served as an educational workshop but
the results were recorded: residents generally
supported higher density housing options that
were well designed, connected to established
sidewalks and bike paths, with screened parking
and preserved views of nature (where applicable).

VISIONING OPEN HOUSE
Following the housing workshop on July 29 an
evening open house was held in person at the
Rochester Community House. The open house
presented major findings from each of the four
sub-committees before the participants were asked
to do a visioning exercise. During the open house
participants were asked to respond to the 2014
community vision statements and three proposed
vision statements to include parking, downtown
connections, and sustainability. Participants
were asked if they “strongly agree,”“agree,”are
“neutral,” “disagree,” or “strongly disagree” with
each community vision statement and to discuss
it with their table. They were also given a sheet of
paper to record any modifications, strike outs, or
new ideas. If participants disagreed with the vision
statement, their comments were used to create
a new vision statement. Bolded sections are the
new visions derived from community comments. A
complete table of the comments can be found in
the Appendix. The vision and participant responses
are detailed under “Overall Community Vision.”
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Table 13: Revised Vision Statements
Original & Revised Vision Statements

Responses

1. Housing Vision
Rochester offers a variety of housing options,
inviting diverse residents and supporting a
vibrant business base attractive to young adults,
families, and retired persons.

Strong agreement: 46%
Agreement: 39%
Neutral: 8%

Disagreement: 8%
Strong Disagreement: 0%

Revised Vision: Rochester offers a variety of housing options at different levels of affordability that attracts
diverse, multi-generational residents to support a vibrant business base.

2. Community Sustainability Vision
Rochester’s policies and practices protect the
quality of its tree canopy, wetlands, open
space, rivers, and air to maintain a high level of
environmental health for its residents.

Strong agreement: 50%
Agreement: 50%
Neutral: 0%

Disagreement: 0%
Strong Disagreement: 0%

Revised Vision: Rochester’s policies and practices protect and maintain the quality of its tree canopy,
wetlands, open space, rivers, biodiversity, recreational space, and air to maintain a high level of
environmental health for its residents.

3. Parking Vision

Rochester’s publicly available parking facilities
are financially self-sustaining in the long-term.*

Strong agreement: 44%
Agreement: 0%
Neutral: 6%

Disagreement: 25%
Strong Disagreement: 25%

* There was confusion among participants about the aspirational nature of a vision
statement. Through discussion it was agreed by the group that this was a good
vision statement.

Revised Vision: No change.
4. Downtown and Neighborhood Vision
The City features vibrant neighborhoods and a
historic and traditional downtown

Strong agreement: 36%
Agreement: 50%
Neutral: 7%

Disagreement: 7%
Strong Disagreement: 0%

Revised Vision: Downtown Rochester is a historic and regional downtown designed to satisfy diverse
shopping, entertaining, and service needs, with strong links to nature through our parks, waterways and
trails. Rochester’s neighborhoods are blight-free, inviting, activated spaces that provide a high quality of
life for its residents.

5. Safety Vision
Rochester is stable and safe.

Strong agreement: 43%
Agreement: 36%
Neutral: 7%

Disagreement: 14%
Strong Disagreement: 0%

Revised Vision: Rochester is financially stable and residents feel physically safe due to investments in public
safety.

6. Leadership Vision
Rochester is a modern community with
strong leadership, appealing to residents and
businesses with progressive policies and quality
local services.

Strong agreement: 33%
Agreement: 33%
Neutral: 8%

Disagreement: 25%
Strong Disagreement: 0%

Revised Vision: Rochester is a historic community with strong leadership, appealing to residents and
businesses with future-focused policies and excellent local services.
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Original & Revised Vision Statements

Responses

7. Economic Development Vision
Rochester supports economic development
with a pro-active atmosphere and efficient
procedures and services, which enable
businesses to thrive and grow.

Strong agreement: 64%
Agreement: 36%
Neutral: 0%

Disagreement: 0%
Strong Disagreement: 0%

Strong agreement: 43%
Agreement: 21%
Neutral: 36%

Disagreement: 0%
Strong Disagreement: 0%

Revised Vision: No change.

8. Accessibility Vision
The community is active, accessible, and
pedestrian-friendly.

Revised Vision: The City is investing in a healthy lifestyle for its residents through an expansion of
accessible non-motorized infrastructure.

9. Cultural Vision
The City is well-maintained. The natural
features, recreation and entertainment
possibilities and rich cultural opportunities
are highlighted by bright lights and a spirit of
community.

Strong agreement: 29%
Agreement: 29%
Neutral: 21%

Disagreement: 7%
Strong Disagreement: 14%

Revised Vision: The City’s physical and social infrastructure are well-maintained. Rochester has a strong
sense of community, desirable recreation, entertainment, and cultural opportunities.

10. Heritage Vision
The City has a commitment to its heritage;
Strong agreement: 63%
a dedication to the preservation of historic
Agreement: 37%
features; a strong sense of community; and
Neutral: 0%
desirable recreation, entertainment, and cultural
opportunities.

Disagreement: 0%
Strong Disagreement: 0%

Revised Vision: The City has a commitment to its heritage; a devotion to the preservation of historic
features.

11. Downtown Connections Vision
Develop non-motorized routes to increase the
pedestrian/cycling connectivity to downtown.

Strong agreement: 50%
Agreement: 50%
Neutral: 0%

Disagreement: 0%
Strong Disagreement: 0%

Revised Vision: Develop and improve non-motorized routes to increase the pedestrian/cycling connectivity
to downtown.
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9
FUTURE LAND USE,
INTENSITY, & DESIGN PLAN

Image Credit: Downtown Rochester Facebook page

Consistent with the Michigan Planning Enabling Act and the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act, the
City of Rochester Plan is intended to encourage the use and development of lands in accordance
with their character and adaptability, to ensure that uses of land are situated in appropriate
locations, to ensure that new development and buildings respect and enhance the areas of
the City with historic character, and to facilitate the redevelopment of underutilized areas.
These considerations are legitimate governmental interests bearing a substantial relationship to
public health, safety, and welfare. In particular, the City of Rochester Master Plan advances the
government’s interests to acknowledge and protect, within fair and acceptable parameters, the
City’s historic areas and improve the development capabilities of other areas with consideration
for existing trails and creeks.
To that end, the Rochester Plan is rooted in the existing conditions of the City, while recognizing
and balancing realistic and reasonable future expectations of landowners. The Rochester
Plan confirms a commitment to a coherent and comprehensive development pattern that
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is both informed by and continues the historic
nature of the City’s development established
neighborhood structure, and from which proper,
practical, productive, and sustainable growth and
development can occur.
Recognizing that the City is largely developed, the
Rochester Plan includes four components – Future
Land Use categories that include activity, character,
intensity, and design recommendations.

FUTURE LAND USE CATEGORIES
A summary page for each future land use category
is included at the end of this chapter. Each
summary page includes a description of the overall
intent, an image of an appropriate building for
that land use category, a table and illustration of
recommended development standards, and a table
of appropriate building types for that land use
category.
For convenience, the description and character
statement for each Land Use category is described
as follows:

Single Family Residential
Areas designated as Single Family Residential
include recently developed and older single
family dwelling areas within the City. The older
neighborhoods tend to have smaller lot sizes while
the newer developments have larger lot sizes.
Appropriate land uses in Single Family Residential
areas include detached single-family units and uses
that can be compatible with single family dwellings
such as schools, religious institutions, municipal and
civic buildings.
Zoning Districts: R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4, R-5
Proposed change: No changes are proposed to
these zoning districts. The community has had
ongoing discussions about the size of buildings
on redeveloped lots (so-called “big foot” homes)
and street presence (whether garages should face
the right-of-way, for example) which may result
in ordinance adjustments, but a review of these
districts determined that they are fully built out and
generally functioning as intended.

Two Family
Areas planned for Two Family Residential abut
existing Single Family Residential neighborhoods on

the north and east sides of the City. Appropriate
land uses in Two Family Residential areas include
detached single-family units, duplexes, and uses
that can be compatible with single family dwellings
such as schools, religious institutions, and municipal
and civic buildings.
Zoning District: RT
Proposed change: No changes are proposed to
the district, which includes smaller parcels in the
southwest quadrant of the City as well as newer
development in the northeast quadrant. A few
more parcels along the south side of W University
have been added to the land covered by this
category.

Mixed & Multiple Family Residential
Multiple Family Residential areas permit apartmentstyle attached dwelling units. This is the residential
land use category that permits the highest
density development in the City. Uses that can be
compatible with residential development such as
schools, religious institutions, and municipal and
civic buildings are also appropriate for Multiple
Family Residential areas. The City has historically
been served by two Multiple-Family zoning districts
in a traditional scheme that includes two intensities.
The 2014 plan indicated an intent to move away
from the lower-intensity classification (RM-1) in
favor of using the higher-intensity standards (RM-2)
for new development and introducing a new Mixed
Residential category that permits integrated singleand multiple-family housing units. The Future Land
Use map identifies a number of new sites suitable
for higher-intensity residential development, all
generally in the southern portion of the City
and in areas transitioning away from business or
production uses. After a review of proposals and
projects, it is recommended to lower the maximum
height of the RM-2 district from 8 stories to 6.
This Future Land Use map considers areas currently
zoned RM-1 as Mixed Residential, offering
additional flexibility. This is a fairly new concept in
formal planning, which has historically focused on
separating uses rather than thoughtfully blending
them. When applied to the dimensional standards
of residential development, this approach has
the effect of strictly segregating neighborhoods
by income: Lot sizes and coverage standards are
uniform, resulting in buildings that are generally
the same size and shape, and therefore cost a
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similar amount to produce. Because most home
purchases are financed, the debt-to-income ratio
is similar in each household. The result is that most
neighborhoods are economically homogeneous
regardless of whether that feature is valued by the
community. By offering the flexibility to combine
housing types in a single neighborhood, the
Mixed Residential category permits the developer
flexibility in mixing density and privacy options to
increase appeal and customer base, and results
in a place where households who want or need
different residential formats can still be part of the
same community. Appropriate land uses in Mixed
Residential areas include single family and attached
dwelling units and uses that can be compatible
with single family dwellings such as schools,
religious institutions, and municipal and civic
buildings. Residential density in Mixed Residential
areas is regulated by the total number of units per
acre rather than by stipulating a minimum lot width
or area.

6. The MR Mixed Residential district is new and has
been developed but not fully adopted. It should be
considered the “new RM-1” for practical purposes
and rezoned as these areas are redeveloped. The
RM-1 district should stay on the books as long as
necessary to guide legacy development, but an
effort should be made to craft the MR standards
that can serve this purpose.

Zoning Districts: RM-1, RM-2, MR (new)

The Downtown Core comprises the main part
of downtown along either side of Main Street
extending from Olde Towne area to First Street.
The district would allow for a mix of a variety of
commercial and office uses and loft type residential
development. Traditionally the visual and economic
center of the City of Rochester, the downtown has
historic small-town character, and is a walkable,
predominantly commercial area designed at a
pedestrian scale. New buildings in the downtown
area should be built along traditional design
guidelines without altering the historic character
of the surrounding area. A mix of commercial and
office uses with limited residential uses on upper
floors is appropriate and encouraged. Buildings
should be restricted in floor area to reflect the
existing character of buildings in the downtown and
to discourage overly large buildings from destroying
the historic close-knit fabric of downtown. Emphasis
is on walkability, adaptive reuse, and preservation
of historic assets. Appropriate infill development is
encouraged and considered a priority. Drive-through
facilities and automotive uses are not allowed, as
those uses undermine both walkability and the
attempt to continue the historic character of the
Downtown Core.

Proposed Change: New areas will be added
to RM-2, mainly in the south part of town
transitioning away from production uses, and the
maximum height of the district will be lowered to

Skyline Test
A general principle to be applied to Downtown
Edge 1, Downtown Edge 2, Mixed Use, and
Transition Districts is the “Skyline Test.” The
Skyline Test is a measurement of height of
a building based on its visibility from the
Downtown Core. No buildings of height greater
than the maximum specified by the district may
be permitted, and those which meet the height
standards are also subject to demonstration
through line-of-sight diagrams that the building
will not detract from the appearance of Main
Street’s skyline.

