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Planning Partners Meeting 
Thursday, March 7, 2013 

2:00 p.m. 
Maricopa Association of Governments 

Chaparral Conference Room 
 
Meeting Purpose – To brief the Planning Partners on the continuing effort by the study team to deliver the US-
60/Grand Avenue COMPASS project and receive review comments and direction. 
 
1. Introductions 
 

 

2. Recent Activities Summary  
The project team will provide a brief update on the time 
line of events related to the project.  This will include: 
 Meetings Held 
 Data Collected and Analyzed 
 Alternatives Development Approach 

 

2. For information and discussion. 

3. Status on Completed Documents  
The project team will provide an update on documents 
completed for the project.  These documents include: 
 Project Strategic Framework* 
 Public Involvement Plan* 

 

3. For information and discussion. 

4. Status on new Technical Memorandums  
Since the last Planning Partners meeting, the project team 
has developed three project technical memorandums.  
These include: 
 No. 2 – Review of Relevant Studies and Projects 

(DRAFT)* 
 No. 3 – National Case Study Review (DRAFT)* 
 No. 4 – State of the Practice Assessment (PRELIMINARY 

DRAFT)* 
The project team will provide a brief presentation on each 
memo for comment by the Planning Partners. 
 

4. For information and discussion.  The 
Planning Partners will be surveyed for 
their thoughts and remarks on the 
findings from these technical 
memorandums. 

5. Application of findings and recommendations from the 
Sustainable Transportation and Land Use Integration Study 
(STLUIS)  
MAG is nearing completion of the STLUIS project for 
assessing the possibilities of high capacity transit corridors 
throughout the MAG region.  The study will be completed 
at the end of March.  In developing the COMPASS effort, 

5. For information and discussion.  The 
Planning Partners will be surveyed for 
their thoughts and remarks on 
incorporating STLUIS recommendations 
into the US-60/Grand Avenue COMPASS 
project effort. 
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the project team has identified some of this project’s 
findings for incorporating into the COMPASS study effort.  
The project team will provide a presentation on their 
recommendation. 
 

6. Collaboration on Alternatives 
As the project team has collected considerable data needed 
for the conduct of the COMPASS effort, their attention has 
begun focusing on identifying project alternatives.  From 
their study, the project team is seeing four themes for the 
project’s overall alternatives, each with different operating 
principles for accommodating existing and future demand 
along US-60.  These themes are:  Roadway Expansion, 
Intersection Control/Grade Separations, Alternative Mode 
Only, and No Action.  The project team will present their 
views on these themes, including economic opportunities 
for the corridor, for discussion with the planning partners. 
 

6. For discussion.  Outcome of this agenda 
topic will be to provide direction to the 
project team on establishing the 
alternatives for US-60 Grand Avenue 
COMPASS study.  It should be noted 
that this is a preliminary discussion and 
that future Planning Partner meetings 
could refine these themes before public 
presentation, review and comment.  

7. Meeting of the Project Charter Partners 
On Wednesday, March 20, 2013, the US-60/Grand Avenue 
Project Charter Partners, consisting of the Mayors, 
Maricopa County Supervisor Wilson, ADOT Executive 
Director John Halikowski, ADOT Planning Director Scott 
Omer, MAG Executive Director Dennis Smith, and MAG 
Transportation Director Eric Anderson, will meet to discuss 
the project’s progress.  A discussion will be conducted to 
identify a potential agenda for this meeting. 
 

7. For discussion.  Identify an agenda for 
this meeting. 

8. Open Discussion 
Opportunity for the Planning Partners to discuss their 
thoughts on the project’s progress and provide updates on 
projects within their jurisdictions that could influence the 
COMPASS planning effort. 
 

8. For information and discussion. 

9. Next Steps 
Discussion about the project schedule.  It is anticipated that 
the next Planning Partners meeting will be in April. 
 

9. For information and discussion. 

*Documents available on project SharePoint site at http://team.burnip.com/compass.  Please contact Jamie Blakeman at 
Burgess and Niple for access.  (Jamie.Blakeman@burgessniple.com or 602 244-8100, ext. 5321). 

http://team.burnip.com/compass
mailto:Jamie.Blakeman@burgessniple.com
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1.0 Background 
 
US-60/Grand Avenue is an important regional facility controlled and maintained by the Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT) as part of the National Highway System (NHS). Because of its regional significance, and 
importance to local agencies, it has been the subject of numerous studies, improvement projects, and public 
interest. It serves multiple purposes, including local access, commuter travel, and freight movement. It also 
serves as a link to Kingman, Arizona and Las Vegas, Nevada.  
 
As the region and communities along the corridor have developed, the need to reach a consensus on the 
ultimate future role for the corridor has never been greater. Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) has 
initiated the Corridor Optimization, Access Management Plan, and System Study (COMPASS) along the US-
60/Grand Avenue corridor.  The study area begins at the State Route 303 Loop traffic interchange in Surprise 
and ends at the Willetta Street intersection in Phoenix.  It passes through portions of the City of Surprise, City 
of El Mirage, Town of Youngtown, City of Peoria, City of Glendale, City of Phoenix, and Maricopa County.  The 
corridor is operated and maintained by ADOT.   
 
On February 22nd, 2012, political leadership of the agencies along the US-60/Grand Avenue corridor developed 
and signed a Partnering Charter.  The goals of identified in the charter are to: 
 

 Cooperatively create an overall vision for the US-60/Grand Avenue Corridor that embraces the 
important regional function of Grand Avenue as a significant high capacity, multimodal corridor that 
can recognize the unique character of different sections of the corridor and the communities it passes 
through. 

 Cooperatively define the operational character for the US-60/Grand Avenue Corridor that will enhance 
economic development, maintain accessibility to adjacent land uses, improve traffic operations, and 
reduce potential highway and rail conflicts. 

 Establish an access management system that provides an efficient means to accommodate intersecting 
roadways and access to and from adjacent properties.  After the system is recommended and agreed 
upon, each stakeholder will incorporate the principles and recommendations into their transportation, 
economic development and community development. 

 Develop guidelines for the signage, landscaping and aesthetic treatments along the corridor 
recognizing the different communities along the corridor. 

 Work together to provide the affected stakeholders, including daily commuters, local residents, and 
adjacent property owners and users with information about the project and opportunity to contribute 
to the study’s outcome and recommendations.  

  

2.0 Public Involvement Plan and Purpose 
 
The Public Involvement Plan (PIP) has been developed to ensure the process, and ultimately the final study, 
accurately reflects regional needs and outlines a process for engaging stakeholders in the study.  MAG is 
dedicated to taking a proactive approach to soliciting community and stakeholder comments throughout the 
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preparation of transportation-related studies.  The involvement effort is directly linked to the project’s technical 
work to provide review, comment and input throughout the process. The PIP outlines the steps that will be 
taken to ensure community and stakeholder engagement in the development of the COMPASS effort.  
 
3.0 Study Participant Roles and Responsibilities 
 
3.1. MAG Staff 
MAG Project Manager, Bob Hazlett, will serve as the key contact person for COMPASS.  He will be responsible 
for coordinating all activities and ensuring that the project remains on schedule.  Additionally, MAG staff will 
provide guidance and review related to the study’s outreach and communication efforts. 
 
3.2. Planning Partners Group 
The Planning Partners Group (PPG) consists of agency representatives that will be responsible for technical 
review and input throughout the process.  It is expected that they will engage key individuals and leaders 
within their agency and represent the “position” of the agency.  The agencies that are partner to the COMPASS 
charter are: ADOT, City of Surprise, City of El Mirage, Town of Youngtown, City of Peoria, City of Glendale, City 
of Phoenix, and Maricopa County.   
 
3.3. Study Review Team 
The Study Review Team (SRT) is intended to be a broad, evolving group of stakeholders (groups and 
individuals) that have interest in the corridor.  It is the intent to engage stakeholders at key milestone points in 
the process.  A comprehensive and evolving stakeholder database will be created and maintained throughout 
the project and will include various parties, including but not limited to: 

 Arizona Department of Transportation 
 Maricopa County 
 City of El Mirage 
 City of Glendale 
 City of Peoria 
 City of Phoenix 
 City of Surprise 
 Town of Youngtown 
 Luke Air Force Base 
 Burlington Northern Santa Fe 
 Sun City, Sun City West, and Sun City Grand retirement communities 
 Arizona State Fair 
 Arizona State Land Department 
 Utility providers 
 Developers and landowners 
 Business owners 
 Economic development organizations 
 Chambers of commerce and business associations 
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 Freight carriers 
 School districts, community colleges and universities 
 Homeowners associations 
 Civic groups such as “I Heart Grand Avenue”  
 General public 

 
3.4. Charter Partners Group 
The Charter Partners Group (CPG) includes the political leadership of the partnering agencies – City of Surprise, 
City of El Mirage, Town of Youngtown, City of Peoria, City of Glendale, City of Phoenix, Arizona Department of 
Transportation, and MAG. The CPG will be engaged at key milestone points in the process to ensure that the 
Partnering Charter goals are being met.  
 
3.5. Consulting Team 
The consultant team led by Burgess & Niple and supplemented by staff from Wilson & Company, Inc., Partners 
for Strategic Action, Inc., Philip B. Demosthenes, LLC, and ESI Corporation, is responsible for completing the 
agreed upon scope of work and maintaining the schedule for the completion of COMPASS.  In relation to the 
public and stakeholder involvement process, the consultant team will work with the MAG Project Manager to 
identify key stakeholders and implement the PIP. The outreach effort is directly linked to the technical aspects 
of the project and will generate valuable input, feedback, and comment throughout the process. 
 
The consultant team will be responsible for maintaining a project database, organizing, conducting and 
documenting stakeholder interviews, preparing for and implementing study-related dialogues, meetings and 
any workshops associated with the project, as well as making presentations with the MAG Project Manager on 
the project.  
 

4.0 Involvement Strategies 
 
The engagement effort will take a “tiered approach” to outreach based on the project issues identified.  The 
project will be stakeholder-focused, and the interested public will be involved through the Study Review Team.  
Broad public workshops will be held to review recommendations. Project information, interim products, and the 
project process will be publically available on the MAG website.   
 
4.1. Planning Partners Group Meetings 
It is anticipated the PPG will meet the 4th Thursday of each month, or as needed, to provide direction and 
guidance to COMPASS.  All project research, documents, and recommendations will be reviewed and debated 
by the PPG.  An electronic questionnaire will be distributed to the PPG following each meeting to solicit 
additional feedback and to track consensus.   
 
4.2. Charter Partners Group Meetings 
It is anticipated that the CPG will meet at key milestones during the process directly related to the technical 
work tasks. At these meetings the CPG will receive a project update, provide comment and input, and discuss 
project progress. 
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4.3. Electronic Questionnaires 
Electronic questionnaires will be distributed to the SRT at key points in the process to solicit input.   
 
4.4. Planning Partner Kick-Off 
At the onset of the project, the team will meet with technical staff from each of the COMPASS planning partner 
agencies to solicit feedback on the operations of US-60/Grand Avenue and to identify opportunities and 
constraints of the corridor.  These interviews will provide important background information for the team.   
 
4.5. Stakeholder Focus Groups 
Focus groups will be organized and facilitated in an effort to understand issues and work toward consensus 
solutions.  Potential stakeholder focus groups may include business/economic development interests and 
transportation service providers.  At least one round of focus groups is anticipated early in the process.  The 
purpose of these dialogues is to understand the issues, opportunities, and vision for the corridor from the 
various perspectives.  All focus groups will be summarized and common themes across the various dialogues 
will be identified and will assist in developing the corridor vision. 
 
4.6. Corridor Subarea-Based Public Dialogue Meetings 
The team will organize and conduct four corridor subarea-based dialogues to identify and discuss issues as 
well as provide specific project input related to a specific geographic area.  The four area boundaries are 
generally described as: 
 

• State Route 303 Loop to Dysart Road 
• Dysart Road to Loop 101 
• Loop 101 to 55th Avenue  
• 55th Avenue to Interstate 10 

 
It is anticipated that these dialogues will be held early in the COMPASS process to understand geographic 
oriented issues, opportunities and visions.  The meetings will be summarized and common themes and 
divergent viewpoints will be identified.  These geographic-based dialogues will provide valuable information 
and recommendations about the future of US-60/Grand Avenue. 
 
4.7. Corridor Vision/Design Workshop 
The team will develop a toolbox of potential concepts and alternatives, consistent with the vision, goals and 
objectives of COMPASS.  The team will then organize and conduct a workshopto further develop alternatives. 
The goal is for stakeholder and agency participants to work cooperatively to find innovative solutions to an 
issue(s) in a setting where the time limit encourages quick, open, and candid discussion.  
 
4.8. Elected Officials Briefings 
The team will make presentations to the governing bodies of the involved jurisdictions, as needed, during the 
process.  Team members will be available to brief individual officials upon request.  Updates to MAG 
committees will also occur by the Project Manager at key points throughout COMPASS. 
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4.9. General Public Meetings 
It is anticipated that public meetings will be held to solicit input regarding alternatives to ensure that the study 
recommendations are addressing the public’s needs and desires. 
 
4.10. Other Relevant Study Efforts 
As part of this effort, the team will review and take into consideration other relevant planning efforts underway 
in the region impacting the corridor such as the Bell Road and Grand Avenue Traffic Interchange, and the 
Grand Avenue and Thunderbird Road/Thompson Road projects.  If appropriate, partnering with other agency 
study efforts and engagement opportunities may be utilized to maximize feedback to the project. 
 
4.11. Civic Group(s) Coordination 
As part of this effort, the team will coordinate with appropriate Civic Groups that are focused on various 
aspects of the project area such as the “I Heart Grand” group. The team will look for opportunities to share 
information, make presentations if appropriate, partner on events, and solicit input throughout the process. 
This list of potential groups may evolve through the process. 
 

5.0 Communication Strategies 
 
Effective and meaningful communication about the project will be critical for success.  The communication 
approach identifies the various methods that will be utilized to communicate the project and process.  Effective 
communication programs recruit participants to the process, inform and educate, and communicate how 
feedback has been solicited, document and utilized.   
 
5.1. Project Website 
Project information will be provided for upload to the MAG project website.  The Team will explore with MAG 
the possibility of creating a more interactive project web presence so that input can be directly solicited via 
survey instruments.  The website will contain: 

 Information about COMPASS, including fact sheet(s) 
 A list of COMPASS partners 
 A list of upcoming public events 
 Agendas, packets and summary notes from all committee meetings 
 Link to questionnaires and/or comment forms 
 Sign-up for project database 
 Project contact information 

 
5.2. SharePoint Website 
A SharePoint website will be developed to allow consulting team members and Planning Partners to share and 
review project documents.  
  
5.3. Social Media 
This could include Twitter and Facebook to communicate and solicit input, if deemed appropriate by MAG. 
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5.4. Media Releases 
Periodic media releases will be used to broadcast key decisions, events or milestones in the COMPASS process.  
The team will work with MAG staff to identify appropriate media outreach opportunities and techniques to be 
used.  The consultant team will provide support as needed. 
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1.0 MISSION STATEMENT 
 
Maricopa Association of Governments and its partnering agencies – City of Surprise, City of El Mirage, Town of 
Youngtown, City of Peoria, City of Glendale, City of Phoenix, Maricopa County, and Arizona Department of 
Transportation – for the US-60/Grand Avenue Corridor Optimization, Access Management Plan and System 
Study (COMPASS) are committed to a collaborative planning process that will define the corridor’s overall 
vision, operational character, access management, and design guidelines in accordance with the “Partnering 
Charter” signed by the political leadership on February 22nd, 2012. 

 
The project mission is to cooperatively achieve an overall vision that embraces the  regional function of 
US-60/Grand Avenue, from State Route 303 Loop to Willetta Street, while meeting the unique needs and 
character of the communities it passes through; define the operational character that will enhance 
economic development, maintain accessibility, improve traffic operations, and reduce highway and rail 
conflicts; establish an access management system that provides an efficient means to accommodate 
intersecting roadways and access to and from adjacent properties; develop design guidelines enhancing 
the character of the communities along the corridor; and engage stakeholders to inform and invite 
participation. 

 

2.0 OPERATING PRINCIPLES, GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
 
2.1. Principle 1:  Improve the regional function of US-60/Grand Avenue Corridor while balancing local 

needs.  
Goal 1A:  Improve transportation regional connectivity and mobility along the corridor. 
Objectives: 

1. Continue to implement planned grade separations. 
2. Determine the ultimate grade separation plan, considering new locations. 
3. Ensure corridor improvements work effectively with local street networks and planned improvements. 
4. Develop a corridor uniformity palate, while supporting unique character area aesthetics tailored to the 

individual “villages.” 
 
2.2. Principle 2:  Enhance economic opportunities for growth and redevelopment. 
  Goal 2A:  Accommodate future growth and encourage development opportunities. 
  Objectives: 

1. Identify effective transportation improvements supporting local agency land use plans designed for 
business growth, increasing land values and retail sale activity. 

2. Explore recommendations for way‐finding signage along the corridor to promote business activity. 
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Goal 2B:  Create an access management plan. 
  Objectives: 

1. Evaluate the location and design of existing access points of individual and groups of properties  
2. Reduce or eliminate unnecessary conflict points to improve operations and safety. 
3. Improve local connectivity and consider missing links. 
4. Develop policies to evaluate future access points. 
5. Work with local agencies and property owners to implement access management policies that support 

development. 
 
2.3. Principle 3:  Develop efficient, safe, and cost-conscious transportation solutions. 

Goal 3A:  Improve travel time and reliability by optimizing operations. 
Objectives: 

1. Consider implementation of 2 or 3 phase traffic signals along corridor. 
2. Protect the platooning of vehicles. 
3. Evaluate existing traffic signal placement. 
4. Improve transportation safety, including railroad conflicts. 
5. Eliminate six‐leg intersections. 
6. Minimize the size of intersection footprints. 
7. Identify new grade separations. 

 
Goal 3B:  Explore innovative transportation improvements. 
Objectives: 

1. Consider concepts such as queue‐jumpers (see Florida Reason Policy Study 374), median urban diamond 
(MUD) traffic interchanges, indirect left‐turn intersections, jug handle intersections, and other roadway 
alternatives. 

2. Explore potential structure/piers on and over private land (consider air rights) to accommodate efficient 
designs and minimize complete land acquisitions. 

 
Goal 3C:  Reduce conflict points. 
Objectives: 

1. Evaluate traffic signal need and spacing. 
2. Explore elimination or conversion of frontage roads to one‐way. 
3. Eliminate six‐leg intersections. 

 
2.4. Principle 4:  Incorporate multimodal transportation options. 

Goal 4A:  Explore multimodal transportation improvements. 
Objectives: 

1. Consider transit alternatives, including connectivity and accessibility. 
2. Accommodate non‐motorized travel modes where feasible and practical. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

______________________________________________________ 
 

To:  Bob Hazlett, MAG 
   
From:  Judie Scalise, ESI Corp 
 
Date:  February 26, 2013 
 
Subject:  U.S. 60/Grand Avenue COMPASS High Capacity Transit Analysis (HCT) 
 
A very preliminary analysis was conducted by ESI Corp evaluating the Grand Avenue 
Corridor to identify the concentrations of population and employment between 7th Avenue 
and Meeker Boulevard, approximately 23 miles. Based on MAG's review of these findings 
combined with conversations with consultant team members and planning partner 
members, it was determined that further analysis of the corridor for high capacity transit 
(HCT) maybe warranted.  
 
S umma r i z e d   F i n d i n g s  
Analysis of the corridor was conducted utilizing data at the zip code level, which included 
the MAG Employment Database, zip code business patterns, and the U.S. Census, America 
Community Survey.  The statistics that were evaluated included population, housing units, 
employment and number of establishments. Based on this research, nine areas along the 
Grand Avenue Corridor were identified which have a mix of characteristics that are 
important to HCT, including density of population and housing, concentration of 
employment and the presence of large employers within proximity to the corridor.   
 
 Meeker Blvd. 
 Bell Rd. 
 Just north of Thompson Ranch Rd. 
 103rd Ave. 
 Between 83rd Ave and Peoria Ave. 
 59th Ave. 
 43rd Ave. 
 27th Ave. 
 19th Ave. 
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According to the Urban Land Institute the minimum density for supporting HCT is 125 
employees per acre and transit to downtowns of 20 to 30 million square feet. Grand 
Avenue connects to Downtown Phoenix, one of the largest employment centers in 
Maricopa County. The Phoenix CBD1 contains between 16 to 17 million square feet of office 
space which equates to roughly 153 to 165 employees per acre.2  This square footage is 
understated since it does not include healthcare or retail space.  Consequently healthcare 
employment within hospitals or retail employment is not included in the employee per acre 
calculation, which would add to the total employees per acre for the CBD.   
 
As the economy continues to strengthen and business confidence returns, there is the 
opportunity to revitalize the Grand Avenue Corridor by fostering economic development. 
Along this 23 mile stretch, Grand Avenue serves as the spine which connects six cities and 
the unincorporated communities of Sun City.  Nowhere else in the Valley will you find this 
number of communities proximal to one another within the same distance.  The diversity in 
the economic makeup and resident population of these cities can be leveraged as a benefit 
to promote commercial and residential development within a HCT corridor.  
 
N e x t   S t e p s  
By 2030 it is anticipated that the Grand Avenue Corridor will experience a 41 percent 
increase in population and a 52 percent increase in employment.  It has already been 
determined by MAG that this growth will result in the need for roadway improvements and 
transit service along the Corridor.  In fact, a commuter rail study was finalized May 2010 
which evaluated the Grand Avenue Corridor for its potential for HCT. 
 
The Sustainable Transportation and Land Use Integration Study (ST LUIS) provided a 
comprehensive analysis of 40 corridors throughout the Valley to assess their potential for 
HCT.  For comparison purposes, an assessment of Grand Avenue will be conducted applying 
Step One of the HCT readiness analysis framework from the ST LUIS study. Further, a 
review of MAG's preliminary work on the Northwest Valley Transit Study will be performed 
whose preliminary findings will help inform the Grand Avenue HCT analysis.  Last, 
supplementary to this analysis  will be a discussion on HCT and land use and its effect on 
economic development and redevelopment. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 CBD boundaries used in this analysis included Camelback to the north, I‐10 to the south, 7th Avenue to the 
west and 7th Street to the East. 
2 Assuming 200 square feet per employee 
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New Development Along Transit Lines 
 

H C T   a s   a n   E c o n om i c  D e v e l o pm e n t   C a t a l y s t  
There are a number of economic development benefits that result from HCT, including the 
ability to attract a workforce, clustering of employment types, and the stimulation of 
redevelopment. Following are discussion points to consider. 
 
 Transportation projects have always been a catalyst for economic development. 

Freeways connect communities and provide access to new markets, railroads transport 
people and the delivery of raw materials and goods, and HCT has been documented to 
stimulate a variety of new development and redevelopment opportunities, including 
high density residential and mixed use projects offering a wide variety of amenities. 

 
 Projects near transit are viewed as having the potential to achieve faster absorption 

rates, higher occupancy rates, and in some cases higher sales prices or rents. This type 
of real estate performance is very 
attractive to the development community 
who bring their resources and expertise.  
They can help communities achieve 
beneficial goals such as affordable housing, 
revitalization of neighborhoods and job 
creation. 

 
 HCT has implications for the workforce. 

Young workers in the knowledge based 
sectors prefer to live in more pedestrian 
and bicycle friendly urban areas.  This 
group values convenience in terms of 
proximity to work, shopping, services and 
fun. According to the Department of Transportation, there is a trend among young 
people between 21 and 30 years of age.  Unlike prior generations, the share of 
automobile miles driven by this group has dropped from 20.8 percent in 1995 to 13.7 
percent in 1990. 
  

 The Millennial Generation numbers 80 million strong in the U.S. and is entering the 
housing market with a force.  This demographic will earn less than the overall median 
income and will require affordable rental housing and starter homes.  Housing 
affordability will become a key issue for communities in attracting and retaining an 
adequate workforce. Communities that fail to address affordability will see their 
workforce stagnate as Boomers retire and younger workers search for more attractive 
living environments elsewhere. 
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Transportation policies and evaluation practices are mobility‐based, such as the U.S. 60 
Grand Avenue COMPASS (maximize travel speed and distance) however, there is a growing 
awareness of the need for accessibility‐based planning, which refers to people's needs to 
reach desired services and activities.  Growing opportunities arise from new transportation 
developments. In order to change the economic potential of Grand Avenue there should be 
some consideration for HCT and how that can be leveraged to enhance real estate values, 
attract private sector investment, attract transit oriented industries and increase tax 
revenues. 
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1.0 Introduction 

The United States Route 60 (US-60)/Grand Avenue Corridor Optimization, Access Management, and System 
Study (COMPASS) – Loop 303 to Interstate 10 is being conducted by the Maricopa Association of Governments 
(MAG) in order to identify a long-term solution for accommodating travel demand and adjacent property 
access, establish operating principles to improve the effectiveness of traffic operations, and prepare an Access 
Management Plan that will provide a detailed milepost-by-milepost description of adjacent property access 
along the Grand Avenue corridor. 

A Partnering Charter was signed on February 22, 2012, by the political leadership of the communities within the 
US-60/Grand Avenue COMPASS corridor.  The outcomes of this technical study will address the following goals 
that were identified in the charter: 

• Cooperatively create an overall vision for the US-60/Grand Avenue Corridor that embraces the 
important regional function of Grand Avenue as a significant high capacity, multimodal corridor and 
that can recognize the unique character of different sections of the corridor and the communities it 
passes through. 

• Cooperatively define the operational character for the US-60/Grand Avenue Corridor that will enhance 
economic development, maintain accessibility to adjacent land uses, improve traffic operations, and 
reduce highway and rail conflicts. 

• Establish an access management system that provides an efficient means to accommodate intersecting 
roadways and access to and from adjacent properties. After the system is recommended and agreed 
upon, each stakeholder will incorporate the principles and recommendations into their transportation, 
economic development and community development. 

• Develop guidelines for signage, landscaping and aesthetic treatments along the corridor recognizing 
the different communities along the corridor. 

• Work together to provide the affected stakeholders, including daily commuters, local residents, and 
adjacent property owners and users with information about the project and opportunity to contribute 
to the study’s outcome and recommendations. 

1.1. Purpose of This Paper 

This paper is one in a series of US-60/Grand Avenue COMPASS documents.  Specifically, this Technical 
Memorandum is intended to provide a review of completed and continuing studies and projects that have a 
direct bearing on the issues and opportunities the US 60/Grand Avenue corridor. 
 
1.2. Study Area 

The US-60/Grand Avenue COMPASS corridor begins at the traffic interchange (TI) with State Route 303 Loop 
(SR-303L) Bob Stump Memorial Parkway in the City of Surprise, Arizona, at US-60 reference marker 138.051 
(expressed in miles) and ends at the Willetta Street intersection in the City of Phoenix, Arizona, at US-60X 
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reference marker 161.880 (expressed in miles).  The corridor is oriented northwest-southeast, and passes 
through portions of the City of Surprise, City of El Mirage, Town of Youngtown, City of Peoria, City of Glendale, 
City of Phoenix, and unincorporated Maricopa County. 

US-60/Grand Avenue is a regionally significant six-lane roadway that is part of the National Highway System 
(NHS).  It serves as a vital link connecting four important regional freeways:  Interstate 10 (I-10) Papago 
Freeway, Interstate 17 (I-17) Black Canyon Freeway, State Route 101 Loop (SR-101L) Agua Fria Freeway, and 
SR-303L (Bob Stump Memorial Parkway), as shown in Figure 1.   US-60/Grand Avenue extends north to the 
community of Wickenburg, where it turns west toward the Arizona and California border.  In Wickenburg, 
US-60/Grand Avenue connects with US-93, which is the primary link to northwestern Arizona and Las Vegas 
from the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

US-60/Grand Avenue corridor includes the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway (BNSF).  BNSF tracks run the 
full length of the corridor, parallel and adjacent to the roadway.  They are situated along the roadway’s 
southern edge south of Olive Avenue, and the northern edge to the north.

Draf
t



 

 
 
 

 3/4/2013 Page 3 of 58 
 

US-60/Grand Avenue
Loop 303 to Interstate 10

DRAFT

FIGURE 1  
STUDY AREA 
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2.0 Relevant Transportation Projects/Studies 

2.1. Relevant Completed Projects/Studies 

Several projects and studies have been completed that have a direct bearing on the issues and opportunities 
present in the US-60/Grand Avenue Corridor, referred to hereafter as Grand Avenue.  Presented 
chronologically, these studies, pertinent conclusions, and recommendations are summarized herein; notes have 
been added in bold to indicate the status of the improvement action, based on available information. 

2.1.1. Grand Avenue Corridor Study:  Beardsley Canal to 7th Avenue/Van Buren Street 

MAG, May 1998 

This study resulted in the identification of available options for improvement for the entire 26-mile length of 
Grand Avenue, from Beardsley Canal west of Sun City West to 7th Avenue and Van Buren Street in downtown 
Phoenix.  The study report presents three improvements options:  alternating grade separations, limited 
expressway, and full expressway.  It recommends that a Major Investment Study (MIS) be carried out that fully 
incorporates highway and transit alternatives, specifically provisions for express bus service, light rail transit, or 
both.  The Grand Avenue MIS (see Section 2.1.2) evaluated and refined options identified in this report. 

2.1.2. Grand Avenue MIS 

ADOT, September 1999 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate and refine options presented in the Grand Avenue Corridor Study: 
Beardsley Canal to 7th Avenue/Van Buren Street (see Section 2.1.1) and select a preferred option.  However, the 
study limits were narrowed to the segment of Grand Avenue between SR-101L and I-17/McDowell Road.  The 
study report presents recommendations to grade separate eight intersections and eliminate access to Grand 
Avenue with the objective of further upgrading the roadway to expressway standards.  Recommended actions 
are included that would eliminate all existing six-leg intersections and create four new grade separations of 
Grand Avenue from the BNSF tracks.  Three of the grade separations involved reconstructing Grand Avenue; 
the others involved reconstructing a crossing arterial.  Recommendations developed during conduct of this 
MIS were subjected to additional study and refinement in a follow-on study (see Section 2.1.19, Grand 
Avenue MIS Phase II – SR-101L to McDowell). 

2.1.3. Grand Avenue Major Investment Study (MIS), Environmental Overview 

ADOT, September 1999 

The key environmental concerns highlighted in this document that are relevant to the current planning for 
transportation improvements in the Grand Avenue corridor are: 

• Minority, low-income, and female head of household population groups in some portions of the 
corridor may represent a greater population percentage when compared to Maricopa County 
percentages. 
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• Arizona Game and Fish Department (AZGFD) reported that two Wildlife species of Special Concern in 
Arizona (WSCA) – the black-bellied whistling duck and the round tail chub – have been documented as 
occurring within two miles of certain portions of the Grand Avenue corridor.  Waterways, e.g., the Grand 
Canal, offer suitable habitat conditions for both species. 

• The Grand Canal is not designed to carry storm flows, although it conveys storm water during 
precipitation events and may be considered jurisdictional under Section 404. 

• Some agricultural lands may be classified as prime farmland. 

• A substantial number of listed hazardous materials sites are present within the corridor. 

• A large number of cultural resource sites are present within the corridor, and many have been 
previously documented.  Identified cultural resources include:  prehistoric villages, compounds, pit 
houses, platform and trash mounds, a ball court, burials, storage and roasting pits, canals, agricultural 
features, artifact scatters, and sites of unknown types.  Historic sites present within the study corridor 
include:  structures, foundations, farmhouses, historic districts, and the Grand Avenue Streetcar System.  
Properties/sites listed on National Registrar of Historic Places, eligible for listing, or potentially eligible 
for listing area located with the corridor.  

• There are a number of Section 4(f) – parks and parklands – within the corridor. 

2.1.4. White Tank/Grand Avenue Area Plan 

Maricopa County 2020 Comprehensive Plan:  Eye To The Future, Maricopa County, December 6, 2000 

This special plan was intended to prepare for and accommodate growth over the next fifteen to twenty years.  
It will be reexamined and updated periodically to reflect current conditions and changes.  The Plan sought to 
identify, analyze, and address regional considerations.  Transportation-related objectives and policies include: 

• Minimize traffic congestion on regional routes, state highways, and urban arterial roads. 

• Develop and implement strategies to improve vehicle and pedestrian safety at specific railroad 
crossings in the Grand Avenue Corridor. 

• Promote regional signal coordination through inter-jurisdictional cooperation and the use of intelligent 
transportation system (ITS) innovations and program advancements. 

• Improve the level of service (LOS) on congested roads and promote a minimum stable flow level of 
LOS D, as defined in this plan, for arterial and major collector roads. 

• Support the location of planned distribution and warehouse centers along major highways and roads. 

The Plan indicates Grand Avenue from Thunderbird to Greenway roads (in El Mirage) is operating below LOS D.  
The Plan describes Grand Avenue in the following manner: 
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The economic base in the northwest planning region is centered along Grand Avenue.  Grand 
Avenue initially was constructed in 1888 as a link from Phoenix to the then farming centers of 
Glendale and Peoria.  As urbanization has taken place, Grand Avenue's diagonal orientation 
creates certain problems for planning area communities.  Nonetheless, Grand Avenue remains 
an important route for statewide travel and commerce.  Grand Avenue connects with 
U.S. Highway 93 in Wickenburg and extends northward to Kingman and Interstate 40.  Further, 
US-93 connects with Interstate 15 in Las Vegas, which is why it is being considered as part of the 
CANAMEX Corridor for [satisfying stipulations and commitments under] NAFTA [North American 
Free Trade Agreement].  These strategic advantages mean that Grand Avenue will likely play a 
key role in the West Valley's future economic prosperity. 

Grand Avenue is an integral link within the interim NAFTA route, which will be followed until the official 
routing via Interstate 8, State Route 85, Vulture Mine Road, and United States Route 93 is constructed to the 
west of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

During development of this Plan, Community Issue Identification Workshops were held.  During these 
workshops, citizens of Sun City West joined the citizens of Wittmann to the north to identify the following 
needs:  improve/widen Grand Avenue, improve transportation timing, improve traffic control, develop a public 
transit system, and construct grade separations at the BNSF tracks.  Wittmann residents expressed interest in 
an alternative to the Grand Avenue Expressway concept.  Residents also suggested that the BNSF corridor be 
used for light rail transit (LRT).  Other documents summarized below support Grand Avenue as an 
Expressway.  Since this plan was published, Grand Avenue has been widened along with other 
improvements from SR-303L in Surprise to North 18th Avenue/West Willeta Street in Phoenix.  The 
subsequent MAG Regional Transit Framework Study (see Section 3.1.11) identified the potential for light rail 
service extending from the Phoenix Central Business District (CBD) to SR-101L. 

The Plan notes that Sun City and Sun City West residents were concerned that increasing traffic levels, 
following expansion of the area roadway network, will increase “cut through” traffic, creating a safety hazard 
and an annoyance. 

2.1.5. ITS Strategic Plan Update 

MAG, April 2001 

The original ITS Strategic Plan and this update provides guidance for the region on a consistent 
implementation of ITS technologies along freeways and major arterials.  The plan designates Grand Avenue as 
a Systematically Managed Arterial (SMART) Corridor, which involves the use of variable message signs, 
closed-circuit television cameras, ramp meters and detectors – all integrated by a regional communications 
network to move traffic more efficiently.  The conversion of Grand Avenue to a SMART Corridor is in various 
stages of completion. 
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2.1.6. The Grand Vision: Grand Avenue Image Improvement Study 

City of Glendale, May 2001 

This study was initiated to identify design opportunities and concepts for improving Grand Avenue’s overall 
visual image throughout the City of Glendale.  Several proposed physical changes are notable: 

• Install landscape treatments along the edges of Grand Avenue, such as street trees and shrubs.  
Landscape the medians along Grand Avenue.  Medians south of Glendale Avenue have been 
landscaped. 

• Develop uniform streetlights, traffic controls, and light posts, with the possibility of incorporating art 
into these elements.  Continuing program.  See Section 2.2.13, Grand Avenue Limited Expressway 
Design Concept Study in the Glendale Area, 2003 (Grand Avenue DCR). 

• Create a larger bridge, or deck, at 59th Avenue and Glendale to provide greater pedestrian connections 
across Grand Avenue to the east and west sides of downtown Glendale.  Project completed. 

2.1.7. West Valley Multi-Modal Transportation Corridor Plan 

MAG, July 30, 2001 

This plan was developed to provide a basis for implementing a network of multimodal trail types within the 
New River and Agua Fria River corridors.  Trail types were defined as incorporating:  bicyclists, pedestrians, 
equestrians, physically challenged persons and other non-motorized trail uses.  Plan documentation includes 
notes that the proposed trail network will have a conflict at the crossing of Grand Avenue and BNSF rail line.  
The New River Trail has been completed as planned, crossing under Grand Avenue and BNSF rail bridges. 

2.1.8. Glendale 2025:  The Next Step 

City of Glendale, Arizona, December 1, 2002 

This General Plan represents a public statement addressing the City’s future expectations.  The plan was citizen-
driven and conforms to the letter and spirit of "Growing Smarter Plus" legislation established by the State of 
Arizona to guide municipal planning and growth management. 

• A goal of the Circulation Element was to “utilize the transportation system to foster a strong economy.”  
Toward this end, the plan presents an objective to “enhance road and transit systems to reduce 
congestion and provide access to employment sites.”  It also supports integration of land use and 
transportation systems to provide convenient access. 

• An important economic development policy was associated with recognizing and maximizing access to 
employment sites via freeways, major arterials, and transit. 
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2.1.9. Phoenix General Plan 2002 

City of Phoenix, December 5, 2001 

The General Plan for Phoenix consists of 16 elements adopted by the City Council as a long-range planning 
guide for the City.  Key aspects of the Circulation and Bicycling Elements are summarized below. 

Circulation Element:  The Circulation Element includes the following observations, proposed improvements, and 
recommendations that may be applicable to this US-60/Grand Avenue COMPASS: 

• Completion of the Grand Avenue Expressway in Phoenix from McDowell to Camelback roads. 

• Regarding Grand Avenue as an Expressway, the Circulation Element provides this guidance: 

o “Provide no service to abutting land. 

o Access points are limited to other freeways, expressways, and selected arterial streets with typical 
minimum spacing of one mile. 

o Opposing traffic flows are physically separated and cross streets are grade separated except that 
expressways may have at-grade signalized intersections, spaced at least one mile apart.” 

• Grand Avenue, west of I-17, is recognized as a through truck route. 

• “Grand Avenue is being upgraded with grade separations to increase traffic capacity.  Grade separation 
of streets other than Grand Avenue at some key intersections may be required to remove major 
bottlenecks and help focus traffic onto key arterial street corridors.”  This process is being undertaken 
in furtherance of creating a “Super Street," which may include ITS applications.  Currently, grade 
separations have been constructed at Thomas, Indian School, and Camelback roads, and Grand 
Avenue is a SMART corridor. 

• “Study the use of congestion pricing to reduce traffic demand on arterials.”  Although this is a practice 
usually applied to limited-access roadways, the plan indicates it could be applied to arterial streets.  
Various studies have been conducted to examine congestion pricing alternatives and opportunities in 
the Valley, but this practice has not been implemented. 

• “Consider design standards that would prohibit commercial uses from having driveway access to 
residential local streets.” 

• “Provide direct high-occupancy vehicle access to Park-and-Ride lots.” 

• “…incorporating design features into roadway systems specifically for bicyclists and pedestrians, such as 
dedicated rights-of-way or controlled-access crossings, further meets goals of increasing bicycle and 
pedestrian travel.” 
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• “...residents should have safe, convenient access to an attractive, shared-use, non-motorized 
transportation system that provides a viable alternative to driving for local trips such as those to work, 
school, shopping and leisure activities.” 

Bicycling Element:  The Bicycling Element calls for increasing access to destinations in the City and maximizing 
connections to other cities and areas controlled by Maricopa County.  The recommended bicycle system 
provides more accessibility within the constraints of natural physical barriers, location of major streets and 
freeways, and high-traffic areas. 

2.1.10. Grand Avenue Northwest Corridor Study:  SR-303L to SR-101L, Final Executive Summary 

MAG, January 2003 

The purpose of this study was to determine long-term (year 2025 planning horizon) travel demand and facility 
needs for the Grand Avenue corridor and establish a plan for meeting those needs.  Key recommendations 
derived through this study are noted below: 

• Construct Grand Avenue to a six-lane cross-section with raised medians and, where possible, 10-foot 
shoulders to accommodate bicyclists.  Fully implemented. 

• Study the potential for providing emergency vehicle service across the railroad to the two major 
hospitals.  Status unknown. 

• Further evaluate the proposed connection of El Mirage Road and Thompson Ranch Road via grade 
separation at the BNSF rail line.  Continuing studies. 

• Commuter rail service is a potential future option of addressing forecast travel demand (see Section 
3.1.10, Commuter Rail Strategic Plan).   

• It is recommended that the “SMART” Corridor designation of Grand Avenue be moved forward with 
implementation of ITS components and applications (see Section 2.1.5, ITS Strategic Plan Update.  
Grand Avenue has been designated as a SMART Corridor. 

• Provide a continuous detached sidewalk along the east side of Grand Avenue (minimum width of six 
feet).  Short segments have been completed north of Missouri Avenue, in front of the Sanderson 
Truck and RV Center, and at the 55th Avenue turn-off. 

• Build pedestrian overpasses at strategic locations along Grand Avenue, specifically Palmaire Avenue, 
south of Myrtle Avenue, and Lamar Road, west of Glendale Avenue, where Grand Avenue is partially 
depressed.  These overpasses have not been constructed. 
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2.1.11. Northwest Area Transportation Study 

MAG, July 2003 

This study identified Grand Avenue as an Arterial Roadway Corridor and resulted in recommendations for 
improvement, including: 

• Grade separations or intersections improvements at Northern Avenue, 51st Avenue, and 35th Avenue.  
All grade separation projects have been accomplished. 

• High-capacity transit service on:  Grand Avenue, 59th Avenue, Glendale Avenue, and Bell Road.  
Potential high-capacity service on these facilities is still under consideration.  

• Downtown Phoenix to SR-303L commuter rail and/or BRT service.  Potential commuter and BRT service 
is still under consideration. 

• LRT and/or BRT on 59th Avenue between I-10 (the proposed Phoenix West LRT) and Bell Road.  
Potential commuter and BRT service is still under consideration. 

2.1.12. Design Concept Report, Northern Parkway – Loop 303 to Grand Avenue 

City of Glendale Transportation Department, October 1, 2003 

The project description calls for reconstructing Northern Avenue from Dysart Road to Grand Avenue.  Access 
would be limited to right turns on and off the parkway between 91st Avenue and Grand Avenue with a barrier 
or raised curbed median enforcing the access restrictions.  The parkway cross-section presented in the Design 
Concept Report (DCR) consists of three continuous lanes in each direction with paved shoulders on the outside 
and inside of the travel lanes as well as curbs, gutters, and sidewalks.  The intersection of Northern Avenue 
envisioned at Grand Avenue includes a direct flyover with a single lane in each direction connecting the median 
of the reconstructed Northern Parkway with the median of Grand Avenue.  The ramps would accommodate 
eastbound-to-southeastbound and northwestbound-to-westbound traffic.  Most left turns at the intersection 
would be eliminated, being accommodated with neighborhood connectors incorporating 65th Avenue 
(north-south) and August Avenue (east-west).  To date, this intersection has been redesigned to include a 
flyover of 67th Avenue and extension of Frier Drive to connect at the Grand Avenue/Northern Avenue 
intersection, retaining the six-leg intersection configuration. 