Office
Office areas are intended to accommodate office
and service uses that do not depend on or generate
large volumes of vehicular or customer traffic. The
City has two office districts which are functioning
as intended.
Zoning Districts: O-1, O-2
Proposed Change: None

Downtown Core

Building heights are to be limited to two and onehalf stories or 35 feet, to allow for variations in
roof design, compatible with the historic design
within the Downtown Core. The intent of limiting
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the height is to ensure that the historic character
of the existing structures is preserved, and existing
structures are not torn down to build taller
structures.
Zoning District: CBD
Proposed Change: No major changes are
proposed to the land or district, but it was
noted during review that there are a number of
nonconforming medical establishments which
are functioning as intended and should be made
conforming through a text amendment.

Downtown Interface
The City has carefully developed three neardowntown zones that are well-tailored to existing
conditions and desired development. Given their
specificity, a review was conducted in the writing
of this plan to consider whether they could be
consolidated, but it was determined that they are
functioning as intended. This land use category
manages the interface between the intense uses
of the downtown and less-intense environments
hosting residential, office, and general business
uses. It also recognizes that these areas are
frequent sites of change as economic activity spills
over from the downtown.
»

»

Downtown Edge 1: The Downtown Edge 1
district extends from W. University Drive to W.
Second Street, between Walnut Street and the
alley to its east. The uses proposed for this area
are similar to the Downtown Core. The intent
of this area is to allow for a mix of commercial
and loft style residential uses, and also allow for
the accommodation of parking decks to serve
the parking needs of businesses on the west
side of Main Street. The building design shall be
in keeping with the design features required for
building within the Downtown Core area.
Downtown Edge 2: The Downtown Edge 2
district extends from E. University Drive to Mill
Street and includes all parcels east of the alley
to Elizabeth Street. Also included in the district
are parcels on the west side of Main Street
occupying the block between W. Second and
First Streets and Walnut Street and the alley
to its east. The uses allowable in the area are
similar to the Downtown Core.

»

Transition District: The Transition district
includes all parcels located between Walnut
and Pine Streets, extending from W. University
Drive to W. Second Street. This area acts as a
buffer between the higher intensity commercial
uses in the Downtown Core and Downtown
Edge areas and the single family residential
neighborhoods to the west of Pine Street.

Mixed Use
The Mixed Use designation is proposed for the area
east of Main Street and south along the Clinton
River Trail, comprising a combination of office,
low intensity commercial, and residential uses. It is
created to support the maximum number of uses
and allow for design flexibility in the redevelopment
of this area of the City, much of which is
transitioning away from production-oriented uses. To
ensure optimal use of land and prevent construction
of single and two story structures that may make
roof top mechanicals visible, a minimum building
height of 3 stories is recommended in this district.
Nonresidential uses should be carefully considered in
relation to the downtown so as not to pull vibrancy
out of the downtown but rather to create amenities
for residents of new housing development or
specialized commercial nodes. In some cases, it may
be desirable to rezone land shown as Mixed Use in
the Future Land Use Map to RM-2 and eliminate the
commercial component altogether.
Zoning District: MU-1
Proposed Change: This is a new district for which
text has been developed, reviewed, and confirmed,
but which has not been adopted onto the map.
Map amendment is the next step.

General Business
Areas designated as General Business are designed
to accommodate commercial uses that require a
higher intensity of vehicular traffic and may not be
suitable for the downtown area.
Zoning District: B-1
Proposed Change: None
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Research and Technology
Existing long-standing research parks are valuable
community assets, and their presence forms an
anchor for future similar uses. The Research Park
(RP) district has been governing this development
thus far, which focuses permitted uses fairly tightly
on research, office, and training. A second district,
the Office, Technology, and Research (OTR) district,
has been proposed which accommodates all of
these uses in addition to business service and sales
uses intended to support the research operations.
This district has not been formally adopted into the
map, and a review undertaken during the writing
of this plan did not yield a strong preference for
one category or another. Many of the parcels
planned for this category have frontage onto the
river, which makes it ideal for the development of
campus type office and research park uses that
can be designed to preserve sensitive lands by
clustering buildings outside of the floodplain. A
primary focus is to include walkability and bicycle
accessibility to the waterway in the design of any
development, as well as to integrate the river into
the overall scheme. Watershed Management will
be a consideration.
Zoning District: RP, OTR (new)
Proposed Change: Consider whether to replace
RP district with OTR category in some or all
locations to permit greater flexibility in including
business service and sales uses in research-based
developments.

Light Industrial
The Light Industrial district encompasses all parcels
of land on the south side of South Street east of
Diversion Street. The district is bordered by the
City of Rochester Hills to the south and existing
single family residential development to the east.
One of the most under-utilized areas of the City,
this district is suitable for uses that cannot be
accommodated within other districts in the City.
Maximum recommended building height is three
stories. The difference in grade from the parcels
within this district to its south is approximately
40-50 feet, which ensures that even a three
story structure will not overwhelm the abutting
residential uses. A well-designed development with
consideration given to landscaping, access, and
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screening can provide a seamless transition from
the research uses on the north side of South Street
to the light industrial uses within this district.
Zoning District: I-1
Proposed Change: Reduced area devoted to
industrial uses overall; shift in location of uses away
from the City center.

Public and Quasi-Public
Public and Quasi-Public areas are suitable for
municipal or governmental uses such as City
government buildings, libraries, museums, schools,
and other similar publicly owned and operated
buildings.
Zoning District: None, categorized by land use
Proposed Change: None

Recreation and Open Space
Recreation and Open Space areas are areas of
significant natural features in the City, such as
wetlands and/or woodlands and areas used as
parks. Appropriate uses for these areas include
parks and conservation uses, trails, bike paths,
and other uses that do not require permanent
construction of buildings or other structures, unless
such structures are to support family-oriented
recreational activities. Examples of appropriate
development include small-scale buildings and
structures that are ancillary or essential to a parks or
conservation use such as gazebos, amphitheaters,
and boardwalks. Trail systems are also appropriate in
recreation and open space areas.
Zoning District: POS
Proposed Change: May consider including
additional lands as identified for preservation.

BUILDING TYPES
In addition to describing the kind of land uses that
are appropriate in each land use category, the
Rochester Plan also presents recommendations for
building design and layout. In the past, many land
use plans and zoning ordinances would require
a series of setbacks, but would not elaborate or
provide further guidance or regulation as to how
the buildings should look or function.
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This meant that new buildings would often be
out of character with their surroundings. In a
community with as much existing history and
?
h
character as Rochester, it is important to make
sure that new buildings are compatible with old
ones to preserve and enhance the community’s
irreplaceable character.
The recommendations provided for each district
below are intended to act as guidelines, while
designing development to ensure that the types
of building proposed are appropriate in each land
use area and contribute to the character of the
neighborhood.
The following pages present a summary of the
different building types that are part of this plan.

Path through the cemetery.

Image Credit: City of Rochester Facebook page
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Table 14: Building Types
Building Type

Off-Street
Parking

Typical Zoning
Height District

Description

Access & Entry

Large Lot Single Family

A building
containing one
dwelling unit. Large
lots predominately
located in the east
half of the City.

The principal
entrance to each
dwelling should
face the street.

No guidelines. 2 to 2.5
stories

R-1, R-2,
R-3, R-4,
R-5, RT,
RM-1,
RM-2,
MR

Small Lot Single Family

A building
containing one
dwelling unit.
Smaller lots
predominantly
located in the west
half of the City.

The principal
entrance to each
dwelling should
face the street.

No guidelines. 2 to 2.5
stories

R-1, R-2,
R-3, R-4,
R-5, RT,
RM-1,
RM-2,
MR

Duplex/Triplex/Quadplex

A building
containing two to
four dwelling units
with the appearance
and character of
a single-family
building.

A maximum
of one exterior
entrance should
be located on the
front façade of
the building.

Parking should 2 to 2.5
be located
stories
behind or
next to the
building.

RT, RM1, RM-2,
MR

Townhouse

A group of attached
dwelling units where
units are located
next to each other
(not above or below
each other) and
divided from each
other by common
vertical walls.

Each unit
should have its
own separate
entrance leading
directly outdoors
at ground level.
Primary entrances
should face the
street.

Parking should 2 to 3
be located
stories
behind or
next to the
building.

RM-1,
RM-2,
MR

Apartment

A building
containing multiple
dwelling units
arranged as flats.

A building
containing
multiple dwelling
units arranged as
flats.

Parking
Max of
should be
6
located in side
or rear yards,
although up
to 50% of the
front yard may
be used for
parking.

RM-1,
RM-2,
MR

RESIDENTIAL

Land
Use
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NON-RESIDENTIAL AND MIXED USES

Land
Use

Building Type

Off-Street
Parking

Typical Zoning
Height District

Description

Access & Entry

Mixed Use

A building that can be
used for residential,
retail, office, or service
uses. Residential units
can be located above
the ground floor, or
attached to the side
or rear of a storefront.

Each building
should have a
ground floor
access on the
front façade.
Entrances for
dwelling units may
be accessed from
other facades.

Office/Retail

A stand-alone
No guidelines.
building for major
thoroughfare business
and service uses.

No guidelines.

Civic/Institutional

Buildings intended
to house arts,
culture, education,
government, public
assembly, recreation,
and religious uses.
These buildings can
be located in nearly
any land use area.

Each building
should have at
least one streetfacing entrance,
and the streetfacing entrance
should be located
within 30 feet of
the street.

Parking should Varies by All
be located
zoning
behind the
district.
building,
although up
to 30% of
the front yard
may be used
for parking in
some instances.

Light Industrial

A building that
can be used for
light industrial and
manufacturing uses
that typically do not
require high volumes
of truck traffic or the
use of very heavy
machinery.

No guidelines.

Must be accommodated
on the site
with ample
landscape
screening if
parking is in
front yard.

Research/Technology

A building that
is designed to
accommodate uses
of a research and
engineering type.
Buildings would
typically be placed in
a campus like setting
with uses ranging from
pilot projects, offices,
research and testing
etc. These buildings
differ from traditional
office buildings because
they may require
some industrial or
manufacturing space.

Each building
should have a
well design front
entrance facing
the street or side.

Parking should Varies by RP, OTR
be located
zoning
conveniently
district.
around the
whole site with
landscaping
to break up
expanses
and create a
campus type
setting.

Off street
Varies by CBD,
parking should zoning
MU-1
be located in
district
the side or rear
yard or off-site
at a nearby
location.

Varies by CBD, B-1
zoning
district.

Max of 3 I-1
stories
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SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
Description
Areas designated as Single Family Residential
include recently developed and older single
family dwelling areas within the City. The older
neighborhoods tend to have smaller lot sizes while
the newer developments have larger lot sizes.
Appropriate land uses in Single Family Residential
areas include detached single-family units and uses
that can be compatible with single family dwellings
such as schools, religious institutions, municipal and
civic buildings.

Development Standards

Appropriate Building Types*
Residential Buildings
Small and Large Lot Single Family

√

Duplex/Triplex/Quadplex

Parking: Garages should not protrude beyond the
front façade of the building, and should be located
in rear or side yards.

Townhouse
Apartment
Nonresidential & Mixed-Use Buildings
Mixed-Use
Office / Retail
Civic / Institutional

√

Light Industrial
Research / Technology
*See Table: Building Types

Recommended Building Setbacks
Setback

Minimum

Maximum

25 feet

25 feet (flexible)

Side (Street)

10-25 feet

None

Side

5-15 feet

None

Rear

35 feet

None

Front

Minimum Lot Width: 50- 80 feet Minimum Lot
Area: 6,000 to 15,000 sq. ft. Maximum Building
Coverage: 25 - 30% Building Height: 25 feet or
2-1/2 stories
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Front Porches: Unenclosed front porches should
be allowed to encroach up to 8 feet into the front
yard setback area.
Uses: Single family residential uses are permitted
throughout Single Family Residential areas. Civic or
institutional uses may be permitted in Single Family
Residential areas, but should be located on corner
sites.

TWO FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
Description
Areas planned for two family residential abut
existing single family residential neighborhoods on
the north and east sides of the City. Appropriate
land uses in Two Family Residential areas include
detached single-family units, duplexes and uses
that can be compatible with single family dwellings
such as schools, religious institutions, municipal and
civic buildings.

Development Standards

Appropriate Building Types*

Minimum Lot Area: 3,200 sq. ft.

Residential Buildings
Small and Large Lot Single Family

√

Duplex/Triplex/Quadplex

√

Townhouse
Apartment
Nonresidential & Mixed-Use Buildings
Mixed-Use
Office / Retail
Civic / Institutional

√

Maximum Building Coverage: 30%
Building Height: 25 feet or 2-1/2 stories
Parking: Garages should not protrude beyond
the front façade of the building, and should be
located in side or rear yards or integrated into the
architecture of the building.
Front Porches: Unenclosed front porches should
be allowed to encroach 8 feet into the front yard
setback area.
Uses: Single family residential uses are permitted
throughout two family Residential areas. Civic or
institutional uses may be permitted on corner sites.

Light Industrial
Research / Technology
*See Table: Building Types

Recommended Building Setbacks
Setback

Minimum

Maximum

Front

25 feet

None

Side (Street)

25 feet

None

Side

5-15 feet

None

Rear

35 feet

None
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MIXED RESIDENTIAL
Description
Mixed Residential areas include a range of
residential development types at a density that
falls in between single-family neighborhoods
and multiple family areas. Appropriate land uses
in Mixed Residential areas include single family
and attached dwelling units and uses that can be
compatible with single family dwellings such as
schools, religious institutions, and municipal and
civic buildings.
Residential density in Mixed Residential areas is
regulated by the total number of units per acre rather
than by stipulating a minimum lot width or area.

Appropriate Building Types*

Development Standards
Maximum Density: 7-10 units/acre

Residential Buildings
Small and Large Lot Single Family

√

Duplex/Triplex/Quadplex

√

Townhouse

√

Apartment
Nonresidential & Mixed-Use Buildings
Mixed-Use
Office / Retail
Civic / Institutional

√

Light Industrial
Research / Technology

Minimum Lot Width: 60 feet Maximum Building
Coverage: 30% Maximum Building Height: 25-30
feet
Parking: Garages should not protrude beyond
the front façade of the building and should be
located in side or rear yards or integrated into the
architecture of the building. No more than 30%
of the front façade width should contain garage
doors.
Front Porches: Unenclosed front porches should
be allowed to encroach up to 8 feet into the front
yard setback area.

*See Table: Building Types

Recommended Building Setbacks
Setback

Mixture of Units: Attached units may represent a
maximum of 50% of all units in a development.

Minimum

Maximum

Front

25 feet

40 feet

Side (Street)

25 feet

40 feet

Side

20 feet

None

Rear

35 feet

None
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Uses: Residential uses are permitted throughout
Mixed Residential areas. Civic or institutional uses
may be permitted in Mixed Residential areas but
should be located on corner sites.

MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
Description

Appropriate Building Types*
Residential Buildings
Small and Large Lot Single Family

√

Duplex/Triplex/Quadplex

√

Townhouse

√

Apartment

√

Nonresidential & Mixed-Use Buildings
Mixed-Use

Multiple Family Residential areas permit apartmentstyle attached dwelling units. This is the residential
land use category that permits the highest
density development in the City. Uses that can be
compatible with residential development such as
schools, religious institutions, and municipal and
civic buildings are also appropriate for Multiple
Family Residential areas. The City has historically
been served by two Multiple-Family zoning districts
in a traditional scheme that includes two intensities.
The 2014 plan indicated an intent to move away
from the lower-intensity classification (RM-1) in
favor of using the higher-intensity standards (RM-2)
for new development and introducing a new Mixed
Residential category that permits integrated singleand multiple-family housing units. The Future Land
Use map identifies a number of new sites suitable
for higher-intensity residential development, all
generally in the southern portion of the City
and in areas transitioning away from business or
production uses After a review of proposals and
projects, it is recommended to lower the maximum
height of the RM-2 district from 8 stories to 6.

Development Standards
Maximum Density: 14-16 dwelling units per acre

Office / Retail
Civic / Institutional

√

Minimum Lot Width: 50 feet

Light Industrial

Minimum Lot Area: based on density

Research / Technology

Maximum Building Coverage: 60%

*See Table: Building Types

Building Height: 25-30 feet

Recommended Building Setbacks
Setback

Minimum

Maximum

Front

10 feet

25

Side (Street)

10 feet

25

Side

15 feet

None

Rear

25 feet

None

Parking: Parking should be located behind the
building. Garages should not protrude beyond the
front façade of the building.
Front Porches. Unenclosed front porches should
be allowed to encroach up to 8 feet into the front
yard setback area.
Uses: All types of residential uses are permitted
throughout Multiple Family Residential areas. Civic
or institutional uses may be permitted in Multiple
Family Residential areas, but should be located on
corner sites.
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OFFICE
Description
Office areas are intended to accommodate office
and service uses that do not depend on or generate
large volumes of vehicular or customer traffic.
Areas designated for office are intended to provide
a transition from major thoroughfares or higher
intensity commercial and multiple family uses to
single family and public/semi-public uses.
The parcels included within this district primarily
lie on either side of Main Street, north of the
Downtown, to the northern boundary of the City.

Development Standards

Appropriate Building Types*

Minimum Lot Width: 100 feet

Residential Buildings

Minimum Lot Area: 20,000 square feet

Small and Large Lot Single Family
Duplex/Triplex/Quadplex

Maximum Building Coverage: None

Townhouse

Maximum Building Height: 35 feet or 2-1/2
stories.

Apartment
Nonresidential & Mixed-Use Buildings
Mixed-Use
Office / Retail

√

Civic / Institutional

√

Light Industrial
Research / Technology
*See Table: Building Types

Recommended Building Setbacks
Setback

Minimum

Maximum

Front

25 feet

None

Side (Street)

25 feet

None

Side

10-20 feet

None

Rear

30 feet

None
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Parking: parking must be accommodated onsite preferably in the side and rear yards with
landscaping to screen from adjacent residential
properties.
Uses: All office-based uses.

DOWNTOWN CORE
Description
The Downtown Core comprises the main part
of downtown along either side of Main Street
extending from Olde Towne area to First Street.
The district would allow for a mix of a variety
of commercial and office uses and loft type
residential development. Traditionally the visual
and economic center of the City of Rochester,
the downtown has historic small-town character,
and is a walkable, predominantly commercial area
designed at a pedestrian scale. New buildings
in the downtown area should be built along
traditional design guidelines without altering
the historic character of the surrounding area. A
mix of commercial and office uses with limited
residential uses on upper floors is appropriate and
encouraged. Buildings should be restricted in floor
area to reflect the existing character of buildings
in the downtown and to discourage overly large
buildings from destroying the historic close-knit
fabric of downtown. Emphasis is on walkability,
adaptive reuse, and preservation of historic assets.
Appropriate infill development is encouraged and
considered a priority.

Appropriate Building Types*
Residential Buildings
Small and Large Lot Single Family
Duplex/Triplex/Quadplex
Townhouse
Apartment
Nonresidential & Mixed-Use Buildings
Mixed-Use

√

Office / Retail

√

Civic / Institutional

√

Development Standards
Minimum Lot Width: None
Minimum Lot Area: None
Minimum Building Width: Buildings should be at
least 90% of the width of the lot.

Light Industrial
Research / Technology
*See Table: Building Types

Maximum Building Coverage: 100%

Recommended Building Setbacks

Maximum Building Height: 35 feet or 2-1/2
stories (buildings in the downtown core may not
exceed the maximum height)

Setback

Minimum

Maximum

Front

0 feet

5 feet

Side (Street)

0 feet

10 feet

Side

0 feet

None

Rear

5 feet

None

Parking: Parking must be located behind the
building or in off-site lots.
Uses: Residential, commercial, office, municipal,
and civic uses are appropriate.
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DOWNTOWN INTERFACE
Description
The City has carefully developed three neardowntown zones that are well-tailored to existing
conditions and desired development. Given their
specificity, a review was conducted in the writing
of this plan to consider whether they could be
consolidated, but it was determined that they are
functioning as intended. This land use category
manages the interface between the intense uses
of the downtown and less-intense environments
hosting residential, office, and general business
uses. It also recognizes that these areas are
frequent sites of change as economic activity spills
over from the downtown.

Development Standards

Appropriate Building Types*

Minimum Lot Width: None

Residential Buildings

Minimum Lot Area: None

Small and Large Lot Single Family

Maximum Building Coverage: 100%

Duplex/Triplex/Quadplex
Townhouse
Apartment

√

Nonresidential & Mixed-Use Buildings
Mixed-Use

√

Office / Retail

√

Civic / Institutional

√

Light Industrial
Research / Technology
*See Table: Building Types

Recommended Building Setbacks
Setback

Minimum

Maximum

Front

0 feet

5 feet

Side (Street)

0 feet

10 feet

Side

0 feet

None

Rear

5 feet

None
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Maximum Building Height: 3 stories or 35-40
feet (May not exceed line of sight height test)
Parking: Parking can be accommodated on-site as
decks or integrated into the building.
Uses: Commercial and loft style residential uses are
appropriate.

MIXED USE
Description
The Mixed Use designation is proposed for the area
east of Main Street and south along the Clinton
River Trail, comprising a combination of office,
low intensity commercial, and residential uses. It is
created to support the maximum number of uses
and allow for design flexibility in the redevelopment
of this area of the City, much of which is
transitioning away from production-oriented
uses. To ensure optimal use of land and prevent
construction of single and 2 story structures
that may result in roof top mechanicals being
visible, a minimum building height of 3 stories
is recommended in this district. Nonresidential
uses should be carefully considered in relation
to the downtown so as not to pull vibrancy out
of the downtown but rather to create amenities
for residents of new housing development or
specialized commercial nodes. In some cases, it may
be desirable to rezone land shown as Mixed Use in
the Future Land Use Map to RM-2 and eliminate
the commercial component altogether.

Appropriate Building Types*
Residential Buildings
Small and Large Lot Single Family
Duplex/Triplex/Quadplex

√

Townhouse

√

Apartment

√

Nonresidential & Mixed-Use Buildings

Development Standards
Minimum Lot Width: 50 feet
Minimum Lot Area: None

Mixed-Use

√

Maximum Building Coverage: 50%

Office / Retail

√

Civic / Institutional

√

Maximum Building Height: 35 feet or 2-1/2
stories (May not exceed line of sight height test)

Light Industrial

Parking: Parking must be accommodated on-site
and may be included as a surface lot or integrated
deck structure.

Research / Technology
*See Table: Building Types

Recommended Building Setbacks
Setback

Minimum

Maximum

Front

0 feet

None

Side (Street)

10 feet

None

Side

5 feet

None

Rear

0 feet

None

Uses: Office, retail, and commercial uses that
would benefit from high visibility on Main Street,
and not require extensive parking.
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GENERAL BUSINESS
Description
The general business district borders the central
business district and allows for business uses that
may or may not be permitted in the downtown
area. The uses in this district are more intensive
such as auto based uses and activities. In order
to ensure compatibility with the adjacent
downtown, all activity must be performed within
a fully enclosed building and parking must be
accommodated in the rear or side yards with the
front yard area devote to landscaping.

Development Standards

Appropriate Building Types*

Minimum Lot Width: 100 feet

Residential Buildings

Minimum Lot Area: 20,000 square feet

Small and Large Lot Single Family
Duplex/Triplex/Quadplex

Maximum Building Coverage: None

Townhouse

Maximum Building Height: 35 feet (May not
exceed line of sight height test)

Apartment
Nonresidential & Mixed-Use Buildings
Mixed-Use
Office / Retail

√

Civic / Institutional

Uses: All uses allowed within the downtown, with
the exception of residential uses; auto based uses,
drive- through uses etc.