2.1.13. Grand Avenue Limited Expressway Design Concept Study in the Glendale Area, 2003 (Grand 
Avenue DCR) 

City of Glendale Transportation Department, December 4, 2003 

This study was initiated by Glendale for the portion of Grand Avenue between 43rd Avenue/Camelback Road 
and 71st Avenue/Butler Avenue.  In addition to identifying new projects to enhance access control along Grand 
Avenue, support beautification, and improve downtown access, the City study includes major design features 
for Grand Avenue; these improvement actions are seen as additions to the five grade separation projects 
underway by ADOT (Note:  These grade separation projects have been completed).  A summary of the salient 
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recommendations of this study is provided below, as reported in Appendix A – Related Studies, Plans, and 
Programs prepared for the Grand Avenue Major Investment Study, Phase II, SR-101L to W. McDowell Road: 

• Grade separate 51st Avenue over Grand Avenue - Completed.  Depress Bethany Home Road under 
Grand Avenue; Grand Avenue will remain at-grade - Not implemented.  Connector roadways will be 
constructed to allow access among the three arterials - A connector for southbound 51st Avenue to 
northbound Grand Avenue was constructed.  No traffic signals will be required at the junction of the 
three roadways - Signal control remains at the intersection of Grand Avenue and Bethany Home 
Road. 

• Close various intersection streets, alleys, and unused driveway entrances along Grand Avenue to 
improve access control to the east of Grand Avenue (to the west, the BNSF tracks limit most access 
except at mile and one-half mile intervals). Largely not implemented, except in the downtown area. 

• The proposed Grand Avenue underpass at 59th Avenue and Glendale Avenue will substantially alter the 
manner in which vehicles enter downtown Glendale.  57th Drive and Myrtle Avenue will be used for this 
access from Grand Avenue, north and south of the underpass. Implemented. 

• The addition of dedicated right-turn lanes along northwest-bound Grand Avenue. Implemented only at 
55th Avenue and at the QuikTrip (southeast corner of Grand Avenue and Bethany Home Road). 

• Eight existing median openings along Grand Avenue have been identified for closure. Not 
implemented. 

• Limiting the movements for streets that intersect Grand Avenue to right-in / right-out only.  Not 
implemented. 

• Beautification and landscaping along Grand Avenue medians and railroad right-of-way.  Medians have 
been landscaped south of Glendale Avenue. 

• Purchase of billboards along Grand Avenue for removal.  Not implemented. 

• Underground the existing electrical lines that run along the east side of Grand Avenue.  Implemented 
south of Maryland Avenue, in relation to the Glendale/59th avenues underpass, and north of 
Northern Avenue.  

• Install new street lighting along Grand Avenue, both at new grade separations as well as between them 
to provide for a more uniform appearance as well as improve the aesthetics.  Not implemented. 

2.1.14. Grand Avenue Corridor BNSF Relocation Analysis and Commuter Rail Study 

Burlington North Santa Fe Railway, 2003 

The study provides an evaluation of vehicular and train traffic information in the Grand Avenue corridor with 
attention specifically to periods of high congestion.  It presents a possible solution to traffic delays that include 
relocating to the northwest two BNSF Railway freight handling yards:  Mobest (19th Avenue and Interstate 10) 
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and Intermodal Hub (Grand and Glendale avenues).  These potential relocation actions would allow BNSF to 
eliminate all inbound and outbound trains along the Grand Avenue line during the AM and PM peak periods.  
BNSF is investigating possibilities for development of such a regional rail logistics hub at a location 
approximately ten miles west of the SR-303L.  BNSF identified a 700-acre site between the BNSF’s line and 
211th Avenue, west of the community of Wittmann.  Considerations of this proposed action are underway. 

2.1.15. Youngtown General Plan, 2003 

Youngtown, Arizona 2003 and 2025 

Grand Avenue forms the northern boundary of Youngtown, with approximately one-half mile of frontage on 
Grand Avenue.  Several items in the General Plan important to the US-60/Grand Avenue COMPASS are: 

• The General Plan identifies 113th Avenue’s connection with Grand Avenue as an opportunity to 
“…intensify and consolidate scattered commercial uses” and create a Gateway Street for the community.  
Access to the Town from Grand Avenue is via signalized intersections at 111th and 113th Avenues. 

• The General Plan states that access to/from Grand Avenue must be maintained/preserved, “…as it is a 
fundamental factor in the viability of its commercial frontage on Grand Avenue.” 

• The General Plan stipulates the Town is “supportive” of using the BNSF tracks on the east side of Grand 
Avenue for commuter rail service. 

• The Town has invested in the construction of sidewalks on both 111th and 113th Avenues south from 
Grand Avenue; bus shelters have been installed along 111th Avenue between Grand Avenue and Peoria 
Avenue.  These actions are supportive of the desire of the community to ensure pedestrian and other 
access to, from, and across Grand Avenue is maintained. 

• The Town sees an opportunity to use 113th Avenue from Grand Avenue to Alabama Avenue to “…create 
an identifying gateway to the Town.” 

• The area along Grand Avenue, north of Wisconsin Avenue, is one of three growth areas identified within 
the Town.  Along with greater visibility, desired development consists of “higher intensity retail uses, 
supermarkets, large retail, strip center, entertainment uses, regional or community retail uses.” 

• “Grand Avenue is the primary regional access and visibility for Youngtown.  Entries to Youngtown (i.e., 
111th and 113th avenues) along Grand Avenue should be made attractive in order to elevate the image 
of the Town.” 

• The Town views enhancements of traffic movement along Grand Avenue, which would include a review 
of signal timing and phasing, as a key transportation objective. 
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2.1.16. City of El Mirage General Plan 

City of El Mirage, December 18, 2003 

The City of El Mirage General Plan is a comprehensive document developed to provide guidance and 
coordination for all interrelated functions and systems of the City and all properties therein.  The following 
items presented in the General Plan may be relevant to the US-60/Grand Avenue COMPASS: 

• The General Plan notes the location of a future fire station north of Grand Avenue and east of 
Thompson Ranch Road.  Not implemented. 

• Most new development in El Mirage is projected to occur in the area south of Peoria Avenue and north 
of Grand Avenue.  Options for retail infill exist along Grand Avenue and Thunderbird Road. 

• Grand Avenue offers unique infill opportunities for the City largely related to the MAG High Capacity 
Transit Plan (see Section 3.1.2) that identifies a commuter rail stop in El Mirage.  While commuter rail is 
still many years from implementation, the General Plan update accounts for this opportunity to capture 
a unique regional transit service. 

• Mixed-use, transit-oriented development 
(TOD) and regional commercial is planned 
for the area north of Thunderbird Road 
and east of Grand Avenue consistent with 
the MAG High Capacity Transit Plan.  This 
development is associated with the 
northward extension of El Mirage Road to 
the Santa Fe Spur with a connection to El 
Mirage Road at Greenway Road (Figure 2).  

• Grand Avenue is an important roadway to 
El Mirage from a regional transportation, 
local access, and economic perspective. 

• The Grand Avenue Northwest Corridor 
Study (see Section 2.1.10) recommends 
construction of an enhanced arterial grid 
network to divert traffic from Grand 
Avenue.  The El Mirage General Plan 
indicates support for this action, with the 
following caveats: 

1) that any changes to Grand Avenue include extension of the current alignment of El Mirage Road 
north of Grand Avenue to serve the future development of this area, 

2) access to Thunderbird Road from Grand Avenue is enhanced, 

Source:  City of El Mirage General Plan, December 18, 2003. 

FIGURE 2  
POTENTIAL TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT AREA IN EL MIRAGE 
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3) changes to the service road and roadway design result in improved access and visibility for current 
and planned businesses located in El Mirage along both sides of the road, and 

4) changes to the roadway, service roads and associated landscaping and signing are aesthetically 
appealing. 

Specific statements of goals, objectives, and policies relating to non-motorized traffic movements include: 

• Encourage safe pedestrian crossings as a part of the redesign of Grand Avenue. 

• Provide safe pedestrian and bicycle crossings of collector, arterial, and principal arterial highways or key 
intersections where high traffic volumes are common or anticipated. 

• Provide marked pedestrian crosswalks on all arterial and collector streets and on regional roads. 

• Encourage the use of pedestrian and bicycle modes of circulation by developing a designated system of 
paths and trails. 

• Where separation of bicycle and vehicular traffic is not practical, designate residential streets as “bike 
routes” to link to open space bicycle paths. 

• Research the feasibility of extending El Mirage Road across Grand Avenue, connecting the Growth Area 
north of Grand Avenue to central El Mirage. 

• Promote a Gateway concept for Grand Avenue through El Mirage, specifically at Greenway Road and 
Thunderbird Road. 

• Evaluate the potential to improve vehicular access into the commercial properties from Grand Avenue. 

In addition, the General Plan identifies the Grand Avenue Character Area, which it defines as a boulevard, with a 
distinctive landscape and colorful, dominant gateways.  Specifically: 

• The streetscape should include wide medians with planting and large areas of colorful interlocking 
pavers.  

• The landscape should be simple (due to traffic speeds) but distinctive (to draw attention). 

• Sidewalks should be colored, with inlay areas of interlocking pavers, particularly at intersections. 

• Light fixtures should be bold and unique to El Mirage. 

• A continuous decorative low wall or repetitive bollards could be included. 

• The Gateways at Greenway and Thunderbird Road should be substantial and include amenities such as 
low walls, plazas with formal gardens, the “marker” (as designed in the 1987 General Plan), bollards and 
bright colors. 
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2.1.17. Surprise Transportation Plan 

City of Surprise Transportation Commission, December 12, 2005 

The plan states that “development of state and regional roadways (SR-74, US-60/Grand Avenue, SR-303L, and 
Sun Valley Parkway) in the Surprise area to their ultimate planned capacity is needed to assure that those 
facilities can achieve their mission of accommodating through traffic rather than allowing that demand to 
spillover onto the local roadway network.”  It further notes that providing rail passenger service, using the BNSF 
railway corridor, would “do a great deal to limit the future growth of roadway congestion.”  Relevant 
information available from this document is presented below: 

• The plan identifies Grand Avenue as a “Gateway” Road of Regional Significance that is operated and 
maintained (including signal controls) by the ADOT. 

• The Grand Avenue corridor within the Surprise planning area includes access via arterial roadways with 
at-grade crossings of the BNSF Railway tracks.  Six of these crossings are located with the focus area for 
this current study:  R.H. Johnson Boulevard and Meeker Boulevard within Sun City West; and Bell, 
Dysart, and Greenway roads within Surprise.  The sixth at-grade railroad crossing of the Santa Fe Lane 
Spur affects Grand Avenue traffic directly.  The plan notes “…the numerous grade crossings complicate 
traffic operations at signalized intersections along Grand Avenue, and some traffic delays result from 
train movements through the corridor.” 

• The plan notes that Grand Avenue is one of several roadways (along with Bell Road) selected for ITS 
improvements under the “SMART corridors” program.  These improvements have been installed and 
are operational; Bell Road is a designated SMART corridor (see Section 2.1.19, Grand Avenue Major 
Investment Study, Phase II, SR-101L to W. McDowell Road). 

• Although there are no “six-leg” intersections associated with Grand Avenue in Surprise, as in Peoria, 
Glendale, and Phoenix, “oblique” geometrics characterize the intersections of Bell and Dysart roads at 
Grand Avenue. 

• The plan cites programmed funding in the MAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) (2006-2025) for 
intersection improvements and lane drops along Grand Avenue from SR-101L to SR-303L.  The 
planning, engineering, and environmental for the Bell Rd/US-60/Grand Ave traffic interchange is 
underway.  These improvements have largely been accomplished (see Section 2.2.1, ADOT 
Transportation Facilities Construction Program:  2007-2012). 

2.1.18. Transportation Needs Study, Phase I and II Concept Drawings and Cost Estimates, Final Report 

City of Peoria, April 2005 

This study provides transportation planning, preliminary engineering, capital cost estimating, operation and 
maintenance cost estimating, and a pavement management system evaluation to assist the City in establishing 
a multi-year TIP.  Two projects were prioritized into Phase I and Phase II. 
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• The only Phase I project potentially affecting the Grand Avenue Corridor is the construction of 
91st Avenue from Grand Avenue to Cactus Road, north of the SR-101L and modification of the 
91st Avenue/Cactus Road intersection.  This project has been completed, resulting in connector ramps 
linking 91st Avenue with SR-101L, approximately 3,000 feet north of Grand Avenue.  

• The only Phase II project potentially affecting the Grand Avenue Corridor is the construction of an 
83rd Avenue to Grand Avenue Bypass, beginning at Olive Avenue.  Emphasis was placed on improving 
83rd Avenue and constructing this bypass that now crosses Grand Avenue approximately 1,600 feet 
south of the previous location in downtown Peoria and connects to Peoria Avenue east of Grand 
Avenue at 80th Lane.  

2.1.19. Grand Avenue Major Investment Study (MIS), Phase II, SR-101L to W. McDowell Road 

MAG, February 2006 

This study followed the Grand Avenue MIS, completed September 1999 (see Section 2.1.2), which was a 
follow-up study to the Grand Avenue Corridor Study:  Beardsley Canal to 7th Avenue/Van Buren Street (see 
Section 2.1.1).  The three studies present recommendations for: 

• Grade Separations, 

• Intersection Improvements, 

• Access Management, 

• Community Mitigation. 

Recommended grade separations include: 

• W. Bethany Home Road under Grand Avenue and 51st Avenue - Presently, Bethany Home Road and 
Grand Avenue form an at-grade intersection with 51st Avenue over-crossing. 

• Grand Avenue under Indian School Road and 35th Avenue - Although Indian School Road flies over 
Grand Avenue at the time of this document, left-turn movements are still permitted; therefore, a 
six-leg intersection still exists. 

• 19th Avenue over Grand Avenue and W. McDowell Road - Presently, these roadways continue to form 
a six-leg intersection. 

Study documentation also notes that Northern Parkway Directional Ramps at Grand Avenue and 67th Avenue 
already are included in the MAG RTP and a project to put Grand Avenue under Peoria Avenue and 83rd Avenue 
would require further evaluation and discussions with Peoria officials.  Other grade separations recommended 
as a result of these studies are: 

• 91st Avenue/SR-101L – Although direct connectors have been constructed for 91st Avenue to 
eastbound and from westbound SR-101L, 91st Avenue still has an at-grade intersection with Grand 
Avenue. 
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• 75th Avenue/Olive Avenue – Presently, Olive Avenue over-crosses 75th Avenue and Grand Avenue, 
but a local access connection remains for Olive Avenue; thus, there is still a six-leg intersection. 

• 67th Avenue/Northern Avenue – Presently, 67th Avenue over-crosses Northern Avenue and Grand 
Avenue, but a local connection remains for 67th Avenue; thus, there is still a six-leg intersection. 

• 59th Avenue/Glendale Avenue – Presently, these two roadways form a right-angle intersection above 
Grand Avenue, which is depressed. 

• 55th Avenue/Maryland Avenue – Presently, Maryland Avenue over-crosses Grand Avenue and a 
turn-off to 55th Avenue. 

• 43rd Avenue/Camelback Road – Presently, Grand Avenue over-crosses Camelback Road and 
43rd Avenue; all local access has been removed from the intersection. 

• 27th Avenue/Thomas Avenue – Presently, Grand Avenue over-crosses Thomas Road and 27th Avenue; 
all local access has been removed from the intersection. 

This study also identified and recommended improvements at seven other major intersections along Grand 
Avenue and highlighted numerous access management improvements and community mitigation 
improvements within ten distinct segments of the Grand Avenue corridor between SR-101L and 19th Avenue.  It 
further noted that Grand Avenue, from Van Buren Street to Bell Road, is an AZTech SMART Corridor. 

2.1.20. Corridor Improvement Study, El Mirage Road:  Northern Avenue to Bell Road 

Maricopa Department of Transportation (MCDOT), February, 2007 

The study documentation presents the recommendation that a continuous El Mirage Road corridor from 
Northern Avenue to Bell Road include a grade separation at Grand Avenue.  The grade separation project was 
reported as included in the MAG RTP and phased to begin in 2013 with completion in 2019 in accordance with 
the MAG Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP).  The Project Advisory Team supported a recommendation that 
“…further investigation and evaluation of the Thompson Ranch Road/Thunderbird Road/Grand Avenue 
connection” be carried out.  Since publication of this MCDOT report, extensive changes to MAG’s 
Transportation Improvement Program have occurred, as well as adjustments to the MAG RTP and project 
phasing.  While improvements to El Mirage Road to the south have been implemented, a grade separation 
project at Grand Avenue has not moved forward.  See Section 2.2.8, US-60 (Grand Avenue)/Thunderbird 
Road Intersection. 

2.1.21. Peoria Bicycle Development Plan 

City of Peoria, Arizona, 2007 

This plan provides the City with a “blueprint” for continuing development of the network of on-street bicycle 
facilities.  Preparation of this plan involved the review and evaluation of various “Bicycle Friendly” practices and 
policies in use across Maricopa County, Arizona, and the United State.  The plan recommends policies and 
practices that satisfy the goals and objectives articulated by the City Council, General Plan, and other 
documents.  A three-tiered priority list for bicycle facility retrofits is presented.  The plan also establishes a 
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bicycle level of services (LOS) goal of ‘C’ for all streets.   According to the City’s Web page, “Bike Information,” 
since adoption of the Bicycle Development Plan, “the Engineering Department has made notable progress in 
the implementation of the Plan.  Recommended policy changes have been incorporated into the Circulation 
Element of the General, Plan, and other planning documents requiring installation of bike lanes on all 
arterial and collector streets, where feasible, during any street project, whether performed by the City or a 
developer.  When bike lanes are not feasible or practical, additional roadway width is provided for the curb 
lane to provide additional room for cyclists sharing the roadway with motor vehicles.”  The LOS standard 
was abandoned, due to the difficulty in explaining the concept to the community.  

2.1.22. City of Surprise General Plan 2030 

City of Surprise, July 24, 2008 

The bulk of the Surprise Planning Area is west of SR-303L, flanking Grand Avenue to a point several miles north 
of SR-74 (Carefree Highway).  There is little emphasis on Grand Avenue in the General Plan.  The plan does 
establish as a key strategy in developing its circulation system the need to work with all appropriate agencies 
to support use of the BNSF railway corridor directly east of Grand Avenue for future commuter rail service. 

2.1.23. Grand Avenue Feasibility Study (Loop 303 to Loop 101) 

Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), 2008 

ADOT, in conjunction with its local municipal partners and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
initiated this study to evaluate potential future improvements to Grand Avenue.  The study identifies 
recommended improvement projects consistent with the 20-year MAG RTP and two previous studies:  Grand 
Avenue Northwest Corridor Study, SR-303L to SR-101L (January 2003) (see Section 2.1.10) and the Grand 
Avenue Major Investment Study Phase II Final Report, SR-101L to W. Mc Dowell Road (February 2006) (see 
Section 2.1.19).  The purpose of this study was to prioritize identified projects within Phase II (2011-2016) of the 
RTP.  Potential projects pertinent to the current study area are: 

• Grade separation or interchange at Meeker Boulevard/Reams Road to improve access to the Banner Del 
E. Webb Hospital Medical Center (formerly Del Webb Memorial Hospital), particularly with respect to 
the BNSF railway tracks.  Not implemented. 

• Grade separations at Bell Road, 107th Avenue, and 103rd Avenue.  It was noted that grade separation 
projects would not provide access to Grand Avenue, as would a traffic interchange.  A preliminary 
design for a grade-separated interchange at Bell Road has been completed and is under review by 
MAG, ADOT, MCDOT, and the City of Surprise.  The Environmental Assessment will be underway 
shortly.  See Section 2.2.12, US-60 (Grand Avenue)/Bell Road Interchange. 

• Intersection improvements at Dysart and Greenway roads.  Status unknown. 

• Conversion of open drainage channel adjacent eastbound Grand Avenue between Dysart Road and 
Agua Fria River to a closed system.  Not implemented. 
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• Frontage road improvements at various locations, particularly in the area of Thunderbird and Thompson 
Ranch roads.  Not implemented. 

• Landscape and sidewalk improvements at various “key” locations.  The Environmental Assessment 
study is presently underway. 

2.1.24. Grand Avenue Condominiums, Planned Area Development at 88th and Grand Avenue 

SKS Builders and Development LLC, August 2009 

This rezoning request seeks to construct a 288-unit (16.1 DUs/acre) multi-family PAD condominium 
development at the southeast corner of 88th Avenue and Grand Avenue.  According to the published rezoning 
submittal dated August 2009: 

The site is located adjacent to the Grand Avenue transit corridor and is designated in the General 
Plan as part of the Peoria Old Town Growth Area. Synonymous with this growth area, the subject 
site is one of the last large vacant parcels to be developed in accord with the Central Peoria 
Revitalization Plan which is a 4.6 square-mile (between Loop 101 to 75th Ave. and Cactus to Olive 
Ave.) study area that plans to rejuvenate the historic center of the City. The proposed in-fill 
development is in harmony with the objectives and policies of this revitalization area plan because 
it provides a transition between existing lower residential densities and non-residential uses. In 
addition, the site has direct access to the Grand Avenue corridor making it convenient for future 
residents to shop, work, and enjoy other leisure activities locally. The proposed land use furthers 
the long-term goals of the General Plan and adopted redevelopment plans due to the projected 
population and the existing land use within the area which is predominantly single-family homes. 

Status unknown.  As of 2012, there is no evidence this project went forward; however, aerial 
photos reveal the parcel has been cleared and graded. 

2.1.25. Old Town Peoria Revitalization Plan 

City of Peoria, 2009 

This plan constitutes a major recalibration of the revitalization strategy for Peoria’s Old Town area and its 
environs.  The planning area comprises approximately four square miles, and is bounded by Olive Avenue on 
the south, Cactus Road on the north, 75th Avenue on the east and SR-101L on the west.  The Old Town core is 
more limited, being bounded by Mountain View Road on the south, 85th Avenue on the west, 81st Avenue on 
the east and the alignment of Desert Cove Avenue on the north.  Grand Avenue and the BNSF tracks bisect Old 
Town.  Key facets of this plan are: 

• The Central District of Old Town offers the prospect of a TOD hub in association with a potential 
commuter rail and transit station and accompanying park and ride lot.  P&R lots have been developed 
on the southeast corner of 84th Avenue and Washington Street and the northwest corner of 
84th Avenue and Jefferson Street. 
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• The Grand Avenue District of Old Town “may support light industrial developments by accommodating 
coordinated industrial parks with high-tech, low-intensity industrial uses.  The planned industrial centers 
provide an environment for a mix of office, commercial, light industrial, and research uses within a 
controlled environment.” 

• The Plan recommends the following: 

o Grand Avenue should be depressed below grade with an at-grade public space/deck between 
Peoria Avenue and 83rd Avenue.  The 83rd Avenue vehicular crossing at Grand Avenue should be 
eliminated, adding a gated pedestrian crossing at the BNSF tracks.  Not implemented. 

o If the depression of Grand Ave. does not occur prior to implementation of commuter rail or other 
prominent uses on the north [east] side of Grand Avenue, determine an interim solution to the 
impediment created by the at-grade roadway.  Potential solutions include: 

  Create a pedestrian bridge to connect Old Town to the north side of Grand Ave. near Osuna 
Park, and/or 

 Enhance the Peoria Avenue crossing as a landmark or focal point with enhanced paving, 
pronounced pedestrian crossings and a mid-block pedestrian refuge.  Pedestrian-friendly were 
implemented. 
 

o Create a new multimodal transit station along the north side of Grand Avenue south of Peoria 
Avenue.  Not implemented. 

The Old Town Peoria Revitalization Plan also anticipates the possiblity of linking potential future commuter rail 
service on the east side of Grand Avenue with METRO Light Rail via the realiagned 83rd Avenue (Figure 3).  

Gateways to the City and to the Old Town are identified in this plan.  City Gateways on Grand Avenue are 
located at SR-101L and Olive Avenue.  Grand Avenue gateways to Old Town are identified as being at 
85th Avenue and Monroe Street.  According to 
the Plan, the “Gateways should enhance the 
visitors’ experience when entering the project 
area and Old Town.  These features serve as 
landmarks and shall be of high quality design 
materials.” 

2.1.26. General Plan, Peoria, Arizona 

City of Peoria, 2011 

The 2011 General Plan for the City of Peoria 
provides the following transportation guidance 
regarding the portion of Grand Avenue passing 
through the City: 

Source:  Old Town Peoria Revitalization Plan, City of Peoria, Arizoina, 2009. 

FIGURE 3  
POTENTIAL TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT AREA IN PEORIA 
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• Grand Avenue is considered a “major transportation corridor” and a key element of the General Plan 
because of “the connection and continuity” it provides relative to travel to the Northwest Valley and 
Greater Phoenix Metropolitan Area. 

• Old Town Peoria, the original town site and historic heart of the City, straddles Grand Avenue and the 
BNSF tracks and exemplifies the characteristics of a small, rural town with a small-block grid system.  
Old Town Peoria is considered a Growth Area, the revitalization of which is viewed as an opportunity to 
“…provide the business, shopping, residential, community, education, social and cultural elements that 
attract the full range of market- and community-oriented interests in the surrounding sub-region.” 
(Section 2.1.25, Old Town Peoria Revitalization Plan) 

2.1.27. Old Town Peoria Specific Area Plan 

City of Peoria, 2011 

This Plan provided a vision for redevelopment and revitalization of the four square-mile area located in and 
around Old Town Peoria.  It is centered on the intersections of Peoria Avenue and 83rd Avenue with Grand 
Avenue.  This is the same area of focus adopted for the Old Town Peoria Revitalization Plan (Section 2.1.25).  A 
major objective of the plan is to develop connectivity and walkabiliity, particularly with respect to the physical 
and perceived barriers created by Grand Avenue and the BNSF railway tracks.  The Grand Corridor District is 
characterized as having a distinct corridor-oriented retail and employment focus.  Grand Avenue carries traffic 
into and through the core area of Old Town Peoria.  A design objective for the Old Town District, which is west 
(or south) of Grand Avenue, is to move and consolidate P&R functions to a new multimodal station on the east 
(or north) of Grand Avenue at 83rd Avenue.  Not implemented.  

The City anticipates TOD around the new multimodal station.  TOD design guidelines are expectd to facilitate 
mixed-use developments that provide retail and/or office components and residential uses with a density 
between 18 and 35 (DUs/ac), target density=30 DUs/ac.  The project must be accessible and integrated into 
nearby public transit facilities. 

2.1.28. ADOT Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update, Working Papers 

ADOT, April 2012 

The focus of this Plan Update is bicycling and walking on the Arizona State Highway System (SHS).  Several 
concerns were raised through the public comment process that directly relate to potential improvements along 
Grand Avenue between SR-303L and downtown Phoenix, which include from Working Paper No. 3: 

• Need bicycle lanes (striped shoulders) from 83rd Avenue through Surprise and Sun City to SR-303L. 

• Provide shared-use path along US-60 from Sun City through Glendale. 

• Improve shoulder from Sun City to Wickenburg; connect widened shoulder to SR-74; shoulders needed 
on SR-74. 

• Need sidewalks and paved shoulder between Olive Avenue and McDowell Road. 
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• Need pedestrian/bicycle crossing over US-60/Grand Ave at 39th Avenue. 

• Traffic signal timing inadequate for bicyclists at Loop 303/Grand Avenue. 

In addition, El Mirage has identified a shared-use path along both sides of Grand Avenue as a future 
improvement.  Twenty-four strategies are listed for improving/enhancing the operational safety of pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities.  Strategies that may be relevant or beneficial to this current study, as they may be 
implemented by ADOT, include: 

• Provide guidance and technical support to regional and local jurisdictions for developing and 
implementing bicycle and pedestrian plans that are adopted by local agencies and jurisdictions. 

• Install pavement markings or signage to discourage wrong-way bicycle riding. 

• Develop a Smart Transportation Guidebook to provide guidance on planning and designing non-
limited access roadways, including multi-lane state highways in urban and rural communities. 

• Develop an ADOT Pedestrian Policy that requires construction of sidewalks in urban areas as part of 
major construction or reconstruction highway projects. 

• Modify ADOT Design Guidelines. 

• Identify opportunities to implement FHWA proven countermeasures to improve pedestrian safety: 
medians and pedestrian crossing islands, pedestrian hybrid beacon, and road diets. 

• Support local agencies and jurisdictions to establish connectivity and alternative routes to state 
highways through local jurisdictions. 

• Collaborate with local jurisdictions to implement infrastructure along and crossing state highways 
consistent with local bicycle and pedestrian plans. 

• Configure traffic signals to detect bicycles at intersections. 

• Construct and maintain paved and striped shoulders in urban areas; in urban areas, provide as a 
minimum condition, a four-foot paved shoulder (five-feet from face of curb), with white stripe at the 
edge of the vehicle lane. 

2.2. Relevant Current Projects and Studies 

2.2.1. ADOT Transportation Facilities Construction Program:  2007-2012 

ADOT, 2007 

For construction Fiscal Years 2007 through 2012, ADOT completed 33 improvement projects along Grand 
Avenue between SR-303L and McDowell Road.  These projects are summarized in the Table 1.   (Note: projects 
involving multi-year actions have been combined to reflect the total improvement effort). 

Draf
t



 

 
 
 

 3/4/2013 Page 23 of 58 
 

US-60/Grand Avenue
Loop 303 to Interstate 10

DRAFT

 

Thirty-six other improvement projects were completed in association with SR-101L and SR-303L that may have 
ramifications for traffic levels on Grand Avenue.  Only the Grand Avenue/SR-303L Interim Traffic Interchange 
has been included for purposes of this corridor study.  Reported project actions of ADOT amount to 
expenditures for roadway and bridge improvements along Grand Avenue totaling more than $360 million from 
2007 to the present.  The following summaries identify improvements implemented: 

• 99th Avenue to 83rd Avenue (2006 -2010) – Add a third general-purpose lane in each direction to 
create a continuous six-lane arterial roadway. 

• SR-303L to 99th Avenue (2006-2010) – Add a third general-purpose lane in each direction to create a 
continuous six-lane arterial roadway.  This improvement action also included landscaping the medians, 
completing curbs, gutters and driveways on the eastbound portion, and applying a final layer of 
rubberized asphalt to the new lanes.  Also, new sound walls have also been added in three locations 
along the south side of Grand Avenue between 99th and 111th avenues. 

• SR-101L to McDowell Road (2011-2015) – Initiate proposed improvements to traffic flow and other 
general improvements. 

TABLE 1  
ADOT TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM  FOR US-60/GRAND AVENUE 

Location Action Construction 
Fiscal Year Funding Source(s) Estimated Cost 

(000s) 
SR-303L to 99th Avenue Design 2007 Regional Area Road 

Fund (RARF) 
 $1,900 

SR-303L to SR-101L (Agua Fria 
Freeway) 

Design roadway 2007 RARF  $1,320 

99th Avenue - 83rd Avenue 
(Including New River Bridge) 

Widen roadway and bridge 2007 National Highway 
System (NHS) 

 $11,000 

SR-303L to 99th Avenue Design 2008 State  $600 
SR-303L to 99th Avenue Right-of-Way 2008 RARF  $1,000 
99th Avenue - 83rd Avenue 
(Including New River Bridge) 

Widen roadway and bridge 2008 NHS  $10,000 

SR-101L to McDowell Rd Design roadway 2009 RARF  $9,475 
SR-303L to 99th Avenue Widen roadway 2009 RARF  $24,000 
SR-303L to SR-101L Widen roadway 2009 RARF  $24,000 
SR-303L to 99th Avenue Widen roadway 2009 RARF, NHS, Hazard 

Elimination Safety 
(HES) 

 $70,000 

99th Avenue - 83rd Avenue 
(Including New River Bridge) 

Widen roadway and bridge 2009 NHS  $10,000 

SR-101L to McDowell Rd Widen roadway 2010 RARF, NHS  $140,895 
SR-101L to McDowell Rd, Phase 1 Widen roadway 2011 RARF, NHS  $21,300 
SR-303L to 99th Avenue Design 2012 State  $7,260 
US-60 (Grand Ave)/SR-303L 
Traffic Interchange (TI), Interim 

Design Interim TI 2012 RARF  $6,800 

SR-101L to McDowell Rd, Phase 1 Widen roadway 2012 RARF, NHS  $21,300 
Source:  Extracted from History Excel Spreadsheet (From Program Fiscal Years 2001 to 2013, updated annually) at 
http://tpd.azdot.gov/mpd/priority_Programming/Five_Year_Programs.asp.   Draf
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The current ADOT Five-Year Transportation Facilities Construction Program for Highways and Airports 
(Five-Year Program) reveals the intent to invest transportation dollars.  The Five-Year Program includes six 
projects to improve US-60 that are part of the Regional Transportation Plan Freeway Program (RTPFP).  These 
projects are summarized in the Table 2. 

TABLE 2  
ADOT FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM FOR US-60/GRAND AVENUE 

Location Action Construction 
Fiscal Year Funding Source Estimated Cost 

(000s) 
SR-101L (Agua Fria Freeway) 
to Van Buren Street, Phase 2 

Design 2013 Regional Area Road 
Fund (RARF) 

 $1,500 

Construct Roadway 
Improvements 

2014 RARF  $20,500 

SR-303L to SR-101L (Agua 
Fria Freeway), Phase 2 

Right-of-Way Acquisition 2014 RARF  $4,700 
Design 2014 RARF  $3,480 
Right-of-Way 2014 RARF  $6,500 
Construct Roadway 
Improvements 

2016 National Highway 
System (NHS) 

 $50,320 

Source:  2013-2017 Excel Spreadsheet:  Highway Programs at http://tpd.azdot.gov/mpd/priority_Programming/Five_Year_Programs.asp.  
 

The proposed improvement actions through the Year 2016 have an estimated cost of $87 million.  Due to 
reductions in estimated revenue projected for improvements, MAG has moved these projects to later phases.  
The two projects listed in the table above will consist of the following: 

• SR-303L to SR-101L  (2016-2020) – Initiate proposed improvements to traffic flow and other general 
improvements recommended to the MAG as part of a feasibility study for possible inclusion in the MAG 
RTP. 

• SR-101L to Van Buren Street (2026-2031) – Initiate construction of grade separations (i.e., 
underpasses or overpasses) in various locations to improve traffic flow.  Although some grade 
separation actions already have been constructed at Olive Avenue, Northern Avenue, Glendale Avenue, 
Maryland Avenue, Bethany Home Road, Camelback Road, Indian School Road, and Thomas Road, the 
2006 Grand Avenue Phase II includes numerous recommendations for full grade separation of several 
arterials, as noted earlier. 

2.2.2. MAG Regional Transportation Plan 

MAG, July 2010 

The Regional Freeway/Highway System Program contained in the MAG RTP identifies improvements for the 
Grand Avenue Corridor.   These improvements are listed in Table 3. 

The MAG RTP indicates the organization is in the process of preparing Commuter Rail Corridor Development 
Plans for the Grand Avenue Corridor and the Union Pacific/Yuma West Corridor.  MAG also is preparing a 
Commuter Rail System Study.  Both of these studies have been completed (see Section 3.1.14 and 
Section 3.1.15, respectively). 
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TABLE 3  
REGIONAL FREEWAY/HIGHWAY SYSTEM PROGRAM 

(Thousands of Year of Expenditure and 2010 $’s) 
Project Type Plan 

Construction 
Phase 

Project Description FY 2006-
2010 

FY 2011-
2031 

Total Status 

Roadway Improvements I 
(FY 2006 – 
FY 2010) 

71st Avenue - Grand Canal 
Bridge 

3,979 -- 3,979 Complete 

Roadway Improvements I 83rd Avenue/Peoria Avenue 2,060 -- 2,060 Complete 
General Purpose Lanes I 99th Ave - 83rd Ave, Including 

New River Bridge 
8,205 -- 8,205 Complete 

General Purpose Lanes I SR-303L - 99th Ave 27,071 -- 27,071 Complete 
General Purpose Lanes I SR-101L, Agua Fria - McDowell 

Rd 
36,200 -- 36,200 Complete 

General Purpose Lanes and 
Roadway Improvements  

II  
(FY 2011-
FY 2015) 

SR-101L, Agua Fria - McDowell 
Rd 

-- 22,000 22,000 Complete 

General Purpose Lanes and 
Roadway Improvements  

II SR-303L - 99th Ave -- 65,000 65,000 Complete 

General Purpose Lanes and 
Roadway Improvements  

V 
(FY 2026 – FY 

2031) 

SR-101L, Agua Fria - McDowell 
Rd (Originally Phase 3) 

-- 86,200 86,200 Future 

Traffic Interchange II SR-303L/US-60 Grand Avenue 
Interim TI (Segment G) 

-- 76,800 76,800 Future 

Traffic Interchange V SR-303L/US-60 Grand Avenue 
Final TI (Segment G) 

-- 124,600 124,600 Future 

  TOTAL 77,515 374,600 452,115  
Source:  Regional Transportation Plan – 2010 Update, Maricopa Association of Governments, July 2010.   

 

The MAG RTP notes that METRO, the operator of Valley Metro Light Rail service, expects to provide assistance 
to the City of Peoria for future transit oriented design initiatives, subsequent to completion of the Regional 
Transit Framework Study and the Grand Avenue Commuter Rail Corridor Development Plan.  The results of 
these studies and their relevance to the current study are presented in Section 3.1.13 and Section 3.1.14, 
respectively. 

The MAG RTP notes that METRO will initiate an Alternative Analysis (AA) to evaluate two corridor options for 
serving the Glendale High Capacity Transit Corridor.  The AA will include a preliminary assessment of alignment 
opportunities and selection of a priority corridor.  Status unknown. 

Transit services funded through adoption of the updated MAG RTP include: 

• GL Express Bus – funded under Phase II (FY 2011-FY 2015) at a level of $7.7 million for the operating 
period 2011-2031.  The Surprise Express (Route 571) is not listed in the MAG RTP, which may affirm 
the conversion of this service to an extension of the GL route into Surprise (see Section 3.1.12, RPTA 
Comprehensive Arterial Bus Rapid Transit Planning Study, Final Report, in Relevant Completed 
Projects/Studies above regarding recommendations for express transit service in the Grand Avenue 
Corridor.) 
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• Peoria Express – funded under Phase V (FY 2026 – FY 2031) at a level of $1.2 million for the operating 
period 2011-2031. 

• In the future, planned Supergrid Routes will cross the Grand Avenue Corridor and serve, or eventually 
serve, the transit centers and P&R facilities in Glendale and Peoria: 

o Bell Road – funded under Phase IV (FY 2021 – FY 2025) at a level of $52.2 million for the operating 
period 2011-2031. 

o Glendale Avenue –funded under Phase I (FY 2006 – FY 2010) at $123.2 million for the operating 
period 2011-2031.  This service was funded under Phase I at a level of $18.6 million for the 
operating period 2006-2010. 

o Camelback Road – funded under Phase IV (FY 2021 – FY 2025) at a level of $32.7 million for the 
operating period 2011-2031. 

o 59th Avenue – funded under Phase II (FY 2011 – FY 2015) at a level of $32.3 million for the operating 
period 2011-2031. 

o Peoria/Shea Avenue – funded under Phase V (FY 2026 – FY 2031) at a level of $17.2 million for the 
operating period 2011-2031. 

o Dunlap/Olive Avenue – funded under Phase V (FY 2026 – FY 2031) at a level of $2.1 million for the 
operating period 2011-2031. 

o Indian School Road – funded under Phase V (FY 2026 – FY 2031) at a level of $4.5 million for the 
operating period 2011-2031. 

o Thomas Road – funded under Phase V (FY 2026 – FY 2031) at a level of $4.0 million for the 
operating period 2011-2031. 

o 83rd Avenue/75th Avenue - funded under Phase IV (FY 2021 – FY 2025) at a level of $14.6 million for 
the operating period 2011-2031. 

The MAG RTP recaps Transportation Enhancement Projects accomplished as part of the MAG regional planning 
effort.  The following four projects are in or affect the Grand Avenue Corridor (information extracted from study 
documents): 

• Grand Avenue Frontage Road Enhancement – Construction of 15,000 linear feet of sidewalk and 
landscaping within the cities of El Mirage and Surprise. 

• US-60 Peoria Grand Avenue Pedestrian Crossings – Establishment of four pedestrian crossings on 
Grand Avenue at 83rd Avenue and Peoria Avenue to allow safe pedestrian access from the north and 
south sides of Grand Avenue.  Refuge areas include landscaping, park benches, decorative brick paving, 
concrete, and lighting to match Old Town Peoria landscape. 
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• SR-101L Trail:  Peoria Avenue to Grand Avenue – This project, identified in the Peoria Rivers and 
Trails Plan, West Valley Multi-Modal Transportation Corridor Plan, created a one mile multi-use path 
along New River.  The trail is part of the Sun Circle Trail. 

• Grand Canal Pedestrian Pathway Between SR-101L and 107th Avenue – The Grand Canal Pedestrian 
Pathway is a 10-foot wide, 1.3-mile long multi-use path developed along the existing canal 
maintenance roads on the W. Bethany Home Road alignment, between Loop 101 and North 
107th Avenue.  The new pathway includes pedestrian and bicycle amenities, lighting and landscaping, 
and links to the Western Glendale trail system. 

2.2.3. What Moves You Arizona – Arizona Long Range Transportation Plan, 2010-2035 

ADOT, November 2011 

This plan defines visionary, yet pragmatic, investment choices Arizona will make over the next 25 years to 
maintain and improve its multimodal transportation system.  There are not specific references to Grand Avenue 
in the document that are relevant to the current study.  However, the Plan gives specific focus to accessibility 
and access management.  One of eight Plan Goals is to link transportation and land use.  One of the 
performance measures identified for evaluating satisfaction of this goal is “improved access management.”  The 
plan also indicates that improvement of mobility and accessibility is tied to an ADOT commitment toward 
modest expansion of the State Highway System (SHS) and “funding support for mode choice, non-highway 
modes, and intermodal connectivity….”   

The Plan describes implementation of a Recommended Investment Choice or RIC and identifies strategies for 
attaining goals.  Access management is a potential policy/strategy for attaining the following goals: 

• Mobility, Access, and Connectivity, 

• Economic Development, 

• Transportation and Land Use. 

Access management guidelines for new development are viewed as an important strategy for improving 
coordination of the transportation and land use issues and providing better support for economic 
development.  The Plan notes that “retrofit access management guidelines” also will be considered.  
Measurement of improvements in access management, along with levels of congestion, speed, and travel 
delay, is identified as indicative of the relationship between land use and the effectiveness and efficiency of the 
transportation system.  However, no specific guidance is provided regarding how to define improvement in 
access management.  Nevertheless, access management or access control is viewed as a key consideration for 
projects of modernization and upgrading of highway infrastructure.   

The ADOT plan specifically recognizes the need to implement actions to accommodate bicycle and pedestrian 
traffic.  The Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, originally published in 2003, has been updated to give 
consideration to”… strengthening existing provisions, determin[ing] needs and funding, as well as 
recommend[ing] policies associated with non-motorized travel in the State.”  The “Complete Streets” concept, 
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designed and adopted to support development of highways that are safe and accommodating for all users, 
offers a means to accommodate all users of the SHS with a focus on bicycle and pedestrian safety.  The plan 
states, “while a Department Complete Streets policy has not yet been adopted, ADOT continues to explore 
strategies for a transportation system that serves all users.” 

Access management, along with Complete Streets, is viewed as integral to a series of new and/or enhanced 
policies directed toward increasing the emphasis on preservation and modernization of the transportation 
infrastructure.  Currently, ADOT policies restrict development of access points to/from any State highway and 
to/from property abutting a State highway without the express permission of ADOT.  ADOT is developing 
Access Management Guidelines (AMG) that will provide better definition to access limitations, requirements, 
and opportunities.  As currently conceived the AMG will introduce new development and access standards for 
eight categories, including:  freeway access, arterial access, urban/rural highway access, and service/frontage 
road access. 

2.2.4. Sustainable Transportation and Land Use Integration Study 

MAG, underway, scheduled for completion March 2013 

The Sustainable Transportation and Land Use Integration Study (STLUIS) is a regional transportation planning 
effort involving research relating to and evaluation of best practices for integrating land use policy and 
transportation solutions to evolve a sustainable community infrastructure.  Study documentation identifies and 
evaluates potential mobility priorities and determines how each could contribute to HCT solutions in 40 
separate travel corridors in the MAG region.  The HCT-supportive solutions and defined travel corridors then 
are molded into three “What If” scenarios – Enhanced Transit, Transit Supply, and Transit Productivity.  
Definition of these scenarios is aimed at improving transportation efficiency through land use policy directed 
toward stimulating development and redevelopment that would support HCT initiatives.  The primary objective 
of this study is to give body to a package of policies, programs, investments, and pathways (i.e., tools for 
effecting municipal, regional, and private sector responses) to effect integration of land use and transportation 
system development actions.  

Forty corridors are assessed to determine the potential for implementing “All-Day" HCT service in the form of 
BRT or LRT.  Commuter rail service, which typically is provided only in the peak periods, is not considered 
within the framework of this study.  Eighteen of corridors evaluated met or exceeded threshold criteria for 
additional consideration in a second screening.  The Step 2 screening process includes 24 evaluation criteria in 
four categories:  demographics; land use and corridor conditions; commute conditions; and transit 
performance and service provision.  The intent of the second-level screening is to “…clearly differentiate 
between the promising corridors and identify those that are supporting of near-term implementation.”   The 
STLUIS project identifies six travel corridors that intersect Grand Avenue.  One corridor intersecting Grand 
Avenue, Thomas Road, has the “potential” for near-term HCT investments, specifically investment in 
improvements to accommodate BRT.  The other five travel corridors (59th/51st Avenues, Bell Road, 
Dunlap/Peoria/Shea, Glendale Avenue, Litchfield Road) require “significant improvements” before they would 
be HCT-supportive. 
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2.2.5. Central Phoenix (CPHX) Transportation Framework Study 

MAG, underway, scheduled for completion June 2013 

This study has been undertaken to develop an environmentally sustainable, multimodal transportation system – 
a system that likely will be implemented at multiple jurisdictional levels – to serve the core area of the Phoenix 
metropolitan area well into the future.  A principal objective of the study is to examine the existing 
transportation system to:  (1) determine and prioritize potentially feasible operational and safety 
improvements; and (2) define a framework for attaining efficient and effective regional connectivity under 
Buildout assumptions, which assumes projected growth over the next 40 to 60 years.  The study also will 
involve:  establishment of a database of existing modal operations to provide a foundation for analyses of 
future travel needs; compilation of an inventory of existing conditions within the study area to aid in 
understanding future growth impacts; population and employment projections based on review and approval 
of community growth scenarios and future land use; and updating of the MAG regional travel demand model, 
as necessary, to accurately reflect existing plus committed roadway and transit network characteristics.  Two 
key aspects of this study and the evaluation of improvement strategies will be:  (1) examination of 
opportunities for grade-separation to support operations of HCT services; and (2) identification of traffic 
bottlenecks and significant safety challenges in the network of transportation modes.  Information developed 
will be used to complete a Phase I screening of improvement strategies, setting the stage for conducting 
during Phase II a more detailed, performance-based assessment of three multi-modal network bundles, 
representing a range of investment levels. 

The goal of Phase II will be to develop an environmentally sustainable multimodal transportation network that 
will form a framework for regional and sub-regional connectivity and support the future social and economic 
dynamics of the study area at Buildout. This will involve examining the general revenue and expenditure 
assumptions of affected MAG partners and weighing these assumptions against expected costs to implement 
each of the three bundles. Applying this information, a preferred implementation scenario will be defined that 
identifies potential transportation corridors and linkages capable of accommodating and sustaining the future 
level of travel demand at Buildout.  A near-term, Year 2030, implementation strategy will be outlined to provide 
necessary facilities and services to alleviate transportation deficiencies. A long-term strategy will be defined to 
assure protection of necessary rights-of-way and establish the foundation for securing future funding to 
construct and operate the Buildout multi-modal network. An assessment of needs and opportunities will frame 
future transportation conditions and the role of each transportation mode in supporting the Buildout 
community. Specific policy recommendations will be formulated to give guidance to MAG and participating 
partners with respect to: achieving sustainable land use planning, developing high-capacity highway and transit 
facilities, securing funding at the local, state, and federal levels, and defining appropriate strategies for 
implementation.    
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2.2.6. Old Town Peoria Traffic Study 

City of Peoria, Underway 

The Old Town Traffic Study has been undertaken to develop a comprehensive circulation plan for linking land 
use and transportation within Old Town Peoria.  It is a follow up to OTPRP discussed earlier and is expected to 
accomplish the following tasks: 

• Identify and recommend transportation infrastructure improvements to accommodate all modes of 
transportation in this area. 

• Study the potential depression of Grand Avenue. 

• Study the link between the Old Town and a proposed transit hub across Grand Avenue. 

• Study the impacts of 83rd Avenue realignment (Cotton Crossing) from the Old Town area. 

• Coordinate the Old Town needs with the improvements and access management along Grand Avenue. 

• Study potential closure of 83rd Avenue/Grand Avenue intersection to through traffic. 

• Study parking needs in this area. 

2.2.7. Interim US-60 (Grand Ave)/SR-303L Traffic Interchange 

ADOT, Underway 

Design activity for this traffic interchange will lead to its construction in 2014.  ADOT plans to complete 
SR-303L south of Grand Avenue as a six-lane divided freeway with a system interchange (freeway-to-freeway) 
at SR-303L and I-10.   Construction actions were initiated in the summer of 2011.  North of Grand Avenue, 
SR-303L will be expanded from a four-lane divided highway to a six-lane freeway with a likely start date of 
2019.       

2.2.8. US-60 (Grand Avenue)/Thunderbird Road Intersection 

ADOT, Underway 

ADOT, in conjunction with the FHWA, is studying potential improvements at the intersection of Thunderbird 
Road/Thompson Ranch Road with Grand Avenue.  This study is moving forward with the recommendation of a 
2008 ADOT feasibility study that identified the need to determine an intersection configuration that would 
meet forecast future traffic volumes in the area.  It also is evaluating alternatives that would improve traffic 
flow, as defined in ADOT’s El Mirage Road, Northern Avenue to Bell Road Final Design Concept Report (DCR) 
(Figure 4).  
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The initial Project Assessment and pre-draft environmental assessment should be completed in summer 2012.  
The current ADOT Five-Year Transportation Facilities Construction Program for Fiscal Year (FY) 2014 includes 
$14.7 million in funding for improvements to Grand Avenue between SR-303L and SR-101L.  This study will 
provide a basis for determining if intersection improvements will be funded in FY 2014.  

Figure 4  
Possible Intersection Designs at US-60 (Grand Avenue) and Thunderbird Road/Thompson Ranch Road 

Source: US 60 (Grand Avenue) Thunderbird Road Intersection Project at http://www.valleyfreeways.org/Highways/Valley_Freeways/Freeway_Maps/US60.asp  
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2.2.9. City of Peoria Infrastructure Design Guidelines 

City of Peoria, Underway 

These guidelines include pertinent information for the planning, design, and development of roadway facilities, 
including Traffic Engineering, Street Design and Construction, Storm Drainage Facilities Design and 
Construction, and Access Management Guidelines. 

2.2.10. Roadway Improvements – Loop 101 to North 
71st Avenue 

ADOT – Underway, July 2012 - Early 2013 

This $4.5 million improvement project will result in a new 
right-turn lane onto 71st Avenue for northwest-bound 
Grand Avenue traffic (Figure 5).  The project also includes 
the addition of sidewalks on the north side of the roadway 
between 71st and 75th avenues with sidewalk ramps at 
various locations.  Pavement preservation between 71st and 
84th avenues also is part of this improvement action.  This 
project is expected to be completed by the end of the 
2012. 

2.2.11. El Mirage Road Improvements 

City of El Mirage, Maricopa County, and MAG, FY 2011 
– FY 2015 

This project will improve El Mirage Road, which is a Road 
of Regional Significance, to three lanes in each direction from Northern Avenue to Gateway Park south of 
Peoria Avenue.  El Mirage Road will be widened to accommodate two lanes in each direction from Gateway 
Park to Grand Avenue with associated improvements to Thunderbird Road.  El Mirage Road will have a 
definitive connection to Grand Avenue, and context sensitive design will be adopted for the Downtown area. 

2.2.12. US-60 (Grand Avenue)/Bell Road Interchange 

ADOT, Underway 

ADOT, in conjunction with the FHWA, is studying potential improvements to the intersection of Bell Road at 
Grand Avenue (Figure 6).  This project involves evaluation of alternatives to improve traffic flow and safety, 
meet current design standards, minimize right-of-way requirements, and minimize business impacts.  The initial 
Project Assessment and pre-draft Environmental Assessment was completed in the summer of 2012.  This 
project is part of the MAG RTP, although additional studies, design, or construction of this project have not 
been scheduled.  Nevertheless, the current Five-Year Transportation Facilities Construction Program includes 
$45 million for this improvement project.  

FIGURE 5 
ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT AREA:  LOOP 101 TO 

NORTH 71ST AVENUE 

Source:  US 60 (Grand Avenue) Improvement Project Loop 101 to 71st 
Avenue at 
http://www.valleyfreeways.org/Highways/Valley_Freeways/Freeway_Maps/
US60.asp  Draf
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 It is anticipated that this project will result in construction 
of a new traffic interchange at Bell Road with 
complimentary improvements within a square mile area of 
the intersections.  The next phase of the project will involve 
preparing an Alternatives Selection Report with an 
Environmental Overview, a Design Concept Report, and 
Environmental Assessment.  These studies will support 
evaluation of options and select a preferred alternative that 
will meet the goals of the MAG RTP, satisfy the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act, and 
obtain public support.  

  

Source:  US 60 (Grand Avenue) Bell Road Interchange at 
http://www.azdot.gov/Highways/Valley_Freeways/US60/Grand_Avenue
/Bell-Rd-Interchange/index.asp.  

FIGURE 6  
BELL ROAD/GRAND AVENUE INTERCHANGE PROJECT 

AREA 
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3.0 Relevant Transit-Related Projects/Studies 

3.1. Relevant Completed Projects/Studies 

3.1.1. White Tank/Grand Avenue Area Plan 

Maricopa County 2020 Comprehensive Plan: Eye To The Future, Maricopa County, December 6, 2000 

This special area plan was prepared to provide a framework for accommodating growth over the next fifteen to 
twenty years.  It is reexamined and updated periodically to reflect current conditions and changes.  The plan 
seeks to identify, analyze, and address regional considerations.  Transit-related and alternative mode objectives 
and policies include: 

• Identify and evaluate various rapid transit systems as alternatives for meeting long range transit needs, 
including high-speed elevated transportation, regional commuter rail, LRT, and BRT. 

• Consider bus and LRT systems in the future on major roadways, as warranted by demand. 

• Continue supporting long-range improvement concepts for Grand Avenue, incorporating transit and 
alternative modes. 

• Develop and implement strategies to improve vehicle and pedestrian safety at specific railroad 
crossings in the Grand Avenue corridor. 

• Pedestrian access across Grand Avenue and adjacent railroad tracks should be considered in future 
studies and plans regarding this roadway. 

• Pedestrian access across Grand Avenue and adjacent railroad tracks should be considered in future 
studies and plans regarding development of new roads that will provide vehicle crossings over Grand 
Avenue and the railroad tracks. 

3.1.2. High-Capacity Transit Plan 

MAG, June 30, 2003 

This Plan resulted in the development of a network of new transit services to meet growing travel demand in 
Maricopa County.  The plan documentation incorporates a review of transit services throughout the entire MAG 
region, but emphasized potential routes for high-capacity transit services, specifically:  commuter rail, LRT, 
dedicated bus rapid transit (BRT), and express bus.  The BNSF railway is identified as a potential route for 
commuter rail service.  The plan also highlights Glendale Avenue and 59th Avenue as potential routes for LRT or 
BRT service with downtown Glendale being the focus of service connections.  It also notes that BNSF is 
considering relocating and consolidating existing freight handling facilities at the southern end of the Grand 
Avenue corridor to a site or sites further north and outside of the current study area (see Section 2.1.14, Grand 
Avenue Corridor BNSF Relocation Analysis and Commuter Rail Study).  The Plan identifies six potential 
high-capacity transit corridors that would affect Grand Avenue directly or indirectly should transit service 
operations be implemented: 
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• Short-Term (0-15 years). 

o BNSF – Downtown Phoenix to Bell Road. 

o Glendale Avenue – I-17 to SR-101L. 

• Medium-Term (15-30 years). 

o 59th Avenue – Glendale Avenue to I-10 West. 

o BNSF – SR-303L to Bell Road. 

• Long-Term (30-40 years). 

o 59th Avenue – Bell Road to Glendale Avenue. 

o Bell Road – 59th Avenue to SR-303L. 

3.1.3. Regional Transit System Study 

Regional Public Transportation Authority (RPTA)/Valley METRO, July 2003 

This study was conducted to investigate the potential for a multimodal transit plan for Maricopa County and 
northern Pinal County to be implemented by year 2030.  Grand Avenue is recognized in this study to be a 
regional expressway and worthy of consideration for greater transit service, particularly in Phoenix and 
Glendale.  The study includes a recommendation that Grand Avenue be a candidate for local fixed route 
service, and the study identifies locations for supporting transit facilities.  Glendale Avenue is identified as an 
appropriate location for a transit center and supporting park-and-ride (P&R) facility, and a second transit 
center is recommended for location at Peoria Avenue.  In response to this study, the Grand Avenue Limited 
(GL) service was initiated, which travels between Peoria and downtown Phoenix.  A P&R facility, 
occupying the northeast and southwest corners of the 59th Avenue/Myrtle Avenue intersection in Glendale, 
has been established, and a P&R facility has been established at the northeast corner of the Jefferson Street 
and 84th Avenue intersection in Peoria. 

3.1.4. Surprise Transportation Plan 

City of Surprise Transportation Commission, December 12, 2005 

The 2030 Transit Plan contained in the Surprise Transportation Plan presents a comprehensive set of transit 
services to satisfy demand in 2030.  The following elements focus on Grand Avenue:  

• BRT Service on “State Highway Corridors” (e.g., Grand Avenue) and Bell Road.  BRT service would 
constitute the “backbone” of the transit system, providing limited-stop service.  Ultimately, the BRT 
system will operate at 15-minute headways during the peak-hour and 30-minutes in the off-peak.  The 
GL operated between downtown Phoenix and the Surprise Government Center through June, 2009.  
This service was curtailed due to funding deficiencies and, as of July 2012, extended only as far 
north as the 84th Avenue P&R lots in Peoria.  Express Bus service (Route 571) replaced GL, operating 
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during peak periods from the Surprise P&R located at the south side of Bell Road, one block east of 
134th Drive. 

• Frequent-Stop Local Service connects with BRT service and, in the case, of Bell Road and Grand Avenue, 
operates parallel with the BRT service.  There is no local transit service operating in Surprise. 

• Transit centers are envisioned at Bell Road/Grand Avenue and on Grand Avenue northwest of SR-303L. 

• Commuter Rail service will operate in relation to the BNSF Railway corridor adjacent the Grand Avenue 
corridor.  “The Surprise City Council has passed a resolution in support of regional commuter rail, and 
the Surprise Transportation Commission supports the development of passenger service in this 
corridor.”  This element is consistent with the Commuter Rail Strategic Plan prepared by MAG. 

• Relative to alternative transportation modes, the Plan specifically makes note of the “barrier effect” of 
Grand Avenue relative to the continuity and connectivity of bicycle lanes and pedestrian movements.  
The accompanying map identifies a “Bike Route” on the full length of Grand Avenue with intersecting 
“Multi-Use Paths” on Bell Road and Sunrise Boulevard and an intersecting “Bike Lane” on Litchfield 
Road.  The recent widening project along Grand Avenue included installation of 8-foot bicycle lanes 
in the cross-section. 

3.1.5. Grand Avenue Major Investment Study Phase II, Final Report 

MAG, February 2006 

Chapter Four, Issues and Needs Identification provides insight into the conditions of and concerns regarding 
transit services in the Grand Avenue corridor, including: 

• Providing commuter rail along the BNSF Railway corridor could alleviate traffic congestion. 

• Consideration should be given to leasing air rights in the BNSF Railway corridor to permit building an 
elevated transit system. 

• In the future, commuter rail will likely be needed in the Grand Avenue corridor from Wickenburg to 
Phoenix.  If commuter rail is put into the corridor, light rail will not be necessary.  Commuter and light 
rail would probably intersect at a station in Glendale. 

• It is important that all proposed improvements to Grand Avenue not only accommodate potential 
future commuter rail, but also do not preclude commuter rail in the corridor. 

• If commuter rail is recommended along the BNSF tracks, parking and pedestrian needs will have to be 
considered. A transit center that accommodates auto / bus / rail / pedestrians should be considered. 

• Review high capacity transit options as part of the ultimate concept. 

• The MAG RTP identifies the Grand Avenue corridor as eligible for high capacity transit service, using 
unspecified technology, as part of its ultimate concept. 
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• This Study will detail the BRT service funded in the MAG RTP as well as review high capacity transit 
options and their detailed transition program. 

• Pedestrian safety must be considered, especially with the potential of additional transit services within 
the Grand Avenue corridor. 

• The Peoria Planning Department would rather see Grand Avenue near Peoria Avenue converted to an 
enhanced pedestrian corridor that would link their future transit center (east of Grand Avenue, south of 
Peoria Avenue) with their future park (west of Grand Avenue) and the historic downtown area. 

• Pedestrian and bicycle access across Grand Avenue and to transit stops will need to be addressed. 

• Grand Avenue is a natural high-capacity corridor, and RAPID transit should be implemented. 

• The Yellow Line (bus route) should be brought back.  The Yellow Line operated from 
83rd Avenue/Peoria Avenue, down Grand Avenue to the Washington/Jefferson one-way couplet, 
then down Washington Street to Sun Devil Stadium and the ASU campus in Tempe.  This route was 
discontinued in 2003, as a result of ADOT road improvements along Grand Avenue, which began 
the transition of Grand Avenue to an expressway-like facility by eliminating seven major at-grade 
intersections in the cities of Phoenix and Glendale (the new overpasses/underpasses would not 
accommodate bus stops, making transfers impossible).  The part of the route that traveled on 
Washington was renamed Route 1 – Washington, and the Grand Avenue segment now is served by 
the "Grand Avenue Limited" (GL) commuter bus route that operates during rush hours and makes 
only limited stops. (Information obtained from digplanet.com). 

• Alternative methods of transportation, “good” bus service (not just RAPID) and access to bus lines / 
covered bus stops. 

• The BNSF has indicated they are serious about discussing commuter rail in the corridor.  It is unclear if a 
relocation of mainline freight activity is a prerequisite for commuter rail operations. Options such as 
moving freight off the line, changing freight schedules and double tracking exist. 

• Roadway provisions need to accommodate transit service. 

• The transit focus is on upgrading local bus service to regional service, including limited stop, express 
bus, and bus rapid transit. 

• Regional transit service and facilities should not interfere with through lanes or block traffic. 

• Close attention will be given to the integration and connectivity of transit service including dial-a-ride, 
shuttles, neighborhood circulators, local buses, bus rapid transit and rail. 
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3.1.6. City of Surprise General Plan 2030 

City of Surprise, July 24, 2008 

The Transit Element of the Surprise General Plan states the following regarding future transit services for the 
City: 

The levels of transit service provided in the [MAG] RTP are not adequate to accommodate 
projected demand given the rate of development in Surprise.  In an attempt to bridge the gap for 
the short term, the Surprise Transportation Commission has recommended that “connector” 
services should be extended to other West Valley activity centers with higher levels of regional 
transit connectivity.  Destinations include Arrowhead Towne Center, Luke Air Force Base, and 
Estrella Mountain Community College. 

As transit services in these connector corridors are regionalized, the resources saved should be 
redirected to mobility needs internal to the city of Surprise. Service areas for internal “circulators” 
or “shuttle” services could include the Original Townsite, the Civic Center Complex, and the 
Prasada commercial complex. Such routes could offer “route deviations” for those with disabilities 
who cannot directly access the routes. 

The Plan notes that citizen input “…showed a preference for development patterns concentrated around major 
transportation corridors.”  As Grand Avenue is the most significant major transportation corridor in the City, it is 
the focus of support for passenger service in the adjacent BNSF Railway corridor.  BRT service is viewed as a 
viable interim or starter transit service satisfying the perceived need to achieve connectivity with regional 
destinations, particularly downtown Phoenix via the Grand Avenue corridor.  The Plan views commuter rail 
service in conjunction with BNSF operations as the ultimate transit solution and is establishing 
transit-supportive land use patterns to assure citywide linkages integrative with regional transit services, such 
as commuter rail. 

3.1.7. Phoenix High-Capacity Transit Corridor Study 

City of Phoenix Transit Department, November 2008 

This study was conducted to analyze both the City and MAG high-capacity transit corridors – LRT, Commuter 
Rail, and BRT – and assist City staff in determining priority corridors for inclusion in the regional network.  The 
study recognizes two corridors identify as part of the MAG Regional Transit Framework Study that have a 
relationship with Grand Avenue:  Glendale Avenue West – 59th Avenue to 19th Avenue; and Grand Avenue – 
Phoenix CBD to SR-101L.  Neither of these corridors became the focus of this study; however, documentation 
for the study reveals that the Glendale Avenue West and Grand Avenue corridor should be considered viable 
considerations for future development of high capacity transit opportunities. 
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3.1.8. Park-and-Ride Reprioritization 

RPTA/Valley METRO, April 2008 

This project reviews and analyzes conclusions of the 2001 MAG Park & Ride (P&R) Site Selection Study in light 
of transit service improvements identified in the 2003 MAG RTP and passage of Proposition 400.  The project 
revisits the Site Selection Study’s P&R priority rankings to ensure they conform to transit service phasing 
identified in the MAG RTP and incorporated into Proposition 400, a regional transportation funding provision 
approved by Maricopa County voters in 2004.  The project also addresses three new regional P&R locations 
included in the MAG RTP. 

Documentation in the report reveals the following regarding transit and P&R in the Grand Avenue corridor: 

• Anticipates a Grand Avenue BRT high-capacity transit service being initiated in 2013.  This service will 
operate through the Grand/Surprise and Glendale/Grand P&R facilities.  Currently, the P&R lots at 
Myrtle and 59th avenues, which was served by Route 570 - Express Bus service is now served by 
the Grand Avenue Limited.  

• Notes that the P&R facility in the area of Peoria Avenue/Grand Avenue has been relocated to Cactus 
Road/SR-101L in Peoria, and its development will be delayed until 2023.  Presently, there are two P&R 
lots in downtown Peoria at the southwest corner of Washington Street and 84th Avenue and the 
northeast corner of Jefferson Street and 84th Avenue.  The scheduling in the report indicates the year 
of construction for this P&R facility is 2023.  The facility will be served by the Grand Avenue BRT 
(see note above). 

• A Grand/Surprise P&R facility is schedule for construction in 2008.  Presently, there is a P&R facility on 
the south side of Bell Road, one block east of 134th Drive in Surprise.    

3.1.9. Regional Paratransit Study 

MAG, June 2008 

This study consists of an operational review of current Regional Paratransit services.  A detailed plan is 
developed that identifies demand, needs, and specific routes to support the paratransit0 bus system and routes 
included in the MAG RTP.  The study also addresses coordination of paratransit services with demand needs. 

3.1.10. Commuter Rail Strategic Plan 

MAG, March 2008 

This Plan reflects the latest thinking for development of HCT services in the Phoenix metropolitan area.  The 
Commuter Rail Strategic Plan identified and studied five sub-areas to determine the feasibility for Commuter 
Rail service.  The follow-up Commuter Rail System Study defined an optimized network of rail service corridors 
and identified key elements needed to implement the system.  The evaluation resulted in the Phoenix 
Subdivision (Southeast) being considered the top candidate for implementation as a “stand alone” project.  The 
Grand Avenue and Tempe/Chandler corridors were considered “middle tier” alternatives, with the Yuma 
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Corridor receiving the lowest appraisal (Figure 7).  When interlining was considered the top two corridors were 
the Phoenix Subdivision (SE) and Grand Avenue.  
Plan documentation provided forecasts for 
commuter rail service in the corridor, extending 
from downtown Phoenix to SR-303L.  Service 
forecasts 4,900 total boardings in the initial year 
of operation (2020) and 16,100 total boardings in 
the long-term (2040).  This represents the highest 
ridership among four potential commuter rail 
corridors.  Twelve steps were identified to 
implement the strategic plan.  The BNSF/Grand 
Avenue Corridor is planned to be the subject of 
coordination and planning involving the BNSF, 
MAG, and four planning partners (BNSF, ADOT, 
Metro Light Rail, RPTA/Valley METRO), and local 
jurisdictions.  The objectives of this 
coordination/planning activity, planned to take 
place during the period 2008-2009, are stated as: 

• Continue coordination between ADOT 
and BNSF railway regarding opportunities for passenger rail service in Arizona. 

• Develop corridor specific recommendations for the BNSF/Grand Avenue Corridor and provide necessary 
details for implementation.   Studies are continuing. 

3.1.11. MAG Regional Transit Framework Study (RTFS) 

MAG, June 8, 2009 

This study was initiated by MAG, Valley Metro Rail (METRO Light Rail), and the RPTA.  It identifies and 
prioritizes regional transit improvements needed to supplement the existing MAG RTP plan through Year 2030.  
Table 4 summarizes the findings of this study relative to Grand Avenue and intersecting corridors.   

Consideration is given for even longer-range, i.e., through year 2050, transit planning needs.  Standards and 
performance indicators are employed to stratify or prioritize potential transit analysis corridors according to its 
anticipated performance in serving regional travel needs/demand.  Each corridor is classified and ranked 
relative to a number of factors, and an assessment made regarding it contribution to an overall increase 
regional mobility. 

The Grand Avenue Corridor is among the corridors scored and rated for an overall potential of high, higher, 
and highest.  Recommended service in the Grand Avenue Corridor from Bell Road to Downtown Phoenix, 
utilizing the BNSF railway corridor, includes: 

 

Source:  MAG Commuter Rail Strategic Plan, 2008. 

FIGURE 7  
POTENTIAL COMMUTER RAIL SERVICE IN THE GRAND AVENUE CORRIDOR 
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TABLE 4  
RATING OF HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT SERVICE POTENTIAL:  GRAND AVENUE AND INTERSECTING CORRIDORS 

Transit Corridor From To Classification Rating:  Potential to 
Increase Mobility 

Grand Avenue/BNSF SR-101L (Agua Fria Fwy) Downtown Phoenix Regional Highest 
Thomas Road Dysart Road  SR-101L (Pima Fwy) Regional Highest 
Bell Road SR-303L (Estrella Fwy) SR-101L (Pima Fwy) Regional Highest 
Peoria Avenue SR-303L Interstate 17 Regional Higher 
Grand Avenue/BNSF SR-303L SR-101L (Agua Fria Fwy) Regional Higher 
Glendale Avenue SR-101L 59th Avenue Subarea Higher 
Glendale Avenue 59th Avenue 19th Avenue Subarea Higher 
Source:  MAG Regional Transit Framework, Final Report, Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) with METRO and Valley METRO, January 5, 2010. 

 

• Express Bus Service under Scenario I, the Basic Mobility option, which represents a continuation of the 
current MAG RTP –  

o Expands service to new areas, 

o Improves service levels within a limited number of high demand transit corridors, 

o Many deficiencies not addressed. 

• HCT Service during Peak Periods under Scenario II, the Enhanced Mobility option, which represents 
concentrated expansion of transit services –  

o Expands regional transit service levels, 

o Improves transit travel speeds in highest priority corridors, 

o Deficient service levels improved. 

• HCT Service during Peak Periods under Scenario III, the Transit Choice option, which represents growth 
and expansion of transit services –  

o Expands regional transit service levels, 

o Provides a more comprehensive regional transit system, 

o Improves transit travel speeds in many more corridors, 

o Nearly all deficiencies are addressed. 

3.1.12. RPTA Comprehensive Arterial Bus Rapid Transit Planning Study, Final Report 

RPTA/Valley METRO, September 2009 

This study identified demand for arterial BRT service and defined the operational characteristics, capital 
infrastructure needs, and fleet requirements relative to five major travel corridors, including Grand Avenue.  The 
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study provides guidance regarding expected changes in operational characteristics and needs of the BRT 
corridors as the regional transit network develops over the life of the established 20-year transit program.  The 
study concluded that Grand Avenue presents “…a better opportunity for continued commuter-oriented Express 
Bus services” rather than arterial BRT service.  It contains the recommendation that the Grand Avenue Limited 
route, serving the Grand Avenue corridor, “…continue to operate as a peak-period, peak-direction only, express 
bus service.” 

• No recommendations are adopted regarding right-of-way improvements to support GL operations. 

• A gradual increase in the level of service provided by the Grand Avenue Limited is recommended to 
maximize funding support for the service, as shown in the table below, which was extracted from the 
study report.  Current service consists of two trips inbound during the AM Peak Period and two trips 
outbound during the PM Peak Period. 

• The study includes the recommendation to coordinate and restructure the operations of the GL with 
Express Route 571 – Surprise Express (Table 5).   

The following changes have been implemented: 

o Surprise Express – Two primary stops in Surprise at the Surprise P&R (south side of Bell Road, 
one block east of 134th Drive) and Walmart P&R (northwest corner of 129th Avenue and 
Thunderbird Road) with an additional stop on Thunderbird Road at Primrose Avenue, then 
non-stop to Central Station in Phoenix and other downtown stops. 

o Grand Avenue Limited – Two stops in Peoria at 84th Avenue and Peoria Avenue (westbound 
only) and the Peoria P&R lot at the northeast corner of Jefferson Street and 84th Avenue with an 
additional stop at the Glendale P&R at 59th Avenue and Myrtle Avenue, the non-stop to 
downtown Phoenix. 

Source: Table 5 – Service Recommendation for Grand Avenue Limited, RPTA 
Comprehensive Arterial Bus Rapid Transit Planning Study, Final Report, Valley 
Metro/RPTA, September 2009. 

TABLE 5  
RECOMMENDED SERVICE:  GRAND AVENUE LIMITED Draf
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• Study documentation reports transit service operating on the following streets that intersect the Grand 
Avenue Corridor at the time the report was prepared (Table 6): 

 

 

East-West Routes North-South Routes 
Route 106 (Peoria Road/Shea Boulevard) Route 67 (67th Avenue) 
Route 70 (Glendale Avenue/24th Street) Route 59 (59th Avenue) 
Route 60 (Bethany Home Road) Route 51 (51st Avenue) 
Route 50 (Camelback Road) Route 43 (43rd Avenue) 
Route 41 (Indian School Road) Route 35 (35th Avenue) 
Route 29 (Thomas Road) Route 27 (27th Avenue) 
Route 17 (McDowell Road) Route 19 (19th Avenue) 
Route 3 (Van Buren Street)  

 

• Study documentation points out that there is little interaction between these routes and the two 
express bus routes operating in the Grand Avenue corridor.  Route 106 operates on Peoria Avenue, 
one block north of the P&R lots in Peoria located on 84th Avenue between Washington and Jefferson 
streets.  The GL operates through these P&R lots.  The GL also operates through the Glendale P&R 
lots on 59th Avenue (Route 59) at its intersection with Myrtle Avenue. 

3.1.13. MAG Regional Transit Framework, Final Report 

MAG, January 5, 2010 

The MAG Regional Transit Framework is one of several studies developed for specific modes or areas 
throughout the State of Arizona to identify future transportation needs.  Each framework study has been 
integrated with the Building a Quality Arizona (BqAZ) planning process, the outcome of which has served as 
input for developing a comprehensive statewide multimodal transportation planning framework.  The MAG 
Regional Transit Framework focuses on understanding the region’s transit needs and deficiencies to support 
identification of appropriate high-leverage transit investments capable of attracting a significant number of 
new passengers while improving transit service for existing patrons.   

The report identifies six transit modes selected for analysis as service options and evaluation to determine how 
each could meet future regional transit needs.  Three bundles of regional transit service options are formulated 
for the Year 2030 to provide a basis for evaluating opportunities for improving regional transit service.  Each 
bundle or scenario represents a distinct approach to the provision of improved and new transit services:  Basic 
Mobility; Enhanced Mobility; and Transit Choice.  Each scenario is defined by a given level of financial 
investment ranging from approximately $2 billion for the Basic Mobility Scenario to more than $21 billion for 

TABLE 6  
STREETS WITH TRANSIT SERVICE OPERATIONS 
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the Transit Choice Scenario.   The scenarios are constructed from planned transit investments identified in the 
2007 MAG RTP Update.  Each is the subject of evaluation for planning purposes only without regard to sources 
of revenue under the assumption that all projects could be implemented. 

Potential corridors are identified from previous regional planning efforts.  The corridors include existing and 
future major roadways, highways, and freight rail corridors.  Potential transit corridors are screened using 
performance standards.  The Grand Avenue/BNSF railway corridor from Downtown Phoenix to SR-101L and 
SR-101L to SR-303L are two of corridors (or segments of corridors) selected for analysis during this process.  
Crossing or connecting corridors are identified as:  Bell Road; SR-101L, Peoria Avenue, Glendale Avenue, 51st 
Avenue, 59th Avenue, and Thomas Road.  

Planned transit service on Grand Avenue in the 2007 MAG RTP is Express Bus from Downtown Phoenix to Bell 
Road.  Eight conceptual transit scenarios for the Year2030 are identified that go beyond Express Bus service.  
These are summarized below: 

• Scenario  I - Supergrid Bus and Regional Connector Network, assumes only local service on Grand 
Avenue from 99th Avenue and Thunderbird Road/Thompson Ranch Road and from Bell Road to 
SR-303L and on to Wickenburg. 

• Scenario I - HCT, Arterial BRT, and Express Bus Network, assumes Express Bus service on Grand Avenue 
from Downtown Phoenix to Bell Road with local service connections to SR-303L and Wickenburg with 
new park-and-ride facilities at Sunrise/W. R. H. Johnson Road and Thunderbird Road. 

• Scenario II - Supergrid Bus and Regional Connector Network, includes the Scenario I service and adds an 
upgrade to Regional Connector for the Wickenburg to Arrowhead Mall route via Grand Avenue and 
along Bell Road. 

• Scenario II - Supergrid and Express Bus Network, assumes the service from 99th Avenue and Thunderbird 
Road/Thompson Ranch Road and from Bell Road to SR-303L is integrated with the Supergrid service. 

• Scenario II - HCT, Arterial BRT, & Express Bus Network, assumes all-day HCT service along Grand Avenue 
from Downtown Phoenix to SR-303L and new P&R facilities at Sunrise/W. R. H. Johnson Road and 
Thunderbird Road in addition to integrating Supergrid Bus service on a segment of Grand Avenue. 

• Scenario III - Supergrid Bus and Regional Connector Network, assumes an increase in the level of service 
provided by Scenario II. 

• Scenario III Supergrid and Express Bus Network, did not change any service along Grand Avenue beyond 
what is defined for Scenario II. 

• Scenario III HCT, Arterial BRT & Express Bus Network, changes the all-day HCT service on Grand Avenue 
defined for Scenario II to peak service only. 

In addition, the traffic interchange area of Grand Avenue with SR-303L is identified as a potential Intermodal 
Interface Location.  The Framework document defines this type of location in the following manner: 
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Intermodal transit facilities will play an increasingly important role in the region’s future as more modes (intercity 
or high-speed rail) are introduced.  These facilities should include amenities such as connected passenger 
platforms for easy transfers between transportation modes, parking, and services such as information, ticket sales 
and security.  In addition, direct auto access to facilities next to or within regional freeway corridors may increase 
their usability and accessibility. 

3.1.14. Grand Avenue Commuter Rail Corridor Development Plan 

MAG, July 6, 2010 

The plan determined the feasibility of implementing commuter rail service within the BNSF Railway corridor 
between Phoenix and Wickenburg.  The final product describes the elements necessary to successfully 
implement commuter rail transit service in the BNSF Railway/Grand Avenue Corridor.  This plan included a 
review of existing documentation, documentation of public involvement actions, an inventory of the existing 
BNSF Railway rail line and corridor, development of a conceptual commuter rail operating plan, identification of 
infrastructure improvements necessary for the implementation of commuter rail service, development of capital 
cost estimates, and development of annual operating cost estimates for commuter rail service.  Initiated in 
2008, the findings and recommendations of this study have been integrated into the Commuter Rail System 
Study completed in May, 2010 (see Section 3.1.15). 

3.1.15. Commuter Rail System Study 

MAG, May 2010 

The purpose of this study was to define an optimized network of commuter rail corridors and identify the 
necessary elements needed to implement a regional commuter rail system.  This study incorporates the vision 
introduced in the Commuter Rail Strategic Plan and the findings of the Grand Avenue Commuter Rail Corridor 
Development Plan (see Section 3.1.14) and the Yuma West Commuter Rail Corridor Development Plan, which 
were conducted in conjunction with this study.  The Commuter Rail System Study compared a set of Stand-
Alone Alternatives (single corridors) and a set of Interlined Alternatives (combined corridors).  The evaluation 
accounts for a number of factors, including:  ridership forecasts, travel time savings, cost-effectiveness, and 
ease of implementation (or constructability). 

The comparison process reveals three distinct operational tiers based on the performance of alternatives 
relative to the set of evaluation factors established for the study.  The study recommendations support a 
phased approach to implementation of regional commuter rail service.  It also identified steps for 
implementing a commuter rail system.  Unlike the previous Commuter Rail Strategic Plan, boardings forecast 
for the Year 2030 in the BNSF Railway/Grand Avenue Corridor (2,830) were considerably lower than the forecast 
(6,450) for the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) Phoenix Subdivision Corridor (or Southeast Corridor), which runs 
through Tempe, Mesa, Gilbert, and Queen Creek. 

However, when the BNSF /Grand Corridor was evaluated as interlined with the Southeast Corridor, this 
combination showed the highest boarding per mile with the lowest operating and maintenance cost per 
passenger trip.  But, developing these two corridors as an interlined system represents the highest capital cost 
per mile.  Evaluators also note:  “While the Grand Avenue Corridor may have the most freight railroad facilities 
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to contend with, it may also provide the greatest benefit to adjacent roadway infrastructure.”  The 
recommendation derived from this study highlights the fact that the Southeast Corridor “…offers the highest 
ridership by a significant margin, offers substantial travel time savings, and is cost-effective.”  Thus, the 
Southeast Corridor is identified as the best choice for a Start-Up Service. 

Nevertheless, use of the UPRR Corridor for commuter rail services represents a potential “…fatal flaw due to 
costs and/or agreements to get through rail yards in Central Phoenix.”  Therefore, the conclusion of evaluators 
is that the BNSF/Grand Corridor is the second best option for a start-up commuter rail system.  The report 
points out “the Grand Avenue Corridor offers ridership that is on par with other commuter rail systems in 
operation throughout the Western US, offers substantial travel time savings, and is moderately cost-effective.  
Implementation of commuter rail may result in the relocation of some freight facilities, consistent with BNSF 
Railway Company long-range plans.”  In any case, the BNSF/Grand Corridor is seen as the first or second leg of 
the commuter rail system when it is implemented. 
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3.1.16. Peoria Multimodal Transportation Plan 

City of Peoria, March 2011 

The Peoria Council adopted Resolution No. 2-26, which established the Multi-Modal Transportation Plan as the 
City’s guiding document for future transit services.  This Plan provides guidance for orderly expansion of 
Peoria’s transit services and includes all modes of transit, including:  local bus routes and high-capacity transit 
options, such as bus rapid transit (BRT), light rail transit (LRT) and commuter rail service.  Table 7 shows the 
recommended improvements identified in the Plan. 

The Plan is constrained according to the availability of the local and regional transportation funding.  It frames 
transit service development in three periods:  Short-Term (2011-15), Mid-Term (2016-26), and Long-Term.  
Long-term extends beyond December, 2026, when Prop 400 funding expires and new funding must be 
secured. 

The Plan also creates new standards for bus stops, transit centers, and P&R lots.  A hierarchy of different stops 
is identified to account for different trip purposes and passenger volumes.  The Plan also identifies amenities to 
be provided at each type of stop, including the addition of art unique to the specific areas served. 

 

  
TABLE 7  

IMPROVEMENTS RECOMMENDED IN THE PEORIA MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

Short-Term (2011-15) 

Provide additional service on Peoria Avenue Route 106, including Saturday service and improved frequency of 
service - 30 minutes v. one hour 
Maintain Grand Avenue Limited service to downtown Phoenix 
Improve bus stops at higher ridership/visibility stops for existing routes 

Mid-Term (2016-26) 

Develop Old Town Transit Center and P&R 
Extend Thunderbird Road Route 138, through Peoria 
Develop new 83rd Avenue route through Peoria, between Phoenix and the existing Arrowhead Transit Center 
Continue to improve bus stops for the Thunderbird Road and 83rd Avenue routes 

Long-Term (2027+) 

Add additional local bus service by extending the Valley METRO fixed-route bus system into all parts of Peoria 
Add new P&R Lots 
Add new express routes in the northern areas of Peoria 
Add a new Grand Avenue Commuter Rail line from Phoenix to Wittmann 

Source:  The Peoria Multimodal Transportation Pan at PeoriaAZ.Gov. 
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3.1.17. Valley METRO Short-Range Transit Program 

RPTA/Valley METRO, 2012 

The Short-Range Transit Program (SRTP) is an annual publication developed by RPTA/Valley METRO identifies 
transit service and capital improvements in the region that are programmed in the Transit Life Cycle Program 
(TLCP) for FY 2012 to 2016.  It also provides supporting documentation for regional transit projects included in 
MAG RTP.  Objectives of the SRTP include: 

• Document transit service performance from the previous fiscal year. 

• Maintain an inventory of the region’s transit capital infrastructure. 

• Identify considerations for service adjustments and capital facility needs based on the programmed 
regional transit investments identified in the MAG RTP and TLCP. 

Two transit facility development projects area identified for Peoria in the Grand Avenue Corridor: 

• An MAG RTP-funded transit center is planned for the area of Glendale and 59th avenues at Grand 
Avenue in Glendale.  Development of this facility is programmed for the period 2010-2014. 