Light Industrial
Research / Technology
*See Table: Building Types

Recommended Building Setbacks
Setback

Parking: Must be provided on-site and
accommodated within the rear and side yards. The
front yard between the public right-of-way and the
building façade must be maintained as landscaping.

Minimum

Maximum

Front

15 feet

None

Side (Street)

10 feet

None

Side

10 feet

None

Rear

10 feet

None
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RESEARCH / TECHNOLOGY
Description
Existing long-standing research parks are valuable
community assets, and their presence forms an
anchor for future similar uses. The Research Park
(RP) district has been governing this development
thus far, which focuses permitted uses fairly tightly
on research, office, and training. A second district,
the Office, Technology, and Research (OTR) district,
has been proposed which accommodates all of
these uses in addition to business service and sales
uses intended to support the research operations.
This district has not been formally adopted into
the map, and a review undertaken during the
writing of this plan did not yield a strong blanket
preference for one category or another.

Appropriate Building Types*

Allowable building height shall be 3 to 4 stories,
which would facilitate the creation of fewer
buildings with lot of open space in between.
Developments should attempt to cluster away from
the floodplain. Watershed Management will be a
consideration.

Residential Buildings
Small and Large Lot Single Family
Duplex/Triplex/Quadplex
Townhouse

Development Standards

Apartment
Nonresidential & Mixed-Use Buildings

Minimum Lot Area: 40,000 square feet

Mixed-Use
Office / Retail

√

Civic / Institutional

√

Light Industrial

√

Research / Technology

√

*See Table: Building Types

Recommended Building Setbacks
Setback

Minimum Lot Width: 200 feet

Minimum

Maximum

Front

50 feet

None

Side (Street)

50 feet

None

Side

20 feet

None

Rear

50 feet

None

Maximum Building Coverage: Floodplain
considerations to determine maximum coverage
Maximum Building Height: 3 – 4 stories along
South Street; 2-1/2 stories elsewhere.
Parking: Parking can be accommodated on-site
with ample greenbelts and landscaping to minimize
the impact of large parking areas.
Uses: Office and technology-based uses that would
benefit from a campus like setting.
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LIGHT INDUSTRIAL
Description
The Light Manufacturing Industrial Office Service
District encompasses all parcels of land on the
south side of South Street, east of Diversion Street.
The district is bordered by the City of Rochester
Hills to the south and existing single family
residential development to the east. One of the
most under-utilized areas of the City, this district
is suitable for uses that cannot be accommodated
within other districts in the City.

Appropriate Building Types*
Nonresidential & Mixed-Use Buildings
Mixed-Use

Maximum recommended building height is 3
stories. The difference in grade from the parcels
within this district to its south is approximately 4050 feet, which ensures that even a 3 story structure
will not overwhelm the abutting residential uses.
A well-designed development with consideration
given to landscaping, access, and screening, can
provide a seamless transition from the Office
Research Technology district on the north side of
South Street to the light industrial uses within this
district.

Office / Retail

√

Civic / Institutional

√

Light Industrial

√

Development Standards

Research / Technology

√

Minimum Lot Width: 80 feet

*See Table: Building Types

Minimum Lot Area: 10,000 square feet

Recommended Building Setbacks
Setback

Minimum

Maximum

Front

25 feet

None

Side (Street)

25 feet

None

Side

15 feet

None

Rear

40 feet

None
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Maximum Building Coverage: None
Maximum Building Height: 3 stories
Parking: Must be provided on-site pre-dominantly
within side and rear yard.
Uses: Office, light industrial, automotive, and
other non- heavy machinery uses that cannot be
accommodated in any other district.

PUBLIC / QUASI-PUBLIC
Description
Areas planned for public uses are suitable for
municipal or governmental uses such as City
buildings, libraries, museums, schools, and other
similar publicly owned and operated uses. Location
and building should elevate and give value to
commercial areas so they become true town
centers.
Such uses should be enhanced with height,
mass, and quality building materials and have
architectural features that take advantage of the
building’s location and function.
The building design should convey a sense of
permanence and importance and not look like
other non- civic buildings in the area.

Appropriate Building Types*
Nonresidential & Mixed-Use Buildings
Mixed-Use

Location

Office / Retail

√

Civic / Institutional

√

Light Industrial

1. Location should express the central importance
and value of community and public life.
2. Location should be highly visible with the
potential to be a community focal point.

Research / Technology
*See Table: Building Types

Recommended Building Setbacks
Setback

Development Standards

Minimum

Maximum

Front

25 feet

None

Side (Street)

25 feet

None

Side

15 feet

None

Rear

40 feet

None

3. Location should emphasize, define, or
terminate vistas.

Support Functional Needs
1. Location should support community needs by
providing proximate locations for communitywide and neighborhood events or meetings.
2. Location should define the City’s public space
or provide a public place for memorable and
significant buildings or events.
3. The building should provide or enhance the
area’s identity and character.
4. Location should complement commercial and
residential uses.
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RECREATION & OPEN SPACE
Description
Recreation and open space areas are areas of
significant natural features in the City, such
as wetlands and/or woodlands. Because of
environmental limitations associated with these
natural features, these areas are not suitable for
commercial or residential development.
Appropriate uses for these areas include parks
and conservation uses, trails, bike paths and other
uses that do not require permanent construction
of buildings or other structures. Examples of
appropriate development include small-scale
buildings or structures related to a parks or
conservation use such as gazebos, amphitheaters,
boardwalks, or trail systems are appropriate in
recreation and open space areas.
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Map 13: Zoning
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10
IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES
& OPPORTUNITIES

INTRODUCTION
The Planning Commission’s thoughtful preparation and adoption of any plan would all be
wasted effort without a program of implementation strategies. Aggressive implementation
techniques permit the City to turn potential problems into real opportunities. As an introduction
to the implementation strategies proposed by this chapter, a brief review of the statutory basis
for the plan and its implementation is appropriate.

STATUTORY BASIS
The Michigan Planning Enabling Act, Public Act 33 of 2008 provides that the City Planning
Commission and City Council “shall make and adopt a Master Plan for the physical development
of the municipality.” This statute provides the legal basis for a City to adopt and implement a
Master Plan. State law provides for continual oversight by the Planning Commission for both
public and private improvements covered by the Master Plan. Review and approval of private
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development takes place through the procedures
associated with rezoning, site plan approval, special
exception use permits, special projects, subdivision
plats, condominium plans, and planned unit
developments, among others. Public improvements
such as streets, parks, open spaces, and public
buildings shall not be “constructed or authorized
in the municipality until the location, character and
extent thereof shall have been submitted to and
approved by the planning commission.”

Districts and Dimensional
Standards
There are 18 zoning districts in the City, each of
which is described in the current Zoning Ordinance.
The uses permitted in each district are described.
In addition, the Zoning Ordinance’s schedule of lot,
yard, and area requirements defines specific area,
height, and bulk requirements for structures in each
zoning district. The Zoning Map is also a part of the
Zoning Ordinance and illustrates the distribution of
the defined zoning districts throughout the City.

Relationship to the Master Plan
This Master Plan establishes the vision, goals,
objectives, and policies for growth and
development in Rochester for approximately the
next twenty years. It includes a specific strategy
for managing growth and change in land uses and
infrastructure over this period, and, as required
by statute, will be reviewed at least once each

five years. This section, along with the rest of the
Master Plan, is intended to generally guide future
changes to the Rochester Zoning Ordinance.

RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO
THE ZONING ORDINANCE
»

Consider a recreation and open space district
and a public/quasi-public district.

»

Improve landscaping standards to ensure that
tree spacing is appropriate to tree species.

»

Create mixed use residential and mixed-use
development districts as recommended in the
Future Land Use Map.

»

Evaluate the need to reduce the “office” and
“industrial” zones over time.

»

Revise the Zoning Map to match the Future
Land Use Map where and when appropriate.

»

Permit renewable energy technology

Crucial to the implementation and realization of
the vision specified in this Master Plan is a detailed
list of action strategies. The action strategies are a
summary of the recommendations of each section
of the Master Plan. Each action strategy specifies
the responsibility, potential partners, timeline, and
tool for completion. The tools are described in
greater detail below.

Park sculpture.

Image Credit: Downtown Rochester Facebook page
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Table 15: Action Plan
Responsible
Party

Partners

Timeline

Vision

Tool

City Staff

Planning
Commission

Continuous

6

Monitoring
progress

Incentivize job growth
opportunities in the most common
industries that Rochester residents
are employed: “ed and med,”
manufacturing, and professional
services including science and
administration.

Planning
Commission

City Staff

Continuous

7

Intergovernmental
cooperation

Add “number of jobs created” as
a sustainability indicator.

City Staff

Less than 1
year

7

Specialized Plans

1,4

Zoning
Ordinance,
Public Private
Partnerships,
Missing Middle

1,6

Zoning
Ordinance,
Public Private
Partnerships,
Missing Middle

Action Strategy
Demographics
Continue to track changes in
income and poverty to determine
if inequality is growing.

Housing
Continue to provide a variety of
housing formats at a range of
densities to ensure suitable shelter
for residents at all stages of life.

Planning
Commission

City Staff,
Private
Developers

Continuous

City Staff,
City Council,
Continuous
Older Persons
Commission

Plan for an aging population,
which includes providing senior
housing and services.

Planning
Commission

Determine if a housing
developments meet the
sustainability indicators from the
Sustainability Framework.

City Staff

Planning
Commission

Continuous

1,4

Historic
Preservation

Monitor changes in office land use
to determine whether significant
changes need to be made to
the City’s approach to this land
use category in response to the
coronavirus pandemic.

Planning
Commission

City Staff

2 – 5 years

7

Zoning Ordinance

Establish a vision on the right
blend of residential, commercial,
office, and technology/research
uses for redevelopment of the
City’s non-functioning industrial
properties.

Planning
Commission

City Staff,
Village
Council

Less than 1
year

7

Community
engagement

Land Use
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Responsible
Party

Partners

Timeline

Vision

Tool

Once a vision is established for
redevelopment of the City’s nonfunctioning industrial properties,
conduct formal rezonings in a
timely manner to ensure that
desired development is legally
obtainable and remove a barrier
toward achieving it.

Planning
Commission

City Staff,
Zoning Board
of Appeals

3 – 5 years

7

Zoning Ordinance

Conduct or require an analysis
on development proposals to
determine whether the proposal
will support the sustainability
indicator to maintain the current
tax revenue per acre in Rochester.

City Staff

Planning
Commission

Continuous

7

Revenue
generation

Consider a Planned Unit
Development (PUD) as a land-use
tool.

Planning
Commission

City Staff

1 – 3 years

1

Zoning Ordinance

City Staff

ICMA / APA

1 – 3 years

2

Environmental
Stewardship

Update the Zoning Ordinance
to allow renewable energy
technology as accessory uses
including electrical vehicle
charging stations.

Planning
Commission

City Staff

1 – 3 years

2

Zoning Ordinance

Continue to convert municipal
buildings to run on renewable
energy sources.

City Staff

City Staff

10 or more
years

2

Environmental
Stewardship

Break up impervious surfaces with
landscaping and other stormwater
engineering solutions.

City Staff

Planning
Commission

1 – 3 years

2

Zoning
Ordinance,
Environmental
Stewardship

Evaluate stormwater system for
residential alleys.

City Staff

City Council

7 – 10 years

2

Public utility
policy

Action Strategy

Sustainability
Use SolSmart resources and pursue
silver or gold designation.

Re-use former bricks as impervious
surfaces.
Encourage that any new
development installs pervious
pavement for parking lots.
Develop a mapping and tracking
system for instances of severe or
chronic flooding.

City Staff

DDA

3 – 5 years

2,10

Environmental
Stewardship;
historic
preservation

Planning
Commission

City Staff

1 - 3 years

2

Public utility
policy

Less than 1
year

2,6

Public utility
policy

City Staff
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Responsible
Party

Partners

Timeline

Vision

Tool

Planning
Commission

City Staff

1 - 3 years

2

Public utility
policy

City Staff

Clinton River
Watershed
Council,
HOAs,
surrounding
communities

1 – 3 years

2,4

Environmental
Stewardship

Work with regional partners to
share equipment to save cost of
maintenance.