• A  MAG RTP-funded park-and-ride is planned for the Glendale downtown area with implementation 
during the period of 2020-2029.  This facility will complement, augment, or replace existing 
publicly-owned P&R lots at the northeast and southwest corners of 59th Avenue and Myrtle Avenue.  

• A transit center is planned for the area of Peoria Avenue and Grand Avenue to provide access to 
Route 106 – Peoria/Shea and the GL.  Implementation of this project to be financed with 
Proposition 400 funds is scheduled for implementation during the period 2016-2037, but currently is 
programmed for FY 2015. 

• A publicly-owned P&R facility is planned for construction in the area of Peoria Avenue and Grand 
Avenue to complement the new transit center described above.  Implementation of this project to be 
financed with Proposition 400 funds is scheduled for FY 2018.   This facility will complement, augment, 
or replace existing park-and-ride lots at the southwest corner of 84th Avenue and Washington Street 
and the northeast corner of 84th Avenue and Jefferson Street. 

3.1.18. Greening Lower Grand Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona:  Final Report 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), 2012,  

Phoenix was one of five state capitals selected by the USEPA to participate in a federally-funded study project 
referred to as “Greening America’s Capitals.”  Phoenix received grant assistance for the development of 
environmentally and economically sustainable designs that would support revitalization of Lower Grand 
Avenue.  The study is intended to serve as an example for other streetscape improvements in arid regions and 
encompasses Grand Avenue from I-10 to Van Buren Street.  Interested community participants have offered 
complimentary improvement concepts for Van Buren Street east to Central Avenue.   
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The objective of the study is creation of a plan that would provide the basis for finding and securing 
appropriate funding.  Public “community design workshops” were held in February and March of 2012 to get 
community and business input regarding the long-term revitalization needs of the study area. 

The Final Report presents short-, mid-, and long-term strategies for redevelopment of Lower Grand Avenue.  
The intent of the USEPA project is to derived plans for making nation’s capitals more attractive and inviting for 
businesses, residents, and visitors alike.  Final design concepts incorporate streetscape and public area 
improvements to encourage safer pedestrian and bicycle activity (Figure 8).   

 

FIGURE 8  
STREETSCAPE REDESIGN OPTION FOR LOWER GRAND AVENUE 

Existing Grand Avenue – 
looking south from Fillmore 

Street 

Design Option for Grand 
Avenue – looking south 

from Fillmore Street 

Source: Greening Lower Grand Avenue – Phoenix, Arizona, Greening America’s Capitals – A project of the Partnership for Sustainable 
Communities between the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD), and the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), U.S. EPA, 2012. 

NOTE: 

The Design Option 
foresees the 11-foot-wide 

center turn lane 
repurposed in the future 

as a bus lane or a 
streetcar or trolley line. Draf
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 The concepts also include on-street parking areas, while providing space for a future streetcar or trolley 
system.  These adopted improvement concepts would not require changes to the existing street cross-section 
or curb line.  Outside (or curbside) travel lanes would be converted to include some parking and rain gardens.  
The two inside lanes would be narrowed.  Well-defined, prominent crosswalks would be created and combined 
with widen sidewalks, where needed, and curb “bulb-outs.”  These design elements would increase safety of 
movement for pedestrians along Grand Avenue as well as when crossing Grand Avenue and intersecting 
streets. 

3.2. Relevant Underway/Current Projects/Studies 

3.2.1. Grand Avenue Rail Project – Phoenix, Arizona 

Grand Avenue Merchant’s Association (GAMA), 2009; Continuing Studies 

The Grand Avenue Rail Project (GARP) seeks to return a historic streetcar line to Lower Grand Avenue in 
downtown Phoenix.  The Grand Avenue Merchants’ Association (GAMA) seeks to revitalize the business climate 
along Lower Grand Avenue and the Arizona Street Railway Museum (ASRM) has the goal of restoring historic 
streetcars on Grand Avenue.  The large swath of unused land controlled by ADOT beneath the I-10 overpass at 
Grand Avenue is a targeted area for relocation of the Street Railway Museum.  According to the GARP website 
(www.garpaz.org): 

The GARP system would be developed over a number of years in a phased manner.  The first phase 
would be to relocate the Trolley Museum and Trolley Shed to its Grand Avenue base, to provide 
facilities at least equal to those currently occupied by the museum.  The tracks, power system, and 
stations would be added as funding becomes available, with the first leg to the 
15th Avenue/Roosevelt intersection and the second leg to the 7th Avenue/Van Buren intersection.  It 
may be possible to extend the rail line an additional half mile along Van Buren in order to connect 
it to the Central Station traffic node at 1st Avenue, which would enhance GARP by linking it with 
the entire city bus network as well as the Metro light rail station there. 

3.2.2. Grand Avenue Commuter Rail Development Plan 

MAG, 2010; Continuing Studies 

This study asserts the Grand Avenue corridor is expected to experience a 41 percent increase in population and 
52 percent increase in employment by 2030.  Planners have concluded that planned roadway improvements 
and programmed transit service incorporated in the MAG RTP will not forestall worsening congestion in the 
Grand Avenue Corridor.  It is thought that Commuter Rail service in the corridor would improve mobility, 
particularly for peak period trips.  Such a service would provide a reliable and consistent alternative to 
automobile travel and, thereby, aid in reducing congestion and travel times.  Figure 9 shows the developmental 
phases defined by planners for Commuter Rail service in the corridor through 2040. 
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3.2.3. Glendale General Plan 2025:  The Next Step 

City of Glendale, Arizona, December 1, 2002 

The City of Glendale General Plan recognizes that a transit center would improve Downtown access for all 
people.  With regard to ensuring land use and transportation compatibility, the plan includes the objective to 
“encourage transit-oriented development around transit stations and establish standards for new 
developments to promote ridership.”  The following summarizes the essence of the City’s Transit Plan: 

Its focus is on serving transit dependent populations and reducing automobile trips in peak periods. Local bus 
service is planned to match the level of local bus service being provided on connecting routes to Phoenix including 
evening and weekend services as well as minimum of 30-minute service. Over the planning period, bus coverage 
will be expanded to most mile streets in the currently incorporated area and the frequency will be increased on 
selected routes as demand and resources permit. Bus shelters with seating and shade, a centrally located transit 
center and three park-and-ride lots will be constructed to support light rail and express bus service. 

 

 

• The plan anticipates local bus service on every arterial mile-road in the City east of SR-101L including 
Grand Avenue. 

• The plan identifies four types of transit service with an orientation/relationship to Grand Avenue: 

FIGURE 9  
PROPOSED COMMUTER RAIL DEVELOPMENTAL PHASES:  GRAND AVENUE CORRIDOR 

Source:  MAG Grand Avenue Commuter Rail Corridor Development Plan, 2010 
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o Neighborhood Circulators operating east-west on Glendale Avenue from Grand Avenue to the 
Glendale Municipal Airport and north-south on 59th Avenue from Grand Avenue to Peoria Avenue. 

o LRT service in a corridor east of Downtown bordered by Northern Avenue on the north and Bethany 
Home Road on the south.  The Glendale Long Range Transportation Plan includes an extension of 
this starter corridor from Spectrum Mall to Downtown Glendale. 

o Express Bus service extending eastward along Northern Avenue from Grand Avenue. 

o A Park-and-Ride/Transit Center at or near the Glendale Avenue/59th Avenue intersection.  As noted 
above, the Glendale City Park-and-Ride Lot is located at the northeast and southwest corners of 
the intersection of 59th and Myrtle avenues;  It is served by Route 59, Glendale Urban Shuttle 
(GUS) I & II, the Grand Avenue Limited (GL).  

• The plan commits the City to supporting alternative modes of travel with the following objectives: 

o Operating a multimodal transit system, including bus, LRT, and Dial-a-Ride service. 

o Enhancing road and transit systems to reduce congestion and provide access to employment sites. 

o Identifying projects to improve bicycle safety and access, including connections with transit service. 

• The plan also calls specifically for analyzing transit service options for stimulating growth at Glen Harbor 
Business Park and the Glendale Municipal Airport as well as planning and funding transit connections to 
other growth areas, employment centers, and municipal service areas. 

3.2.4. General Plan for Phoenix 

City of Phoenix, 2002 

 An overarching goal of the Phoenix General Plan relating to transit is to “expand bus service, construct 
high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes and build LRT to link village cores, employment centers and major 
destinations in high demand corridors.”  The Circulation Element includes the following observations, proposed 
improvements, and recommendations may be applicable to this current study: 

• “Improved traffic flow on arterials benefits the transit system through higher bus speeds and safer, 
more convenient travel for passengers.” 

• “Provide direct high-occupancy vehicle access to Park-and-Ride lots.” 

• “Light rail transit service should be provided in corridors where demand for transit service exceeds that 
which can reasonably be provided with buses.” 

• “Reserve exclusive transit rights of way along the Central Avenue corridor, in primary and secondary 
cores, and in other locations targeted for fixed-guideway transit.”  Note:  The Phoenix High Capacity 
Transit Study and MAG Regional Transit Framework Study have identified Grand Avenue from the 
Phoenix CBD to SR-101L as a potential light rail transit corridor. 
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• “Create exclusive bike lanes along appropriate arterial and connector streets to supplement the use of 
local streets for access to transit.”  This is consistent with plans for Grand Avenue developed for other 
communities to the north. 

This Plan notes that successful development of commuter rail service “will require a collaboration of all 
participants – primarily the local governments as the development regulator and financial partner, the transit 
agency as the transit infrastructure builder, and the BNSF Railway Company as the railroad right-of-way 
owner.”  It adds that planned roadway projects to upgrade safety and automobile travel efficiency in the 
corridor should be pursued, such as additional general purpose lanes and grade separation as well as other 
improvements that would minimize auto/train conflicts and advance the implementation of a commuter rail 
system in the corridor. 

3.2.5. City of Glendale High Capacity/Light Rail Transit Project 

City of Glendale, Underway 

Planning is underway for the Glendale High-Capacity/Light Rail Transit Project, as reported by Valley METRO.  
Current thinking is for the transit service to travel westbound though Phoenix to Glendale with a projected 
opening date of 2026.  Phase I of the Glendale Corridor Alternative Analysis (AA) entails a feasibility assessment 
and funding analysis of such a service within the corridor centered on Glendale Avenue.  The AA will evaluate 
five potential route options to better understand whether HCT performs better in a freeway or arterial street 
corridor, or some combination of both.  Routes for serving the City include: 

• Direct travel through Downtown Glendale, as currently defined in the MAG RTP. 

• Other corridors/routes incorporating I-10 and SR-101L freeways. 

• Other West Valley arterials. Draf
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Phase I will produce a preferred corridor or alignment, which will be subject to further more detailed alignment 
and mode studies during Phase II of the AA.  The Glendale extension is part of Valley METRO’s regional, HCT 
plan that envisions a total of 57 miles by 2031 (Figure 10).  The Glendale extension will rely on a mix of federal, 
regional, and local funding and is supported locally through Phoenix and Glendale transportation sales tax 
measures and regional Proposition 400 funds. 

 

Any changes to the planned extension already defined in the MAG RTP must go through a process outlined in 
Arizona Revised Statutes (ARS) 28-6353 that calls for proposals to be considered by local, county, regional, and 
state agencies.  Consideration of any changes will include representation from elected officials, business 
interests, and citizen groups as well.  Any changes to the MAG RTP then must be approved by the MAG 
governing Board.   

Source:  Projects and Planning at Valley METRO (www.valleymetro.org)  

FIGURE 10  
VALLEY METRO’S HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT PLAN 
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4.0 Transportation System Improvement Programs  

4.1. Transportation Improvement Programs (TIPs) 

4.1.1. MAG 

Transportation projects throughout the region are identified in the MAG TIP.  Projects relevant to this current 
study of the Grand Avenue Corridor are noted below: 

• Multiuse Path (FY 2012-14):  Design, acquire right-of-way for, and construct a multiuse path from 
Grand Avenue/111th Avenue to Olive Avenue at Agua Fria Ranch Parkway (approximately 117th Avenue). 

• Thunderbird Road – El Mirage Road to Grand Avenue (FY 2013):  Acquisition of right-of-way for 
roadway widening. 

• Thunderbird Road – El Mirage Road to Grand Avenue (FY 2014-16):  Reconstruct/widen 
Thunderbird Road. 

• El Mirage Road – Cactus Road to Grand Avenue (FY 2016-21):  Acquire right-of-way and widen to 
four lanes compared to previous plan for six-lane roadway. 

4.1.2. Maricopa County Department of Transportation (MCDOT) 

The MCDOT TIP includes the following projects that are within the Grand Avenue Corridor or may have an 
impact of traffic operations in the corridor: 

• 99th Avenue - Olive Avenue to Bell Road ITS (FY 2012):  This project involves installation of a fiber 
optic cable and wireless technology to provide connectivity for existing traffic signals, mid-block 
detection, and CCTV cameras, and future ITS devices.  The improved system will connect to the MCDOT 
backbone and provide redundant communication capabilities for other agencies for traffic management 
applications. 

• Bell Road – SR-303L to 75th Avenue ITS (FY 2012):  The project involves installation of fiber optics 
and conduit to connect to the existing ITS infrastructure and will result in construction of five dynamic 
message signs along Bell Road from 114th Avenue to 53rd Avenue. 

4.2. Capital Improvement Programs (CIPs) 

4.2.1. City of El Mirage 

The El Mirage CIP includes the following projects that are within the Grand Avenue Corridor or may have an 
impact of traffic operations in the corridor: 

• Project Assessment and Environmental Review for Grand Avenue Improvements (Thunderbird and 
Thompson Ranch roads):  This project is being accomplished by ADOT with an estimated completion 
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date of 2015.  This project is focused on determining the ultimate design for the intersection of 
Thunderbird Road/Thompson Ranch Road with Grand Avenue. 

• El Mirage Road – Phase 2, Cactus Road to Grand Avenue:  A Concept Summary Report that identifies a 
preferred alternative for making El Mirage Road a four-lane thoroughfare between Gateway Park and 
Grand Avenue has been provided to the City for review.  Projected completion of this phase is June, 
2013.  This project, which will include improvements to Thunderbird Road and connection with Grand 
Avenue, is projected to be completed in 2015. 

4.2.2. City of Glendale 

No project listed in the current CIP has relevance to the current evaluation of Grand Avenue. 

4.2.3. Maricopa Department of Transportation 

The MCDOT CIP lists project recently completed and underway through the upcoming five-year period.  A 
review of this document revealed two projects that may impact this current evaluation of Grand Avenue: 

• El Mirage Road Improvements from Northern Parkway to Bell Road schedule for FY 2015-FY 2016 are 
designed to improve traffic flow and accessibility. 

• Thunderbird Road between El Mirage Road and Grand Avenue will better accommodate pedestrian and 
bicycle movements and provide additional turning capacity to/from Grand Avenue, thereby establishing 
a vital link between El Mirage Road and Grand Avenue. 

4.2.4. City of Peoria 

One project listed in the CIP Project Update Report of the City of Peoria, dated March 26, 2012, has slight 
relevance to the current evaluation of Grand Avenue: 

• Grand Avenue Landscaping:  Loop 101 to Peoria Avenue – This is a joint partnership project with ADOT is 
expected to begin in the Fall 2013.  Improvements include:  landscaping, street lighting, fencing, 
sidewalks, and painting of bridge. 

The FY 2012-2021 CIP contains two projects relevant to the current study: 

• Grand Avenue Improvements – Conduits and sleeves to be utilized for future landscape irrigation, 
electrical system, lighting system, traffic signal interconnect conduits, and sidewalk improvements (at 
91st Avenue) have been added to Grand Avenue at City expense as part of the ADOT-funded roadway 
widening project.  These additional improvements are expected to be implemented in the next phase of 
projects identified in the Grand Avenue MIS Phase II. 

• 83rd Avenue/BNSF Railway Crossing Removal – This is a proposed or potential project that will involve 
design, utility relocation, extensions, and burying overhead lines (as determined necessary), as well as 
construction and construction management associated with removing the existing 83rd Avenue/BNSF 
Railway crossing and traffic signal.  The plan calls for the existing 83rd Avenue/Grand Avenue 
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intersection (from the west) to become a ‘T’ intersection.  83rd Avenue on the east side of Grand Avenue 
will be converted to a cul-de-sac. 

4.2.5. City of Phoenix 

• Public Transit:   Aside from general expenditures to improve various components of the public transit 
system (e.g., bus stops, bus pull outs, new buses), there are no public transit projects scheduled for the 
Grand Avenue Corridor. 

• Street Transportation and Drainage:  The CIP includes general expenditures for various projects, such 
bridge inspection, right-of-way, acquisition, and annual guard rail and barrier program, that may or may 
not affect the Grand Avenue Corridor.  The following projects are located in or may impact the Grand 
Avenue Corridor:  

o General expenditures to improve railroad crossings, as needs are determined (FY 2012-16). 

o Construct upgrade improvements at the Thomas Road and I-17 Traffic Interchange (FY 2016-17). 

o 29th Avenue, south of Thomas Road, Railroad Crossing Improvements (FY 2012-13). 

o Indian School Road retrofit landscaping project between 43rd and 27th avenues (FY 2012). 

o Greening of Lower Grand Avenue is a project to install retrofit landscaping (FY 2012). 

4.2.6. City of Surprise 

One project listed in the FY 2013 CIP has slight relevance to the current evaluation of Grand Avenue:  Bell Road 
Pedestrian Enhancements – Install sidewalks along Bell Road east of Grand Avenue to Avenue of the Arts. 

4.2.7. Town of Youngtown 

The FY 2011-12 Budget Summary includes no street/roadway improvements  
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5.0 Conclusion  

This literature review examined numerous previous projects/studies conducted within the US 60/Grand Avenue 
corridor, as well as several that are currently underway or continuing iterations of past studies.  An example of 
the latter regards commuter rail, which has been addressed at different levels in several studies, each building 
on the previous.  During the course of this examination, an attempt has been made to identify the status of 
recommended actions in the various studies, relying on readily available information.  Some recommendations 
have been implemented in full, some have been implemented in part, and others have been set aside and 
replaced by another solution.  Still others have been delayed, seemingly due to lack of funding or the need for 
further analysis/evaluation of conditions and potential solutions. 

The description of projects/studies presented herein seeks to shed light on past and current efforts to attain 
high capacity and safe operations within the corridor, and for advancing the current discussion of access 
management.  This historical information base will support a greater understanding of issues impacting 
achievement of an ultimate vision for the US 60/Grand Avenue corridor and aid in adjusting/refining design 
treatments, defining opportunities of solutions, and setting realistic expectations. 
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1.0 Introduction 
 
The United States Route 60 (US-60)/Grand Avenue Corridor Optimization, Access Management, and System 
Study (COMPASS) – Loop 303 to Interstate 10 is being conducted by the Maricopa Association of Governments 
(MAG) in order to identify a long-term solution for accommodating travel demand and adjacent property 
access, establish operating principles to improve the effectiveness of traffic operations, and prepare an Access 
Management Plan that will provide a detailed milepost-by-milepost description of adjacent property access 
along the Grand Avenue corridor. 

A Partnering Charter was signed on February 22, 2012, by the political leadership of the communities within the 
US-60/Grand Avenue COMPASS corridor.  The outcomes of this technical study will address the following goals 
that were identified in the charter: 

• Cooperatively create an overall vision for the US-60/Grand Avenue Corridor that embraces the 
important regional function of Grand Avenue as a significant high capacity, multimodal corridor and 
that can recognize the unique character of different sections of the corridor and the communities it 
passes through. 

• Cooperatively define the operational character for the US-60/Grand Avenue Corridor that will enhance 
economic development, maintain accessibility to adjacent land uses, improve traffic operations, and 
reduce highway and rail conflicts. 

• Establish an access management system that provides an efficient means to accommodate intersecting 
roadways and access to and from adjacent properties. After the system is recommended and agreed 
upon, each stakeholder will incorporate the principles and recommendations into their transportation, 
economic development and community development. 

• Develop guidelines for signage, landscaping and aesthetic treatments along the corridor recognizing 
the different communities along the corridor. 

• Work together to provide the affected stakeholders, including daily commuters, local residents, and 
adjacent property owners and users with information about the project and opportunity to contribute 
to the study’s outcome and recommendations. 

1.1. Purpose of this Paper 
This paper is one of a series of US-60/Grand Avenue COMPASS documents.  Specifically, this Technical 
Memorandum has been prepared to provide background and perspective regarding planning actions taken in 
similar travel corridors in other communities within the United States.  The corridors selected all serve major 
metropolitan areas with like functionality and sought opportunities to modernize the road system to alleviate 
congestion and accommodate multimodal travel.  The review is organized in the following manner: 

• Section 1 - Access to Urban/Suburban Areas  
Identifies how the routes provide access to suburban and urban sections of the metropolitan areas each 
serves. 
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• Section 2 - Corridor Access Control 
Examines typical design elements relating to access control. 

• Section 3 - Corridor Operations 
Addresses how travel and transportation modes operate (as appropriate) within the corridor. 

• Section 4 - Interchanges and Intersections 
Presents and discusses key interchanges and intersections. 

• Section 5 - Owning Agency 
Identifies the owning agency and summarizes actions taken during corridor development and 
redevelopment. 

• Section 6 – Other Agency Partners 
Identifies other agencies and organizations involved in operations and transportation services within 
the corridor. 

1.2. Study Area 
The US-60/Grand Avenue COMPASS corridor begins at the traffic interchange (TI) with State Route 303 Loop 
(SR-303L) in the City of Surprise, Arizona, at US-60 reference marker 138.051 (expressed in miles) and ends at 
the Willetta Street intersection in the City of Phoenix, Arizona, at US-60X reference marker 161.880 (expressed 
in miles).  The corridor is oriented northwest-southeast, and passes through portions of the City of Surprise, 
City of El Mirage, Town of Youngtown, City of Peoria, City of Glendale, City of Phoenix, and unincorporated 
Maricopa County. 

US-60/Grand Avenue is a regionally significant six-lane roadway that is part of the National Highway System 
(NHS).  It serves as a vital link connecting four important regional freeways:  Interstate 10 (I-10) Papago 
Freeway, Interstate 17 (I-17) Black Canyon Freeway, State Route 101 Loop (SR-101L) Agua Fria Freeway, and 
State Route 303 Loop (SR-303L) Bob Stump Memorial Parkway (Figure 1).  US-60/Grand Avenue extends north 
to the community of Wickenburg, where it turns west to western Arizona and California.  In Wickenburg, 
US-60/Grand Avenue connects with US-93, which is the primary link to northwestern Arizona and Las Vegas 
from the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

US-60/Grand Avenue corridor includes the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad (BNSF).  The BNSF tracks run 
the full length of the corridor, parallel and adjacent to the roadway.  They are situated along the roadway’s 
southern edge south of Olive Avenue, and the northern edge to the north. 
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FIGURE 1  
US-60/GRAND AVENUE STUDY AREA 
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2.0 Michigan 1 (M-1)/Woodward Avenue – Detroit, Michigan 
 
2.1. Access to Urban/Suburban Areas 
Woodward Avenue/Michigan Highway 1 (Woodward 
Avenue) – is one of the five principal roadways serving 
the greater Detroit metropolitan area.  The roadway is 
one of the world’s premier roadways and is known as 
“Detroit’s Main Street.”   It is the principal roadway 
connecting Detroit with northern suburban areas, 
including Royal Oak and Pontiac in neighboring Oakland 
County (Figure 2).  Recognized for its historic sites, 
culture, recreation, and heritage, the roadway was 
included in the MotorCities National Heritage Area 
designated by the U.S. Congress in 1998.  It was 
recognized as a Michigan Heritage Route by the 
Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) in 1999.  
Later, Woodard Avenue was designated a National 
Byway® in 2002 and All-American Road® in 2009 by the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).  It was given 
the designation Automotive Heritage Trail in 2009.  As 
the original State Trunkline Highway with the 
designation M-1, Woodward Avenue roadway passes 
through eleven municipalities in two counties (Table 1): 

 

Woodward Avenue begins in downtown Detroit, Michigan, and extends 27 miles north to the City of Pontiac, 
Michigan.  Beginning in the heart of downtown Detroit just a few hundred feet from the Detroit River, 
Woodward Avenue is a local arterial.  Woodard Avenue officially becomes a State Trunkline Highway north of 
Adams Avenue and Grand Circus Park, where it becomes a six-lane roadway with a center left-turn lane.  Left 
turns are permitted for Woodward Avenue traffic and crossing traffic, although there are some restrictions.  
Woodward Avenue continues in this general configuration through Highland Park, a distance of six miles.   

North of Highland Park, Woodward Avenue has been reconstructed as an 8-lane boulevard with an extra-wide 
median.  MDOT have established indirect left-turns – often referred to as the Michigan Left-Turn – at most 
major intersections with median crossovers to accommodate most other intermediate left-turns (see Corridor 
Operations, Section 2.3).  The roadway design requires motorists to turn right at an intersection and proceed 
away from the intersection to a median crossover that facilitates a U-turn, permitting the motorist to proceed 

TABLE 1   
MICHIGAN 1/WOODWARD AVENUE COUNTIES AND MUNICIPALITIES 

Oakland County City of Pontiac Bloomfield Township 
 City of Bloomfield Hills City of Birmingham 
 City of Berkley City of Royal Oak 
 City of Huntington Woods City of Pleasant Ridge 
 City of Ferndale  
Wayne County City of Highland Park City of Detroit 

Source:  Bing Maps, Microsoft Corporation. 

FIGURE 2  
MICHIGAN 1/WOODWARD AVENUE LOCATION MAP 

N

Adams Street/Grand Circus Park 

South Boulevard 

I-75 Bus/Square 
Lake Rd 
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back through the intersection in the preferred direction.  The 8-lane boulevard cross-section exists through the 
length of Woodard Avenue to South Boulevard in Pontiac.  The redesigned boulevard follows the original 
alignment of M-1, except in Birmingham, where a bypass around the east side of the downtown was followed.       

Access to the area's major freeways is possible along Woodward Avenue: 

I-75 Bus/Square Lake Road: This Interstate segment in Bloomfield Township south of Pontiac provides a 
connection with US-24 to the west, via Square Lake Road, and I-75 to the east.  

I-696/Walter P. Reuther Freeway (or 10-Mile Road):  This east-west highway, the boundary between 
Pleasant Ridge and Royal Oak, provides a high-capacity connection between US-24, I-95, and Farmington 
Hills to the west.  To the east, it connects with I-75 and I-95 and the communities of Warren and Roseville. 

M-8/Davison Freeway:  M-8 runs through the center of Highland Park and is the boundary between 
Wayne and Oakland counties.  This highway connects with I-96 and Lansing to the west, and eastern 
portions of Detroit to the east. 

I-94/Edsel Ford Freeway:  I-94 connects central Detroit to Detroit International Airport, continuing west 
through Ann Arbor to Lake Michigan, Indiana, and Chicago.  To the east, I-94 connects with Port Huron and 
the international border with Canada at Point Edward.  

I-75:  I-75 connects with I-80 in Toledo, Ohio, and 
extends north from Detroit to Royal Oak, proceeding 
through Flint and Saginaw in central Michigan and 
continuing north to Sault Ste Marie and the international 
border with Canada.  

2.2. Corridor Access Control 
Woodward Avenue has been constructed with an oversized 
median.  The roadway design improves traffic operations, 
traffic safety, and avoids the interlocking left-turn 
movements along this divided highway.  The operational 
protocol of Woodward Avenue is shown in Figure 3. 

Only through movements and right turns are allowed at 
intersecting arterial roadways.  Motorists desiring to turn left 
on to Woodward Avenue turn right instead and proceed to a 
“median crossover.”  At the median crossover, usually 
located approximately 660 feet downstream of the 
intersection, motorists negotiate a U-turn and proceed in the 
desired direction of travel.  A U-turn allows motorists to 
return to the intersection, where they execute a right turn in 
the desired direction of travel.  This same turning protocol 
allows motorists on Woodward Avenue to access properties 
and intervening roadways located on the opposite side of 

FIGURE 3  
WOODARD AVENUE INDIRECT LEFT-TURN TRAFFIC 

OPERATIONS 

Median Crossover for 
Access to Abutting 
Properties or Roadway  

Execute U‐Turn to 
Travel South or 
Turn West

Execute U‐Turn to 
Travel North 

NO 
TURNS 

Execute Right Turn 
to Travel North 

Execute Right Turn 
to Travel South
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their direction of travel, i.e., pass the destination, make a U-turn, and proceed back to destination.  Motorists 
wanting to make a left turn to exit abutting properties, first turn right and proceed to a median crossover, 
where they make a U-turn to travel in the desired direction. 

The generous building setbacks and ample landscape elements in the median establish a unique character 
along the corridor.    In addition, specialized traffic signal controls may be installed, if necessary, to ensure 
traffic at the U-turn crossover does not back up on the highway. 

2.3. Corridor Operations 
Corridor operations are described in terms of traffic volumes and safety.  The discussion of safety, in particular, 
provides additional insight into the operational characteristics of the Michigan indirect left-turn concept. 
 
2.3.1. Traffic Volumes 
Traffic volumes on Woodward Avenue approached 45,000 vehicles per day (vpd) south of I-75 Bus/Square Lake 
and 70,000 vehicles per day south of Big Beaver Road [Bloomfield Township Master Plan, March 2007].  Near 
the center of this segment in Bloomfield Hills, the traffic volume reported in 2005 was approximately 
63,000 vpd [Bloomfield Hills Master Plan, May 2009].  Recent traffic surveys conducted by MDOT indicate traffic 
volumes have decreased slightly, possibly as a result of the global economic downturn (Table 2).  

TABLE 2  
AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY TRAFFIC:  MI-1/WOODARD AVENUE, 2010 AND 2011 

From  To 
Beginning 
Milepost 

Ending 
Milepost 

Average Annual 
Daily Traffic 
2010  2011 

Oakland County      
BL Pontiac in Bloomfield Township at 
JCT I-75 Bus/Square Lake Road  

NCL Bloomfield Hills at Hickory Grove 
Road 0.00 0.61 37,031 36,290 

NCL Bloomfield Hills at Hickory Grove 
Road 

SCL Bloomfield Hills at Big Beaver 
Road 0.61 3.49 62,977 61,717 

SCL Bloomfield Hills at Big Beaver 
Road 

Wimbleton Drive (Birmingham) 3.49 4.24 59,484 58,294 

Wimbleton Drive (Birmingham) SCL Birmingham at 14 Mile Road 4.24 5.97 55,354 54,247 
NCL Royal Oak at 14 Mile Road SCL Royal Oak/NCL Berkley 5.97 7.78 56,630 55,497 
SCL Royal Oak/NCL Berkley SCL Berkley at 11 Mile Road 7.78 9.58 65,468 64,176 
NCL Huntington Woods at 11 Mile 
Road  

SCL Huntington Woods at Lincoln Drive 9.58 10.14 63,488 62,218 

NCL Royal Oak at Lincoln Drive  SCL Royal Oak at JCT I-696 10.14 10.78 59,874 58,677 
NCL Pleasant Ridge at JCT I-696 SCL Pleasant Ridge at Oakridge 

Avenue 10.78 11.37 52,418 51,370 

NCL Ferndale at Oakridge Avenue South Oakland County Line/SCL 
Ferndale at JCT M-102/8 Mile Road 11.37 13.03 47,445 46,496 

Wayne County     
North Wayne County Line/NCL Detroit 
at JCT M-102/8 Mile Road 

SCL Detroit at McNichols Road 0.00 2.23 20,489 22,183 

NCL Highland Park at McNichols Road JCT M-8 (Davison Freeway) 2.23 3.37 26,270 23,522 
JCT M-8 (Davison Freeway)  SCL Highland Park at Tuxedo Street 3.37 4.14 24,205 19,237 
NCL Detroit at Tuxedo Street Clairmont/Owen streets 4.14 4.91 13,757 13,895 
Clairmont/Owen streets Grand Boulevard 4.91 5.88 14,448 14,592 
Grand Boulevard JCT I-94 (Edsel Ford Freeway) 5.88 6.40 20,453 20,658 
JCT I-94 (Edsel Ford Freeway) JCT I-75 (Fisher Freeway) 6.40 8.26 20,200 20,402 
JCT I-75 (Fisher Freeway) Adams Avenue 8.26 8.45 20,257 20,460 
NOTES:  BL – Below; NCL – North City Limits; SCL – South City Limits; JCT – Junction 
Source: Annual Average Daily Traffic Report, Bureau of Transportation Planning, Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT), 11/12/2012. 
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Table 2 shows that traffic volumes are higher in Oakland County, with the highest volumes occurring in 
Bloomfield Hills, Berkley, and Huntington Woods.  The highest volumes in Wayne County are present in 
Highland Park.  Generally, the decrease in traffic volumes continued from 2010 to 2011 in Oakland County.  In 
contrast, Wayne County segments of Woodward Avenue, except the two segments in Highland Park, 
experienced a very slight increase in traffic volumes.   

2.3.2. Safety 
According to the Bloomfield Township Master Plan (Master Plan), the Woodward Avenue/Square Lake 
intersection in Bloomfield Township, where an 8-lane divided boulevard (Woodward Avenue) meets a 6-lane 
divided boulevard (Square Lake), had a high crash rate in 2007.  However, the crash severity was relatively low 
compared to Oakland County as a whole.  The Master Plan notes that continued coordination with MDOT to 
manage access points, as land uses change, is one way to preserve roadway capacity and increase operational 
safety.   This process of managing access points involves consolidating existing driveways, where possible, to 
reduce the number of access points, as well as redesigning driveways to minimize disruptions to through 
traffic. 

Recorded data relating to crashes along Woodward Avenue and the locations of the crashes was accessed from 
the MDOT Web site.  Crashes are reported or coded under a number of categories, one of which is the level of 
access control on Woodward Avenue at the crash location.  Within the Access Control group, access crashes 
are then subdivided into three types:  Unlimited Access, Partial Access, and Full Access Control.  The locations 
of each type of crash were compiled in a map form for evaluation.  

Upon examination, the maps revealed clusters of crashes and strings of crashes.  Clusters generally included 
generally 5-6+ crashes focused around or at an intersection.  Strings generally extended along Woodward 
Avenue for two or more blocks.  The locations of these clusters and strings of crashes are identified in Table 2. 

Table 2 reveals there are far more crash clusters and strings associated with the Unlimited Access condition 
than either the Partial Access or Full Access Control conditions.  In 2011, there were 1,037 crashes coded as 
occurring in association with the Unlimited Access condition.  In this same year, crashes coded Partial Access 
totaled 164, and crashes coded Full Access Control totaled only 95.   

2.4. Interchanges 
Woodward Avenue for the most part is an at-grade arterial roadway.  The wide medians and indirect left-turn 
have removed the need for a separate signal phase for left turns at intersections, and the overall operational 
configuration has expedited traffic flows.  However, MDOT found that grade separation was necessary at three 
area freeways crossing the Woodward Avenue corridor (Error! Reference source not found. through Error! 
Reference source not found.). 
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TABLE 3  
HIGHLIGHT OF CRASH CONCENTRATIONS ALONG WOODWARD AVENUE BY TYPE OF ACCESS CONTROL 

Unlimited Access Partial Access Full Access Control 
 Cluster at Square Lake Road (I-75 Bus)  
Cluster at Hickory Grove Road   
String between Scenic Oaks and Long Wood 
Drives 

  

Cluster at Long Lake Road   
String at Lone Pine Road   
Cluster at Big Beaver Road String between Strathmore and Redding Roads (includes 

Big Beaver Road) 
 

Cluster at Maple Road String between Oakland Avenue and Haynes Street 
(includes Maple Road) 

 

Cluster between Hazel and Bowers Streets   
Cluster at Lincoln Street Cluster between Webster Avenue and Lincoln Street  
String between Ruffner and Emmons 
Avenues 

String between Lincoln Street and Bennaville Avenue 
(includes Ruffner Avenue) 

 

Cluster at 14 Mile Road  String between Smith 
Avenue and 14 Mile Road 

String between Berkshire and Samoset roads   
Cluster at 13 Mile Road Cluster at 13 Mile Road  
Cluster at Coolidge Highway   
String between Sagamore Boulevard and 
Woodless Drive 

  

String North and South of Benjamin Avenue   
Cluster at 12 Mile Road Cluster at 12 Mile Road  
Cluster at Catalpa Drive   
String between Forestdale and Princeton 
Roads 

  

Cluster at 11 Mile Road Cluster at 11 Mile Road  
Cluster at Lincoln Avenue   
String between Washington Avenue and 10 
Mile Road 

  

String between Maywood Avenue and 
Woodward Heights Boulevard 

String between Amherst Road and Woodward Heights 
Boulevard (includes Maywood Avenue) 

 

Cluster at 9 Mile Road String between 9 Mile Road and Leroy/Academy Streets  
Cluster at 8 Mile Road   
Cluster at 7 Mile Road   
Cluster at McNichols Road   
Cluster at Manchester Street   
Clusters at Davison Freeway   
Cluster at McLean Street   
Cluster at Grand Boulevard   
Cluster at Kirby Street   
Cluster at Warren Avenue   
Cluster at Forest Avenue   
String between Forest Avenue and 
Alexandrine Street 

  

Cluster at Mack Avenue   
Source:  MTCF Data Query Tool, Map View at http://michigantrafficcrashfacts.org/datarool/map.  
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TABLE 4  
INTERCHANGES AND INTERSECTIONS ON WOODWARD AVENUE, DETROIT, MICHIGAN 

Crossing Roadway Aerial Photograph Description 
NOTE:  North is up on all aerial photographs shown, unless otherwise indicated. 
Wayne and Oakland Counties 
Woodward Avenue and 
Interstate 696/Walter P. 
Reuther Freeway 
 

 I-696 is an 8-lane highway constructed under the 6-lane Woodward Avenue (M-1) 
with Woodward Avenue express lanes (two in each direction) depressed below I- 
696. 
 

Woodward Avenue and State 
Route 102/8-Mile Road 

 8-Mile Road is an 8-lane Michigan Boulevard like Woodward Avenue (M-1).  
Woodward Avenue and 8-Mile Road are grade separated.  This tri-level 
interchange has exit and entrance ramps or service roads on the mid-level to 
create four separate intersections.  The lane configuration of all intersections 
accommodates left-turn movements, through/left movements, through 
movements, and right turns. 
 

Woodward Avenue and 
Michigan Route 8/Davison 
Freeway 

 The interchange with M-8/Davison Freeway is a half-diamond interchange with 
on- and off-ramps to the west of Woodward Avenue only, extending under 
2nd Avenue and merging with the freeway at 3rd Street out of photograph to the 
left).  The eastbound off-ramp has a single left-turn bay at the Woodward Avenue 
intersection.  However, motorists can proceed through the intersection to a 
grade-separated crossover approximately 600 feet downstream of the 
intersection.  Here, motorists can cross over and return to the intersection 
(Woodward Avenue).  There, they would make a right turn, completing the indirect 
left turn process. 
 

  

8-Mile Road
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2.5. Owning Agency 
MDOT is the active manager and owner of Woodward Avenue.  Woodard Avenue is classified as a State 
Trunkline Highway from Grand River Park/Adams Street in Detroit to its junction with I-17 Business/Square 
Lake Road in Bloomfield Hills Township south of Pontiac.  The State Trunkline Highway System is comprised of 
all highways in the state designated as Interstate, U.S. Highway, and State Highway.  The system is maintained 
by the MDOT. 

Prior to 1970, Woodward Avenue was not known as M-1 but rather as US Highway 10 (US-10). In 1970, US-10 
was routed to follow Jefferson Avenue and Lodge Freeway (M-10).  

2.6. Other Agency Partners 
A number other agencies and government organizations are actively involved in the planning or provision of 
transportation services in the Woodward Avenue corridor. 

Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG):  SEMCOG is a regional organization that 
coordinates the planning and development of Detroit’s metropolitan urban and suburban transportation 
infrastructure.  SEMCOG membership includes Wayne County, wherein Detroit is located, and six other 
southeastern Michigan counties (St. Clair, Macomb, Oakland, Livingston, Washtenaw, and Monroe), which 
include numerous cities, villages, and townships within the seven county region.  As the designated 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO), SEMCOG is responsible for transportation planning and 
prioritization of funding for improvement projects.  An important effort included in its 2012-2013 Work 
Program is the Woodward Avenue Rapid Transit Alternatives Analysis (AA), which will include the entire 
Woodward Avenue corridor from downtown Detroit to downtown Pontiac, a distance of 27 miles.  The agency 
also is involved in the Woodward Rail Initiative.  This effort will be coordinated with a study group comprised of 
representative from Woodward Corridor communities, MDOT, Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional 
Transportation (SMART), and other interest parties and stakeholders. 

Southeast Michigan Transit Authority (SEMTA):  SEMTA, long relegated to coordination and planning of 
transit services in the Detroit of suburban transit services in Wayne, Oakland, and Macomb counties, may soon 
be able to go beyond the constraints established for its activities.  The Michigan Senate recently passed a bill to 
create additional responsibilities within a new Southeast Michigan Regional Transit Authority (Authority).  
Under the new authority, the agency would have the ability to manage and operate its own transit system in 
Wayne, Oakland, and Macomb counties.  The new Authority also would be afforded agency oversight of the 
DDOT and SMART systems and allow it to eliminate duplicate routes.  Although the Michigan House of 
Representatives must agree with the Senate (and there have been multiple failed attempts in the past to 
accomplish this task), this new status is particularly important for transportation in the Woodward Avenue 
corridor.  The Secretary of the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) has indicated that such a regional 
authority must be in place for federal funding to be released for development of the Woodward Avenue LRT 
(Light Rail Transit) system.1 

Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional Transportation (SMART):  SMART operates a regional bus 
system serving suburban areas of Wayne, Oakland, and Macomb counties.  SMART operates 234 Fixed Route 

                                                 
1 Southeast Michigan Regional Transit Authority Passes in State Senate, Huffpost, Detroit, 11/28/2012. 
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buses on 43 routes as well as Connector Service for seniors and people with disabilities.  SMART partners with 
75 municipalities and organizations in the tri-county region to provide local transit service that includes 
regional connections to downtown Detroit.  SMART leverages coordinated service for federal funding.  Some 
SMART routes enter the City of Detroit, providing regional connectivity between suburban communities and 
downtown Detroit.  The system serves the downtown and mid-town cores during the peak hours of travel; 
however, SMART policy does not permit passengers to be dropped off on outbound routes, or board on 
inbound routes.  This practice avoids service duplication with bus service provide within the City of Detroit by 
the Detroit Department of Transportation (DDOT). 

Detroit Department of Transportation (DDOT):  DDOT provides public transit serves to the City of Detroit 
and over 20 suburban communities.  The DDOT system includes 38 fixed-route bus lines with a fleet of 445 
full-size buses.  As reported in the 2012-2013 Work Program for Southeast Michigan, produced by SEMCOG, 
“DDOT will continue to explore long-term planning for light rail [LRT] and bus rapid transit [BRT] alternatives 
along the Gratiot, Michigan, Grand River, Eight Mile and other corridors in addition to the Woodward Light Rail 
Project on Woodward Avenue.  DDOT anticipates continuing corridor studies to determine the feasibility of 
pursuing New Starts funding in advance of conducting a full alternatives analysis.” 