City Staff

Rochester
Hills

Continuous

5,6

Intergovernmental
Cooperation,
Revenue
generation

Continue to promote volunteer
opportunities to clean up rivers.

City Staff

Continuous

2

Environmental
Stewardship

Action Strategy
Encourage roofs of a certain size
to install green roofs and rain
barrels.

Develop a comprehensive plan to
remove invasive phragmites.

Expand all development limitations
in River Valley District to the 500year floodplain.

Planning
Commission

City Staff

1 – 3 years

2

Environmental
Stewardship

Develop natural breaks in the built
environment with pocket parks.

City Staff

City Beautiful
Commission

1 – 3 years

2,9

Open space
preservation

Continue to increase access to the
Clinton River Trail so that residents
of all abilities can access the open
space.

City Staff

Friends of the
Clinton River
Trail

1 – 3 years

2,9

Open space
preservation

Prioritize nonmotorized
infrastructure improvements that
connect neighborhoods to open
space and parkland.

City Staff

Planning
Commission

Continuous

8,9

Open space
preservation

Maintain tree canopy coverage
of 30% and focus on spacing
standards that do not cause harm
to the tree’s root system.

City Staff

Tree
Committee

3 – 5 years

2

Environmental
Stewardship

HOAs

Less than 1
year

2

Environmental
Stewardship,
Community
Engagement

2

Environmental
Stewardship,
Community
Engagement

Work with homeowner’s
associations and the public to keep
Tree Committee duties and policies
address concerns.
Share the success of the Rochester
100 and continue to fund the
program in perpetuity.
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City Staff

City Staff

Continuous

Action Strategy

Responsible
Party

Send information to homeowner
and property owners through the
newsletter about how to retain
water onsite.

City Staff

Continue to apply for grants that
remove BUIs from the City’s rivers.

City Staff

Partners

EGLE

Timeline

Vision

Tool

Continuous

2

Public Utility
Policy,
Community
Engagement

Continuous

2

Grants

Thoroughfares & Utilities
Adopt complete streets principles
along downtown thoroughfares,
traffic thoroughfares,
neighborhood streets, and yield
streets.

City Staff

Planning
Commission

10+ years

8,7,11

Zoning
Ordinance,
Subdivision
Regulations,
Access
Management

Use the “Downtown Connections”
map to enhance bike-focused,
bike-friendly, and pedestrianfriendly infrastructure.

City Staff

Planning
Commission

10+ years

11

Access
Management

Develop a documented parking
asset management program.

City Staff

Consulting
Engineers

1 – 3 years

3

Specialized Plans

Enhance the City’s parking
webpage with links to parking
requirements, parking map, and
parking asset management plan to
educate public sector stakeholders.

City Staff

Less than 1
year

3

Community
communication

Improve collections rate on parking
tickets to 75%.

Police
Department

City Staff

3 – 5 years

3

Revenue
generation

City Staff

Consulting
Engineers

3 – 5 years

3

Environmental
Stewardship

Consider adding EV charging
stations to City-owned parking
areas.
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IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS
The City has a wide variety of techniques at its
disposal to help implement its long-range planning.
These tools and techniques include but are certainly
not limited to the following:
»

Zoning Ordinance Standards

»

Code Enforcement

»

Subdivision & Condominium Regulations

»

Specialized Plans

»

Public Utility Policy

»

Community Engagement

»

communities undergo in the application of
their zoning rules and the review of unusual
new land uses constantly change the body of
professional knowledge related to planning and
zoning standards. Periodic review of the Zoning
Ordinance will result in the application of the most
up-to-date standards in the design of new uses
and the maintenance of existing developments.
Zoning Ordinance standards could be effective in
addressing the following:
»

Proper screening between incompatible land uses

»

Adequate parking for non-residential uses

»

Proper building setbacks from streets and
neighboring uses

Public - Private Partnerships

»

Uniform landscape

»

Revenue Generation (Special Millages,
Assessments, Fees)

»

New site planning standards for access
management for vehicles and nonmotorized users

»

Design Guidelines

»

Gradual elimination of non-conforming uses

»

Open Space Preservation Techniques

»

Site plan review standards and processes

»

Housing Options for the “Missing Middle”

»

Design standards

»

Residential Incentive Programs

»

Commercial Rehabilitation Act

»

Grant Programs

»

Brownfield Redevelopment

»

Intergovernmental Cooperation

»

Historic Preservation

»

Oakland County Main Street Program

»

Environmental Stewardship

»

Monitoring Progress

The following sections will attempt to correlate
general plan proposals with appropriate
implementation techniques. These techniques should
be referred to frequently and used systematically
so that the outcome is a consistent program of
implementation over whatever period of time is
required to achieve the Master Plan proposals.

Zoning Ordinance Standards
The City’s most effective tool to implement the
land use arrangement of the Master Plan is zoning
standards and districts. A Zoning Ordinance is not
meant to be a static document. The experiences
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Example Zoning Ordinance Standards Checklist

Signage
While the Zoning Ordinance already does provide
specific standards for signs, it is important to
remember that a particular project can meet the
numerical standards of a Zoning Ordinance without
blending into the character of the community.
Developers can easily choose designs that reflect
community character without added cost.

Lighting

Example LEED Scorecard

Nighttime lighting should also be restricted to
business hours, basic security needs, and pedestrian
- oriented fixture heights. Proper shielding from
adjoining uses should also be a main consideration.
Appropriate lighting levels and shielded fixtures
can also help to preserve the beautiful views of the
night sky. Lighting standards are enforced through
the Zoning Ordinance.

Access Management
Developers, on their own accord, can design sites
so that open space and community character is
preserved, and the ideals of the Master Plan are
met. Creative designs can save key natural features,
provide passive and active recreational space,
preserve wildlife habitat, as well as allow adequate
space for physical development. Some specific
requirements and inducements can be built into
the Zoning Ordinances; however, City officials can
also require developers to produce well-designed
projects through their questions and suggestions.
The following techniques can be applied with
little or no added cost to the developer, while
providing tremendous benefit to the community
and residents.

Screening
When space is at a premium, screening or buffering
by means of fences or walls along with landscaping
can provide the appropriate transition. The intensity
of the buffer is dictated by the relative difference
between the neighboring uses. For example, an
office use may be compatible with adjoining homes
by installing a modest greenbelt of landscaping.
A commercial use, on the other hand, may
require a more intensive greenbelt in combination
with a raised earth berm and/or a fence or wall.
Screening requirements are enforced through the
Zoning Ordinance but language about spacing
requirements should be strengthened to not cause
over planting.

The efficiency and accessibility of the City’s
road and nonmotorized networks will depend
in large part on proper access management.
This is particularly true where regional and local
traffic demands on the County road network
create a difficult balancing act. The City should
consider specific measures in this regard by
developing Zoning Ordinance standards and
requirements for traffic impact analysis, vehicular
access management, and pedestrian-friendly
amenities. Application of these standards as well
as development of improved site plan review
standards will insure consistent application of
access management techniques throughout the
City.
The City participates in the Rochester Road
Access Management Plan with a number of other
communities in an effort to manage access along
Rochester Road and to maximize safe and efficient
access.

Neighborhood Conservation
Conservation of the quality and character of the
City’s older neighborhoods became a defining
issue during the program of updating the Master
Plan. The Master Plan chapter on neighborhood
conservation will require further action in order to
implement its concepts. The following are possible
steps in an implementation approach:
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»

Promote Design Standards for Neighborhood
Conservation

»

Develop Neighborhood Conservation Overlay
Zoning District

»

Reference Design Standards for Neighborhood
Conservation in Zoning Ordinance

»

Planning Commission Review for Conformity
with Design Standards

Planned Unit Developments (PUDs)
Because it is difficult to draft a Zoning Ordinance
that works perfectly in every single situation,
PUDs are a land use tool that provide a degree of
flexibility. They are generally applied to projects that
have a mix of uses, on larger parcels of land, and
have a larger impact on the community. In exchange
for transformational development that meets the
City’s goals, the regulations regarding bulk, setbacks,
and density are typically softened. This is not meant
to be a complete avoidance of zoning standards,
but rather to offer an opportunity for innovation
that can generate development not otherwise seen
within normal zoning constraints. The PUD standards
shall remain high, the process outlined in detail, and
then followed by the City to ensure consistency and
fairness.

Code Enforcement
Code enforcement can often turn the tide with
regard to the image of an area and the livability
of a neighborhood. More aggressive but fair
enforcement of current codes and ordinances could
be effective in the following instances:
»

Improve housing conditions

»

Terminate improperly established, nonconforming uses

»

Eliminate open storage in business districts

Subdivision and Condominium
Regulations
Developers of subdivisions and condominiums
could be required to permanently preserve
recreation or open space areas. Any future local
plans for recreational pathways, especially nonmotorized pedestrian trails and bike paths,
could also be components of new subdivision
and condominium development. However, the
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trend has shown that in some cases, too much
open space has been created that is not used by
residents and is expensive to maintain. The policy
that governs the amount of open space required
should be revisited to determine a more flexible or
workable solution.
The approval process for subdivisions and
condominium developments empowers the City
and the County Road Commission to require rightof-way dedication and road construction for those
segments of the major roads that border upon and
serve the individual developments. This will be the
City’s primary tool for accomplishing any necessary
road extensions or new streets.
Where appropriate, the City and the County may
also investigate road grant programs to assist with
future road extension.

Specialized Plans
Sometimes even a geographic area plan, which
is itself concerned with just a portion of the City,
must be followed by more detailed design studies
in order to illustrate specific concepts that can only
be covered briefly in the plan. For example, the
City completes a Recreation Plan that helps to form
recreation goals and become eligible for state funds
for recreation improvements. The City has also
completed and adopted a Parking Strategy plan
and a Sustainability Framework based on specific
indicators that scores development based on its
relevance to meeting sustainability goals.

Public Utility Policy
Much of the Master Plan’s recommendations for
development rely upon densities that are tied
to public sewer and water service. The City can
direct the timing of many new developments
and redevelopments with upgrades to public
utility levels of service. Moreover, policy can be
established that help reduce the burden on the
utility system, for example, stormwater. The City
has a Stormwater Management Ordinance that can
continue to be reviewed to include policies that
reduce the amount of water that enters into the
stormwater system and help improve the quality
of the service provided. This can be achieved with
green stormwater infrastructure and pervious
surfaces. The City should also work with the HOAs
to develop best practices and share resources for
stormwater management on private systems.

Due to more intense storms and increased threat
to power lines, the City should continue to pursue
renewable resources as a part of its energy portfolio
and work with DTE to achieve greater resiliency
against power outages.

Community Engagement
Establishing an engagement process that notifies
the public and solicits feedback is crucial for
strengthening trust in government. This can be
a tool for two-way communication: educating
residents on planning endeavors and hearing
their concerns. This way, the City can pursue
development that aligns with the community’s
vision and streamline the planning process so that it
is free of public controversy on the back end.

Public Private Partnerships
The most common type of public-private
partnerships that Rochester City will see are
agreements between developers and the City,
principally via development agreements and the
Planned Unit Development Standards of the Zoning
Ordinance. The City will have opportunities to
work with a variety of developers in public-private
partnerships. Each of these will present opportunities
to implement pieces of the Land Use Plan,
particularly extension of utility services, preservation
of open space, creation of public access to natural
features, historic preservation, management of
stormwater, and promotion of community character
issues in project layout and design.

Revenue Generation (Special
Millages, Assessments, Fees)
Special millages would broadly tax the community to
financially support a certain service or facility would
benefit City residents. A special assessment district
(SAD) has a tighter focus and can be used to provide
a benefit to a specific segment of the City, such as
street improvements for a particular neighborhood
or shopping area. Fees, such as the parking fees that
are recommended to cover the cost of service, are
charged to specific users and should be evaluated
regularly to see if adjustments are needed.