Woodward Avenue Action Association (WA3):  WA3 works in partnership with MDOT to collaboratively plan 
projects, physical improvements, historic preservation, business and tourism development to enhance the 
economic competitiveness, livability and function of Woodward Avenue.2  In June 2012, WA3 convened a 
Steering Group to help shape the process and activities of a Complete Street Master Plan for Woodward 
Avenue.  The Steering Group is comprised of representatives and policy makers from Wayne and Oakland 
counties, the 11 municipalities along Woodward Avenue, MDOT, M-1 Rail, SEMCOG and associated advocacy 
groups.  WA3 is focused on developing a full range of modal options for safe, efficient travel in the Woodward 
Avenue corridor.  Model options being considered include:  driving, biking, walking, bus, taxi, LRT, or a 
combination of these modes. 

 
  

                                                 
2 Avenue Action Association Request for Proposals – Complete Streets Master Plan for Woodward Avenue, August 2012. 
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3.0 U.S. Route 1, Greater Boston, Massachusetts 
U.S. Route 1, also known as U.S. Highway 1 or US-1, runs more than 
2,000 miles from Fort Kent, Maine, at the international border with 
Canada, to Key West, Florida.  Northward out of the City of Boston, 
US-1 passes through three counties and seven municipalities.  The 
segment of this roadway of interest begins north of Boston and 
terminates 17 miles north near I-95.  This portion of US-1 includes 
numerous specially designed interchanges to accommodate the web 
of roadways serving the region and maintains limited access through 
the installation of medians and “Jersey Barriers.” 

Jersey Barrier:  The “Jersey Barrier,” also called New Jersey Wall, was 
developed at the Steven Institute of Technology, New Jersey, in the 
1950s.  It was introduced in its current form in 1959 at the direction of 
the New Jersey State Highway Department (NJDOT).  The design is used to divide multiple lanes on a highway 
and is specifically intended to minimize damage associated with incidental vehicular contact and reduce the 
likelihood of a vehicle crossing over into opposing traffic lanes.  Widespread use of the Jersey Barrier has led to 
numerous variations in design and application.    

3.1. Access to Urban/Suburban Areas 
US-1 crosses the Mystic River on the double-decked Tobin Memorial Bridge and enters the City of Chelsea as 
the Northeast Expressway, a toll road, also known as Adamski Memorial Highway.  Continuing through Chelsea 
and the City of Revere, US-1 becomes the Frank P. Bennett Highway as it enters the City of Malden.  US-
1/Bennett Highway, after approximately eight tenths of a mile, passes over the “Four Corners” formed by the 
boundaries of the City of Revere, City of Malden, City of Melrose, and Town of Saugus.  Bennett Highway 
continues north into the Town of Saugus for one-half mile then merges with Broadway.  US-1/Broadway 
continues through Saugus for a distance of approximately four miles before entering the Town of Lynnfield.  
Exiting south Lynnfield into the City of Peabody, US-1 becomes Newbury Street and continues north through 
the Town of Danvers.  It connects with I-95 approximately one-half mile from the Town’s boundary with the 
Town of Topsfield.  Table 5 provides a tabular format explaining this complex multi-jurisdictional routing of US-
1 between Boston and Topsfield.  Figure 4 shows the regions served by US-1. 

 

REINFORCED JERSEY BARRIER IN THE 
CENTER OF BENNETT HIGHWAY 

Source:  Google earth image. 
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TABLE 5  
EXTENTS OF U.S. HIGHWAY 1 EXAMINED FOR THIS CASE STUDY 

County Municipality Miles from Mystic 
River (Approx.) 

Distance Inside 
Community US-1 Name 

Suffolk City of Chelsea Begin Tobin Memorial 
Bridge – 0.0 

2.0 Northeast Expressway/Adamski Memorial 
Highway 

 City of Revere 2.0 2.5  
Middlesex City of Malden 4.5 0.8 Frank P. Bennett Highway 
Essex Town of Saugus 5.3 4.1 Broadway/Newburyport Turnpike 
 City of Lynnfield 9.4 1.3 Broadway 
 City of Peabody 10.7 2.9 Newbury Street/Newburyport Turnpike 
 Town of Danvers 13.6 3.4 Newbury Street 
 Town of Topsfield               17.0 – End --  
Source:  Google earth, 6/18/2010. 

 
3.2. Corridor Access Control 
The entire length of US-1 between Mystic River in 
Chelsea and I-95 in Danvers has full-access control 
with grade-separated intersections or limited-access 
control employing right-in/right-out (RI/RO) 
intersections.  Where the highway has an at-grade 
cross-street, either jersey barriers have been installed 
or there is a wide median and only RI/RO movements 
are permitted.  

3.3. Corridor Operations 
US-1 was developed to serve the North Shore sector of 
the Boston metropolitan area.  The Tobin Bridge, a 
dual-deck (three lanes in each direction) bridge, was 
constructed over the Mystic River in the late 1940s, 
connecting Charlestown, a neighborhood of the City of 
Boston, with the City of Chelsea to the north.  The 
dual-deck bridge continues for more than one-half 
mile into Chelsea, where it becomes a six-lane divided 
highway with a median barrier.  The Boston Region 
MPO Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) Needs 
Assessment indicates the Tobin Bridge is considered a 
bottleneck relative to regional traffic flow.  Hazardous 
materials transport is prohibited over Tobin Bridge, 
which is interconnected with a tunnel on the Boston 
side of Mystic River. 

The Northwest Expressway, as it is called through 
Chelsea and the City of Revere, has no at-grade 
intersections and alternates between being at-grade, 
elevated over crossing streets, and depressed under 

Source:  Bing Maps, Microsoft Corporation. 

FIGURE 4  
US ROUTE 1 LOCATION MAP 

Bell Circle 
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crossing streets.  The highway cross-section reduces to four lanes (two in each direction) at what is referred to 
as Bell (or Cutler or Copeland) Circle. 

Bell Circle is a relic of early transportation planning actions that identified US-1 through Chelsea and Revere as 
the preferred route for the new I-95.  The design of Bell Circle apparently was undertaken to accommodate 
both the proposed I-95 and continuation of the US-1/Northwest Expressway.  The proposed routing of I-95 
also was planned to accommodate a direct route to N. Shore Road (MA-1A) and Revere Beach to the east, 
which was not constructed.  Ultimately, this route for I-95 was abandoned, but not before construction had 
begun.  The remnants of ramps that were to take I-95 northward through the Pines River swamp remain 
evident today within Bell Circle.  The Boston MPO LRTP Needs Assessment reports that the State Freight Plan 
identifies US-1 at Bell Circle as a freight bottleneck.  US-1, referred to as Cutler Highway in this short segment, 
was improved beyond Bell Circle, extending into the City of Malden as a four-lane, divided highway with a 
median barrier.  Access to the highway is limited via interchange ramps and RI/RO intersections.  Bell Circle, 
basically a roundabout, assures access for MA-60/Squire Road, which enters the circle from the east and west. 

US-1 continues through Malden as an at-grade, four-lane, divided limited access highway with a median 
barrier.  Commercial properties and intersecting streets are limited to RI/RO movements.  Major street 
crossings (many of them constrained Cloverleaf treatments) provide the only means of accessing properties on 
the opposite side of the highway.  US-1 connects with MA-99/Broadway, another major roadway coming out of 
Boston proper, as it enters the Town of Saugus.  US-1/Broadway becomes a six-lane, divided highway with 
median barrier in Saugus, maintaining its status as a limited access highway.  RI/RO intersection treatments are 
numerous, limiting access to properties on the opposite side of the highway for long stretches.  At the merge 
of Broadway with US-1/Bennett Highway in Saugus, a loop back ramp facilitates access to the opposite side of 
the highway.  Also, U-turn ramps, often referred to as Texas U-Turns, have been installed at Salem Street 
(MA-129) in Lynnfield.  These ramps facilitate access to several residential streets and commercial properties on 
the north and south sides of US-1/Broadway.  Again, intervening interchanges at major crossroads, permits 
some access opportunities.  Commercial land uses dominate the highway through Saugus, which results in a 
number of access points onto the highway.  The Boston Region MPO LRTP reports US-1 at Essex Street and 
MA-129 in Saugus as two of the Top 25 crash locations in the region with 289 and 449 crashes, respectively, 
reported as recently as 2011. 

As US-1 continues north into the City of Lynnfield, access becomes less 
restrictive.  Although there are several RI/RO intersection treatments for 
major commercial land uses and some roadways, many streets, 
commercial land uses, and even private driveways access the highway.  
Passing into the City of Peabody, US-1 soon becomes a four-lane 
divided highway with a wide median and guardrail-type median barrier.  
Due to the barrier, property and street access is limited to RI/RO 
maneuvers.  The number of access points on both sides of the roadway 
increases significantly along this section of US-1.  I-95 parallels US-1 on 
the east through Peabody and the Town of Danvers.  Half way through 
Peabody, US-1 comes within 500 feet of I-95.  Direct connector ramps 
permit northbound traffic on US-1 to access I-95, and southbound I-95 
traffic to access southbound US-1.  The divided highway continues 

LANDSCAPE HIGHWAY MEDIAN WITH 
GUARDRAIL 
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through Peabody to the Town of Danvers. There is a traffic interchange with Interstate 95 just inside the City’s 
boundary with the Town of Topsfield.  Beyond this interchange, US-1 becomes a four-lane rural arterial for a 
short distance, transitioning to a two-lane rural road entering Topsfield. 

3.4. Interchanges and Intersections 
US-1 has been in existence for over a century, beginning life as the Quebec-Miami International Highway in 
1911.  During its history, the highway in the area of interest has repeatedly adapted to changing travel 
demands generated by the development and growth dynamics of the Boston metropolitan area.  As such, there 
are a number of interchanges that reflect non-traditional, even unique, solutions to connecting traffic 
movements between and among the various roadways of the region.  Table 6 provides a description of the 
interchanges and intersections along US-1, which is known by various names according to the community 
through which it passes (refer to Table 6).  Aerial images (all from Bing Maps, Microsoft Corporation or Google 
earth) have been incorporated for reference. 

TABLE 6  
INTERCHANGES AND INTERSECTIONS ON US-1, CHELSEA TO DANVERS, MASSACHUSETTS 

Crossing Roadway Aerial Photograph Description 
NOTE:  North is up on all aerial photographs shown, unless otherwise indicated. 
Suffolk County 
Arlington Street and 
5th Street 

 

This Partial Cloverleaf (ParClo) design in Chelsea accommodates access to 
southbound US-1/Northeast Expressway from Arlington Street and 5th Street. 

Carter Street 

 

This Half-Diamond interchange in Chelsea has parking underneath the north half 
of the interchange.   
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Crossing Roadway Aerial Photograph Description 
Intersection of County Road, 
Washington Avenue, and 
Carter Street 

 

An elevated intersection in Chelsea over the US-1/Northeast Expressway 
maintains access between the Malone Park neighborhood (left) and the Revere 
Beach Parkway (MA-16) (right) as well as Chelsea High School and City’s 
commercial/industrial sector. 

Webster Avenue /Garfield 
Avenue at MA-16/Revere 
Beach Parkway 

 

This Modified Half-Diamond interchange in Chelsea accommodates traffic 
accessing southbound US-1/Northeast Expressway with Revere Beach Parkway 
northbound lanes flying over and permits access from Webster Avenue and 
Garfield Avenue. 

MA-16/Revere Beach 
Parkway 

 

A ParClo, on the boundary between Chelsea and Revere, creates in effect a 
T-intersection.  The ParClo accommodates southbound access to 
US-1/Northeast Expressway for westbound MA-16, and northbound access to 
US-1 for eastbound MA-16.  Ramps accommodate access from southbound US-1 
to westbound MA-16, and northbound US-1 to eastbound MA-16.   

Sargent Street 

 

ParClo design has been employed to accommodate exit from northbound 
US-1/Northeast Expressway to Sargent Street. 
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Crossing Roadway Aerial Photograph Description 
MA-60/Squire Road 

 

This Roundabout interchange, known as Bell Circle (also Cutler or Copeland 
Circle), evolved from early transportation planning actions that identified US-1 as 
the route for I-95.  The design of Copeland Circle results from attempts to 
accommodate both the proposed Interstate 95 and existing US-1.  The proposed 
routing of Interstate 95 also was planned to provide direct access to N. Shore 
Road (MA 1A) and Revere Beach via an extension to the east.  Ultimately, this 
route for I-95 was abandoned and the remnants of ramps that were to take I-95 
northward through the Pines River swamp can be seen in the aerial.  US-1 
continues north as Cutler Highway, becoming Frank P. Bennett Highway in the 
City of Malden, a four-lane roadway.  Copeland Circle assures access to US-1 
and through movements for MA 60/Squire Road, which enters the circle from the 
east and west.  Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT) plans to 
relocate and widen US-1 from four to six lanes from just south of Copeland Circle 
in Revere to its connection with Broadway in Saugus.  The project also will 
include reconstruction of the Copeland Circle interchange by eliminating the 
existing rotary and demolishing the bridges constructed for the never-built 
highway extension. 

Suffolk County/Middlesex County 
Salem Street and Lynn 
Street 

 

This interchange with US-1 (referred to as Cutler Highway in Revere, Suffolk 
County), and (Frank P.) Bennett Highway in Malden, Middlesex County,   employs 
three right-in/right-out (RI/RO) intersections and one off-ramp to accommodate 
travel between the highway and two intersecting streets.  Reconstruction of this 
interchange is planned as part of the widening/relocation project being pursued 
for US-1 from just south of Copeland Circle in Revere to its connection with 
Broadway in Saugus.  Seven bridges are planned for replacement, and three 
others will be upgraded to accommodate new travel lanes.   

Essex County 
Merging of US-1/Bennett 
Highway with Broadway 
/Newburyport Turnpike 
(MA-99) 

 

This interchange in Saugus serves multiple functions.  Southbound traffic on 
US-1/Bennett Highway can access Broadway/Newburyport Turnpike (MA-99).  
Northbound traffic on Broadway can access US-1 northbound or US-1 
southbound.  A loop, which merges for a short distance with the access ramp 
from Broadway to US-1, is provided to southbound US-1.  Northbound traffic on 
US-1 does not have the option to access Broadway.  It is possible for this 
movement to be accomplished, if desired or necessary, at a downstream 
Cloverleaf interchange at Essex Street (see below). 
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Crossing Roadway Aerial Photograph Description 
Essex Street 

 

This constricted Cloverleaf interchange in Saugus shows where Essex Street has 
been grade separated at US-1 – Broadway/Newburyport Turnpike.  The 
Cloverleaf has been adapted to incorporate the pre-existing at-grade intersection 
(directly north).  All essential elements of a Cloverleaf are present.  Access has 
been maintained to properties fronting on the original Essex Street.  RI/RO 
intersections facilitate access between the expressway and Essex Street. 

Main Street 

 

Main Street in Saugus has been grade separated at US-1 – 
Broadway/Newburyport Turnpike.  The adaptation at this Cloverleaf interchange 
incorporates a nearby intersection that provides access to the regional shopping 
center – Square One Mall – and a Super Stop-and-Shop.  Like the Essex Street 
Cloverleaf, RI/RO intersections facilitate access between the expressway and 
Main Street traffic. 

Lynn Fells Parkway 

 

This Trumpet interchange in Saugus facilitates full access between US-1 – 
Broadway/Newburyport Turnpike and Lynn Fells Parkway. 

Walnut Street (MA-129  west 
of US-1) 

 

A Cloverleaf interchange has been constructed in Saugus to grade separate 
Walnut Street from US-1/Broadway/Newburyport Turnpike.  As with the other 
Cloverleaf interchanges, RI/RO intersections facilitate access between the 
expressway and Walnut Street traffic.  Reconstruction of this interchange is 
programmed to include widening of the Walnut Street (MA-129) Bridge, ramp 
modifications associated with the widening of Walnut Street Bridge, and 
reconstruction of the Walnut Street/US-1 interchange.  The work also includes 
design and construction of four signal systems to be connected in a closed loop 
system. 
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Crossing Roadway Aerial Photograph Description 
Salem Street (MA-129 east 
of US-1) 

 

This at-grade crossing of Salem Street over the depressed US-1 in South 
Lynnfield incorporates “Texas U-Turns.”  The U-Turn ramps permit access to 
several residential streets and commercial properties on the north and south 
sides of US-1/Broadway 

Interstate 95 and 
MA-129/Lynnfield Street and 
Salem Street 
 

 

This interchange, just inside Peabody, links US-1 with I-95, MA 129/Lynnfield 
Street, and Salem Street.  Both southbound and northbound traffic on 
US-1/Newbury Street can access southbound and northbound I-95.  There also is 
a ramp accommodating southbound movements from I-95 to southbound US-1.  
However, an interesting aspect of this compound interchange is that northbound 
I-95  traffic desiring to access northbound US-1 on a return trip must travel 
through the roundabout (360 degrees of travel) to cross over I-95  and access a 
ramp permitting access to US-1 northbound.  The U-Turn loop or “jughandle” (see 
inset) is necessary to facilitate southbound travel on US-1 for traffic associated 
with the apartment complex, nursery, and other activities on Dearborn Road 
located on the east side of US-1.  Traffic and signal improvements are planned 
for this jughandle on US-1. 

US-1 connection with 
Interstate 95 

 

These connector ramps in Peabody facilitate northbound traffic on US-1 – 
Newbury Street/Newburyport Turnpike – to access northbound and I-95.  
Southbound traffic on I-95 can access southbound US-1 – Newbury 
Street/Newburyport Turnpike as well. Draf
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Crossing Roadway Aerial Photograph Description 
Lowell Street 

 

A Two Quadrant Cloverleaf interchange at Lowell Street in Peabody effectively 
integrates an intersection with Goodale Street.   

Andover Street (MA-114) 

 

This Cloverleaf interchange in Danvers grade separates US-1 – Newbury 
Street/Newburyport Turnpike – from Andover Street (MA-114).  The smaller 
RI/RO intersections of Cloverleaf interchanges are replaced here with longer 
ramps. 

Centre Street 

 

This interchange in Danvers essentially is a T-Cloverleaf.  Centre Street T’s into 
Armory Road, but a Cloverleaf circulation has been created routing westbound 
traffic on Centre Street along Amory Road to US-1/Newbury Street southbound.  
Southbound US-1 accesses eastbound Centre Street via Armory Road.  This 
same loop provides access to the on-ramp for southbound I-95, directly to the 
east of US-1.  Northbound US-1 accesses Centre Street via a merge with the 
southbound I-95 off-ramp.  The Cloverleaf design also provides access to Centre 
Street and Dayton Street, extending west from US-1.  The interchange design 
also permits southbound traffic on I-95 to access Centre Street and southbound 
US-1.  The bridges (northbound and southbound) over Centre Street are 
programmed for replacement. 
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Crossing Roadway Aerial Photograph Description 
Maple Street 

 

This third Cloverleaf interchange in Danvers integrates surrounding developments 
and I-95, directly east of US-1/Newbury Street, into the ramp configurations.  In 
the southwest quadrant of the interchange, the ramp connecting eastbound 
Maple Street to southbound US-1/Newbury Street also serves Kirkbride Drive 
(which provides access to Beverly Hospital), Hathorne Avenue, and commercial 
properties (which abut the original Maple Street).  In the southeast quadrant, the 
ramp integrates the old Maple Street and has an intersection with Conifer Hill 
Drive, which provides access to the Staples store and the southbound 
Interstate 95 on-ramp.   
 
Note the RI/RO intersection north of the interchange.  This is a typical access 
provided to abutting commercial properties and residential streets along the 
length of US-1.   
 
A betterment project is programmed for the bridge structures (northbound and 
southbound) over MA-62/Maple Street (southbound).     

Interstate 95 

 

At Interstate 95, the expressway characteristics of US-1 come to any end at this 
hybrid trumpet/loop interchange.  The design allows northbound traffic on 
US-1/Newbury Street to merge with I-95 northbound or continue on US-1.  The 
loop road permits southbound I-95 traffic to travel southbound on the US-1 
expressway or connect with northbound US-1.  Southbound traffic on this 
segment of US-1 can access southbound I-95 or continue south on the US-1 
expressway.  Northbound I-95 traffic can access US-1 north, a rural highway, or 
travel the loop road to continue south on the US-1 expressway.    

 

3.5. Owning Agency 
The State of Massachusetts maintains the state highway system comprised of state-numbered routes, 
U.S. Highways, and Interstate Highways.  The Highway Division of the Massachusetts Department of 
Transportation (MassDOT), which was formed from the Massachusetts Highway Department and 
Massachusetts Turnpike Authority, is charged with the design, construction and maintenance of the 
Commonwealth's state highways and bridges.  The Tobin Bridge, which connects US-1 in Chelsea with Boston, 
is under the authority of the Highway Division.  The Highway Division is also responsible for overseeing traffic 
safety and engineering activities associated with the State’s highways and bridges, including the Highway 
Operations Control Center, to ensure safe road and travel conditions. 

The Transit Division of MassDOT is responsible for all transit initiatives of the Department.  The Transit Division 
oversees the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA), which serves the Greater Boston area, and all 
Regional Transit Authorities of the Commonwealth.  The MassDOT Board of Directors serves as the governing 
body of the MBTA. 

 

Draf
t



 

 

 
 
 3/4/2013  Page 22 of 32 

US-60/Grand Avenue
Loop 303 to Interstate 10

DRAFT

3.6. Other Agency Partners 
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA):  The MBTA or ‘T’ was created on August 3, 1964, and 
charged with implementing a new, bold concept of mass transportation.  The MBTA was one of the first 
agencies to be established in the United State with the combined powers and authority for both regional 
transportation planning and transit operations.  MBTA routes generally do 
not operate on US-1 (see Figure 5).  One route crosses the Tobin Bridge, 
connecting Chelsea and Revere to downtown Boston.  A second route 
operates along a short segment of US-1 in the Town of Saugus, providing 
access to Saugus Plaza and Square One Mall. 

City of Chelsea:  In addition to maintenance activities associated with the 
Tobin Bridge, MassDOT is working with Chelsea on two US-1 improvement 
projects:  resurfacing and highway lighting replacement. 

City of Revere:  MassDOT is working with Revere to reconstruct and widen 
US-1 from just south of the interchanged with MA-60 at Copeland Circle to 
the Bennett Highway in Malden.  Revere also is participating in a 
resurfacing and lighting replacement project with Chelsea.  In addition, tide 
gates at the town line Brook Culvert are being rehabilitated. 

City of Malden:  Malden is participating in the widening/reconstruction of 
US-1 through its entire length through the community from Revere to 
Saugus. 

Town of Saugus:  Saugus is participating in the widening/reconstruction 
of US-1 from Malden to the interchange with MA-99/Broadway.  In 
addition, reconstruction of the MA-129/Walnut Street interchange is 
programmed. 

City of Peabody:  Peabody is participating in resurfacing and related work 
on a section of US-1 (Newbury Street/Newburyport Turnpike) and 
rehabilitation of the US-1 bridge structures (northbound and southbound) 
over Lowell Street.  In addition, traffic signal improvements are planned for 
the jughandle associated with the Trumpet interchange connecting US-1 
with I-95 and MA-129/Lynnfield Street and Salem Street. 

Town of Danvers:  There are three current projects in Danvers under the 
direction of MassDOT.  Resurfacing and related work is planned for 
US-1/Newbury Street.  Two bridge projects are in the works:  replacement 
of the bridges (northbound and southbound) over Centre Street, and a 
betterment project of the bridge structures over MA-62/Maple Street 
(southbound). 

Boston Region Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO):  The 
Boston Region MPO is responsible for conducting the federally-required 

FIGURE 5  
MBTA SERVICE RELATIVE TO US-1 

Source:  Massachusetts Bay Transit Authority 
(MBTA) System Map, 2013. 
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metropolitan transportation-planning process for the Boston metropolitan area.  The MPO region includes the 
eight cities and towns through which US-1 passes in eastern Massachusetts and the three affected counties.  
The MPO’s Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) includes the US-1 improvements through Revere, Malden, 
and Saugus noted above.  The estimated cost of improvements in 2011 was established at more than 
$175 million; an additional $415 million is planned for 2031-2035. 

Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport):  Massport owns and operates Logan International Airport as well 
as other major port facilities in the Boston area.  Massport offers the Logan Express as an express bus service 
for accessing the airport.  Four routes are operated through full-service terminals with secure parking.  The 
Peabody terminal is located on US-1 just south of the connecting interchange with I-95. 
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4.0 US-85/S. Santa Fe Drive – Littleton, Colorado 
 
The original alignment of US-85, the CanAm Highway, stretches from the international border with Canada at 
Portal, North Dakota, to the international border with Mexico at El Paso, Texas.  Through Littleton, Colorado, 
US-85, known as S. Santa Fe Drive, passes through the Platte River Valley.  The highway roughly parallels the 
river to the west and the BNSF Railway tracks to the east. 

4.1. Access to Urban/Suburban Areas 
US-85 connects Littleton with Castle Rock and Colorado 
Springs to the south, and Sheridan, Englewood and Denver 
to the north (Figure 6).  From the southern boundary of the 
city at Colorado 470 (C-470), S. Santa Fe Drive continues 
north a distance of approximately 4.75 miles to the city’s 
northern boundary.  It continues an additional 5.3 miles 
north, merging with I-25 in Denver.  It also forms the 
boundary between Sheridan and Englewood, the two 
suburbs directly north of Littleton.  Access to US-285 is less 
than two miles north of Littleton.  US-285 connects with I-25 
and I-225 to the east, providing access to the Denver 
International Airport.  To the west, US-285 provides access to 
and passage through the Rocky Mountains. 

4.2. Corridor Access Control 
Approximately 1/3 of a mile directly south of C-470, S. Santa 
Fe Drive is categorized as an NR-A: Non-Rural Principal 
Highway.  North of C-470 to Florida Avenue, S. Santa Fe 
Drive is categorized as an E-X:  Expressway, Major Bypass.  
The Expressway category is defined in the State Highway 
Access Code as follows: 

This category is appropriate for use on highways that 
have the capacity for high speed and relatively high 
traffic volumes in an efficient and safe manner.  They 
provide for interstate, interregional, intra-regional, and 
intercity travel needs and to a lesser degree, some 
intracity travel needs.  Direct access service to abutting 

land is subordinate to providing service to through traffic movements.     

North of Florida Avenue, the facility is categorized as an NR-A:  Non-Rural Principal Arterial.  This segment is 
split with the northbound lanes on the east side of the Platte River and the southbound lanes on the west side.  
It has connecting ramps with I-25, passes under the highway, and continues as a one-way street north into 
Downtown Denver paired with Kalamath Street (southbound).  The Non-Rural Principal Arterial category is 
defined in the State Highway Access Code as follows: 

Source:  Bing Maps, Microsoft Corporation. 

FIGURE 6  
US-85/S. SANTA FE DRIVE LOCATION MAP 
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This category is appropriate for use on non-rural highways that have the capacity for medium to 
high speeds and provide for medium to high traffic volumes over medium and long distances in an 
efficient and safe manner. They provide for interregional, intra-regional, intercity, and intracity 
travel needs in suburban and urban areas as well as serving as important major arterials in 
smaller cities and towns. Direct access service to abutting land is subordinate to providing service 
to through traffic movements. This category is normally assigned to National Highway System 
routes, and other routes of regional or state significance. 

From C-470 north to Sumner Street, S. Santa Fe Drive is a four-lane, divided highway with limited access.  With 
the exception of intersections at County Line Road, Aspen Grove Way (Aspen Grove Shopping Center), which 
are signal-controlled, access to the roadway from properties on the west side is limited to RI/RO movements.  
Less than one-quarter mile south of Sumner Street, S. Santa Fe Drive effectively has three lanes southbound for 
three-quarters of a mile, as a special lane has been added to accommodate the RI/RO movements at properties 
and developments abutting the highway. 

North of Sumner Street, S. Santa Fe Drive has three lanes southbound and two lanes northbound.  A center 
lane is stripped to permit left turns in the northbound direction only and can be used for entrance into the 
northbound lanes.  North of Church Street, S. Santa Fe Drive has six lanes in both directions to Bowles Avenue.  
North of Bowles Avenue, the highway continues as a six-lane divided roadway with the center lanes committed 
to 2+ high-occupancy vehicles (HOV) during the designated peak period; left turns are permitted.  Because the 
highway is divided, the lanes revert to general purpose lanes in the direction of travel outside the designated 
peak periods.  The RI/RO operational protocol is maintained for all non-signalized intersections and access 
points from this point all the way to I-25. 

North of Bowles Avenue, the six-lane roadway cross-section continues with center HOV lanes.  This 
cross-section is maintained through the cities of Englewood and Sheridan to Evans Avenue in Denver.  North of 
Evans Avenue, S. Santa Fe Drive becomes an 8-lane highway with center HOV lanes.  S. Santa Fe Drive splits 
north of Florida Avenue, with the northbound lanes continuing as an 8-lane roadway with center HOV lane.  
The southbound portion of S. Santa Fe Drive is located on the west side of the Platte River south of I-25. The 
facility becomes an 8-lane roadway (4 lanes south and 4 lanes north) without an HOV lane.  The northbound 
HOV lane, which began at Bowles Avenue ends at I-25, a distance of approximately seven miles.  The 
southbound HOV lane begins just north of Florida Avenue and continues to Bowles Avenue; therefore, it is one 
mile shorter than the northbound lane.  HOV lane use is restricted to vehicles with two or more persons 
Monday through Friday:  Northbound between 6:00pam and 8:30am; and southbound between 4:00pm to 
6:30pm. 

4.3. Corridor Operations 
US-85/S. Santa Fe Drive was completely rebuilt through a process that lasted over 20 years, beginning with 
project planning in the mid-1980s.  The “makeover” took about four years at a cost of approximately $220 
million.  Currently (2012), the north end of the highway supports an average annual daily traffic (AADT) load of 
80,000 vehicles per day (vpd), while the south end carries 55,000 vpd. 
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4.3.1. Background 
The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) undertook the major reconstruction project to improve 
traffic conditions of US-85 south of the Denver metropolitan area in a collaborative project with all local 
jurisdictions and regional interests.  This well established arterial corridor was characterized by densely 
developed older strip commercial centers and was plagued with numerous access problems, including 
substandard access spacing of driveways and open property frontages with no curb or gutter.  Signalized 
intersections were frequent, and the irregular spacing made signal coordination difficult.  On both sides, the 
local street system was underdeveloped with some platted, yet unimproved streets, as well as dead-ends. 

Traffic volume on US-85/S. Santa Fe Drive was heavy and projected to become even heavier.  As the roadway 
was the most important north-south arterial and provided direct access to downtown Denver, suburban growth 
was resulting in increasing traffic volumes.  Regional planning efforts also were attempting to address the 
complex issue of attaining air quality standards while needing to increase roadway capacity.  Land uses in the 
corridor included older industrial, warehousing, some older residential, and retail. 

CDOT, coordinating with local and regional entities, determined to convert the old arterial highway into an 
expressway style facility with limited access and integrated high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes.  At-grade 
signalized intersections were widened with access guidelines established to improve their efficiency, but two 
major east-west arterials (CO-88/W. Belleview Avenue and US-285/W. Hampden Avenue) were grade 
separated.  A light rail transit (LRT) system, operated by the Regional Transportation District (RTD) was installed 
on the east side of the railroad corridor that parallels the highway to the east.  A separate hike/bike trail was 
located to the west, parallel to the facility along the Platte River.  Cross links to the trail from the west and east 
were installed.   

In addition to the capacity and mode improvements made directly within the right-of-way of US-85/S. Santa Fe 
Drive, CDOT used project and local funds to extend and connect local residential streets in the adjacent 
neighborhood.  This effort required off-system condemnation.  The completed supporting road network 
helped maintain commercial and residential property access connections to US-85.  This also avoided business 
damages and mitigated access impacts to the adjacent neighborhood.  In combination, all these actions 
dramatically improved corridor efficiency, capacity, and level-of-service.  Improved capacity also resulted in 
reducing volumes on nearby arterials.  US-85/S. Santa Fe Drive is now a multimodal travel corridor with much 
improved traffic conditions.    

CDOT was able to use federal Surface Transportation Program (STP) flexible funds to pay for the local roadway 
improvements as well as to fund residential right-of-way acquisition and relocation resulting from the 
extended local roads.  The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) division office was fully supportive of the 
approach and deemed the use of STP funds for off-system access improvements as being appropriate.  FHWA 
viewed the use of the flexible STP funds as being no different than the use of these same funds for other 
project support efforts such as off-site drainage, historic and archeological preservation, wetlands banking, and 
other forms of environmental mitigation.  The key factor considered by FHWA was that the off-system access 
improvements were part of a broader project to improve traffic conditions throughout the entire travel 
corridor.  Without the local circulation improvements, mainline improvements along the highway would have 
failed to meet the needs of the local residents and businesses.  More direct access to the corridor was 
necessary, or the overall success of the project would have been diminished. 
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4.3.2. Transit Services 
The BNSF Railway corridor roughly parallels US-85/S. Santa Fe Drive corridor on the east (Figure 7).  This rail 
corridor has been adapted to accommodate two LRT lines operated by the Regional Transit District (RTD):  
Line C – Union Station to Littleton-Mineral Station and Line D – 30th-Downing Station to Littleton-Mineral 
Station.  The principal difference between the lines is the destination in downtown Denver.  Both lines serve five 
stations within the corridor; a sixth station is planned that will extend the lines south of the Littleton/Mineral 
Station to C-470,  then east along C-470 beyond the area of interest.   

 

FIGURE 7  
LIGHT RAIL SYSTEM MAP:  DENVER REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION DISTRICT (RTD) 

Source: Light Rail System Map, Regional Transportation District at 
http://www3.rtd-denver.com/LightRail_Map.shtml. 
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Specific information about each station is provided for reference in Table 7.  LRT service is operated regularly 
between the hours of 5:00 am and 1:00 am; additional late night and early morning trips are provided. RTD LRT 
operations in what is referred to as the Southwest Corridor are fully grade separated. 

TABLE 7  
LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT STATIONS IN THE US-85/S. SANTA FE DRIVE CORRIDOR, LITTLETON (C-470) TO I-25 

Station Location Parking Bike Racks Bike Lockers 
Littleton-Mineral (Terminus) City of Littleton 1,227 Spaces 10 30 
Littleton-Downtown City of Littleton 361 28 10 
Oxford-City of Sheridan City of Sheridan Not Provided Not Provided Not Provided 
Englewood City of Englewood 910 24 32 
Yale Avenue Yard-and-Shop City of Englewood/City of Denver N/A N/A N/A 
Evans City of Denver 99 10 8 
Source:  Light Rail System Map, Regional Transportation District at http://www3.rtd-denver.com/LightRail_Map.shtml. 

 

4.3.3. Freight Rail Operations 
Railroad operations have been part of the corridor since 1871, when the Denver and Rio Grande Railroad 
reached the area.  Sixteen years later, the Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe (now BNSF Railway) arrived from 
Pueblo, Colorado.  In 1907, an electric trolley line was extended into Littleton, but had a short life and was 
abandoned in 1926 for more flexible buses that were cheaper to operate.  The transportation system changed 
again in 1938, when a US-85 bypass was rerouted to its current alignment west of downtown Littleton. 

The BNSF rail line running Denver south through the area of interest to Colorado Springs is a major coal route.  
Trains operating on the line routinely carry coal from Wyoming to Arizona, Texas, and other southern states.  
Coal is provided to the Arapahoe Generating Station located on the west side of South Platte River southeast 
of the Evans LRT Station.  Coal trains to the generating station use a separate branch; through trains to points 
south use the rail line the runs through Englewood, Sheridan, and Littleton.  Trains of the Denver Region of the 
Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) operate on the same rail line. 

Unit grain trains and trains carrying petroleum products also are commonly operated along the line.  Multiple 
train operations occur on the rail line, and train lengths of one and one-quarter miles are not uncommon; 
however, all intersecting streets are grade separated, as well as one drainage channel.  Although there are no 
major rail users in the area of interest, a BNSF transload facility is located approximately four miles south of 
C-470.  According to the Colorado State Freight and Passenger Rail Plan, the rail corridor is operating near 
capacity, and is expected to operating over capacity by the year 2035.  This same plan indicates high-speed rail 
passengers service is being considered between the Denver metropolitan area and Colorado Springs to the 
south.  Also, Intercity Rail service is being considered between Wyoming and Texas.  It is conceivable at that 
these passenger rail services could use the BNSF rail corridor that runs through the area of interest.    

4.4. Interchanges and Intersections 
S. Santa Fe Drive has four grade-separated interchanges and eleven signalized intersections between C-470 
and Interstate 25.  Table 8provides a description of these crossings.  Aerial images (all from Bing Maps, 
Microsoft Corporation) have been incorporated to show the interchanges and more complex intersections. 
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TABLE 8  
INTERCHANGES AND INTERSECTIONS ON US-85/S. SANTA FE DRIVE, LITTLETON TO DENVER, COLORADO 

Crossing Roadway Type of Intersection Description 
NOTE:  North is up on all aerial photographs shown, unless otherwise indicated. 
Littleton, Colorado, Arapahoe County 
C-470 Loop: 
 
 

Grade-Separated Interchange This interchange is a traditional diamond with extended ramps to the east which 
pass under the nearby BNSF Railway tracks and over Erickson Boulevard.  Work 
has been completed on the flyover ramp for southbound US-85 traffic to 
eastbound C-470.  A planned extension of the Regional Transportation District 
(RTD) Southwest Rail Line – light rail transit (LRT) – from Denver through 
Littleton will go through this interchange area.  A station is planned for Lucent 
Boulevard approximately 1.5 miles to the east that will include a Kiss-n-Ride 
(K&R) loop, bus transfer area, and approximately 440 parking spaces. 

Mineral Avenue At-Grade Intersection This is a signalized intersection with light rail transit (LRT) service to Denver 
provided by the Regional Transit District (RTD).  The Littleton/Mineral LRT station 
is located on the northeast corner of the intersection.  A large park-and-ride (P&R) 
lot is located on the northwest corner; access to the LRT station is via an 
overhead pedestrian bridge.  The LRT system terminates today just south of 
Mineral Avenue.  The station includes a Kiss-n-Ride (K&R) loop, bus transfer 
area, 1,227 parking spaces, 10 bike racks, and 30 bike lockers. 

Aspen Grove Way At-Grade Intersection This is a signalized T-intersection from the west.  It serves the Aspen Grove 
Shopping Center located on the west side of US-85/S. Santa Fe Drive.                     

Sumner Street At-Grade Intersection Four-way, signal-controlled intersection. 
Church Street At-Grade Intersection Four-way, signal-controlled intersection with right turn/yield ramps for 

northbound-to-eastbound traffic and westbound-to-northbound traffic. 
Bowles Avenue and Main 
Street/Alamo Avenue 

At-Grade Intersection Four-way signal-controlled intersection with right turn/yield ramps for all 
movements.  Main Street is one-way westbound and Alamo Avenue is one-way 
eastbound.  The two roadways are unified at this intersection. 

Prince Street At-Grade Intersection Four-way signal-controlled intersection with right turn/yield ramps for all 
movements. 

C-88/Belleview Avenue Grade-Separated Single-Point Urban 
Interchange (SPUI) 

S. Santa Fe Drive is elevated over Belleview Avenue.  Belleview Avenue east of 
S. Santa Fe Drive passes under the BNSF Railway tracks plus Rio Grande Street 
and the Regional Transportation District (RTD) light rail transit (LRT) tracks. 
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Crossing Roadway Type of Crossing Description 
Englewood, Colorado, Arapahoe County 
Union Avenue At-Grade Intersection Signal-controlled �T�-intersection from the west. 
Sheridan, Colorado, Arapahoe County 
Oxford Avenue At-Grade Intersection Four-way signal-controlled intersection with right turn/yield ramps for all 

movements.  Oxford Avenue passes under the BNSF Railway tracks and the RTD 
LRT tracks east of S. Santa Fe Drive.  The Oxford LRT station is located on the 
northwest corner of the intersection.  No parking available. 

Sheridan/Englewood Colorado, Arapahoe County 
US-285/Hampden Avenue Grade-Separated Partial Clover Leaf 

(ParClo) with Median Crossovers to permit 
certain left-turns 

Northbound US-85 traffic heading to eastbound US-285 (Hampden Avenue) is 
accommodated by a singular exit ramp.  Westbound Hampden Avenue traffic 
heading to northbound US-85 is accommodated by a singular entrance ramp.  
The ParClo permits westbound-to-southbound and southbound-to-eastbound 
traffic to access desired lanes via a traditional traffic merge; no signal control is 
present.  A signal-controlled intersection 
is present north and south of Hampden 
Avenue to accommodate left-turning 
northbound traffic for access to 
westbound Hampden Avenue.  The 
signal-controlled intersection south of 
Hampden Avenue accommodates left-
turning eastbound traffic for access to 
northbound US-85.  The Englewood LRT 
Station and P&R (shown at right) are 
located in the northeastern quadrant of 
this interchange area.  The station has 
910 parking spaces, 24 bike racks, and 
32 bike lockers.  

Dartmouth Avenue At-Grade Intersection Four-way, signal-controlled intersection with right turn/yield ramps for all 
movements. 

Denver Colorado, Denver County 
Evans Avenue Grade-Separated SPUI Evans Avenue is elevated over S. Santa Fe Drive.  The Evans LRT Station 

located in the southeast quadrant of the interchange area has 99 parking spaces, 
10 bike racks, and 8 bike lockers.  The angular, narrow design of the interior 
ramps accommodating left-turns from S. Santa Fe Drive off-ramps to Evans 
Avenue and from Evans Avenue to S. Santa Fe Drive on-ramps prohibits U-turns; 
restrictive turn signs are posted (see 
inset) 
 

Iowa Avenue At-Grade Intersection Signal-controlled �T� intersection from the east. 
Florida Avenue At-Grade Intersection Four-way, signal-controlled intersection. 
Sources:  Google aerial imagery, 2011, and Bing Maps, Copyright Microsoft Corporation and Nokia, 2012. 
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4.5. Owning Agency 
The State of Colorado maintains the state highway system comprised of state-numbered routes, U.S. Highways, 
and Interstate Highways.  The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) is the responsible state agency.  
CDOT is responsible for the transportation system of the state, which includes 9,144 miles of highways with 
close to 3,500 bridges.  CDOT has a multimodal mission; therefore, the agency also oversees all transportation 
system elements focused on moving people, goods, and information. 

4.6. Other Agency Partners 
Denver Regional Council of Governments:  The Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) is the 
regional planning and coordination agency focused on fostering cooperation among county and municipal 
governments in a nine-county Denver metropolitan area.  MPO membership includes the cities of Denver, 
Englewood, Littleton, and Sheridan, as well as Denver and Arapahoe counties.  DRCOG prepares and updates 
the Regional Transportation Plan.  

Regional Transit District (RTD):  As noted earlier, the RTD operates five LRT lines between downtown Denver 
and suburban communities.  The Southwest Rail Line, which runs along the BNSF rail corridor parallel with and 
directly east of US-85/S. Santa Fe Drive, includes two operational services.  The ‘C’ line operates between the 
Littleton/Mineral Station and Union Station in the northeastern portion of the downtown.  The ‘D’ line operates 
between the Littleton/Mineral Station and the 30th/Downing Station in the southeastern portion of the 
downtown.  Currently, there are five LRT stations on the Southwest Rail Line in the area of interest:  four have 
P&R facilities.  One more without parking is planned for construction in conjunction with the Yale Avenue LRT 
yard-and-shop facility.  The RTD is managing a $4 billion funding rapid transit expansion program referred to 
as FasTracks.  FasTracks includes a 2.5-mile LRT extension from the current Southwest Rail Line end-of-the-line 
Littleton/Mineral Station south and east to the southwest corner of the C-470/Lucent Boulevard Interchange. 

Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway (BNSF):  BNSF, today, is the result of merging or acquiring nearly 
400 different railroad lines over the course of 160 years.  Its line through the area of interest generally runs 
parallel and east of US-85/S. Santa Fe Drive.  The railway has four transload facilities in Colorado; one is located 
south of Littleton along the line which runs parallel with US-85/S. Santa Fe Drive.  Transload facilities function 
to provided shippers and receivers with door-to-door transportation solutions for various goods.  The Littleton 
facility supports warehousing of goods and provide rail and truck docks.  A portion of the railroad right-of-way 
has been adapted for the RTD’s Southwest Rail Line.  

Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR):  The UPRR was incorporated under the Pacific Railroad Act of 1862.  The 
railroad operates in the same corridor as the BNSF; however, it maintains no facilities in this area of interest. 

Other Partnering Entities:  The four cities through which US -85/S. Santa Fe Drive passes within the area of 
interest are:  City of Denver, City of Englewood, City of Littleton, and City of Sheridan.  CDOT also partners with 
the two counties within which these cities are present:  Arapahoe County and Denver County (City of Denver).  
One project is underway in the Littleton to reconstruct the twin bridges on US-85 that cross over Dad Clark 
Gulch. 
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5.0 Findings and Conclusions 
 
A National Case Study Review was conducted to identify similar corridors in other metropolitan areas with 
similar functionality.  Three corridors were noted that provide a range of design and operational treatments 
helpful to evaluating access control and roadway design in the US-60/Grand Avenue corridor.  The review 
addresses regional function, access control methods, operational conditions, key interchanges and 
intersections, and jurisdictional control.  The case studies have provided descriptive and visual identification 
regarding the application of access management techniques with the US-60/Grand Avenue corridor.  The 
information supports the creation of organizational arrangements to solve complex regional and intercity 
issues relating to access management to sustain highway capacity and safety while accommodating reasonable 
access to abutting properties and adjacent communities. 
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1.0 Introduction 

The United States Route 60 (US-60)/Grand Avenue Corridor Optimization, Access Management, and System 
Study (COMPASS) – Loop 303 to Interstate 10 is being conducted by the Maricopa Association of Governments 
(MAG) in order to identify a long-term solution for accommodating travel demand and adjacent property 
access, establish operating principles to improve the effectiveness of traffic operations, and prepare an Access 
Management Plan that will provide a detailed milepost-by-milepost description of adjacent property access 
along the Grand Avenue corridor. 

A Partnering Charter was signed on February 22, 2012, by the political leadership of the communities within the 
US-60/Grand Avenue COMPASS corridor.  The outcomes of this technical study will address the following goals 
that were identified in the charter: 

• Cooperatively create an overall vision for the US-60/Grand Avenue Corridor that embraces the 
important regional function of Grand Avenue as a significant high capacity, multimodal corridor and 
that can recognize the unique character of different sections of the corridor and the communities it 
passes through. 

• Cooperatively define the operational character for the US-60/Grand Avenue Corridor that will enhance 
economic development, maintain accessibility to adjacent land uses, improve traffic operations, and 
reduce highway and rail conflicts. 

• Establish an access management system that provides an efficient means to accommodate intersecting 
roadways and access to and from adjacent properties. After the system is recommended and agreed 
upon, each stakeholder will incorporate the principles and recommendations into their transportation, 
economic development and community development. 

• Develop guidelines for signage, landscaping and aesthetic treatments along the corridor recognizing 
the different communities along the corridor. 

• Work together to provide the affected stakeholders, including daily commuters, local residents, and 
adjacent property owners and users with information about the project and opportunity to contribute 
to the study’s outcome and recommendations. 

1.1. Purpose of this Paper 

After several years and millions of dollars in investments, Grand Avenue, today, is a fully developed six-lane 
thoroughfare of regional significance.  It is a vital travel corridor, linking three regional freeways – Interstate 17, 
SR-101L/Agua Fria Freeway, and SR-303L/Bob Stump Memorial Parkway.  Grand Avenue continues south of 
Interstate 17 toward downtown Phoenix, providing a connection with Interstate 10 via the 19th Avenue traffic 
interchange south of McDowell Road, which is a half-diamond to the east.  It continues south of 19th Avenue as 
a four-lane arterial roadway in downtown Phoenix.  Grand Avenue, which is established on a 
northwest-by-southeast alignment, has skewed intersections with many of the major arterials forming the basic 
one-mile roadway grid system characterizing the Phoenix metropolitan area.  Several intersections have been 
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grade-separated, eliminating the complex movements associated with the diagonal Grand Avenue crossing 
north-south and east-west arterials. 

Connectivity with three regional freeways and numerous major arterials afforded by Grand Avenue has made 
this regional travel corridor an important transportation facility for northwest Phoenix and the greater West 
Valley.  Heading north out of Phoenix, Grand Avenue, as an element of the National Highway System (NHS) as 
well as provides access to Glendale, Peoria, Youngtown, Sun City, El Mirage, Surprise, and Sun City West.  
Continuing north, Grand Avenue connects with US-93 in Wickenburg connecting the Phoenix metropolitan 
area with Kingman, Arizona, and Las Vegas, Nevada. 

Local access is equally important.  Early development along the Grand Avenue corridor took advantage of its 
status as a national highway and the railroad corridor that parallels the roadway for its entire length within the 
Study Area (on the east side south of Olive Avenue and on the west side north of Olive Avenue).  Commercial 
and industrial interests generally dominate the corridor south of SR-101/Agua Fria Freeway and many retain 
direct access to the highway, particularly establishments on the east side.  In addition, there are numerous 
intersections with local roads and streets.  North of SR-101/Agua Fria Freeway, particularly on the west side, 
there are fewer industrial developments with access to Grand Avenue, but there are numerous commercial 
developments and local roads and streets that have access to the highway. 

The purpose, therefore, for this paper is the examination of access management policies and guidelines that 
can provide a framework making decisions regarding local access as it affects highway functionality and 
property use.  This requires an understanding of local access needs and authorities for regulating access in 
fulfillment of those needs.  Such a framework will be useful in determining the feasibility and reasonability of 
proposed actions to protect highway functionality through controls on access while assuring reasonable access 
to fronting properties and local roads and streets. 

1.2. Study Area 

The US-60/Grand Avenue COMPASS corridor begins at the traffic interchange (TI) with State Route 303 Loop 
(SR-303L) in the City of Surprise, Arizona, at US-60 reference marker 138.051 (expressed in miles) and ends at 
the Willetta Street intersection in the City of Phoenix, Arizona, at US-60X reference marker 161.880 (expressed 
in miles).  The corridor is oriented northwest-southeast, and passes through portions of the City of Surprise, 
City of El Mirage, Town of Youngtown, City of Peoria, City of Glendale, City of Phoenix, and unincorporated 
Maricopa County. 

US-60/Grand Avenue is a regionally significant six-lane roadway that serves as a vital link connecting four 
important regional freeways:  Interstate 10 (I-10) Papago Freeway, Interstate 17 (I-17) Black Canyon Freeway, 
State Route 101 Loop (SR-101L) Agua Fria Freeway, and State Route 303 Loop (SR-303L) Bob Stump Memorial 
Parkway (Figure 1).  As an element of the National Highway System, US-60/Grand Avenue extends north to the 
community of Wickenburg, where it turns west to western Arizona and California.  In Wickenburg, US-60/Grand 
Avenue connects with US-93, which is the primary link to northwestern Arizona and Las Vegas from the 
Phoenix metropolitan area. 
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FIGURE 1  
US-60/GRAND AVENUE STUDY AREA 
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US-60/Grand Avenue corridor includes the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad (BNSF).  The BNSF tracks run 
the full length of the corridor, parallel and adjacent to the roadway.  They are situated along the roadway’s 
southern edge south of Olive Avenue, and the northern edge to the north. 

1.3. Historical Perspective 

The following summary of the history and evolution of access management practices has been excerpted from 
Access Management Policies:  An Historical Perspective: 

The implementation of access management design principals on non-freeway arterials is in the 
public’s best interest.  Documentation of the benefits of access control has been available since 
1902.  Controlling the frequency, location, and design of access points along a highway is a critical 
element in overall highway performance and public safety.  Data and other information, directly 
linking accident rates to access frequency, has been consistently documented by many research 
projects for over four decades.  The conclusion of the research is that keeping access to the lowest 
frequency possible, providing good spacing and access design when it is permitted, will achieve 
accident reductions of 30% to 60%.  The principals [sic] and standards are readily available for any 
state or local jurisdiction to implement access management and begin realizing the benefits in 
accident reduction and improved roadway performance.1 

1.4. Objectives of this Paper 

Preparation of this paper has been based on two primary objectives: 

• Understand local access management practices; and  

• Develop a framework defining steps for implementing a program for access management. 

  

                                                 
 
1 Access Management Policies:  An Historical Perspective, Philip Demosthenes, prepared for the International right-of-way Association Conference, 

Albuquerque, New Mexico, June 23, 1999.   
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2.0 General Process of Access Management 

Access management focuses on design and operational 
decisions relating to a major roadway that are intended to 
improve traffic flow and safety by reducing, even 
minimizing, the presence of conflict points.  Access 
management is a growing effort by government 
transportation agencies to improve mobility and often 
includes changes to existing access to properties fronting 
the roadway and intersecting roads and streets.  These 
efforts involve careful planning and engineering to 
determine the most efficient and effective location and 
spacing of driveways, street connections, and traffic 
signals.  On major roadways, access management 
generally includes the use of raised median islands to 
channel left-turning traffic to safe locations, especially 
providing dedicated left-turn lanes at intersections to 
remove turning vehicles from through lanes. 

Managing access to heavily traveled highways, such as 
Grand Avenue, can result in better traffic flow, fewer 

crashes, and, therefore, an overall reduction in the social and economic costs of travel in the corridor.  The 
primary function of Grand Avenue as currently designed is to move traffic over long distances at higher speeds 
than typical arterial roadways.  The process of access management seeks to carefully manage the functionality 
of the highway by ensuring requests for new access to fronting developments does not contribute to unsafe or 
congested conditions.  Equally important is maintaining an ongoing assessment of access to assure accessibility 
to communities and developments in the corridor without significantly compromising the functionality. 

Thus, the process of active access management has the ultimate goal of obtaining a balance of property and 
street access relative to the need of maintaining travel efficiency:  a balance that is critically associated with 
level of congestion in the corridor.  Increasing congestion, results in travel delays, which can have a negative 
effect on the social and economic dynamics of a heavily traveled corridor like Grand Avenue.  This means that a 
key aspect of the access management process is to understand the relationship between land use and travel 
demand which is typically expressed in terms of trip generation at points of access.  Once this relationship is 
understood, specific engineering solutions can be conceived and tested to determine the effectiveness of each.  
The final step is to identify the most effective solutions and engage the public in a program of implementation. 
  

Roadway with Multiple Access 
Driveways 

Common Occurrence Associated with 
Accessing Driveways 

Source: Access Management:  People + Process = Safety, Genesee County 
Metropolitan Planning Commission (GCMPC). 
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3.0 Establishing the Program 

An access management program is a coordinated set of plans, regulations, capital improvements, and other 
actions necessary to achieve identified objectives.  Principal among these objectives is achievement of safe and 
efficient traffic flow while preserving reasonable access to properties fronting the roadway as well as 
intersecting roads and streets (Figure 2).  A program to create reasonable access management is by its very 
nature regulatory in practice and effect.  This sections looks at various methods employed by governments and 
communities around the United States to provide a substantive background for designing and adopting a 
long-term Access Management Plan (AMP) for Grand Avenue.  

3.1. General Guidelines 

General guidance regarding the application of access 
management to major roadways may be obtained from 
numerous sources, at the local, county, and state levels.  This 
section looks at selected examples of access management 
practices in Arizona and then presents guidance available from 
other sources outside Arizona. 

3.1.1. Pinal County, Arizona 

Pinal County developed a plan for Regionally Significant Routes 
(RSRs) for Safety and Mobility (RSRSM) to provide a guide for 
preserving right-of-way for RSRs and developing these critical 
transportation facilities.  Access Management is a prominent 
element of the plan and six techniques are identified to guide 
decision making regarding access to the RSRs: 

• Increase spacing of intersections and interchanges to 
improve movement and traffic flow; 

• Reduce the number of driveways to avoid conflict 
points and reduce accidents; 

• Use left- and right-turn lanes to separate traffic, 
improving traffic flow and safety; 

• Apply median treatments including two-way left-turn lanes and raised medians that allow drivers to 
safely turn off of the highway; 

• Use frontage and backage roads for safer and easier access to businesses and roadways; and 

• Implement land use policies that are conducive to the highway environment.   

Source: Executive Summary, Regionally Significant Routes for 
Safety and Mobility, Lima & Associates, September 2008. 

FIGURE 2  
GENERAL CONCEPT OF ACCESS MANAGEMENT 
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The objective of access management is to limit access to the RSRs and, thereby, provide safe and efficient 
movements of people and goods at a high level of service.  An excessive number of access points adversely 
affect mobility and safety, which is a direct function congestion increasing as an increasing number of both 
access and through trips occur in the travel corridor.  In addition, the number and severity of crashes generally 
increases, due to the large number of turning movements interfering with through movements and other 
conflicts at the side of the roadway.  Figure 3 summarizes the principal characteristics of access management 
relative to highway mobility and safety. 

3.1.2. Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) 

The Maricopa Association of Governments does not have a formal AMP.  The metropolitan planning 
organization (MPO) for the Phoenix metropolitan area does provide guidance regarding access management 
on its Website (http://www.azmag.gov/Transportation/Access_Management/). MAG indicates “the purpose of 
access management is to provide vehicular access to land development in a manner that preserves the safety 
and efficiency of the transportation system.”  The Website further states that “by managing access, government 

FIGURE 3  
Principle Characteristics of Access Management 

Source: Executive Summary, Regionally Significant Routes for Safety and Mobility, Lima & Associates, 
September 2008. 

Draf
t



 
 

 
 

 

 3/4/2013 Page 8 of 35 
 

US-60/Grand Avenue
Loop 303 to Interstate 10

DRAFT

agencies can increase public safety, extend the life of major roadways, reduce traffic congestion through 
improved traffic flow, support alternative transportation modes, and improve the appearance and quality of the 
built environment.”  The agency lists five general guidelines for justifying implementation of an access 
management program: 

• Allows motorists to operate vehicles with fewer delays, fewer emissions, and less fuel consumption;  

• Provide reasonable access to properties;  

• Maintains functional integrity and efficiency of the roadway;  

• Protects investments in infrastructure; and,  

• Coordinates transportation and land use decisions. 

MAG ascribes to ten principles of access management outlined by the Transportation Research Board (TRB) 
Committee on Access Management, which published an Access Management Manual in 2003.  These principles 
are: 

• Provide a specialized roadway system – design and manage roadway according to primary function. 

• Limit direct access to major roadways – regional thoroughfares need greater access control 
compared to local and collector roadways that area intended to provide property access. 

• Promote intersection hierarchy – design appropriate transitions from one roadway classification to 
another. 

• Locate signals to favor through movements – optimize signal coordination to achieve more 
continuous traffic flow at the desired speed. 

• Preserve the functional area of intersections and interchanges – minimize access connections close 
to intersections or interchange ramps that can impair roadway functionality. 

• Limit the number of conflict points – limiting the number and type of conflicts between modes 
(vehicles, bicycles, pedestrians) reduces the complexity of the driving environment and, therefore, 
potential conflicts. 

• Separate conflict areas – simplify the driving task by increasing the distance between conflict areas 
(i.e., access points) as the desired traffic speed increases. 

• Remove turning vehicles from through-traffic lanes – turning lanes remove turning vehicles from 
through traffic lanes and reduce the duration of potential conflicts. 

• Use non-traversable medians to manage left-turn movements – minimize left turns and provided 
designated locations for left turns. 

• Provide a supporting street and circulation system – Effective and efficient connectivity to the major 
roadway can be maintained by adhering to adopted spacing intervals for local streets. 
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3.1.3. City of Glendale, Arizona 

The City of Glendale does not have a formal AMP and the Design Review application does not require 
applicants to address roadway access beyond the need to assure fire and emergency services access to the 
development.  Nevertheless, Grand Avenue is a major element of the Regional Freeway System adopted by the 
MAG Regional Council.  Improvements to Grand Avenue are included in the 20-year Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP), the blueprint for all transportation planning in Maricopa County.  Access management is a key 
improvement identified in the RTP.  To this end, the City has engaged in implementing access control 
techniques for Grand Avenue to include:  extending raised medians; reducing the number of access points to 
the highway; adding new perimeters walls, and adding right-turn lanes.  The City expects these improvements 
will encourage economic development and improve the image of Grand Avenue for both residents and 
motorists. 

3.1.4. City of Peoria, Arizona 

The City of Peoria identifies the most important concept associated with the need for access management as 
being “…through movement of traffic and direct access to property are in conflict.”  The City has published 
“Access Management Guidelines” (2011), which establishes the following principles: 

• Limit the number of conflict points at driveway locations;  

• Conflict points are indicators of the potential for collisions;  

• When left turns and cross street through movements are restricted, the number of conflict points are 
significantly reduced; 

• Adequate spacing between intersections allows drivers to react to one intersection at a time, and 
reduces the potential for conflicts;  

• Reduce the interference with through traffic;  

• Providing turning lanes, designing driveways with large turning radii, and restricting turning movements 
in and out of driveways reduces friction to the through movement and enhances safety;  

• Provide sufficient spacing for at-grade, signalized intersections;  

• Good spacing of signalized intersections reduces conflict areas and increases the potential for smooth 
traffic progression;  

• Provide adequate on-site circulation and storage; and 

• The design of good internal vehicle circulation in parking areas and on local streets reduces the number 
of driveways needed for access to commercial and residential developments.  
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3.1.5. City of Surprise, Arizona 

The City of Surprise does not have a formal AMP.  With the Transportation Element of the City’s General Plan, 
one of the strategies for achieving a multimodal transportation system is: 

Maximize the effective use of our arterial roadway capacity by adopting access management 
strategies which limit the quantity and location of driveways and assure a high level of cross 
access between adjacent developments. 

Nevertheless, the City prepared an Access Control Plan for Bell Road in 2007, which the City may use to guide 
future decision making along the Bell Road corridor.  It also can apply the techniques developed for Bell Road 
to other roadways in Surprise.  Access control is an integral element of the ongoing “Build a Better Bell” 
initiative of the City, which includes resurfacing, renovating median landscaping, upgrading lighting, 
synchronizing signals, adding dynamic message boards, and installing additional right-turn lanes.  In addition, 
the Surprise Transportation Plan (2005) indicates subsequent actions by the Surprise Transportation 
Commission, who prepared the Plan, which will include review of regional access management plans.  The Plan 
also cites access management as an important method for increasing the carrying capacity of roadways.   

3.1.6. City of Lawrence, Kansas 

The City of Lawrence views access management as “…the process of managing access to land development 
while preserving capacity and improving safety.”  The City’s access management program is focused on: 

• Limiting the number of conflict points - Conflict points are good indicators of the potential for crash 
occurrences; the more conflict points at an intersection the higher the potential for vehicular crashes; 

• Separating basic conflict areas – adequate spacing allows motorists to anticipate and respond to 
potential conflicts; 

• Reducing interference with through traffic – Accommodate exiting, entering, and turning traffic to 
reduce potential conflicts; and 

• Providing adequate on-site circulation and storage – Internal circulation opportunities reduce the need 
for ingress and egress points. 

3.1.7. Douglas County (Colorado) 2030 Transportation Plan 

Chapter 4 of this plan for Douglas County – Roadway Vision Plan – incorporates Access Management Plan 
Strategies.  This section of the plan defines access management as “…the systematic control of the location, 
spacing, design, and operation of driveways, median openings, and street connections to a roadway.”2  The 
established purpose of access management is “…to provide vehicular access to land development in a manner 
that preserves the safety and efficiency of the transportation system.”3  The Plan notes that uncontrolled access, 

                                                 
 
2 Douglas County 2030 Transportation Plan – November 2009, Douglas County, Colorado, pg. 61. 
3 Ibid. 
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represented by cumulative decisions regarding discrete access points, leads to a reduction in roadway capacity.  
Detailed Access Management Plans are recommended for developing corridors to control access as 
development occurs.  The essential elements of an Access Management Plan are stated as follows:  

• Driveway consolidation and establishment of minimum driveway spacing; 

• Locating driveways away from intersections; 

• Inter parcel access requirements; 

• Construction of a secondary roadway network and parallel access roads to provide access off of the 
primary roadway; and 

• Integrating Access Management into other planning activities (such as land use plans, zoning and 
planning regulations, codes, and standards). 

3.1.8. U.S. 36 Sub-Area Plan, City of Broomfield, Colorado 

This Sub-Area Plan, developed in May, 1997, addresses access management from the perspective of the 
functional classification of the roadway system serving that portion of the U.S. 36 corridor within the City.  The 
express purpose of access management for planning purposes was stated as preserving “…the functionality and 
to enhance safety of the transportation system.”4  This purpose is served through a “…trade-off between 
allowing access to adjacent properties and diminishing the safety and capacity of the roadway for carrying 
through traffic.”5  From this interpretation, the City identified a hierarchy of streets with specific access 
management criteria associated with the Northwest Parkway and the various classifications of other roadways 
serving the U.S. 36 corridor (Table 1).  Adopted criteria include: 

• Separation distance from signalized intersections. 

• Distances between intersections and access points. 

• Distances between two access points.  

   
TABLE 1  

CITY OF BROOMFIELD ACCESS MANAGEMENT CRITERIA 
Criteria Northwest 

Parkway 
Principal 
Arterial 

Minor 
Arterial 

Major 
Collector 

Distance between signalized intersections 1 1/2 mile 1/2 mile 1 /4 mile -- 
Minimum distance from access point to 
intersection 500 ft. 230 ft. 185 ft. 150 ft. 

Minimum distance between access points 325 ft. 230 ft. 185 ft. 150 ft. 
Source:  U.S. 36 Sub-Area Plan, City of Broomfield, Colorado, May 1997. 

                                                 
 
4 U.S. 36 Sub-Area Plan, City of Broomfield, Colorado, May 1997, pg. 17. 
5 Ibid. 
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3.1.9. Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 

The Access Management Manual of TxDOT applies to all classes of state highways and is intended to provide 
“…a mechanism for municipalities to be granted permitting authority to the state highway system.”  
Municipalities may choose to handle access permitting through their own access management guidelines or 
adopt the TxDOT guidelines.  Municipalities have a host of techniques available through subdivision and 
zoning regulations to control access, including:  shared access and cross access for two or more parcels, lot 
width requirements, driveway throat length, internal street circulation, and general thoroughfare planning. 

The manual points out that proper access management is beneficial to protecting public investments in 
transportation facilities by helping to achieve greater efficiency and safety and, thereby, minimizing the need 
for major infrastructure improvements.  The general guidance regarding access management emphasizes the 
importance and benefits of the practice viewed in terms of potential positive effects on safety, facility 
operations, and economic interaction.  Brief summaries of these three important aspects of access 
management are provided below: 

EFFECTS ON SAFETY 

Safety attributes of access management are derived from:  improved access design, making movements into 
and out of abutting properties more efficient; fewer access locations, reducing the number of opportunities for 
traffic conflict; and higher driver response time to potential conflicts, i.e., fewer side-of-the-road distractions.  
The manual includes the graph shown on the left in Figure 4, which shows the increase in the potential crash 
rate, using 10 access points per mile as a base and then averaging crash rates for increasing density of access 
points. 

Minimizing opportunities for traffic conflicts is the most effective method of reducing crashes.  As shown in the 
graph on the right in Figure 4, the treatment selected for the center portion of the roadway cross-section has a 
definite effect on crash rates.  The graph clearly shows that the number of access points has a direct 
relationship to the number of crashes, and implementing even the least effective median – the Two-Way 
Left-Turn Lane – can result in a notable reduction in crashes.  
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 EFFECTS ON FACILITY OPERATIONS 

The frequency of access connections has a major effect on the efficiency of traffic operations.  Direct access 
points (e.g., streets, roads, driveways, parking lot egress/ingress points), median openings, and traffic signals, if 
too closely spaced, are significant contributors to congestion.  Thus, access management aids in maintain traffic 
flow, reduces delays, which, in turn, reduces fuel consumption and vehicle emissions.  The graph on the left of 
Figure 5 shows how the number of access points affects free flow speed on a roadway.  The graph is based on 
procedures in the Highway Capacity Manual that indicate free flow speed (in one direction) decreases 
approximately 0.15 miles per hours (mph) per access point.  Thus, it is clear that reducing the number of traffic 
signals, which area a function of access to the roadway, can significantly improve traffic flow.  It follows that 
improved traffic flow will improve travel times.  The graph on the right of Figure 5 shows, for example, travel 
time for a roadway with four signals per mile is 16 percent greater than travel time on a roadway with only two 
signals per mile. 

Economic Effects 

The quality of the transportation system, measured in term of its efficiency and effectiveness, directly affects 
the efficiency and effectiveness of the local and regional economy.  The transportation system determines how 
quickly goods get to market and the conditions of those goods.  It has an impact on investors, who may or may 
be attracted to an area, based on accessibility and mobility advantages.  The transportation system also directly 
affects the ability of businesses to access the desired market area and, therefore, the viability of those 
businesses.  The TxDOT manual notes that access management treatments help to expand market areas by 
 

 

Source: Figure 1-2, Composite Crash Rates, Access Management Manual, 
Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), July 1, 2011. 

Source: Table 1-1:  Accident Rates, Online Access Management Manual, Texas 
Department of Transportation (TxDOT), July 1, 2011. 

FIGURE 4  
EFFECTS OF ACCESS POINT DENSITY ON CRASH RATES 
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improving travel times for potential customers and can enhance property values by supporting good access to 
commercial development.  The manual cites the following study results as evidence that access management 
programs are beneficial to business vitality rather than having adverse impacts: 

• Corridors with completed access management projects performed better in terms of retail sales 
than the surrounding communities.  Business failure rates along access managed corridors were at 
or below the statewide average. 

• Close to 80 percent of businesses reported no customer complaints about access to their businesses 
after project completion.  

• Over 90 percent of motorists surveyed had a favorable opinion of improvements made to 
roadways that involve access management.  The vast majority of motorists thought that the 
improved roadways were safer and that traffic flow had improved. 

3.1.10. Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) 

The MDOT Access Management Guidebook defines access management as “…set of proven techniques that 
can help reduce traffic congestion, preserve the flow of traffic, improve traffic safety, prevent crashes, preserve 
existing road capacity and preserve investment in roads by managing the location, design and type of access to 
property.”  The Guidebook asserts that access management extends the effective functional lifetime of a 
roadway while assuring safe, reasonable access to abutting properties.  MDOT identifies three facets to its 
approach to access management practices and determinations regarding driveway or access point locations: 

Source: Table 1-2: Access Points and Free Flow Speed, Online Access 
Management Manual, Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), 
July 1, 2011. 

Source: Table 1-3: Travel Time and Signal Density, Online Access Management 
Manual, Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), July 1, 2011. 

FIGURE 5  
Effects of Access Point Density on Travel Speed and Travel Time 
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• Roadside:  Number, location, and design of driveways and the relationship of driveways to the number 
of travel lanes, presence of medians, by-pass lanes, dedicated turn lanes, and signalization of 
intersections. 

• Landside:  Land uses considerations, include internal site design and circulation, shared driveways, 
connected parking areas, frontage and/or rear access roads, building setback, and sign design and 
placement. 

• Special Considerations:  Accessibility and mobility needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, mobility impaired, 
and bus users. 

Decision making related to the road right-of-way and connection thereto varies with the type of road.  MDOT 
has authority over state trunklines, which includes Interstates, U.S. Highways, and State Highways.  County road 
commissions have authority over the county roadway network.  Municipalities have authority over local roads 
and streets.  These authorities must be reconciled with land use decisions and subsequent requests, even 
demands, made by private land owners regarding the access for parcels abutting the roadway.  The Guidebook 
states:  “Successful access management requires cooperation between property owners, local land use 
authorities, and local, county and state transportation agencies in order to provide safe access to private 
property and protect the public's investment in roads.” 

Thus, the access management planning process links transportation needs, 
access management, and land use to assure appropriate roadway/land use 
relationships – existing and future. 

3.1.11. Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) 

The FDOT views access management as fulfilling two purposes:  mobility – 
the efficient movement of people and goods; and access – getting people 
and goods to specific properties.   Achieving these two purposes requires a 
proper balance through careful planning of location, design, and operation 
of driveways, median openings, interchanges, and street connections (i.e., 
intersections), which is given pictorial representation in the graphic at right.  
Mobility within and access to areas of a community are defined by the 
function of the roadway network components.  Mobility, as it related to 
access to properties, is a matter of maintaining the specific function of a 
roadway in the network while permitting adequate access to properties to 
support functions on those properties (e.g., commercial businesses, industrial 
plants, parks, residences). 

Access management, therefore, involves managing the movement to/from 
properties and intersecting streets with a minimum of conflict.  It also 
involves managing traffic flow to assure the capacities of the roadways in the 
network are optimized.  FDOT points out that “…good access management 

Draf
t



 
 

 
 

 

 3/4/2013 Page 16 of 35 
 

US-60/Grand Avenue
Loop 303 to Interstate 10

DRAFT

practices can delay the need to widen the road for several years.”6  The Department has determined that from 
various studies that access management actions do not negatively impact businesses.  In fact, it concludes that 
by making a roadway more efficient, mobility benefits due to reduced congestion, and reduced congestion 
allows traffic levels to increase, and more traffic means greater exposure to businesses.     

3.1.12. Genesee County Municipal Planning Commission (GCMPC), Michigan 

The GCMPC views access management as one tool in the transportation “Safety Tool Box.”  Access 
management boils down to reducing the rate at which motorists encounter conflicts, which reduced the rate of 
crashes.  A focus of the Commission is understanding the relationship between land use and trip generation, 
which translates into access requests.  Access management is seen as the practices of establishing and 
implementing design techniques to accommodate property access and solve common traffic problems 
associated with ingress, egress, and left turns.   

Managing the number of driveways and driveway offsets are keys to minimizing potential conflicts, and these 
attributes of the community are specifically tied to land use practices.  Land use, which ultimately defines the 
number of driveways or access points along a roadway, essentially dictates the speed of travel.  The 
Commission, in evaluating the speed limit law in Michigan and information in the MDOT Access Management 
Guidebook, considered adjusting roadway speed limits to reflect driveway spacing along a roadway as a means 
of improving safety. 

3.2. Principles of Access Management 

There is general agreement regarding the foundational principles supporting the practice of access 
management for regulating the functional efficiency and effectiveness of roadways.  This section provides 
specific interpretations of these principles from two sources, one at the federal level and one at the state level. 

3.2.1. Transportation Research Board (TRB) 

The TRB is one of six major divisions of the National Research Council, a private, nonprofit institution jointly 
administered by the National Academy of Sciences, National Academy of Engineering, and Institute of 
Medicine.  TRB provides services to government agencies, public organizations, and scientific and engineering 
communities.  TRB’s mission statement includes promoting of innovation and progress in transportation, 
facilitating information sharing, stimulating research, providing expert advice, and disseminating research 
results.  The TRB Access Management Manual “…provides specific guidance to state, regional, and local 
agencies on developing and implementing an access management program or corridor access management 
plan.”  The manual explains that access management represents a systematic program of control and design 
actions to: 

• Increase public safety; 

• Extend the operating life of major roadways; 

                                                 
 
6 Access Management, Balancing Access and Mobility – Answers to Your Questions, Florida Department of Transportation Brochure, System Planning Office. 
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• Reduce congestion; 

• Support operations of alternative transportation modes; and 

• Improve the quality, even aesthetics, of the traveled way. 

The TRB manual identifies ten principles of 
access management (Figure 6) that are keys to 
achieving the goals of access management.  
These principles are central to and supportive 
of five key elements that form a 
comprehensive access management program:   

1. Classify roadways into a logical 
hierarchy according to function; 

2. Plan, design, and maintain roadway 
systems based on functional 
classification and road geometry; 

3. Define acceptable levels of access for 
each roadway classification to preserve 
its function, including criteria for the 
spacing of signalized and unsignalized 
access points; 

4. Apply appropriate geometric design 
criteria and traffic engineering analysis to each allowable access point; and 

5. Establish policies, regulations, and permitting procedures to carry out and support the program. 

3.2.2. Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) 

MDOT developed its Access Management Guidebook around 15 principles on which to base a wide range of 
access management techniques directed toward addressing common traffic and mobility issues, such as 
congestion, safety, flow, roadway capacity, and the need for roadway improvements.  These 15 principles are 
presented in Table 2. 

The principles and the relationship between access and traffic flow help define the differences between corridor 
management plans and access management plans.  Each type of plan possesses the twin purposes of achieving 
improved traffic flow efficiency and safety and permitting reasonable access of properties in the community.  
There are distinct differences, which are outlined in Table 3. 

The MDOT graphic shown in Figure 7 illustrates the relationship between access and movement or traffic flow.  
It clearly shows how the function of providing movement is high for a freeway or expressway facility, while the 
function of access becomes increasing important on collectors and local roads.  Optimizing this relationship 
among the many and varied travel needs of the community is derived through the application of the principles 
of access management.  

FIGURE 6  
Effects of Access Point Density on Travel Speed and Travel Time 
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TABLE 2  
MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION PRINCIPLES OF ACCESS MANAGEMENT 

1. Assure reasonable access to abutting property; direct access is not a requirement if other access options are available. 
2. Proper application of access management techniques assures (1) motorists and businesses safe and convenient 

access and (2) more cost-effective use of taxpayers’ money spent on roads. 
3. The greater the functional classification and, therefore, importance/significance of a roadway, the greater the degree of 

access management should be applied so the roadway continues to perform according to the function it was designed 
to serve (see Figure 6). 

4. Interconnections between the existing street system and (a) adjacent sites on the landside and (b) new 
subdivisions/developments are important to the maintenance of safe and efficient traffic flow. 

5. Limit the number of driveways and other conflict points. 
6. Separate driveways and other conflict points. 
7. Improve driveway operation by fitting the best design to the need 
8. Remove turning vehicles from through traffic lanes 
9. Reduce conflicting traffic volumes 
10. Improve roadway operations on arterials by achieving proper balance between traffic flow and access to abutting 

property 
11. Rely on local comprehensive plans and/or an access or corridor management plans to lay the foundation for correcting 

existing and preventing future access management problems. 
12. To optimize the benefits of access management, coordination with all appropriate transportation agencies is essential 

when preparing access management plans, design techniques, and elements of local access management 
regulations. 

13. To optimize the benefits of access management, multi-jurisdictional coordination with all appropriate transportation 
agencies is essential when applying access management standards on lot split, subdivision, site plan, and other 
zoning reviews. 

14. Educate the public regarding access management benefits and encourage involvement in the development of access 
management plans and implementation activities. 

15. Many access management techniques are best implemented through zoning; others through local lot split, subdivision, 
condominium, and private road regulations. 

Source: “15 Access Management Principles,” Reducing Traffic Congestion and Improving Traffic Safety in Michigan Communities:  The Access 
Management Guidebook, Michigan Department of Transportation, October 2001. 

 

TABLE 3  
COMPARISON OF CORRIDOR MANAGEMENT PLAN TO ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Corridor Management Plan Access Management Plan 
Usually address more issues (e.g., need of future right-of-way, 
coordination of transportation and land use decisions) 

Generally more targeted, localized 

Usually apply to one corridor Greater emphasis on community-wide guidance for all roadways 
Usually respond to need for major improvements (e.g., increase 
capacity, new road) 

Usually less extensive, less costly improvements with narrower focus 

Generally involves a longer time frame and more detailed evaluation Focus on smaller, more immediate issues, involving less cost 
Requires longer amount of time for development, review, and approval Generally involve less time and less effort, but can become more 

complex, depending on the issues  
Provide guidance for managing congestion and preserving new 
capacity 

Give greater attention to regulations, because these are often the 
principal implementation mechanism 

Source: “Corridor Management Plans and Access Management Plans Compared,” Reducing Traffic Congestion and Improving Traffic Safety in Michigan Communities:  The Access 
Management Guidebook, Michigan Department of Transportation, October 2001. 
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3.3. Model Ordinances 

Generally, there are three legal foundations for or sources of access control by governing jurisdictions.  These 
are:  state legislation and codes; municipal, county, even regional planning and development codes or 
guidelines; and case law.  A sampling of governing ordinances and regulations includes:   

• Pennsylvania, Title 67, Chapter 441 of the Pennsylvania Code which governs “access to and occupancy 
of highways by driveways and local roads.”7  The focus is to “assure safe and reasonable access as well 
as safe and convenient passage of traffic on the State highway.”8  A response to this was publication of 
PennDOT’s Access Management Model Ordinance for Pennsylvania Municipalities Handbook. 

• In Iowa, the Iowa State University (ISU) Center for Transportation Research developed the Iowa Access 
Management Handbook, which includes model ordinances for counties and cities. 

• FDOT has supported extensive studies to understand the relationship between land development 
practices and access management.  This effort has been fully documented in Model Land Development 
and Subdivision Regulations that Support Access Management and given more focus through the 
Model Ordinance for the Protection of Corridors and Rights-of-Way. 

                                                 
 
7 PennDOT Access Management Model Ordinances Training, Chad Dixson & Angela Watson, Pennsylvania Department of Transportation.  
8 Ibid. 

Source: Figure 2-2, Functional Classification, Reducing Traffic Congestion and Improving Traffic Safety in Michigan Communities:  
The Access Management Guidebook, Michigan Department of Transportation, October 2001. 

FIGURE 7  
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ACCESS AND MOVEMENT (TRAFFIC FLOW) ON ROADWAYS BY 

FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION 
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• The Division of Multimodal Programs in the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet has published a Kentucky 
Model Access Management Ordinance, providing access management guidance for use by Kentucky 
cities and counties based on work accomplished in Florida. 

• Lancaster County, Pennsylvania, referencing the PennDOT Handbook incorporated Access Management 
and a model ordinance in the Harrisburg Pike Transportation and Land Use Study, to guide development 
and transportation improvements in this regionally significant corridor serving four municipalities. 

• The Minnesota DOT (Mn/DOT) formulated and adopted a Model Access Management Overlay 
Ordinance to complement existing zoning and subdivision regulations of municipal government in the 
State.  The ordinance was designed specifically to apply to a single trunk highway corridor, but it can be 
modified to encompass multiple corridors or local roadways. 

• MDOT, in its Michigan Access Management Guidebook, provides three options compatible with 
common local situations in the State. 

This section provides briefs summaries of guidance provided for some of the above ordinances. 

3.3.1. PennDOT Access Management Model Ordinance 

PennDOT published Access Management – Model Ordinances for Pennsylvania Municipalities Handbook 
(Handbook) in 2005 (updated 2006) to help communities understand access management and guide them in 
developing and implementing an appropriate and defensible access management program.  The Handbook 
lays down the legal basis for access management in Pennsylvania.  Two legal cases cited in the Handbook 
notes that court decisions have found that permit guidelines and the permitting process for access to State 
highways are subject to ordinances enacted by local government entities, which may be more restrictive. 

At the state level, PennDOT has the authority to promulgate reasonable rules and regulations to govern the use 
and flow of traffic on State highways.  Regulations governing access to and occupancy of the State highways 
have been adopted.  These regulations require property owners to obtain a permit to access a State highway, 
and major traffic generators are required to perform traffic impact analyses. 

At the local level, the Municipalities Planning Code (MPC) authorizes municipalities to adopt and enforce 
subdivision and land development ordinances (SLDOs) and zoning ordinances to control the layout, design, 
and location of transportation facilities within their jurisdictions.  The Handbook notes that the municipalities 
should notify PennDOT Districts when they adopt an access management ordinance and coordinate with the 
district during review of an application seeking access to a state-owned roadway.  Given the supremacy of local 
ordinances, coordination would be particularly important to assuring the integrity of the permitting process. 

PennDOT developed a set of tiered model ordinances to facilitate customizing by each municipality to meet its 
particular situation and needs (Figure 8).  The ordinances were developed for incorporation into the local 
SLDOs, as appropriate.  The different tiers recognize differences between communities relative to:  
implementation requirements; timeline for achieving community goals and objectives; and the level of 
coordination required at the local and state levels. 
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FIGURE 8  
SUMMARY OF PENNDOT’S TIERED MODEL ORDINANCES 

Source:   Access Management – Model Ordinances for Pennsylvania Municipalities Handbook, Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) and U.S. 
Department of Transportation (USDOT), April 2005, Updated February 2006. 
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The Handbook stresses the importance of establishing a cooperative, even collaborative, relationship with the 
PennDOT District as development and adoption of an access management ordinance progresses.  Such a 
relationship will ensure consistency between the local- and state-level regulations and assure awareness of the 
action at the state level.  The Handbook also notes that access management is most effective when supported 
with comprehensive planning and complemented with the preparation of corridor access plans and access 
management plans for specific problem areas.  Access management plans should be aimed at supporting the 
Future Land Use Plan and Comprehensive Plan (or General Plan, in some cases).            

3.3.2. Minnesota Access Management Overlay Ordinance 

This model ordinance, published by Mn/DOT, was based on the Trunk Highway 7 corridor and zoning and 
subdivision ordinances of the City of Hutchinson (attached).  The initial section establishes the purpose and 
relationship to other ordinances, which is followed by a section providing applicable definitions.  As an overlay 
ordinance, this model is intended to supplement requirements of a local municipality and it is noted that the 
requirements of the more restrictive provisions apply.  The diagrams in Figure 9 show some key provisions 
established in the definitions section to protect the mobility and safety of the State highway.  A key provision 
of the overlay ordinance is recognition of existing non-conforming access with stipulations for assuring 
conformance in the future, if there are future changes to land use.   

The model ordinance establishes a requirement to create an Access Management Plan to identify the design 
and location of a new requested access and present information, as necessary (e.g., traffic impact study), 
relating to potential impacts on the State highway.  In order to accommodate differing development conditions 
along State highways, the ordinance identifies three Access Management Overlay Districts: 

• Urban Core Access Management District – segment of Trunk Highway in fully developed center of 
community (e.g., typical downtown area and immediate hinterland), where lower speeds (30-35 miles 
per hour) would prevail. 

• Urbanizing Access Management District – segment of Trunk Highway through a current or planned 
urbanized area with a full range of urban service, where reduced operation speeds (40-50 mph) would 
prevail. 

• Rural Access Management District – segment of Trunk Highway extending through area or region 
with long-term expectations of limited residential and commercial development (e.g., agricultural area), 
where higher operating speeds (50 mph and greater) would prevail.   

The model ordinance indicates roadway segments would be assigned to one of the three Districts.  Access 
spacing for intersections and allowance standards for driveways would be established for each District.  
Although not specifically incorporated into the model ordinance, it is assumed that there would be some 
connection to the area’s Comprehensive or General Plan and Transportation Plan.  Potentially, this connection 
may be accommodated through the tie in with local land use and zoning regulations.      
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FIGURE 9  
CRITICAL DESIGN DEFINITIONS RELATING TO TRUNK HIGHWAY ACCESS 

Corner Clearance – measured 
along the edge of the traveled 
way, from the nearest pavement 
edge of the primary roadway to 
the nearest pavement edge of the 
access on the connecting street.  

Sight Distance, Intersection – 
distance visible to the driver of a 
stopped vehicle, as measured along 
the normal path of the roadway. This 
ensures that a driver can see far 
enough down the roadway to safely 
cross or pull out into traffic. In some 
cases, there may be another access 
within intersection sight distance. 

Sight Distance, Stopping – The distance 
required by the driver of a vehicle, traveling at 
a given speed, to bring their vehicle to a stop 
once an object on the roadway becomes 
visible. Stopping sight distance is measured 
from the nearest edges of two adjacent 
entrances, which may be on opposite sides of 
a two-lane roadway. 

Throat Length – distance from the shoulder of 
the roadway to the first on-site location where a 
driver can make a right or left turn. 
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3.3.3. Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) 

The MDOT Access Management Guidebook (Guidebook) identifies three options for access management 
ordinances that fit common situations faced by local governments: 

• Option 1:  This option is best suited for a slow-growing, rural community with one or two state 
highways or major county roads. 

• Option 2:  This option is best suited for a rural community in the path of a grow metropolitan area or 
which is a growing suburb with significant undeveloped land along major arterial. 

• Option 3:  This option is best suited for an urban community with little undeveloped land and many 
retrofit or redevelopment opportunities.9 

These three sample ordinances (attached) were adapted from numerous codes and ordinances adopted by 
several Michigan communities, as well as codes and model ordinances prepared by communities in Florida, 
New York, and Iowa.  Other sources include the Center for Urban Transportation Research (CUTR) at the 
University of South Florida (USF), Transportation Research Board (TRB), National Cooperative Highway Research 
Program (NCHRP), and the American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO).  The 
sample ordinances in the MDOT Guidebook have been presented to help communities construct an 
appropriate ordinance to fit its unique situation.  Due to the legal technicalities of such an ordinance, the 
Guidebook stresses that communities should engage qualified planners and engineers to assist in this task, if 
the community does not already have this expertise on staff. 

3.3.4. FDOT Model Ordinance to Protect Corridors and Rights-of-Way 

FDOT developed the FDOT Model Ordinance to Protect Corridors and Rights-of-Ways as a supplement to local 
land use and zoning codes specifically to assure future rights-of-way for planned highways.  The model has 
been developed to allow local government entities to modify the standards or procedures to assure 
consistency with local conditions and practices.  The model ordinance (attached) incorporates general 
provisions and two options for more focused regulation of access.  One option supports system-wide 
applications throughout the community, and the other option focuses on establishing a corridor protection 
overlay district.  The intent of the FDOT model ordinance is to support implementation of the local 
government’s Comprehensive Plan.  Information is provided to assist local governments in attaining 
consistency between the Comprehensive Plan and the language of the model ordinance.  The objective of the 
ordinance is to preserve future corridors and provide a means for assuring needed right-of-way for a future 
corridor will be available when development of the roadway facility occurs. 

                                                 
 
9 “Access Management Ordinance Options,” Chapter *, Sample Access Management Ordinances in Reducing Traffic Congestion and Improving Traffic Safety in Michigan Communities:  

The Access Management Guidebook, Michigan Department of Transportation, October 2001 
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3.3.5. FDOT/CUTR Model Land Development & Subdivision Regulations that Support Access 
Management for Florida Cities and Counties 

FDOT collaborated with the Center for Urban Transportation Research (CUTR) at the University of South Florida 
(USF) to develop Model Land Development & Subdivision Regulations that Support Access Management as a 
tool to be used with the Model Ordinance to Protect Corridors and Rights-of-Way.  This FDOT/CUTR document 
encourages communities to “…establish a policy framework that supports access management in the local 
comprehensive plan, prepare corridor or access management plans for specific problem areas, and encourage 
good site planning techniques.”10  The guidance indicates that communities should amend land development 
and subdivision regulations to assure commercial development, parcels, residential strips, and other divisions 
of land along thoroughfares do not impinge on the safe efficient operations of these thoroughfares.  A 
separate access management ordinance may need to be considered under certain circumstances, but all 
actions geared toward access management and the rationale for such actions should be supported by adopted 
Comprehensive Plans and/or Subarea Plans.  These policy documents provide the legal basis for implementing 
access management regulations. 

The model ordinance focuses on highways and other arterials (and selected collectors) that form the primary 
network for moving people and goods (attached).  It notes that without proper design of access and access 
systems, the key transportation functions of this primary network will be compromised.  The ordinance seeks to 
establish a level framework for balancing the right to reasonable access against the need and right of the larger 
community to be assured of safe and efficient travel facilities.  The foundation of this ordinance relies on 
explicitly identifying a structure for the roadway network; state and local highways have been categorized by 
function, then classified according to the purpose they serve, i.e., access provided and importance of that 
access.  The hierarchy of highways is headed by the Florida Interstate Highway System; secondary 
consideration is attached to the primary regional arterial network.  It is the intent of these model regulations, 
when integrated with local land development and subdivision controls, to create a reasonable legal framework 
for: 

…reducing traffic accidents, personal injury, and property damage attributable to poorly designed 
access systems, and to thereby improve the safety and operation of the roadway network. This will 
protect the substantial public investment in the existing transportation system and reduce the need 
for expensive remedial measures. These regulations also further the orderly layout and use of land, 
protect community character, and conserve natural resources by promoting well-designed road 
and access systems and discouraging the unplanned subdivision of land.11        

3.4. Access Management Program Implementation 

What is involved in the implementation of an access management program?  The MDOT identifies access 
management as a planning process that links access principles with land use and corridor planning.  The 
activity is intended to look at the big picture of transportation and land uses to ensure appropriate 
relationships between present and future needs. The implementation of access management occurs at three 

                                                 
 
10 Overview, Land Development and Subdivision Regulations that Support Access Management for Florida Cities and Counties. 
11 Ibid.  Section 1, Intent and Purpose. 
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levels:  during review of development proposals relative to local zoning and subdivision regulations; during the 
driveway permitting process, administered by local, county, or state road authorities; during definition of 
roadway improvements (planning and design); and during planning for specific capital improvement projects 
on targeted corridors with adopted access management or corridor improvement plans. 

This section reviews applicable resources shedding light on the implementation of access management 
processes and programs.  

3.4.1. Colorado Department of Transportation 

The Colorado State Highway Access Code was adopted by The Transportation Commission of Colorado in 1998 
under the authority of Colorado Revised Statutes (C.R.S.) §24-4-103 and §43-2-147(4).  A copy of §43-2-147 is 
attached for reference.  C.R.S. §43-2-147 establishes the basis and authority for CDOT and local governments to 
regulate vehicular access along public highways.  It is made clear that the provisions of the statute shall not 
preclude or deny reasonable access to the general street system.  Section One of the code states:    

It is the purpose of the Code to provide procedures and standards to aid in the management of 
that investment and to protect the public health, safety and welfare, to maintain smooth traffic 
flow, to maintain highway right-of-way drainage, and to protect the functional level of state 
highways while considering state, regional, and local transportation needs and interests.  

The Code recognizes that the functional levels of the State’s highways must accommodate increases in traffic 
volumes and operational pressure which meeting the purpose of the Code.   It also recognizes that property 
owners have a right of reasonable access and access management actions need to consider impacts on public 
and private land use decisions.  The Code is organized in the following manner: 

• Section One – authority, purposes and structure of the Code and provides an extensive list of 
definitions. 

• Section Two – administrative procedures for implementing the Code, including assignment of access 
categories. 

• Section Three - defines eight categories of highways, based on function, and establishes criteria for 
determining allowable access to the State Highway System. 

• Section Four – standards for the design and construction of all permitted access; standards are based 
on criteria and specifications necessary to ensure the public health, welfare, and safety.   

Table 4 presents an outline of Section Two, Administration, of the Colorado State Highway Access Code as a 
reference for the organization and administration of access management actions.  This section effectively sets 
forth the manner by which the Code shall be administered and implemented.  Section Three contains Access 
Category Standards and Section Four establishes Design Standards and Specifications. 

C.R.S. §43-2-147 specifically states that all State highways are declared to be controlled-access facilities in 
consideration of the purpose cited above.  Therefore, the CDOT implementation of access management 
throughout the state includes development of Access Control Plans for each CDOT Region.  As these Plans are 
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completed, the status of each roadway segment is logged in and a map is uploaded to the Department’s Web 
site.  The maps identify status as:  Completed Access Control Plan, Access Control Plan in Progress, and Access 
Control Plan in Consideration.  Segments for which an Access Management Plan has been created are also 
identified. 

TABLE 4  
OUTLINE OF ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES:  COLORADO STATE HIGHWAY ACCESS CODE 

Section Subsection 
Purpose  
Access Category Determinations (1) Maintenance of an Access Category Assignment Schedule 

(2) Initial Assignment Process - Category Determinations 
(3) Subsequent Changes in Assigned Categories 
 

Permit Application Process, Obtaining a Permit (1) Determining the Issuing Authority 
(2) Pre-application Meetings 
(3) Preparing an Application 
(4) Sources, Data and Information Requirements 
(5) Traffic Impact Studies 
(6) Submitting an Application When the Department is the Issuing Authority 
(7) Processing of an Access Permit Application When the Department is the Issuing 

Authority 
(8) Submitting an Application When the Local Authority is the Issuing Authority 
(9) Processing of an Access Permit Application When the Local Authority is the 

Issuing Authority 
(10) Contents of an Access Permit 
(11) General Permit Issues 
(12) Access Requests by Local Authorities 

Issuing a Notice to Proceed  
Access Construction  
Changes in Land Use and Access Use  
Maintenance & Permit Transfer  
Access Violations  
Appeals  
Internal Administrative Review Committee  
Permit Fees, Forms and Records  
Access Control Plans  
Interchange Management Plans  
Department And Local Government Highway 
Construction Projects 

 

Source:  State of Colorado State Highway Access Code, Volume 2, Code Colorado Regulations 601-1, March 2002. 

3.4.2. Access Management Plan:  Diamond Lake Blvd/N. Umpqua Highway (OR 138E) Stephens Street 
to Sunshine Park 

This plan was prepared as a collaborative act by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the City 
of Roseburg.  It represents a comprehensive inventory of all public and private approaches to OR 138E and 
identifies strategies that meet or improve current conditions through the application of appropriate access 
management standards.  The Plan has been developed to balance the City’s land use, local street, and 
economic development goals with the State’s access management requirements aimed at assuring safe and 
efficient highway operations.  It addresses rights of access and includes relevant operational information as well 
as consideration of land use.  The Plan provides the framework for implementing the Oregon Highway Plan, 
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Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 734.051 – Highway Approaches, Access Control, Spacing Standards and 
Median.  OAR 734, Division 51, specifically provides for Intergovernmental Agreements (IGAs) between ODOT 
and cities and counties that allow the local units of government to accept applications for private approaches 
and issue Construction Permits and Permits to Operate, Maintain and Use an Approach with respect to regional 
and district state highways. 

This Plan states that the purpose for implementing the Access Management Plan is to have a framework in 
place to guide decisions regarding access spacing in accordance with stipulations in OAR 734, Division 51, and 
the Oregon Highway Plan.  These decisions occur at the time of development, redevelopment, change of use, 
and/or construction actions.  The Plan was implemented through a series of strategies designed to improve the 
number of approaches or access points along OR 138E.  The City regulates development and redevelopment 
standards throughout the corridor, and property owners are required to comply with City development 
standards, guidelines, and ordinance.  The City Land Use and Development Ordinance No. 2981, Section 
2.3.025 specifies actions required at the time of development, redevelopment, or change of use.  
Implementation strategies to improve access conditions along the highway include:  

• Eliminate abandoned approaches. 

• Correct or eliminate illegal approaches. 

• Examine feasibility of creating alternate access to street of lower functional classification for properties 
with access to both the highway and local street. 

• Consolidate multiple approaches to reduce 
the density of access driveways. 

• Relocated approach or reservation to an 
alternate location to permit consolidation of 
closely-spaced driveways, improve safety, and 
provide on-site circulation. 

• Improve local street connectivity (including 
parallel service roads) and limit direct 
property connections to the highway. 

• Consider raised medians for the purpose of 
restricting left turns and improving aesthetics. 

• Modify existing approaches. 

• Regulate access within the functional area of 
existing and future signalized intersections 
(Figure 10). 

• Acquire reservations or obtain relinquishment of untenable approaches or approaches that no longer 
are necessary or feasible. 

FIGURE 10  
FUNCTIONAL & PHYSICAL AREAS OF AN INTERSECTION 

The functional area is generally defined as the area in which 
motorists must decide to stop, the maneuvering distance required 
to stop, and the storage length required for queued vehicles. 

Source: Access Management in the Vicinity of Intersections, Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) Office of Safety; an abbreviated version of this 
graphic is included in Access Management Plan, Diamond Lake Blvd/N. 
Umpqua Highway (OR 138E) Stephens Street to Sunshing Park, Oregon 
Department of Transportation (ODOT) and City of Roseburg, 2003. 
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The strategies identified above provide the means to evaluate and remove or modify existing and reserved 
(future) approaches (roadway and driveway) along the highway.  Based on implementation of all of the 
strategies, the Plan developed by ODOT and the City resulted in the list of 123 approaches for the highway.  
Full implementation of all strategies would decrease the total number of existing approaches 38 percent.  The 
Plan concludes that approximately 50 percent of approaches with the City could be eliminated, while 
continuing to provide reasonable access to properties fronting the highway. 

The Access Management Plan developed for Diamond Lake Boulevard incorporates the ODOT Approach Permit 
Process, which outlines the steps for obtaining an approach permit.  In support of this process, the Plan 
includes Access Deviation Findings to guide determinations made by the ODOT Region Access Management 
Engineer (RAME).  Access Deviation Findings do constitute approval of an application that may be submitted, 
but examine the 123 approaches and determine on the face of known conditions whether they meet the 
requirements of OAR 734, Division 51.  Deviations are noted with regard to:  Private Approaches, Public 
Approaches, and Safety Criteria (i.e., how the plan satisfies safety factors).  The Plan also includes 
determinations regarding consistency with conditional approvals and the principle of reasonable access. 

The Plan specifically recognizes that recommendations for improvements in access and adoption of access 
spacing requirements may not be economically feasible in the developed urban area of the City of Roseburg.  
Requests for deviation may be associated with an access permit application, if access management standards 
are not met, but the safety criteria are not compromised.  Approval of deviations may be approved by the 
RAME, if the deviation does not result in significant safety or operational problems, if one or more certain 
conditions pertaining to access exist at the site including those that may be deemed appropriate for 
consideration by the RAME.  An appeal process is defined for deviation requests that area denied by the RAME; 
this process is highlighted in the following section of this Technical Memorandum. 

3.4.3. I-5/Canyonville Exit 99 Interchange Area Management Plan, Oregon 

The Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP) satisfies ODOT requirements associated with plan for and 
managing grade-separated interchanges.   The goal and the time of interchange design is to meet or, at least, 
improve spacing standards in accordance with Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 734-051-0155, Interchange 
Access Management Spacing Standards for Approaches (attached).  The IAMP includes both short-term and 
long-term strategies with a focus on existing and future land use and access requirements for the interchange’s 
area of influence.  The Access Management Strategy (AMS) identified short-term, project-specific actions only.  
Long-term strategies focus on the area outside the immediate project limits with ¼ mile of the interchange 
ramp terminals.  The intent of the IAMP is to provide a framework for implementing short-term access 
management actions and support decisions by the local jurisdictions regarding future improvements to 
roadways in the area of influence.  It includes an analysis of potential land use changes to support refinement 
of local land use regulations and Comprehensive Plan policies.  The IAMP provides a mechanism for ensuring 
growth management around the interchange so that investments in improvements will not be compromised. 

The Access Management section of the IAMP highlights a key axiom:  Roads serve both mobility and access 
needs.  Maximizing mobility typically requires minimizing access to abutting properties.  At the other end of 
the spectrum, maximizing access necessarily means mobility will be reduced.  The IAMP specifically addresses 
the practice of access management as it pertains to economic development and safety.  After establishing 
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standards for spacing in relationship to the interchange and requirements for compliance with the standards, 
the IAMP presents the Short-Term Approach-Related Strategies for the Preferred Alternative (i.e., the AMS).  
The AMS generally includes closing, modifying, relocating, consolidating driveways and purchasing property 
rights.  The IAMP then presents the Long-Term Approach-Related Strategies, which is referred to as the “Plan.”  
Long-term strategies include actions that must be considered by ODOT and local jurisdictions, when a roadway 
construction project is planned within the interchange area of influence or property is developed, redeveloped, 
or undergo a change-of-use.  Strategies may include:  encouraging consolidation of access points, encouraging 
shared access points between adjacent properties, offsetting driveways at proper distances to minimize the 
number of conflict points, providing driveway access via local roads where possible, and/or minimizing 

driveway widths. 

The IAMP provides an inventory of approaches (e.g., 
public roads, private roads, driveways, etc.) affected or 
potentially affected by proposed improvements to the 
interchange for both the AMS and the Plan.  The 
approaches also are mapped and, in some cases, aerial 
photographs are provided to enlighten the reader.  
Figure 3-10 shows a portion of mapping used to identify 
existing approach locations and type of actions 
proposed in the AMS.  Approaches are listed according 
to applicable zoning and land use with the specific 
strategy noted.  The IAMP notes that requests for 
deviations to standards and recommendations may be 
submitted (see Section 3.5, Dispute Resolution).  

Due to the elements of time and management 
processes, it is often difficult to establish whether an 
approach is permitted.  Plus, over time, landmarks, mile 
points, even road names may change.  This requires that 
some approaches be “grandfathered” in to the Plan, if 
safety-related issues do not exist.  Thus, a number of 
factors are considered for each approach in support of 
Plan recommendations, including:  safety, existing and 

potential land use, existing site plan, number of approaches, future plans for development of a parcel, and 
access to local streets. 

The IAMP includes a detail traffic analysis supporting decisions and recommendations regarding interchange 
design and approach strategies.  A record of agency coordination activities also is included in recognition of 
the multi-jurisdictional nature of the plan and its objectives.  Finally, applicable plan, policies, and standards are 
provided for reference. 

Source: Canyonville Interchange, I-5 Exit 99:  Interchange Area 
Management Plan, Oregon Department of Transportation, March 
2006. 

FIGURE 11  
PROPOSED APPROACH STRATEGIES:  I-5/CREEKSIDE 

BOULEVARD INTERCHANGE 
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3.4.4. Oregon DOT Approach Permit Process 

At the state level, access control of state highways in Oregon is maintain through a permitting process applied 
to all proposed new approaches (i.e., public or private roads and driveways) and changes to existing 
approaches that may be due to changes in land use or property functions.  The responsibility and authority of 
the Oregon DOT is established in Oregon Administrative Rule 734, Division 51, which “…establishes procedures, 
standards, and approval criteria used by the department to govern highway approach permitting and access 
management.12  The approach permit process involves ten steps, as summarized below: 

1. Obtain an Application for State Highway Approach to ODOT District Office; 
2. Complete the Application; 
3. Coordinate land use approval for proposed land use change or development with City or County 

planning agency; 
4. District Office reviews Application within 10 calendar days of receipt; 
5. District Office determines whether requested approach is legally permissible; 
6. ODOT has 30 calendar days to complete review of Application and all required attachments; 
7. Additional information is requested by ODOT, if necessary; 
8. ODOT provides notification regarding review of additional information; Application is approved or 

denied; 
9. If approved, Permit to Construct Approach is issued, the applicant is provided a Construction Permit, 

ODOT inspects the approach, and, if the approach passes inspection, issues a Permit to Operate, 
Maintain and Use an Approach; 

10. District Office provides information on the appeals process when Application is denied. 

A non-refundable administrative fee of $50 is required by ODOT for each approach application.  Requests for a 
temporary approach require a deposit of not less than $100 per approach.  In addition, proof of liability 
insurance and any required bond or deposit in lieu of bond is required prior to issuance of "Construction 
Permit." 

3.4.5. Bell Road Access Control Plan, City of Surprise, Arizona 

This plan notes that access management techniques should be implemented prior to development in a travel 
corridor.  Nevertheless, projects to widen a roadway or redevelop a route offer opportunities for asserting 
access management principles during the design phase.  In this case, one portion of Bell Road in the area 
affected by this Plan is well developed and represented significant challenges to the objective of reducing 
access.  On the other hand, the other portion presented fewer challenges and greater opportunity to 
implement more restrictive access control measures.  Implementation of recommended access management 
guidelines for Bell Road involved application of three key actions: 

• Consolidating, closing and minimizing traffic movements at existing accesses, where no other 
adverse safety or operational impacts will result; 

                                                 
 
12 Division 51, Highway Approaches, Access Control, Spacing Standards and Medians, Oregon State Archives at: 

http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_700/oar_734/734_051.html.  
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• Implementing the recommended Bell Road median opening and driveway access minimum 
spacing standards; 

• Establishing internal, non-arterial alternative circulation routes to Bell Road either within 
undeveloped properties or on secondary roadway systems.13 

To further establish access control along Bell Road, additional policies were defined to guide decision making 
regarding median openings and driveway spacing: 

• Unless no other reasonable access is available, properties will not have direct access to Bell Road; 

• Driveway access to Bell Road should be stratified by the length of property frontage on the arterial; 

• Cross-access agreements should be established for sites that are candidates for access 
consolidation and for all new developments or redevelopment projects to share access between 
adjacent properties; 

• Alternative circulation routes and cross-parcel access should be defined as part of any 
Development Plan – the Development Plan should be coordinated with the Access Management 
Policy, and it should serve multiple development parcels to minimize direct arterial access; 

• For all driveway access approved on Bell Road, appropriately designed deceleration lanes will be 
constructed by the applicant; 

• No additional access rights shall accrue through property subdivision or rezoning.14 

Implementation of this Plan involved identifying appropriate access control strategies and categorizing 
174 separate access locations (existing and planned) into eight control strategies.  The inventory and evaluation 
of access locations was closely coordinated with City staff, resulting in specific recommendations for each of 
the 174 access locations.  Full implementation of the Bell Road Access Control Plan was conducted in three 
phases: 

• Phase 1 – Develop Bell Road Access Control Plan. 

• Phase 2 – Bell Road Access Control Plan Safety Review and Cost/Benefit Evaluation. 

• Phase 3 – Bell Road Access Control Plan Public Involvement/Adoption Program.  

3.4.6. Douglas County, Oregon 

The Douglas County Land Use Development Ordinance (LUDO) recognizes that ODOT has the responsibility 
and authority for managing access to State highways.  The LUDO identifies the role of the County regarding 
implementation of access control on State highways.  Section 3.35.065, Access onto State Roads, specifies the 

                                                 
 
13 Bell Road Access Control Plan, City of Surprise, February 1, 2007. 
14 Ibid.  
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County’s coordination process with ODOT, when an ODOT permit for direct access to a State highway, is 
required. 

1) Provide applicants with information related to the need for a state access permit; 

2) Refer land use permits, including those which result from actions listed in 3.35.060,15 with direct access 
to state highways to ODOT; and  

3) Require applicant(s) to provide either authorization of an approved State access permit, prior to a land 
use application or permit being considered complete. 

3.5. Dispute Resolution 

Due to the legal nature of property rights and the right to reasonable access to public roads, access 
management processes must include an appeals process and methods for dispute resolution.  Examples of 
these elements of access management are presented in this section. 

3.5.1. ODOT Appeals and Dispute Process 

Access deviation findings noted earlier in Section 3.4 provide the basis for maintaining or developing 
approaches to Oregon State Highways that do not meet spacing standards or other standard that has been 
adopted to protect the safety and efficiency of the highways.  Approaches that are defined as possessing 
deviations may be grandfathered in to the plan for the highway or recommended for closing or modifications.  
The result of this process can be appealed by operators of the approach.  The denial of an Application for State 
Highway Approach is also grounds for appeal.  The following five conditions area considered to be appealable 
decisions per OAR 734-051-1070: 

(a) A decision to deny an application for an approach permit;  

(b) A decision to deny an application for a deviation from approach permitting standards;  

(c) A decision to impose mitigation measures as a condition of approval of an approach permit or for a 
deviation from approach permitting standards;  

(d) A decision to close or remove a permitted or grandfathered approach; or  

(e) A decision to modify a construction permit.16 

These actions give the applicant the right to dispute resolution procedure to review the Department’s decision.  
This process flows on full documentation of any collaboration activities undertaken by the Department and the 
applicant.   

                                                 
 
15 This section specifies Douglas County’s  focuses responsibility to coordinate with certain entities regarding review of future land use decisions affecting transportation facilities, 

corridors, and sites. 
16 Section 734-051-1070, Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR). 
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The ODOT appeals process offers three different avenues for the applicant:  Region Review, Collaborative 
Discussion, and Contested Case Hearing.  The applicant may request further collaboration on issues of 
non-agreement or presentation of the issues before the Dispute Review Board.  As an alternative, the 
Department could request additional information to ensure a complete application, and then issue a final 
decision, which then would be subject to review.  The opportunities for applicant appeal and Department 
review are extensive.  The key passages in the Oregon Administrative Rules are attached for reference. 

3.5.2. Access Management Plan:  Diamond Lake Blvd/N. Umpqua Highway (OR 138E) Stephens Street 
to Sunshine Park 

OAR  734, Division 51, § 330, outlines requirements for processing requests for deviations from established 
access management standards, as provided for in this same Rule.  This section specifies that denial of a 
deviation request may be appealed.  An applicant receiving an unsatisfactory decision regarding a request for 
deviation has 21 calendar days within which to request a Region Review (OAR 734-051-0390) or a formal 
hearing (OAR 734-051-0400).  This same appeals process applies to any disagreement an applicant may have 
with the terms and conditions of the Construction Permit or the Permit to Operate, Maintain, and Use an 
Approach.  The process also allows for the initiation of a “collaborative discussion” with the context of the 
Region Review process. 

The Region Review process applies to every aspect of the access permit application process.  This process 
includes establishment of a Region Review Committee the members of which must have expertise in access 
management policies, roadway design standards, right-of-way, and traffic engineering.  The Committee reviews 
all pertinent information regarding the application and makes a recommendation to the Region Manager.  The 
Region Manager subsequently makes a determination to approve, reverse, or modify the original application, 
Construction Permit, or closure finding.  The collaborative discussion (noted above) seeks to provide a forum 
for both the Regional Manager and the applicant or permittee or recognized representatives to examine issues 
associated with the Department’s recommendation and to reach agreement for approval, reversal, or 
modification of the appealed action.  If this process is successful, the outcome is fully documented by the 
Region Manager and a subsequent Construction Permit or Permit to Operate, Maintain, and Use an Approach 
is issued.  Should agreement not be attained, the applicant/permittee may request a hearing. 

OAR 734, Division 51, also incorporates Remedies for Closure of Approaches.  OAR 734-051-0500 through 
734-051-0560 outlines the framework for this action.  The process allows a person holding an interest in real 
property to appeal closure of permitted access or denial of an approach for which a grant or reservation of 
access has been issued.  In addition to Definitions, this portion of the OAR 734, Division 51: 

• Identifies the Department’s responsibility for offering remedies; 

• Establishes a procedure for resolving claims; 

• Specifies a process for conducting appraisals to determine real property value, utility, or use; 

• Establishes the conditions for agreement; and 

• Delegates authority to the Right of Way Manager of the Department or the Manager’s designee to 
resolve the issue and achieve settlement.  
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4.0  Findings and Conclusions 

The review of access management practices and regulations presented herein reveals that access management 
is a local matter.  Although the examples provided show basic approaches to access management, the method 
or framework chosen for such action is entirely subject to local conditions and needs.  The most appropriate 
access management practice for US-60/Grand Avenue must be determined from the conditions along the 
roadway and the needs of the several communities through which it passes.   

With the information presented in this Technical Memorandum, a team comprised of the Arizona Department 
of Transportation, Maricopa Association of Governments, Maricopa County, and the local municipalities can 
begin to understand the length and breadth of access management as a regulatory tool for sustaining highway 
capacity and safety while assuring reasonable access to properties abutting the highway and adjacent 
communities areas and functions.  The Technical Memorandum is an educational brief that provides a practical 
overview of access management as an instrument for guiding regional and local decisions regarding access of 
approaches to US-60/Grand Avenue that can be consistent with and supportive of state, regional, and local 
development and social goals and objectives. 

There are some key considerations that should be examined as part of the US-60/Grand Avenue COMPASS 
study that are community specific and corridor level strategies, including: 

• Develop a corridor wide safety goal understanding that that will be addressed by implementing access 
management strategies from the COMPASS recommendations. 

• Develop a corridor level driveway density goal. 

• Develop a corridor level traffic signal density goal. 

• Delineate key economic development zones along US-60/Grand Avenue that can provide focused 
access management strategies in these areas to foster a balance between an improved safety condition 
and attracting new development.  These strategies can relate to: 

o Geometric improvements (spot locations); 

o Driveway consolidation (driveway density reduction – spot locations); 

o Overlay zoning districts that correlate to the desired land uses and densities (specific locations 
or corridor); 

o Transit stop/station accessibility (corridor level);  

o Ordinance development (municipal); and 

o Develop a Corridor Charter supported by Council Resolution for all corridor municipalities to use 
as a common understanding documenting all goals, objectives and agreed upon direction. 
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Draft Model Access Management Overlay Ordinance 

This model was developed using the City of Hutchinson and the Trunk 
Highway 7 corridor. The basic provisions of this model may be adopted 
by any jurisdiction as an overlay ordinance for any state or local highway, 
however, the specific access standards of Section 7 will vary with the 
highway. 

Mn/DOT is seeking further input and would appreciate feedback on the 
ordinance and its application. 

This model ordinance should be adopted only after appropriate legal 
advice has been obtained. 

For additional information or to provide comments, please contact: 

Cindy Carlsson 
651-366-3313

cindy.carlsson@state.mn.us 
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 Draft Trunk Highway Access Management Overlay Ordinance 
 
 

Section 1. Title. 
This Ordinance, included as Section ______ of the    Code of the City/County/Town 
of      , Minnesota, will be known and referred to as the     Access 
Management Overlay Ordinance.  When referred to hereafter, it will be known as “this Ordinance” 
 
 
Section 2. Purpose and Relationship to Other Ordinances. 
Section 2.1 Purpose.   

The purpose of this Ordinance is to regulate the location and general design of public and private access 
to Trunk Highway   in order to:  

1) Promote the safety and mobility of the traveling public;  

2) Provide safe and convenient access between Trunk Highway    and the surrounding 
area, consistent with the highway’s functional classification as a(n)     and 
state Trunk Highway access category assignment as a       ;  

3) Ensure that all property is provided reasonably convenient and suitable access;  

4) Support orderly economic development/redevelopment of the surrounding area; and 

5) Support the development of a coordinated state and local road network. 
 

Section 2.2 Conformance with Comprehensive Plan and State Transportation Guidelines. 

This ordinance implements the goals and policies of the City/County/Town of     
Comprehensive Plan and the Trunk Highway   Access Management Plan. In addition, this Ordinance 
conforms with the policies and guidelines of the Minnesota Department of Transportation.  
 

Section 2.3 Access Management Overlay Zone Established. 

This ordinance establishes an Access Management Overlay Zone. The requirements of this Ordinance 
apply within the Overlay Zone and supplement the requirements of the City/County/Town of   
  zoning, subdivision, and other regulations that govern the use and development of property 
within the City/County/Town.  Therefore, all standards and requirements of this Ordinance are in addition 
to the requirements of the     Zoning and Subdivision ordinances. 

1) Any parcel of land located within the Overlay Zone is subject to all requirements of the 
underlying zoning district.  

2) If there is a conflict between any provision of this Ordinance and any provision of the 
City/County/Town of     zoning, subdivision, or other regulation, the 
more restrictive provision will apply.  

 
 
Section 3 Definitions. 

For the purpose of this Ordinance, certain phrases, terms and words are defined as follows: 

Access An entrance, driveway, street, road, or other way or means of approach that 
provides a vehicular entrance or exit to a property from an abutting property or 
public road. 

Access, commercial:  A private access serving more than three residential units; one or more 
commercial, industrial, institutional or multiple family uses; or an agricultural 
feedlot. 
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Access, field: An access to an agricultural field used for the movement of farm vehicles and 
equipment.  However, an access to a farmstead, feedlot, or farm-related 
structures is not a field access. 

Access, residential: A private access serving three or fewer residential units, which may be either 
individual detached units or attached units within a single structure, a farmstead, 
or farm-related structures, but not including an agricultural feedlot. 

Access connection: Any entrance, driveway, street, road, turnout, or other means of providing for the 
movement of vehicles to or from the public road system. 

Access Management  
Administrator: An administrative officer, such as the planning/zoning director or city engineer, as 

designated by the      City/County/Town Council/Board to 
administer this Ordinance.   

Build-out plan: A plan or concept that depicts full development of property in accordance with 
the requirements of the existing underlying zoning district, the Subdivision 
Ordinance, and/or the Comprehensive Plan.   

 
Corner clearance: The distance from an intersection to the nearest 

access connection. It is measured along the edge 
of the traveled way, from the nearest pavement 
edge of the primary roadway to the nearest 
pavement edge of the access on the connecting 
street. Figure 1 illustrates corner clearance. 

Driveway, shared: A single driveway or other entrance that is shared 
by two or more uses on one or more properties. 

Intersection, Minor: An intersection that does not meet the spacing 
standards for a Primary or Secondary Intersection with Trunk Highway  , but is 
necessary to provide reasonable connectivity to an area otherwise isolated from 
the local street network due to historic development patterns or topography. 
Minor Intersections are not intended for signalization and turning movements 
may be restricted. 

Intersection, Primary: An intersection planned and designed to serve as a major connection between 
Trunk Highway       and the local road network. Primary Intersections generally 
allow turning movements in all directions and may be signalized if warranted.  

Intersection,  
Secondary: An intersection planned and designed to supplement Primary Intersections as 

needed to provide adequate connectivity between the local road system and 
Trunk Highway      .  Secondary Intersections are generally located midway 
between Primary Intersections and not intended for signalization. To maintain 
safe traffic flow on the trunk highway and signal progression through Primary 
Intersections, turning movements may be restricted.   

Modification of Access 
Standards: A procedure used to consider approval of an Access Plan that would not 

otherwise meet the standards of this Ordinance when deemed necessary to 
allow reasonable economic use of the property as permitted by the underlying 
zoning and to ensure reasonably convenient and suitable access to a legal lot or 
parcel of record. 

Mn/DOT: The Minnesota Department of Transportation.  

Related application: An application for a zoning permit or subdivision approval that also requires 
approval of an access management plan under the provisions of this Ordinance. 

 

Figure 1 
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Restricted turning 
movement: A restricted turning movement occurs when a physical barrier (such as a 

median), signage, or pavement markings prevent a vehicle from making a 
specific maneuver when entering or exiting an access. This may include 
restrictions on right turns, left turns, or through movement across a street. 

Sight distance,  
intersection: The distance visible to the driver of a stopped vehicle, as measured along the 

normal path of the roadway. This ensures that a driver can see far enough down 
the roadway to safely cross or pull out into traffic. In some cases, there may be 
another access within intersection sight distance. Intersection sight distance is 
illustrated in Figure 2. 

 
Sight distance, 
stopping: The distance required by the driver of a vehicle, traveling at a given speed, to 

bring their vehicle to a stop once an object on the roadway becomes visible. 
Stopping sight distance is measured from the nearest edges of two adjacent 
entrances, which may be on opposite sides of a two-lane roadway. Stopping 
Sight Distance is illustrated in Figure 3. 

 
 

Subdivision Regulations:         , as may be 
amended from time to time. 

Figure 2 
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Throat length: The distance from the shoulder of the roadway to the first on-site location where 
a driver can make a right or left turn. Throat length is illustrated in Figure 4. 

 

 
Zoning Ordinance:         , as may be 

amended from time to time. 
 
 
Section 4 Applicability. 
Section 4.1 Location. 

All land within          mile ( feet)   of the centerline of Trunk Highway          in the City/County/Town 
of    is located within the Access Management Overlay Zone and subject to this Ordinance. 
 

Section 4.2 Scope. 

From the effective date of this Ordinance, the provisions of this Ordinance apply to the general location 
and design of the public street network and access to property within the Access Management Overlay 
Zone. Any access that was legally established, but is not in conformance with the standards of this 
Ordinance, is considered a non-conforming access and may continue under the conditions established in 
Section 4.4 below. 

 

Section 4.3 Exemption. 

The provisions of this Ordinance do not apply to any field access.   
 

Section 4.4 Non-conforming Access. 

4.4.1 Purpose.  

The purpose of this subdivision is to recognize the existence of access connections to Trunk 
Highway        which were lawful when established, but do not meet the requirements of this 
Ordinance; discourage the expansion and/or intensification in the use of such access; and 
encourage the elimination of non-conforming accesses or reduce their negative impacts on Trunk 
Highway       and the surrounding area. 
 
4.4.2 Continuation of Non-conforming Access.   

Any access connection in place as of the date of adoption of this Ordinance that does not 
conform with the standards herein is a non-conforming feature that will be allowed to continue as 
long as the access or the land use it serves is not expanded or discontinued.  
 
 
 

Figure 4 
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4.4.3 Expansion of Non-conforming Access or Use.  

If there is an expansion of a non-conforming access or the land use served by a non-conforming 
access, the non-conforming access must either be eliminated or brought into conformance with 
the standards of this Ordinance. 
 

4.4.4 Discontinuation of  Non-conforming Access or Use.  

If a non-conforming access or the use or structures of the property served by a non-conforming 
access is discontinued for more than one year, use of the access must not be re-established 
unless approved under the provisions of Section 5 of this Ordinance. 
 

4.4.5 Destruction of a Non-conforming Use.  

If the use or structures of the property served by a non-conforming access is a legal non-
conformity according to the Zoning Ordinance and is destroyed, subsequent access to the 
property may be required to conform to the provisions of this Ordinance as allowed by law. 
 

Section 4.5 Conditional Uses. 

In addition to the findings and review criteria established in    of the Zoning 
Ordinance, approval of a conditional use requires full compliance with the standards of this Ordinance. A 
Modification of Access Standards will not be approved for a conditional use.   

 
 

Section 5 Administration. 
Section 5.1 Access Plan Approval Required. 

Approval of an Access Plan is required prior to any one of the following events: 

1) The approval of any land subdivision, conditional use permit, interim use permit, site plan, or 
zoning-related permit for any property located within the Access Management Overlay Zone;   

2) The construction of any new public or private access to Trunk Highway       or to a public 
street that intersects directly with Trunk Highway  ;  

3) The reconstruction or relocation of any existing  public or private access to Trunk Highway       
or to a public street that intersects directly with Trunk Highway    ;  

4) A change in the primary use of land (which may include, but is not limited to, a change from 
agricultural to industrial, residential to commercial, or office to retail) that may change the 
amount of traffic using any existing private access to Trunk Highway    ; or   

5) A change in the intensity of the land use served by a commercial access to Trunk Highway   ,  
defined as either a.) an increase in the gross floor area of a primary or accessory structure by 
  %  or    square feet, whichever is greater, or b.) an increase in the 
number of parking stalls by   % or   stalls, whichever is greater. 

Section 5.2 Access Plan Application Requirements. 

An Access Plan consisting of a sketch plan of the property and the surrounding area, drawn to scale, 
must be submitted to the Access Management Administrator. The Access Plan must provide the following 
information: 

1) The dimensions of the property and the location of public rights-of-way and property lines; 

2) The existing and proposed land use. For residential uses, indicate the number of units.  For 
all other uses, indicate the specific type of use, square footage of existing and proposed 
structures, number of employees, and number of parking spaces; 

3) The location and dimensions of existing and proposed structures, accesses, parking, drive 
aisles, and internal circulation; 
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4) The location of local streets and roads serving the surrounding area, the land use on adjacent 
parcels, and the location of and distance to public or private access serving adjacent parcels;  

5) If the property is planned to be developed in phases or could be further subdivided in 
conformance with the underlying zoning, a build-out plan specifying location, size, and timing 
of additional parcels and/or structures and parking;  

6) A traffic impact study if requested by Mn/DOT, any other affected road authority, or the 
Access Management Administrator;  

7) A signal justification report, if a traffic signal is proposed as part of the plan; and 

8) Any other information reasonably required by the City/County/Town. 
 

Section 5.3 Access Plan Review and Approval. 
 

5.3.1 Approving Authority. 

If the proposed development requires any additional approval according to the underlying Zoning 
or Subdivision Ordinance, the Access Plan must be reviewed and acted upon as a supplement to 
those requirements and according to the procedures established for the related application.  

If the proposed development does not require additional review and approval, the Access 
Management Administrator must review and approve or deny the Access Plan.  
 

5.3.2 Coordination With Affected Road Authorities. 

The Access Management Administrator must notify and consult with Mn/DOT and any other 
affected road authority regarding the proposed access plan and must consider their comments 
and recommendations in the review of the Access Plan. Review and approval of an Access Plan 
required under this Ordinance does not substitute for compliance with the access permit 
regulations of Mn/DOT or any other affected road authority.   
 

5.3.3 General Considerations. 

To determine whether the proposed Access Plan meets the standards of this Ordinance, the 
Approving Authority must consider all of the following factors: 

1) The relationship to the existing and proposed land use for the City/County/Town; the 
transportation and road network plans of the City, County, and State; and the Trunk 
Highway 7 Access Management Plan; 

2) The potential for future subdivision and development of the property and other properties 
in the vicinity of the proposed access; 

3) The adequacy of existing or planned roadways to accommodate the proposed 
development in a safe and cost effective manner; 

4) Environmental conditions affecting the area such as wetlands, floodplains, shorelands, 
slopes, and cultural resources;   

5) Existing, planned, and potential future access to and circulation on adjacent properties; 

6) Comments from Mn/DOT or any other affected road authority; 

7) If a signal is proposed, review and comments from the affected road authority pertaining 
to a signal justification report; and  

8) The findings and conclusions of any related studies such as an environmental 
assessment, traffic impact analysis, or signal justification report. 
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5.3.4 Measurements. 

The spacing between accesses will be measured as follows: 

1) Public intersections must be measured from the centerline of the intersection under 
review to the centerline of the next intersection or the nearest edge of the next driveway. 

2) Private driveways must be measured from the nearest edge of the driveway under review 
to the nearest edge of the next driveway or the centerline of the next intersection. 

3) An access will be considered in compliance with spacing requirements if it does not 
deviate more than 5% from the spacing standards established in this Ordinance. 

5.3.5 Findings of Approval. 

An Access Plan must be approved by the designated authority as provided in Section 5.3.1 if the 
plan: 

1) Complies with the standards and conditions set forth in Sections 7 and 8 of this 
Ordinance for the applicable Access Management District; or 

2) Satisfies the findings of approval for a Modification of Access Standards as set forth in 
Section 9 of this Ordinance. 

 
5.3.6  Conditions of Approval. 

The Access Management Administrator or other designated authority may add conditions to the 
approval of the Access Plan to ensure compliance with the spirit and intent of this Ordinance. 
 

Section 5.4 Construction Responsibilities and Security Deposit. 