Open Space Preservation
Techniques
In a community like the City of Rochester, open
spaces are important to maintaining the desired

character and sense of community. Even in
areas where the Future Land Use Plan does not
specifically call for an Open Space or Recreation
use, open space preservation techniques can be
used to preserve land for its natural value. The
following paragraphs outline various ways in which
open spaces can be preserved.

Conservation Easements
Conservation easements are a legal restriction on
private property which allows only certain described
uses, such as farming, grazing, or open space.
The easement follows the property, regardless
of a change in property ownership. A non-profit
conservation organization or a governmental unit
usually acquires the easement. Some easements
are purchased from the landowner; while some
landowners choose to donate their land in order to
decrease their property taxes and realize an income
tax credit for their gift.

Deed Restrictions
Lot lines can be extended so that no open space is
held in common among homeowners. Those open
space areas can be deed-restricted to ensure that
no development will occur on that portion of the
property.

Open Space/Cluster Zoning
Open space zoning or cluster zoning is a technique
in which new homes are grouped together on a
portion of the parcel so that the remainder can be
preserved as unbuilt open space. Such open space
exerts a low visual impact and respects the existing
boundaries of important natural or environmental
features. Open space developments also minimize
the impact on infrastructure needs, especially road
improvements. In order to be effective, an open
space development needs to meet a minimum area
requirement, which can be established by the City
Planning Commission.

Local Land Trust or Conservancies
As land that is valuable for its scenic and recreation
use is identified, various mechanisms can be
used to acquire and maintain the permanent
open space. Perhaps the most secure means of
protection would be to grant those lands to a local
land trust or conservancy. A land conservancy is
a non-profit organization that protects land for
its natural, recreational, scenic, or historic value.
Implementation Strategies & Opportunities | 119

Examples of housing incentive programs.

They are directly involved in land transactions
and management, such as accepting donations
of conservation easements or land, managing
land holdings, and giving preservation advice to
landowners. Such an organization acts as caretaker
to insure protection and preservation of the land
and resources for generations. Technical assistance
in this endeavor is available from such organizations
as the land Trust Alliance and the Nature
Conservancy, among others. There are also existing
local land trusts in Michigan that can provide
valuable lessons from their experiences. One such
local land trust is the Six Rivers Land Conservancy,
located in Oakland Township. Another group that
is active in preserving land in Oakland County is the
Michigan Nature Association.

Housing Options for the “Missing
Middle”

Examples of Accessory Dwelling Units tucked behind
single-family residential homes.
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The City of Rochester has a tremendous range of
housing options from modern single family homes
to historic single family homes, apartments, and
new condominiums. The future land use plan
has identified a number of sites in the City where
redevelopment of dated multiple family projects
is encouraged with one desired result being
additional opportunities for single family ownership
that is obtainable to young professional families –
the “missing middle” – that otherwise may have to
look outside of Rochester for single family housing
options.

the Midtown area encouraging them to live near
where they work. In the case of Grosse Pointe Park,
the incentives are targeted at students in an effort
to establish a cool place where students will want
to live even after they graduate. In both cases the
incentives are financed by a collection of public and
private sources.

Commercial Rehabilitation Act
The Commercial Rehabilitation Act (PA 210 of
2005) encourages the rehabilitation of aging
commercial and multiple family buildings. The act
allows local communities to establish commercial
rehabilitation districts and abate all or portion of
real property taxes for up to ten years. Project
reinvestment must exceed 10% of the current value
of the property and includes redevelopment on
sites that were previously occupied by commercial
or multiple family buildings.

Grant Programs
Commercial Rehabilitation Act.

Accessory Dwelling Units
Another creative approach which could be
scattered throughout the community or in specific
areas is the concept of “accessory dwelling units”.
Accessory dwelling units provide a number of
benefits. They allow young professionals to move
into existing neighborhoods and they allow empty
nesters to “age in place” without having to leave
the neighborhoods they have spent many years
in. Specific zoning standards would be required
to ensure that accessory dwelling units were
developed in a way that is compatible with the
neighborhood and well managed.

Residential Incentive Programs
A number of communities including Midtown
Detroit and Grosse Pointe Park have established
financial incentives to entice young people to stay
or move into their communities. While Rochester
has no problem attracting people to the community,
these same incentives can be used to close the gap
between the cost of providing creative housing
options and the rent or price young professionals
can pay. In the case of Midtown, the incentives are
targeted at employees of the major employers in

Federal and State grants are much smaller and
more competitive than in their heyday during
the 1950’s through the mid-1980’s. There are
still programs in place, however, particularly for
pollution abatement (sanitary sewers), pedestrian
enhancements (related to roadway projects),
and parks and recreation. Proper planning in
advance is generally the key to success in securing
these grants. Often times the granting agency is
particularly interested in innovative projects that
stretch the grant dollars or present a concept that
is transferable to other communities. Projects
that involve collaboration between two or more
municipalities often receive priority for funding.

Brownfield Redevelopment
Brownfield redevelopment refers to the
transformation of sites with environmental
contamination to productive uses through
remediation. The City’s Brownfield Redevelopment
Authority (BRA) has the same members as its
DDA Board. Rochester’s BRA partners with
Oakland County and the Oakland County
Brownfield Consortium to provide grants for site
environmental assessments, land surveys, lead/
asbestos abatement, and other processes/tools.
Through partnership with Oakland County, the City
is able to access a broad network of resources to
support brownfield redevelopment.
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Intergovernmental Cooperation
Intergovernmental cooperation typically involves
developing an Urban Cooperative Agreement
with another government entity, a special district,
a multipurpose district, or a school district.
These Agreements are permitted through the
Urban Cooperation Act, P.A. 7 of 1967. Urban
Cooperative Agreements assist a community in
providing services or developing projects which
they may not otherwise have the financial resources
or capability to undertake by themselves. In the
past, the City has used this type of agreement to
create the Older Persons’ Commission and the
Rochester Avon Recreation Authority (RARA). Many
Agreements also involve developing projects which
include land within multiple jurisdictions, such
as the Paint Creek Trail located within Rochester,
Lake Orion, Orion Township, Oakland Township,
and Rochester Hills. In other instances, it means
supporting each other’s programs and holding
regular meetings to plan in cooperation.

Historic Preservation
The historic character of Rochester not only defines
its identity, it provides the City with a competitive
advantage that other communities cannot replicate.
The National Trust for Historic Preservation’s policy
statement on community revitalization sums up
several pro-preservation points: “Revitalizing
our historic hometowns and Main Streets is not
about nostalgia. It is about reinvesting in our older
and historic neighborhoods. Preservation-based
community development not only protects our
heritage, but also is a viable alternative to sprawl
that creates affordable housing, generates jobs,
supports independent businesses, increases civic
participation, and bolsters a community’s sense of
place.”
Historic preservation also makes economic sense.
Studies have shown that investment in historic
neighborhoods and commercial centers stabilize
property values, encourage redevelopment, stimulate
business development, and generates tourist dollars.
In order to protect the valuable historic resources
of the community, the City has created a Historic
District Study Committee to explore the possibility of
establishing a non-contiguous historic district within
the City and developing incentives to encourage
preservation of the City’s historic resources.
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Furthermore, the State of Michigan provides
funding through the Michigan Community
Revitalization Program to promote investment in
historic properties. This funding source is twinned
with private investment and therefore the City
would need to work with private actors to access
this funding source. Another funding source for
historic preservation is the Michigan State Historic
Tax Credit Program. Properties that are federally or
state designated historic resources or within a local
historic district are eligible for the program. Property
owners who complete rehabilitation on a historic
resource may receive a tax credit of up to $200,000.
There are also federally historic tax credits available
and may be used in conjunction with the State of
Michigan program.

Oakland County Main Street
Program
The Oakland County Main Street (OCMS)
Program is part of the National Trust for Historic
Preservation. It follows the Main Street Approach
to downtown revitalization and promotes the use
of the approach for communities to revitalize their
traditional commercial areas. Main Street serves
as the nation’s clearinghouse for information,
technical assistance, research, and advocacy
on preservation-based commercial district
revitalization.
The City is currently participating in the Oakland
County Main Street Program. Developed in
February 2000, the Program provides intensive
technical service to develop a local Main Street
Program and to address specific downtown
revitalization issues. MSOC, and its unique
Oakland County Downtown Design Studio,
provide assistance with physical design, economic
restructuring, and business development.
A Needs Assessment Report is provided each year
by Oakland County Main Street. It includes the
principles of the Main Street Program and a history
of the Main Street Program in Oakland County.
The Needs Assessment analysis also provides
observations and recommendations for the City’s
organizations (particularly the City of Rochester
Downtown Development Authority), promotions,
design, and economic restructuring. These findings
are based on the visit of a needs assessment team
to the City, a number of interviews, and focus
group sessions with downtown stakeholders.

The recommendations of the Needs Assessment
Report have been incorporated into the decision
-making process of this plan where applicable.
These and other recommendations of the report
should be taken into account for future direction of
the City and its organizations.
In 2013 the City of Rochester was awarded the
Great American Main Street Award (GAMSA) by
the National Trust for Historic Preservation, which is
the highest national honor a City can receive for its
Main Street.

Environmental Stewardship
The Clinton River and Paint Creek are just two of
the incredible natural resources that contribute to
the environmental quality of life in Rochester. These
resources also contribute to the value of property
within the City.
According to a study conducted by Michigan State
University, there is a $55,000 average premium for
waterfront residential property, $5,000 to $16,000
for property located close to a trail or path network,
and $5,000 to $8,000 for residential property that is
close to natural areas or open spaces.
The City has already committed significant
resources to the preservation and maintenance of
these and other natural resources in the City and
continues to pursue these opportunities through
programs such as Blue Cities, and organizations
such as the Clinton River Watershed Council.
Concepts and tools available include:
»

The Monarch Pledge

»

Green/Blue Infrastructure Planning
(interconnected network of open spaces,
natural areas and waterways)

»

Low Impact Development Principles (minimize
disturbance, mimic the natural water cycle,
integrate natural systems)

»

Floodplain protections

»

Stormwater Management Ordinance (control
stormwater runoff)

Clinton River Watershed Water
Towns
CRWC has worked for many years to advance
watershed management, the blue economy,
tourism, and green infrastructure. Rochester

has recently joined the WaterTowns initiative
to participate in a community-based effort to
develop a vision for the entire watershed, from
the headwaters of the Clinton River all the way to
coastal Lake St. Clair, highlighting opportunities
to maximize the potential of the Clinton River and
Lake St. Clair to attract and retain residents and
businesses by offering a unique quality of life and
sense of place supported by local water resources.
Not only do these developments enhance the
community, they also provide tourism opportunities
that bring prosperity to local business.
The Clinton River landing at Rochester is the pilot
project of the Water Towns initiative. In November
2013, the Clinton River Watershed Council
presented its report on the project “WaterTowns:
Clinton River Landing at Rochester, Master Plan
Report” – elements of which will guide the City’s
future environment planning decisions.

Monitoring Progress
Per the Michigan Planning and Enabling Act all
municipalities are required to review their Master
Plan every five years to determine if it needs an
update. This timeline provides a mechanism for
the City to consistently re-evaluate the vision and
direction of the Master Plan. If the Master Plan is
found to be misaligned with the direction the City
wants to go, then a rewrite is necessary. Between
updates it is critical that the City monitor it’s
progress towards its goals in order to determine
if the strategies remain feasible. The value of this
process is underrated as cities wait years to collect
and engage the community for progress evaluation.
Yet if it is done regularly, the City can more easily
pivot to new strategies at an apt time. Monitoring
progress should be handled by City staff, the
Planning Commission, and the City Council.

CONCLUSION
Each of these implementation tools will present
opportunities to implement pieces of the Plan. The
list of implementation tools will grow as the City
gains new experience. The suggestions presented
in this chapter are offered as actions that should be
taken in the short-term to set the basic concepts of
the Plan in motion. As the City begins the delicate
task of negotiating with developers, institutions,
public agencies, state and county departments, and
the like, additional actions will become necessary to
maintain the momentum of the Plan.
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Appendix A: Alley and Dead End Locations
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Appendix B: Resident Visioning Comments, July 29, 2021
The tables below are a direct transcription of the remarks recorded by residents who attended the Rochester
Master Plan visioning session on Jul 29, 2021. These comments do not necessarily represent the City’s perspective.

Vision Statement

Participant’s Comments
»

Rochester offers a variety of
housing options, inviting diverse
»
residents and supporting a
vibrant business base attractive »
to young adults, families, and
»
retired persons.

Rochester’s policies and
practices protect the quality of
its tree canopy, wetlands, open
space, rivers, and air to maintain
a high level of environmental
health for its residents.

Rochester’s publicly available
parking facilities are financially
self-sustaining in the long-term.

The City features vibrant
neighborhoods and a historic
and traditional downtown.

Rochester is stable and safe.

Rochester is a modern
community with strong
leadership, appealing to
residents and businesses with
progressive policies and quality
local services.

Rochester offers a variety of housing options at various levels of affordability;
attracting diverse residents and supporting a vibrant business base inviting to
young adults, families, and retired persons
Like the above statement
Affordability
Maybe reword young adults, families, and retired persons to multigenerations vs. segmentation

»

Needs rewording – see suggestion above

»

Pollinators

»

Emphasize recreational space

»

City could do a much better job of maintaining public spaces. Flower beds are
weed choked and could be so much better

»

City could plant more trees in public spaces

»

It’s not self-sustaining. Major intervention is needed.

»

Would like to see a reduction in parking is possible, otherwise fine

»

It was a great goals but has not happened. It needs to have a sustainability plan.

»

Consider different amounts for monthly parking passes-more in structures to
cover costs. Lots aren’t as costly to maintain

»

Look at eliminating lower use lots and making that space available for other
purposes

»

Parking that discourages main street parking and heavy truck traffic

»

The City features vibrant neighborhoods and a historic, traditional downtown

»

More adjectives for downtown

»

More and better ways to describe neighborhoods and downtown

»

Should this be 2 parts – separate vibrant neighborhoods – vibrant downtown

»

Another word for vibrant to describe the neighborhood – ‘historic, traditional’ isn’t
well described. Maybe use historic only. This statement could be more robust.

»

As evidenced by ……?

»

Stable how? Financially?

»

AAA bond rating

»

How? And for who?

»

Add descriptions to clarify

»

Recommend replacing “progressive” with future-focused. We agree with our
strong leadership, appealing to residents and businesses and the local services
are very good.

»

Rochester is a “progressive” community with strong leadership, appealing to
residents and businesses with “future-focused” policies and quality local services

»

Revisit the word modern, we are a historic community

»

Change quality to excellent
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Vision Statement
Rochester supports economic
development with a pro-active
atmosphere and efficient
procedures and services, which
enable businesses to thrive and
grow.

Participant’s Comments

»

The DDA does a great job and are appreciated!

»

Pedestrian could be expanded to be more inclusive to all populations (i.e.
handicapped)

»

Sidewalks are too narrow-especially during events for handicapped

»

Trail crossing need more safety

The city is investing in a healthy »
lifestyle for its residents through »
an expansion and nonmotorized
»
infrastructure.
»

Trail crossings not well marked

The community is active,
accessible, and pedestrianfriendly.

The City is well-maintained. The
natural features, recreation and
entertainment possibilities and
rich cultural opportunities are
highlighted by bright lights and
a spirit of community

Sidewalks are too narrow to be truly pedestrian friendly.
…..Supports a healthy lifestyle?

»

To wordy maybe say community focused w/ quality of life at the center of
recreation and community

»

New DPW bldg. is huge for the City and workers

»

Not clear on bright lights as in “well lit?” Spirit of community is intangible
and doesn’t fit with lighting

»

Place a comma after recreation please

»

Agree with too wordy, focus on quality of life

»

Like first part. Second part too wordy. Well lit id fine but bright lights leaves
me wondering

»

2 different things – 1st sentence okay. Doesn’t belong with the rest.
Rochester is more than just downtown. True spirit of community exists!
Reword/rework the 2nd sentence.

The City has a commitment to
its heritage; a dedication to the
preservation of historic features;
»
a strong sense of community;
and desirable recreation,
entertainment, and cultural
opportunities.

Develop non-motorized routes
to increase the pedestrian/
cycling connectivity to
downtown.

Cars don’t stop to let walkers/bikers across

We would like a stronger word than “dedication” to the preservation of
historic features

»

Non-motorized crossing at thigh volume roads need to be improved with
safety features such as flashing beacons, push button activated signals.
Locations such as Woodward & paint creek trail are currently not pedestrian
or bike friendly. Other locations; second street and Paint Creek rail

»

… to help reduce traffic or limit the number of axles on main street, safer w/
focus on pedestrians

»

Like the alleys for bikes

»

Develop and improve
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Appendix E: Tree Canopy Report

i-Tree Canopy v7.1

7/7/2021

i-Tree Canopy

Cover Assessment and Tree Benefits Report
Estimated using random sampling statistics on 7/7/2021

TM

Report
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1/2

7/7/2021

Abbr. Cover Class
NT Non-Tree
T
Tree
Total

i-Tree Canopy

Description
All other surfaces
Tree, non-shrub

Points
707
293
1000

Tree Benefit Estimates: Carbon (English units)

Description
Sequestered annually in trees
Stored in trees (Note: this benefit is not an annual rate)

% Cover ± SE
70.70 ± 1.44
29.30 ± 1.44
100.00

Area (mi²) ± SE
2.71 ± 0.06
1.12 ± 0.06
3.83

Carbon (T)
±SE CO₂ Equiv. (T)
±SE Value (USD)
±SE
704.30 ±34.60
2,582.44 ±126.85 $120,119 ±5,900
24,601.94 ±1,208.50
90,207.11 ±4,431.15 $4,195,879 ±206,110

Currency is in USD and rounded. Standard errors of removal and benefit amounts are based on standard errors of sampled and classified points. Amount sequestered is
based on 628.094 T of Carbon, or 2303.012 T of CO₂, per mi²/yr and rounded. Amount stored is based on 21939.921 T of Carbon, or 80446.378 T of CO₂, per mi² and
rounded. Value (USD) is based on $170.55/T of Carbon, or $46.51/T of CO₂ and rounded. (English units: T = tons (2,000 pounds), mi² = square miles)

Abbr.
CO
NO2
O3
SO2
PM2.5
PM10*
Total

Tree Benefit Estimates: Air Pollution (English units)

Description
Carbon Monoxide removed annually
Nitrogen Dioxide removed annually
Ozone removed annually
Sulfur Dioxide removed annually
Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns removed annually
Particulate Matter greater than 2.5 microns and less than 10 microns
removed annually

Amount (lb)
548.99
4,766.17
35,553.75
5,170.56
1,581.85
11,002.64

±SE
±26.97
±234.12
±1,746.47
±253.99
±77.70
±540.47

Value (USD)
$366
$973
$39,056
$313
$69,011
$34,485

±SE
±18
±48
±1,918
±15
±3,390
±1,694

58,623.97

±2,879.73

$144,203

±7,084

Value (USD)
$105,171
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

±SE
±5,166
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Currency is in USD and rounded. Standard errors of removal and benefit amounts are based on standard errors of sampled and classified points. Air Pollution Estimates
are based on these values in lb/mi²/yr @ $/lb/yr and rounded:
CO 489.586 @ $0.67 | NO2 4,250.455 @ $0.20 | O3 31,706.711 @ $1.10 | SO2 4,611.088 @ $0.06 | PM2.5 1,410.686 @ $43.63 | PM10* 9,812.118 @ $3.13 (English units:
lb = pounds, mi² = square miles)

Abbr.
AVRO
E
I
T
PE
PET

Benefit
Avoided Runoff
Evaporation
Interception
Transpiration
Potential Evaporation
Potential Evapotranspiration

Tree Benefit Estimates: Hydrological (English units)
Amount (Mgal)
11.77
53.79
53.86
81.98
377.06
273.03

±SE
±0.58
±2.64
±2.65
±4.03
±18.52
±13.41

Currency is in USD and rounded. Standard errors of removal and benefit amounts are based on standard errors of sampled and classified points. Hydrological Estimates
are based on these values in Mgal/mi²/yr @ $/Mgal/yr and rounded:
AVRO 10.496 @ $8,936.00 | E 47.969 @ N/A | I 48.035 @ N/A | T 73.106 @ N/A | PE 336.263 @ N/A | PET 243.485 @ N/A (English units: Mgal = millions of gallons, mi² =
square miles)
About i-Tree Canopy
The concept and prototype of this program were developed by David J. Nowak, Jeffery T. Walton, and Eric J. Greenfield (USDA Forest Service). The current version of
this program was developed and adapted to i-Tree by David Ellingsworth, Mike Binkley, and Scott Maco (The Davey Tree Expert Company)
Limitations of i-Tree Canopy
The accuracy of the analysis depends upon the ability of the user to correctly classify each point into its correct class. As the number of points increase, the precision
of the estimate will increase as the standard error of the estimate will decrease. If too few points are classified, the standard error will be too high to have any real
certainty of the estimate.
Additional support provided by:
Use of this tool indicates acceptance of the EULA.

https://canopy.itreetools.org/report
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Appendix F: Non-Binding Resolution for Harrison Building
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Appendix G: Rochester Community Projects

CITY OF ROCHESTER

ROCHESTER
COMMUNITY

PROJECT PRIORITY POSSIBILITIES

PROJECTS
JANUARY 2022

THE GOAL
TO INVEST IN OUR FUTURE THROUGH TRANSFORMATIVE
PROJECTS THAT WILL ENHANCE THE QUALITY OF LIFE FOR
RESIDENTS AND VISITORS OF THE GREATER ROCHESTER AREA.

C I T Y

O F

R O C H E S T E R
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CITY OF ROCHESTER

1. Health

PROPOSAL

2. Community
3. Safety & Security
4. Economic Opportunity

OVERVIEW

5. Water & Environment

PROJECT CATEGORIES

6. Infrastructure

COMMUNITY GARDEN
Located at Scott Street Park on Woodward, the goal of the
Community Garden is to bring the Rochester community
together. It allows residents with limited yard space to lease a
plot of land for growing fruit and vegetables in a community
setting, and to better their health and
well-being.
Gardeners are encouraged to dedicate part of their garden to a
Rochester area community food bank.
In 2021, the Rochester City Council approved a plan to
renovate and improve the Community Garden.
The proposed project includes new fencing, improved garden
beds and resurfacing plus the Sugar Maple Education
Component.

PROJECT COST:$130,000

HEALTH
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WATERTOWN HUB
The City of Rochester has been developing a WaterTown Hub with
the assistance of the Clinton River Watershed Council to create a
placemaking site for kayakers, bikers, walkers, runners,
fishpersons, etc. to enjoy the tranquil area along the Clinton
River. A local developer has spent significant dollars to improve
the trail access and stabilized the riverbanks within the area to
kick off the WaterTown Hub. A kayak rack was built by an Eagle
Scout, a kayak landing was installed, and a rain garden was
established with the help of Home Depot volunteers.
The final phase as created by a Lawrence Tech class project and
community charrette includes the establishment of more rain
gardens to handle runoff from the Clinton River bridge under
Rochester Road, a mural on the bridge abutment, an
amphitheater and picnic area.

PROJECT COST:$320,000

HEALTH

CLINTON RIVER TRAIL HEAD
The City of Rochester would like to secure land in a publicprivate partnership, to establish a small trail head parking
lot that would be barrier-free accessible with the
construction of a pedestrian bridge.
This would create a place for folks to park to access the
Clinton River Trail that is part of the Rails to Trails, state
wide path system used by hundreds of thousand of bikers,
walkers, runners, dog walkers, etc. each year.

PROJECT COST:$250,000

136 | City of Rochester Master Plan

HEALTH

ALL ABILITIES PARK
The Memorial Grove Park (The Grove) Proposal includes a
new all-abilities park specifically designed to bring together
children, families, and loved ones of all ages and ability
levels to enjoy the many benefits of outdoor play and
recreation. The City embraces the opportunity to give all
community members the ability to recreate equally.
The Grove will be a community within a community with no
limits, providing access and connectivity within Rochester
Municipal Park and Paint Creek Trail. The total project cost
is $800,000. Grants and donations to date total $300,000,
with a shortfall of $500,000.

PROJECT COST:$500,000

COMMUNITY

THE FRONT PORCH PROJECT
Through the recent Community Visioning Session, the most
requested item was a Town Square, a place for our area residents
to gather, connect and enjoy all our community has to offer.
The Front Porch Project takes those requests and seeks to
amplify them with the inclusion of a "Front Porch" Stage, porch
swings, a playground, splash pad, seasonal events and the home
of an expanded and improved Farmers' Market. The Farmers'
Market attracts thousands of weekly visitors, many utilizing EBT
funds for access to fresh food for nutritional equity.
The Front Porch would be designed as both a passive and active
space, allowing the community to enjoy it year-round and to
make the space their own place.

PROJECT COST:$1,700,000

COMMUNITY
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SKATE PARK & SOFTBALL FIELDS
The City of Rochester is looking to partner with the local
Skateboarding community along with Rochester University’s
Women’s softball program and our Little League baseball
players in the greater Rochester area to relocate and replace
the existing antiquated softball/little league ball field at
Jaycee Park. This allows us to diversify our recreational
options for greater Rochester area children and residents.
Along with the relocation of the existing field to a more
standard orientation for softball/baseball, it creates and
opportunity to construct a new state of the art Skate Park
which has been sought by our local skateboarding community
for nearly a decade. Currently, this project is a grassroots
effort, brought forward by a group of highly motivated citizens
to bring this to Rochester.

PROJECT COST:$1,200,000

COMMUNITY

ART IN THE CITY
At the recent Community Visioning Session hosted by the
Rochester DDA, Art was identified as a key piece of our
community that was identified as lacking, but in high
demand. The first public art mural downtown was created
last year in partnership with the DIA and has served as the
catalyst to create an Art Master Plan to introduce additional
art elements to the City of Rochester.
Potential art sites would include the downtown, pocket
parks, the Paint Creek Trail, Rochester Municipal Park an
the Farmers' Market.

PROJECT COST:$150,000
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COMMUNITY

AUTISM FRIENDLY SENSORY GARDEN
Interacting with nature is understood to improve physical,
sensory, social, and emotional well-being. With a significant
rise in diagnosis of autism spectrum disorder, now more
than ever it is important to provide these children and
youth with carefully designed outdoor environments that
meet their unique needs and offer meaningful experiences
in their own community.
The project will specialized play structures, gardens, quiet
areas while allowing the rehabilitation of an existing,
underutilized downtown pocket park.

PROJECT COST:$150,000

COMMUNITY

ELIZABETH PARK
FIVE SENSES GARDEN
The City of Rochester’s City Beautiful Commission has
partnered with two local developers to create a passive park
adjacent to a large apartment/condo complex and across
the street from the iconic Royal Park Hotel to create a five
senses garden area complete with pathways, a waterwall,
small toddler lot, multiple butterfly and wildflower gardens
along with memorial benches and picnic tables.
The proposed project is in an underserved residential area,
lacking adjacent recreation opportunities. They have stalled
in obtaining the necessary funds to complete this much
needed and requested park within our City.

COMMUNITY

PROJECT COST:$250,000
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SECURITY CAMERA SYSTEM
The Police Department would like to install a security camera
system in various areas of the Downtown area and Riverwalk.
The ability to view activity in certain areas would enhance
citizen safety, provide a deterrent to criminal activity, and
provide assistance to first responders in a critical incident. Any
video system used would be contained to in a highly secured
environment, without unauthorized access.
We have experienced the benefits of camera in our two parking
decks. These cameras are used daily to help citizens in need
and to spot potential criminal activity. The cameras have been
used to identify those responsible in graffiti incidents, active
drug activity, and as an aid to locating drunk drivers among
other incidents.

PROJECT COST:$90,000

SAFETY &
SECURITY

MENTAL HEALTH CO-RESPONDER PROGRAM
The conversation of police response to mental health issues has been in the news
recently. The benefits of engaging mental health professionals to aid police in
responding to these very challenging calls for service has been demonstrated
across the county. A joint response makes for a safer and more effective response
for our officers and citizens in crisis.
Our police department has been working with three neighboring communities
who have started a Mental Health Co-Responder Program. This program has
assigned a social worker from Oakland County Mental Health to police
departments in Birmingham, Bloomfield Township and Auburn Hills. This social
worker works hand in hand with patrol officers who responds to active scenes as
well as performing important after care to those in need. To date this program has
been a great success.
It is our proposal to be able to add an additional social worker to this program.
Costs would be shared equally by the four police departments. Total cost to add
on social worker would be an additional $102,000. The cost for each department
then would be $51,000 per year. Funding this program helps the Citizens of
Rochester as well as these three other municipalities. Quality service is one of the
tenets of our police department. This program provides excellent professional
mental health support those in crisis.

PROJECT COST:$204,000
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SAFETY &
SECURITY

EMERGENCY OPERATIONS CONTINUITY
Installing a dedicated fiber line between the primary
Emergency Operations Center (EOC), located at City Hall to
the secondary EOC at the Rochester Fire Department. This
will provide a proactive approach to maintaining services in
an emergency event wherein a portion of City operations
are compromised.

This project would allow for future broadband private
connectivity.

PROJECT COST:$400,000

SAFETY &
SECURITY

FIRE TRAINING FACILITY
Working a live fire is the field training aspect of a firefighter's
learning experience and cannot be duplicated.
Live fire training drills teach trainees and experienced fire
fighters how to think clearly and act calmly under the stress of
an emergency when lives are at stake and every second
counts.
To create this important education opportunity, a Live Fire
Training Structure is needed. To conduct a live fire training
drill, instructors purposely ignite structures which are called
‘burn buildings. Having a specially designed structures such as
the one being requested allows for safe controlled training.
This training facility would be made available to all local fire
department for their use.

SAFETY &
SECURITY

PROJECT COST:$125,000
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SOUTH STREET BRIDGE
For years the City has tried to find a way to lessen the westbound
traffic along 2nd Street as it feeds into M-150 (Main
Street/Rochester Road) at the south end of our downtown. With the
potential for our South Street business corridor to be the next large
potential redevelopment focus along the banks of the Clinton
River, a bridge coming south off of Letica, crossing the Clinton
River, would not only lessen the traffic heading west to town, but
create a route for the heavy truck traffic that needs to access South
Street which houses many of our industrial users, a swim school,
dance academy, golf studio and dog hotel.
It would also create two new parcels of 1 acre and 2 acres each that
could be developed for a high-tech office user or light industrial
user, as well as create a trailhead for the historic Bunker Park.

PROJECT COST:$4,000,000

ECONOMIC
OPPORTUNITY

ROCHESTER COMMUNITY HOUSE
One of the City’s "diamonds in the rough" is the Rochester
Community House, located on Ludlow Ave. Home to many
nonprofit organization’s monthly meetings, weddings, class
reunions, family functions, birthday parties, voting district
locations, community events etc., this historic facility is deeply
woven into the City of Rochester’s past. The building is in dire
need of a major upgrade including a newly expanded main
hall, electrical upgrades, new façade, windows, commercial
kitchen, and roof to name a few elements of the project.
Recently received Planning Commission and City Council
approvals but stalled when bids for its construction came in
woefully over budget. The facility is used by the greater
Rochester area on a daily basis.

PROJECT COST:$2,000,000
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ECONOMIC
OPPORTUNITY

SECOND STREET SANITARY SEWER PROJECT
Rochester recently constructed the Clinton River Trail Relief
Sewer to prevent flooding. This capacity assists in
conveying the high flows associated with the Paint Creek
and Mill Street districts. The Clinton River Trail Relief Sewer
is 6.5-feet deeper than the previous sewer. The portion of
the sewer from Elizabeth, Second Street and the Paint Creek
crossing require addressing due to dangerous and
environmentally sensitive issues and to improve flow
characteristics and capacity concerns for this sewer.
The Paint Creek crossing of this sewer, has insufficient
cover, such that it creates a rapid, in the river which can be
visibly observed.
PROJECT COST:$1,500,000

WATER &
ENVIRONMENT

WATER BOOSTER STATIONS &
WATER MAINS
The City of Rochester has significant pressure fluctuations
throughout the water system because of great differences in
altitudes throughout the city. Such fluctuation has led to
serious limitation to fight fires and meet normal residential
water demand.
Installation of two pressure booster stations and looping
dead-end water mains will increase system-wide pressure
and aid in addressing the fire fighting capacity of the City.

PROJECT COST:$4,000,000

WATER &
ENVIRONMENT
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ELECTRICAL CHARGING HUBS

The City of Rochester seeks to expand its electric vehicle
charging network in response to an increase in current and
future adoption of electric vehicles for residents, business
and travelers across the City.
We want to provide opportunities for those traveling to have
secure and reliable charging stations.

PROJECT COST:$300,000

INFRASTRUCTURE

CITY HALL VESTIBULE
The City of Rochester is looking to improve ADA compliance
in gaining entry into City Hall as well as provide a weather
appropriate entry point into the building. The building is a
mainstay in the Community and the public is subject to less
than desirable entry into the lobby area that also leads into
the City Council Chambers.
A weatherproof vestibule with actuated doors to meet ADA
compliance are part of this project.

PROJECT COST:$180,000
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INFRASTRUCTURE

ADA COMPLIANT PARK PATHS
The City is in the midst of replacing all the non-compliant
park paths within our Municipal Park in the heart of the City.
The park is used by thousands of folks in the Metropolitan
area for passive recreation, concerts, picnics, car shows, the
Art and Apples festival each fall, numerous charities runs,
fishing, jogging, tennis, two kids play areas including a tot
lot, a picnic shelter, bandshell, a memorial grove tree area,
a sundial and surrounding butterfly garden area and a
proposed all abilities playscape to name a few things.
The City has used past years CBDG funds to start the project
which was anticipated to cost $1 million when completed.
We are about halfway done with the project.
PROJECT COST:$500,000

INFRASTRUCTURE

STREET RESURFACING AND
CURB REPLACEMENT
Many roads in the City of Rochester are past their useful life
span and need resurfacing. The City has exhausted its road
and bridge funds while completing a $8M multi-year
reconstruction project involving the replacement of
pavement, water, storm, and sanitary sewer.
Resurfacing of these streets will provide for safe
transportation throughout the City and ensure vital
emergency services can be conducted. The project is
scalable and can be done in phases. All projects are shovelready.
PROJECT COST:PROJECTS RANGE $500,000 $6,000,000, DEPENDING ON AREA.

INFRASTRUCTURE
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PAINT CREEK TRAIL BRIDGE REPLACEMENT
Replacement of the bridge will greatly improve accessibility
for trail users as well as emergency and maintenance
vehicles to traverse the bridge, increasing the clear width
from less than 9 feet to 14 feet and ensuring the ability to
support an emergency vehicle.
The Trail annually serves over 100,000 pedestrians, cyclists,
equestrians, anglers, nature enthusiasts, and users of all
ages and abilities. Additionally, this project will benefit the
147,608 residents of the five trail communities (Rochester,
Rochester Hills, Oakland Township, Orion Township, and
the Village of Lake Orion) as well as visitors and tourists
from Oakland County, statewide and beyond.

PROJECT COST:$1,500,000

INFRASTRUCTURE

MT. AVON CEMETERY FENCE
The historic Mount Avon Cemetery in the west side of the
City is looking to replace the existing unattractive, chain
link fence and gates with a more traditional simulated
wrought iron fence and ornate gateways (two), to complete
the renovation of the Cemetery grounds.
A vital part of the City’s past, the Cemetery Committee has
been working for years to secure funding for the project but
to no avail.

PROJECT COST:$500,000
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INFRASTRUCTURE