5.4.1 Responsibilities.  

The applicant is responsible for all costs associated with implementation of the Access Plan, 
including the construction of improvements required to meet any conditions of approval. 
Improvements may include the construction of the access or intersection, turn lanes, medians, 
connecting roadways or driveways, drainage devices and structures, associated grading and site 
restoration, and the acquisition and/or dedication of necessary right-of-way as permitted by law. 
 

5.4.2 Security deposit.   

The applicant must provide a security deposit of        
    to guarantee provision of any required improvements associated with 
the approved Access Plan.  

 
5.4.3 Compliance. 

The intersection or access must be constructed in complete compliance with the approved 
Access Plan. If the Access Management Administrator finds that the construction has not been 
completed as approved, the security deposit provided in Section 5.4.2 may be used by the 
City/County/Town to complete or repair the access and/or any required improvements in 
compliance with the approved Access Plan. 
 

Section 5.5 Duration of Approval. 

If the access has not been constructed or utilized within one year after approval of the Access Plan, the 
approval expires unless a time extension is granted by the original Approving Authority. To request an 
extension, a written request explaining the need for the extension must be submitted to the Access 
Management Administrator at least           days before the expiration of the original approval. The 
original Approving Authority must determine whether to grant the extension or require a new application. 
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Section 6   Access Management Overlay Districts Established and Assigned. 
Section 6.1 Districts Established.   

Three separate Access Management Overlay Districts are established within the Overlay Zone to 
recognize variations in the existing and planned land use of the surrounding area. 
 

6.1.1 Urban Core Access Management District.  

The Urban Core District extends through the fully developed center of the City where the road 
network is characterized by short blocks and a grid system of intersecting streets. Individual lots 
are typically small and buildings may be located close to streets. Sidewalks, pedestrian traffic, 
and on-street parking are common. Trunk Highway         is planned to operate at lower speeds, 
typically 30-35 mph, compared to the speeds for the overall corridor. 

6.1.2 Urbanizing Access Management District.  

The Urbanizing District is established to guide the location and design of access in areas beyond 
the Urban Core that are currently urbanized or planned for future urbanization with a full range of 
urban services, including a local supporting road network. Trunk Highway       is planned to 
operate at a somewhat reduced speed, typically 40-50 mph, through this district, compared to the 
speed of the overall corridor. 

6.1.3 Rural Access Management District.  

The Rural District is established to guide access location and rural subdivision design decisions 
within the portion of the Trunk Highway      Corridor extending through long-term agricultural 
areas with limited residential and commercial development, as provided in the Comprehensive 
Plan. The highway is planned to operate at higher speeds through this district, typically 50 mph or 
more. 

 

Section 6.2 Assignment of Districts within the Overlay Zone.   

All property within the Access Management Overlay Zone is assigned to an Access Management District 
as defined in Section 6.1 and designated in Table 1 of this Ordinance. 

Table 1. 
Access Management District Assignment 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Highway Segment Access Management District 
  
  
  
  

Draf
t



Model Overlay Ordinance – 9-24-2004     page 11 

Section 7   District Standards. 
All access to Trunk Highway      must conform to the spacing and design standards provided in Table 2 and as 
follows.  
 

Table 2. 
District Access Spacing and Allowance Standards  

For a        
 

 
 

Section 7.1 Public Street Connections  

All streets proposed to connect to Trunk Highway       must meet the spacing standards of the applicable 
district as provided in Table 2 and below. 

 
7.1.1 Standards For Primary Intersections  

1) A Primary Intersection is permitted according to the spacing standards of the applicable 
Access Management District, as provided in Table 2 above and Figure(s)    
of the Trunk Highway       Access Management Plan.   

2) Any street connecting to trunk highway     at a Primary Intersection must be functionally 
planned and designed as an arterial or collector street, unless otherwise approved by the 
City/County Engineer. 

3) A Primary Intersection may be designed as a full movement intersection. 

4) A Primary Intersection may be signalized if determined necessary to facilitate the safe 
flow of traffic between the highway and the supporting street network. Signalization is 
subject to approval of a Signal Justification Report by Mn/DOT and any other affected 
road authority. 

 

7.1.2 Standards for Secondary Street Intersections 

1) A Secondary Intersection is permitted midway between and one-half the spacing of 
Primary Intersections, as provided in Table 2 above. 

2) Any street connecting to Trunk Highway     at a Secondary Intersection must be 
functionally planned and designed as a collector or arterial street, unless otherwise 
approved by the City/County Engineer; 

3) Based on recommendations from Mn/DOT, turning movements at a Secondary 
Intersection may be restricted to ensure the safety and mobility of Trunk Highway    ; and 

Access Type Urban Core Urbanizing Rural 

 Public Street Connection Spacing 

 Primary Intersections    

 Secondary Intersections    

 Minor Intersections    
 Private Access Allowance 

 Residential driveways    

 Commercial driveways    
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4) Secondary Intersections are not intended to be signalized.  
 
7.1.3 Standards for Minor Street Intersections. 

The Approving Authority may approve a Minor Intersection in an Urbanizing or Rural District only 
as a Modification of Access Standards as set forth in Section 9 of this Ordinance. 
 

7.1.4 Standards for All Street Intersections. 

1) A street intersection must not be located within a turn lane to another public street or a 
private driveway; 

2) The intersection must be located to provide adequate intersection sight distance, as 
provided in Table 3 below: 

Table 3 
Stopping and Intersection Sight Distances 

Posted Speed 
(mph) 

Stopping Sight 
Distance (ft) * 

Intersection Sight Distance (ft) ** 

Right-turning vehicles Left-turning vehicles 
25 155 240 280 
30 200 290 335 
35 250 335 390 
40 305 385 445 
45 360 430 500 
50 425 480 555 
55 495 530 610 

 Source: AASHTO Green Book 2001    
* Stopping sight distance is based on a level roadway without horizontal curvature. It is measured from 
the nearest edges of two adjacent entrances. On two-lane undivided roadways, adjacent entrances may 
be on opposite sides of the road.       
 ** The intersection sight distance shown is for a stopped passenger car to cross or turn onto a two-lane 
highway with no median and a grade of 3% or less.

 

3) The minimum spacing between a street intersection and the next street intersection or 
commercial access to Trunk Highway       must conform to the stopping sight distance 
associated with the posted speed limit, as provided in Table 3 above; 

4) Turn lanes must be provided in accordance with Mn/DOT guidelines or as recommended 
by the affected road authority;  

5) On undivided roadways, street connections on opposing sides of Trunk Highway      must 
be aligned with one another to the greatest extent practicable; and 

6) To ensure adequate corner clearance, any public or private access to a street that 
intersects with Trunk Highway    must be located away from the edge of the travel lane 
of Trunk Highway      by the minimum distance indicated in Table 4 or greater if required 
by the City/County Engineer.   

Table 4 
Spacing for Streets Connecting to Trunk Highway 

Intersecting Street Type 
Connecting Street Type 

Two-Lane Four-Lane 
Primary 500' 660' 
Secondary  125' 125' 
Minor  75' 75' 
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Section 7.2  Private Access. 

7.2.1 Access Allowance in Urban Core and Rural Districts. 

1) A parcel will be permitted one private access to Trunk Highway    only if reasonably 
convenient and suitable alternative access is not available or attainable from the local 
road network or by a shared driveway with an adjacent parcel. 

2) A private access designed to serve four or more residential lots or a single parcel with the 
potential for future subdivision into four or more lots must be considered under the 
requirements for a public street connection.   

 
7.2.2 Access Allowance in Urbanizing Districts.   

Private Access to Trunk Highway      is permitted only upon approval of a Modification of Access 
Standards as set forth in Section 9 of this Ordinance. 
 

7.2.3 Access Standards for all Private Access. 

In addition to the requirements of Sections 7.2.1 and 7.2.2 above, private access to Trunk 
Highway        is subject to the standards below. If any of these standards cannot be met, the 
access may only be approved as a Modification of Access Standards as set forth in Section 9 of 
this Ordinance. 

1) A private access connection must not be located within a turn lane to a public street or 
another private driveway; 

2) A private access must be located on the property to provide adequate intersection sight 
distance as provided in Table 3; 

3) The minimum spacing between commercial access connections or between a 
commercial access and a public street connection must conform to the stopping sight 
distance requirements in Table 3 above:  

a. If lot frontage is inadequate to provide the required minimum spacing, access must 
be provided via a shared entrance or cross access easement with an adjacent 
property, unless a Modification of Access Standards is granted under Section 9; 

b. To maintain minimum safe spacing between commercial accesses as future 
development occurs, a commercial access may be required to serve adjacent 
property via a shared entrance located on the common property line or a cross 
access easement; and 

c. When required to provide a shared entrance or cross access easement, the property 
owners must record an easement allowing cross access to and from the properties 
served by the shared driveway or cross access. The easement must include a joint 
maintenance agreement defining the responsibilities of the property owners; 

4) On undivided roadways, access connections on opposing sides of streets must be 
aligned with one another to the extent practicable; 

5) Turn lanes must be provided as recommended by Mn/DOT or the affected road authority; 
and 

6) Turning movements to and from a private access may be restricted at the time of 
construction or at a future date based upon existing or anticipated roadway conditions.  
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Section 8  Design Standards For All Districts. 
Section 8.1 Subdivision Standards. 

All subdivisions in the Overlay Zone must meet all of the following design standards: 

1) The street system of a proposed subdivision shall be designed to meet the public street 
spacing provided in Section 7 of this Ordinance and to coordinate with existing, 
proposed, and planned streets serving the surrounding area. 

2) All access to individual lots shall be provided from the internal street system. A prohibition 
of access to Trunk Highway      shall be recorded in the chain of title of each lot within the 
subdivision. 

3) Where a proposed development abuts undeveloped land or a future phase of the same 
development, street stubs shall be provided as deemed necessary by the Approval 
Authority to provide access to abutting properties or to logically extend the street system 
into the surrounding area.  All street stubs shall be provided with a temporary turn-around 
or cul-de-sac and shall be signed to indicate that future extension is planned.  

 

Section 8.2 Commercial Site Design Standards. 

To ensure safe vehicular movement, property with commercial access must meet all of the following 
design standards:  

1) Sites must be designed to promote safe internal access between parking areas, 
buildings, and future development areas on the property and on adjacent properties; 

2) Backing, loading, unloading, or other maneuvers must be accommodated on the site;   

3) The design of any access to Trunk Highway      , including the width, grade, and radii 
shall conform with Mn/DOT guidelines and standards; and    

4) The driveway’s throat length must be sufficient to prevent vehicles using the access from 
interfering with traffic movement on Trunk Highway    .  

 

Section 8.3 Residential Access. 

Residential access must be designed to provide adequate space on the property for vehicles to turn 
around without backing on to Trunk Highway      . 
 
Section 9   Modification of Access Standards. 
Section 9.1   Purpose. 

The City/County/Town recognizes that the complete and interconnected supporting local street network 
necessary for full compliance with this Ordinance may not be available due to conditions beyond the 
control of the individual property owner. The following procedure has been established to consider 
modifications of the access standards when necessary to allow reasonable economic use of property as 
permitted by the underlying zoning and to provide reasonably convenient and suitable access to every 
legal lot or parcel of record. 
 
Section 9.2   Application Requirements. 

An application for a  Modification of Access Standards shall include: 

1) A complete Access Plan as required in Section 5 of this Ordinance; 

2) Additional information as may be required by the Access Management Administrator or 
recommended by Mn/DOT or another affected road authority, such as a traffic impact 
study or a signal justification report. 

 
Section 9.3  Procedures for Review and Approval. 

The procedures for the review and approval of a Modification of Access Standards shall be the same as 
for an Access Plan as specified in Section 5 of this Ordinance. 
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Section 9.4 Findings for Approval of Modification of Access Standards. 

9.4.1 Public Street Connections.   

The approving authority may approve a public street connection as a Modification of Access 
Standards when the proposed street connection meets all of the following findings: 

1) The proposed street connection is necessary to provide reasonable connectivity to the 
supporting road network or to provide access to an area that is otherwise isolated due to 
topography, unique natural features, or existing land use and street patterns; 

2) The proposed street connection is necessary for the property to be put to reasonable 
economic use as permitted by the underlying zoning; and 

3) The proposed street connection conforms to the greatest extent practicable with the 
access spacing, location, and design standards in Sections 7 and 8 of this Ordinance. 

 
9.4.2 Private Access. 

The Approving Authority may approve a private access as a Modification of Access Standards 
when the proposed access meets all of the following findings: 

1) The property retains access rights; 

2) Reasonably convenient and suitable alternative access is not available or attainable from 
the local road network or by shared access and/or cross access to adjacent properties 
due to one or more of the following circumstances:  

a. Use of the alternative access would disrupt a protected wetland under the 
Wetland Conservation Act, a protected shoreland under the Shoreline Zoning 
Act, or a steep slope (greater than 12%);  

b. The affected road authority will not authorize the necessary extension of the 
connecting road system; 

c. The adjacent property owner will not authorize the necessary shared access or 
cross-access agreement; or  

d. The affected road authority will not authorize use of the local connecting road 
system due to the projected impacts of anticipated traffic on the structural or 
geometric capacity of the roadway or the safety and livability of the surrounding 
area;   

3) The proposed private access connection is necessary for the property to be put to 
reasonable economic use as permitted by the underlying zoning; and  

4) The proposed private access conforms to the greatest extent practicable with the access 
spacing, location and design standards in Sections 7 and 8 of this Ordinance. 

 

Section 9.5   Conditions of Approval. 

The Approving Authority may attach conditions to the approval of a Modification of Access Standards 
as deemed necessary to promote the spirit and intent of this ordinance.  

1) The access may be approved as an interim access to be phased out at a future time or 
condition; 

2) Turning movement to and from the access may be restricted at the time of construction or 
at a future date, based upon existing or anticipated traffic volumes; 

3) The access may be required to serve existing or future adjacent property by a shared 
entrance or cross access easement as provided in Section 7.2.3 of this Ordinance; or 

4) Other conditions may be required based on the conclusions and recommendations of a 
traffic impact study and/or the review by Mn/DOT or another affected road authority. 
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Section 10 Appeals.  
Section 10.1 Applicant may Appeal Decision. 

An applicant whose Access Plan is not approved, or is approved with conditions not agreed to by the 
applicant, shall have   days to appeal the decision in writing, stating the reasons for which an appeal 
should be approved. Appeals of decisions approved by the Access Management Administrator must be 
considered according to the procedures set forth for variances under the City/County/Town Zoning 
Ordinance. Appeals of decisions on Access Plans incorporated in related applications must be 
considered according to the procedures for appeals set forth in the Zoning and Subdivision ordinances.  
 
Section 10.2 Notice to Road Authorities. 

The Access Management Administrator must notify any affected road authority, including Mn/DOT, a 
minimum of 10 days prior to the scheduled public hearing for the appeal. 
 

Section 10.3 Conditions. 

The City/County/Town may impose conditions on the approval of any appeal as necessary to effect 
compliance with the spirit and intent of this ordinance. 
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Chapter 8  
SAMPLE ACCESS MANAGEMENT ORDINANCES 

 
   This chapter focuses on one of the access management principles.   

• Many access management techniques are best implemented through zoning and others through local 
lot split, subdivision, condominium and private road regulations. 

 
_______________________________________ 

 
 

 
ACCESS MANAGEMENT  
ORDINANCE OPTIONS 

 
 

   This chapter presents sample access management 
ordinances to fit three common local situations in 
Michigan. 

• Option 1: best suited for a slowly growing 
rural community with one or two state 
highways or major county roads 

• Option 2: best suited for a rural community 
in the path of growth or a growing suburb 
with significant undeveloped land along 
major arterials 

• Option 3: best suited for an urban 
community with little undeveloped land and 
many retrofit or redevelopment 
opportunities. 

 

Not all communities will neatly fit into one of the 
three situations described above. As a result, it may 
be necessary to pull elements from two or three of 
the options to fit the unique situation of an 
individual community. The commentary (in italics 
and [BRACKETED TEXT]) is designed to help a 
community decide which parts of which sample 
ordinance to use and how to adapt it. It is 
imperative that a community obtain qualified 
professional planning and legal assistance and 
coordinate closely with MDOT and county road 
commission staff when adapting any of these 
sample regulations to fit a local situation. As the 
administration of access management regulations 
has some strong technical dimensions, it may also 
be necessary for a community to hire a qualified 
professional traffic engineer or transportation 

planner to assist them with this task, if it does not 
have this expertise already.  

 

Sample ordinance language to enable the collection 
of escrow fees for a professional review of a 
proposed site plan is provided at the front of this 
Chapter under "Supplementary Ordinance 
Language". This language should be adopted along 
with one of the three access management regulatory 
options in this Chapter. This language ensures that 
communities without professional planning and/or 
engineering staff still have access to qualified 
professionals when reviewing site plans. Even if a 
community has such staff, a particular project may 
require unique skills or the staff may be overloaded 
with work and outside assistance is needed. The 
costs of such professional reviews should be 
charged to the applicant. This can be achieved by 
collecting and holding a fee from the applicant in 
escrow to pay for this cost. Any unused fee must be 
returned to the applicant. 

 

Also, in "Supplementary Ordinance Language" are 
definitions of terms used in the sample ordinances 
that may be unique. These definitions should also 
be added to the zoning ordinance. They will need to 
be adapted to fit each community. Note the term 
"access point" is very broad but the term 
"driveway" is narrow. 

 

These three sample access management ordinance 
options are substantially adapted from the 
following Michigan Zoning Ordinances: Acme 
Township, Alpine Township, Delta Township, 
Dewitt Township, Genoa Township, Grand Blanc 
Township, City of Hudsonville, Oshtemo 
Township, Shiawassee County, and Tittabawassee 
Township. It was also influenced by the Martin 
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County, Florida code and model ordinances 
prepared for New York state and Iowa 
communities. Many other Michigan communities 
already have access management provisions based 
on one or more of the above listed ordinances, so 
any similarity of the sample language to another 
ordinance is entirely possible. Most of these 
communities have administered access 
management regulations for at least 10 years. None 
of the above listed local ordinances is as 
comprehensive in regulating the full range of 
access management situations as Option 2 in this 
Chapter. However, each of the above listed 
ordinances is carefully adapted to the specific 
community in which it has been used. It is 
important that the sample language which follows 
be properly adapted to fit the needs of your 
community. Each of the above listed local 
ordinances and the sample ordinance options 
presented in this Chapter are included on a single 
CD for those interested in examining any of these 
ordinances in digital format. To order a copy, 
please send in the postcard on the last page of this 
guidebook. 

 

Site Plan Review Required 
All of the following ordinance options (except 
Option 1a) assume the community using them 
already has separate zoning permit and site plan 
review and approval processes incorporated in the 
zoning ordinance. It also assumes that proposed 
plats and land divisions go through the same or a 
very similar review. Similar standards and 
processes need to be added to these ordinances if 
not covered by the zoning ordinance site plan 
review process. If not, it is necessary to include 
them. A sample site plan review procedure is 
included in the Appendix to Site Plan Review: A 
Guidebook for Planning & Zoning Commissions 
published by the Michigan Society of Planning 
Officials in 1988. It is available from the Michigan 
Society of Planning, 27300 Haggerty Road, Suite 
F-30, Farmington Hills, Michigan 48331; 248-553-
7526. All of the above listed local units of 
government with access management ordinances 
also use site plan review and those ordinances 
could be consulted as well. 

 

The following ordinance options also assume that 
decisions on plot plans (reviews of uses allowed by 
right without any special review process or without 
site plan review) are made by the Zoning 
Administrator and that decisions on site plans are 
made by the Planning Commission. If that is not the 
case in your community, the sample language will 
need to be adapted to fit your situation. 

 

For Additional Information 
For additional information on access management 
regulations or for other sample access management 
ordinances consult the following publications 
which are cited more completely in the 
Bibliography:  

• Model Land Development & Subdivision 
Regulations that Support Access 
Management, CUTR, 1994 

• Best Practices in Arterial Management and 
Sample Access Management Ordinance, 
New York Department of Transportation, 
1998. 

• Access Management Handbook, Iowa DOT, 
1999. 

• National Access Management Manual, 
TRB, 2002. 

• National Cooperative Highway Research 
Program (NCHRP), “Access Management 
Guidelines to Activity Centers” Report 348 
and “Impacts of Access Management 
Techniques” Report 420. 

• AASHTO “Green Book”, A Policy on 
Geometric Design of Highways and Streets. 

 
_________________________________________ 
Note: Text in the following sample ordinances in 
italics are directions (such as what to insert in a 
blank space) or limited commentary and are NOT 
to be included as part of the adopted ordinance. 
Text in regular type is proposed ordinance 
language. Text in [BRACKETS AND SMALL CAPS] are 
explanatory notes and are NOT to be included as 
part of the adopted ordinance. 
_________________________________________ 
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SUPPLEMENTARY ORDINANCE LANGUAGE 

 
 
The following language is intended to accompany 
each of the sample Options in this Chapter. It is 
usually inserted in the "General Provisions" or 
"Supplementary Provisions" section of the 
Ordinance. The first section on fees in escrow for 
professional reviews is an increasingly common 
approach that was upheld by the Michigan 
Supreme Court in Cornerstone Investments v. 
Cannon Township, 459 Mich 908 (1998); after 
remand 239 Mich App 98 (1999). 
 
Fees in Escrow for Professional Reviews 
 
Section ____: Fees in Escrow for Professional 
Reviews 
Any application for rezoning, site plan approval, a 
Special Use Permit, Planned Unit Development, 
variance, or other use or activity requiring a permit 
under this Ordinance above the following 
threshold, may also require the deposit of fees to be 
held in escrow in the name of the applicant. An 
escrow fee shall be required by either the Zoning 
Administrator or the Planning Commission for any 
project which requires a traffic impact study under 
Section _________, or which has more than 
_________ (e.g. twenty (20)) dwelling units, or 
more than _____________ (e.g. twenty thousand 
(20,000)) square feet of enclosed space, or which 
requires more than __________ (e.g. twenty (20)) 
parking spaces. [THRESHOLD COULD ALSO BE ANY 
PROPERTY ALONG THE CORRIDOR IN THE OVERLAY 
DISTRICT, OR ANY USE REQUIRING SITE PLAN 
REVIEW.] An escrow fee may be required to obtain 
a professional review of any other project which 
may, in the discretion of the Zoning Administrator 
or Planning Commission create an identifiable and 
potentially negative impact on public roads, other 
infrastructure or services, or on adjacent properties 
and because of which, professional input is desired 
before a decision to approve, deny or approve with 
conditions is made.  
 

1) The escrow shall be used to pay 
professional review expenses of engineers, 
community planners, and any other 
professionals whose expertise the _______ 

(name of community) values to review the 
proposed application and/or site plan of an 
applicant. Professional review will result in 
a report to the __________ (name of 
community) indicating the extent of 
conformance or nonconformance with this 
Ordinance and to identify any problems 
which may create a threat to public health, 
safety or the general welfare. Mitigation 
measures or alterations to a proposed design 
may be identified where they would serve to 
lessen or eliminate identified impacts. The 
applicant will receive a copy of any 
professional review hired by the _________ 
(name of community) and a copy of the 
statement of expenses for the professional 
services rendered, if requested. 

 
2) No application for which an escrow fee is 

required will be processed until the escrow 
fee is deposited with the  _______ (name of 
community) Treasurer. The amount of the 
escrow fee shall be established based on an 
estimate of the cost of the services to be 
rendered by the professionals contacted by 
the Zoning Administrator. The applicant is 
entitled to a refund of any unused escrow 
fees at the time a permit is either issued or 
denied in response to the applicant's request.  

 
3) If actual professional review costs exceed 

the amount of an escrow, the applicant shall 
pay the balance due prior to receipt of any 
land use or other permit issued by the 
_________ (name of community) in 
response to the applicant's request. Any 
unused fee collected in escrow shall be 
promptly returned to the applicant once a 
final determination on an application has 
been made or the applicant withdraws the 
request and expenses have not yet been 
incurred. 

 
4) Disputes on the costs of professional 

reviews may be resolved by an arbitrator 
mutually satisfactory to both parties. 
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Definitions 
 
The definitions that follow do not include those that 
are generally already included in local zoning 
ordinances. Therefore they must be compared with 
the definitions within local zoning ordinances and 
any differences need to be reconciled. Not all of 
these definitions will be needed with every 
adaptation of the sample ordinance. For example, 
very few of the definitions apply to Options 1a or 
1b. Please select only definitions for terms that are 
actually used. Note: many of the defined terms that 
follow are used in other definitions, but not in the 
sample ordinance language itself. 
 
Access -- A way or means of approach to provide 
vehicular or pedestrian entrance or exit to a 
property from an abutting property or a public 
roadway. 
 
Access Connection -- Any driveway, street, road 
turnout or other means of providing for the 
movement of vehicles to or from the public road 
system or between abutting sites.  
 
Access Management -- The process of providing 
and managing reasonable access to land 
development while preserving the flow of traffic in 
terms of safety, capacity, and speed on the abutting 
roadway system. 
 
Access Management Plan -- A plan establishing the 
preferred location and design of access for 
properties along a roadway or the roadways in a 
community. It may be a freestanding document, or 
a part of a community master or comprehensive 
plan, or a part of a corridor management plan. 
 
Access Point -- a) The connection of a driveway at 
the right-of-way line to a road. b) A new road, 
driveway, shared access or service drive.  
 
Acceleration Lane -- A speed-changing lane, 
including taper, for the purpose of enabling a 
vehicle entering the roadway to increase its speed 
to a rate at which it can safely merge with through 
traffic. 
 
ADT -- The annual average two-way daily traffic 
volume. It represents the total annual traffic for the 

year, divided by 365. (Where annual data is not 
available, data from a shorter period may 
sometimes be used). 
 
Alternative Means of Access  -- A shared driveway, 
frontage road, rear service drive or connected 
parking lot.  
 
Arterial -- See Road Classification. 
 
AASHTO -- Abbreviation of the American 
Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials, which conducts research and publishes 
many national road and non-motorized standards. 
 
Boulevard – See Divided Driveway. 
 
Channelized or Channelizing Island -- An area 
within the roadway or a driveway not for vehicular 
movement; designed to control and direct specific 
movements of traffic to definite channels. The 
island may be defined by paint, raised bars, curbs, 
or other devices. 
 
Classification of Roads -- See Road Classification. 
 
Collector -- See Road Classification. 
 
Conflict -- A traffic event that causes evasive action 
by a driver to avoid collision with another vehicle, 
bicycle or pedestrian. 
 
Conflict Point -- An area where intersecting traffic 
either merges, diverges, or crosses. 
 
Connected Parking Lot -- Two or more parking lots 
that are connected by cross access. 
 
Corner Clearance -- The distance from an 
intersection of a public or private road or street to 
the nearest access connection, measured from the 
closest edge of the driveway pavement to the 
closest edge of the road pavement. [SOME 
COMMUNITIES MEASURE FROM THE CENTER OF 
DRIVEWAY.] 
 
Corridor Overlay Zone -- A zoning district that 
provides special requirements that apply to property 
in addition to those of the underlying district 
regulations along portions of a public roadway. 
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Cross Access -- A service road or driveway 
providing vehicular access between two or more 
contiguous sites so the driver need not enter the 
public road system. 
 
Cross Street -- The adjacent intersecting street or 
road. 
 
Deceleration Lane -- A speed-change lane, 
including taper, for the purpose of enabling a 
vehicle to leave the through traffic lane at a speed 
equal to or slightly less than the speed of traffic in 
the through lane and to decelerate to a stop or to 
execute a slow speed turn. 
 
Divided Driveway – A driveway with a raised 
median between ingress and egress lanes. 
 
Driveway -- Any entrance or exit used by vehicular 
traffic to or from land or buildings abutting a road. 
 
Driveway Flare -- A triangular pavement surface at 
the intersection of a driveway with a public street 
or road that facilitates turning movements and is 
used to replicate the turning radius in areas with 
curb and gutter construction.  
 
Driveway Offset – The distance between the inside 
edges of two driveways [OR COULD BE MEASURED 
FROM THE CENTERLINE] on opposite sides of an 
undivided roadway. 
 
Driveway Return Radius -- A circular pavement 
transition at the intersection of a driveway with a 
street or road that facilitates turning movements to 
and from the driveway. 
 
Driveway, Shared -- A driveway connecting two or 
more contiguous properties to the public road 
system. 
 
Driveway Spacing -- The distance between 
driveways as measured from the centerline of one 
driveway to the centerline of the second driveway 
along the same side of the street or road. [SOME 
COMMUNITIES MEASURE FROM THE EDGE OF 
DRIVEWAY PAVEMENT TO EDGE OF THE PAVEMENT 
OF THE SECOND DRIVEWAY.] 
 

Driveway Width -- Narrowest width of driveway 
measured perpendicular to the centerline of the 
driveway. 
 
Egress -- The exit of vehicular traffic from abutting 
properties to a street or road. 
 
Frontage Road or Front Service Drive -- A local 
street/road or private road typically located in front 
of principal buildings and parallel to an arterial for 
service to abutting properties for the purpose of 
controlling access to the arterial. 
 
Functional Classification -- A system used to group 
public roads into classes according to their purpose 
in moving vehicles and providing access to abutting 
properties. See Road Classification. 
 
Grade -- The rate or percent of change in slope, in 
either ascending or descending, from or along the 
roadway. It is to be measured along the centerline 
of the roadway or access. 
 
Ingress -- The entrance of vehicular traffic to 
abutting properties from a roadway. 
 
Interchange -- A facility that grade separates 
intersecting roadways and provides directional 
ramps for access movements between the 
roadways. The structure, ramps and right-of-way 
are considered part of the interchange. 
 
Intersection -- The location where two or more 
roadways cross at grade without a bridge. 
 
Intersection Sight Distance -- The sight distance 
provided at intersections to allow the drivers of 
stopped vehicles a sufficient view of the 
intersecting roadways to decide when to enter the 
intersecting roadway or to cross it.  The time 
required is the sum of the perception reaction time 
plus the time to accelerate and cross or enter the 
major roadway traffic stream. 
 
ITE -- Abbreviation of the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers, which conducts research 
and publishes many national road standards.  
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Lane -- The portion of a roadway for the movement 
of a single line of vehicles which does not include 
the gutter or shoulder of the roadway. 
 
Local Road or Street -- See Road Classification. 
 
Median -- The portion of a divided roadway or 
divided entrance separating the traveled ways from 
opposing traffic. Medians may be depressed, 
painted or raised with a physical barrier or may be 
landscaped.  
 
Median Opening -- A gap in a median provided for 
crossing and turning traffic.  
 
Nonconforming Access -- Features of the access 
system of a property that existed prior to the 
effective date of Article ___ and that do not 
conform with the requirements of this Ordinance; 
or in some cases, elements of approved access that 
are allowed by means of a temporary permit or on a 
conditional basis, until alternative access meeting 
the terms of this ordinance becomes available. 
 
Passing Sight Distance -- The length of roadway 
ahead necessary for one vehicle to pass another 
before meeting an opposing vehicle which might 
appear after the passing maneuver began. (This 
type of sight distance is not an issue in access 
management. 
 
Peak Hour Trips (PHT) -- A weighted average 
vehicle trip generation rate during the hour of 
highest volume of traffic entering and exiting the 
site in the morning (a.m.) or the afternoon (p.m.). 
OR The highest number of vehicles found to be 
passing over a section of a lane or roadway during 
any 60 consecutive minutes. [CHOOSE ONE.] 
 
Reasonable Access: The minimum number of 
access connections, direct or indirect, necessary to 
provide safe access to and from a public road 
consistent with the purpose and intent of this 
Ordinance, with any other applicable plans of the 
_______ (insert name of jurisdiction), with Act 200 
of 1969, or with other applicable law of the State of 
Michigan. Reasonable access does not necessarily 
mean direct access. 
 

Rear Service Drive -- A local street/road or private 
road typically located behind principal buildings 
and parallel to an arterial for service to abutting 
properties for the purpose of controlling access to 
the arterial. 
 
Regional Arterial – A major arterial. See Road 
Classification. 
 
Right-of-Way – A general term denoting land, 
property or interest therein, usually in a strip, 
acquired for or devoted to transportation purposes. 
 
Road -- A way for vehicular traffic, whether 
designated as a “street”, “highway”, 
“thoroughfare”, “parkway”, “through-way”, 
“avenue”, “boulevard”, “lane”, “cul-de-sac”, 
“place”, or otherwise designated, and includes the 
entire area within the right-of-way. 
 
Roadway -- That portion of a street, road or 
highway improved, designed or ordinarily used for 
vehicular travel exclusive of the berm or shoulder. 
In the event a highway includes two or more 
separate roadways, "roadway" refers to any such 
roadway separately, but not to all such roadways 
collectively. 
 
Road Classification -- Roadways are classified by 
the following categories and are indicated on Map 
____ by their functional classification. [NOTE: NOT 
EVERY COMMUNITY USES ALL SIX CLASSIFICATIONS 
(FOR EXAMPLE IT IS COMMON TO ONLY HAVE ONE 
TYPE OF COLLECTOR), AND SOME COMMUNITIES USE 
A SLIGHTLY DIFFERENT FUNCTIONAL 
CLASSIFICATION. BE SURE TO ADAPT TO FIT THE 
LOCAL SITUATION.] 

1. Limited Access Highway -- Major 
highways providing no direct property 
access that are designed primarily for 
through traffic. 

2. Major Arterial -- Arterials are roadways 
of regional importance intended to serve 
moderate to high volumes of traffic 
traveling relatively long distances. A 
major arterial is intended primarily to 
serve through traffic where access is 
carefully controlled. Some major 
arterials are referred to as "regional 
arterials". [SOME COMMUNITIES REFER 
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TO MAJOR ARTERIALS AS “MAJOR 
THOROUGHFARES”.] 

3. Minor Arterial -- A roadway that is 
similar in function to major arterials, but 
operates under lower traffic volumes, 
over shorter distances, and provides a 
higher degree of property access than 
major arterials. [SOME COMMUNITIES 

REFER TO THESE AS MINOR 
THOROUGHFARES.] 

4. Major Collector -- A roadway 
that provides for traffic 
movement between arterials 
and local streets and carries 
moderate traffic volumes over 
moderate distances. 
Collectors may also provide 
direct access to abutting 
properties. 

5. Minor Collector -- A roadway 
similar in function to a major 
collector but which carries 
lower traffic volumes over 
shorter distances and provides 
a higher degree of property 
access than a major collector.  

6. Local Street -- A street or 
road intended to provide 
access to abutting properties, 
which tends to accommodate 
lower traffic volumes and 
serves to provide mobility 
within that neighborhood.  

 
 [DO NOT INSERT THE FOLLOWING 
SAMPLE MAPS (FIGURES 8-1A AND 8-1B) 
IN THE ZONING ORDINANCE, USE ACTUAL 
LOCAL THOROUGHFARE MAP INSTEAD.] 
 
Secondary Street or Side Street --  A 
street or road with a lower functional 
classification than the intersecting street 
or road (e.g. a local street is a side or 
secondary street when intersecting with a 
collector or arterial). 
 
Service Drive -- See Frontage Road or 
Rear Service Drive. 
 
Shared Driveway or Common Driveway 

-- See Driveway, Shared. 
 
Shoulder -- The portion of a public road contiguous 
to the traveled way for the accommodation of 
disabled vehicles and for emergency use. 
 
Sight Distance -- The distance of unobstructed view 
for the driver of a vehicle, as measured along the 

Figure 8-1a 
SCHEMATIC OF A PORTION OF 
 A RURAL HIGHWAY NETWORK 

 

 
 

Figure 8-1b 
SCHEMATIC OF A PORTION OF  
AN URBAN STREET NETWORK 

 

 
 

Source: Federal Highway Administration, Highway Functional Classification, Volume 20, 
Appendix 12, July 74, p. II-3 and II-5. 
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normal travel path of a roadway to a specified 
height above the roadway.  
 
Standard – A definite rule or measure establishing a 
minimum level of quantity or quality that must be 
complied with or satisfied in order to obtain 
development approval, such as (but not limited to) 
a height, setback, bulk, lot area, location or spacing 
requirement. 
 
Stopping Sight Distance -- The available sight 
distance should be sufficiently long to enable a 
vehicle traveling at or near the design speed to stop 
before reaching a stationary object in its path. 
Stopping sight distance is the sum of brake reaction 
distance and braking distance. 
 
Street – See Road. 
 
Taper -- A triangular pavement surface that 
transitions the roadway pavement to accommodate 
an auxiliary lane. 
 
Temporary Access -- Provision of direct access to a 
road until that time when adjacent properties 
develop in accordance with a joint access 
agreement, service road, or other shared access 
arrangement.  
 
Thoroughfare -- A public roadway, the principal 
use or function of which is to provide an arterial 
route for through traffic, with its secondary 
function the provision of access to abutting 
property and which is classified as a “limited access 
highway" or a "major or minor arterial” on the 
Street and Highway Classification Map (see Map 
____). 
 
Throat Length -- The distance parallel to the 
centerline of a driveway to the first on-site location 
at which a driver can make a right-turn or a left-
turn. On roadways with curb and gutter, the throat 
length shall be measured from the face of the curb. 
On roadways without a curb and gutter, the throat 
length shall be measured from the edge of the 
paved shoulder. 
 
Throat Width -- The distance edge-to-edge of a 
driveway measured at the right-of-way line.  
 

Traveled Way -- The portion of the roadway for the 
movement of vehicles, exclusive of shoulders and 
auxiliary lanes. 
 
TRB -- Abbreviation of the Transportation 
Research Board, which conducts research and 
publishes transportation research, findings and 
policy. 
 
Trip Generation – The estimated total number of 
vehicle trip ends produced by a specific land use or 
activity. A trip end is the total number of trips 
entering or leaving a specific land use or site over a 
designated period of time. Trip generation is 
estimated through the use of trip rates that are 
based upon the type and intensity of development. 

 
Undivided Roadway – A roadway having access on 
both sides of the direction of travel, including 
roadways having center two-way left-turn lanes. 

 

OPTION 1 -- BEST SUITED FOR A SLOWLY 
GROWING RURAL COMMUNITY WITH 
ONE OR TWO STATE HIGHWAYS OR 
MAJOR COUNTY ROADS 
 
Two options are presented to meet the needs of a 
rural community with little land use change, and/or 
little professional staff or consultant assistance. 
Option 1a merely "locks in" existing access so that 
as land is divided, additional access points are not 
created (see Chapter 4, page 4-2). This approach 
leaves all driveway permits to the Michigan 
Department of Transportation on state highways 
and to County Road Commissions on county roads. 
It also establishes a simple coordination 
mechanism for review of development proposals 
before the appropriate road authority makes a 
driveway permit decision. The community may not 
even have a site plan review process in the zoning 
ordinance and it would not be needed unless they 
choose to regulate service drives. 
 
Option 1b also leaves all the access management 
decisions to the Michigan Department of 
Transportation on state highways and to the 
County Road Commission on county roads, but 
instead of "locking in access" it targets one or two 
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arterials (as identified in a "corridor overlay 
zone") for coordinated review and approval of a 
proposed site plan with the driveway permit 
requirements of these two road authorities. This 
approach would need substantial modification in 
Section 0.3 to adapt its use in a city or village that 
controlled all the streets within the community. 
Coordination would then be between the city or 
village road authority and the planning 
commission. 
 
Options 1a and 1b can be most effective if the 
community has site plan review, because the zoning 
enabling acts permit a community to condition 
approval of a site plan on the requirements of other 
county and state agencies. (See Chapter 5 for more 
discussion of this coordination function). However, 
even without site plan review, coordination alone 
will prevent a community from approving a site 
plan with access that doesn't meet a road 
authority's standards and vice versa. 
 
Option 1a and 1b will work best with professional 
planning assistance in review of proposed site 
plans for large development proposals. It is 
important that the companion sample ordinance 
language found at the beginning of this Chapter 
under “Supplementary Ordinance Language” also 
be adopted. This language permits a community to 
charge an applicant for the cost of a professional 
review of a site plan by collecting an escrow fee 
along with the application.  
 
Option 1a or 1b could be inserted as a separate 
Section in the General Provisions, or 
Supplementary Provisions Article (or Chapter) of 
the Ordinance, or they could be a separate Article 
(or Chapter). 
 
Section 0.3 in Option 1a and Section 1.3 in Option 
1b sets forth information to be submitted by an 
applicant and a coordination process for review of 
a site plan. Most local site plan review procedures 
already address these issues, however, the 
coordination function may not be as clear. Be sure 
to adapt this language to fit the local 
circumstances. Section 0.4 in Option 1a and 
Section 1.4 in Option 1b addresses service drives. 
Since these are usually outside the right-of-way of a 
road authority, there must be standards in the 

Ordinance if this technique is used. Standards 
should be derived from Section 2.3 in Option 2 and 
adapted to fit the local situation. 
 
Option 1a - "Lock-In Access" Approach  
 
This approach could be  

• adopted alone and applied to a single 
corridor expected to experience pressure 
for land splitting, or  

• it could be used with Option 1b, or  
• it could be adapted to apply to all roads in 

the community except those subject to the 
corridor overlay zone language in Option 
1b.  

 
 
Option 1a should be adapted to fit the local 
ordinance. In particular, if the community does not 
permit private roads, or if it does not wish to allow 
front or rear service drives, the references to them 
would need to be deleted.  
 
Section 0.1 -- Intent 
 
The provisions of this Article (or Chapter) are 
intended to promote safe and efficient travel within 
the________ (name of jurisdiction); minimize 
disruptive and potentially hazardous traffic 
conflicts; ensure safe access by emergency 
vehicles; protect the substantial public investment 
in the street system by preserving capacity and 
avoiding the need for unnecessary and costly 
reconstruction which disrupts business and traffic 
flow; separate traffic conflict areas by reducing the 
number of driveways; provide safe spacing 
standards between driveways, and between 
driveways and intersections; provide for shared 
access between abutting properties; implement the 
_______Master Plan (insert name of Plan) and the 
________ Corridor (or Access) Management Plan 
(insert name of Plan if there is one) 
recommendations; ensure reasonable access to 
properties, though not always by the most direct 
access; and to coordinate access decisions with the 
Michigan Department of Transportation and/or the 
_____ County Road Commission, as applicable. 
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Section 0.2 -- One Access Per Parcel 
 
A. All land in a parcel or lot having a single tax 
code number, as of the effective date of the 
amendment adding this provision to the Ordinance 
(hereafter referred to as "the parent parcel"), that 
shares a lot line for less than _________ feet [AT 
LEAST 330 FEET, BETTER IS 660 FEET; SEE 
TECHNIQUE #1 IN CHAPTER 3.] with right-of-way on 
a public road or highway (or specifically define the 
beginning and ending points of one or two 
corridors if the community doesn't want this 
provision to apply to all public roads in the 
community) shall be entitled to one (1) driveway or 
road access per parcel from said public road or 
highway.  

1. All subsequent land divisions of a parent 
parcel, shall not increase the number of 
driveways or road accesses beyond those 
entitled to the parent parcel on the effective 
date of this amendment.  

2. Parcels subsequently divided from the 
parent parcel, either by metes and bounds 
descriptions, or as a plat under the 
applicable provisions of the Land Division 
Act, Public Act 288 of 1967, as amended, or 
as a condominium project in accord with the 
Condominium Act, Public Act 59 of 1978, 
as amended, shall have access by a platted 
subdivision road, by another public road, by 
a private road that meets the requirements 
of Section ____, or by a service drive 
meeting the requirements of Section 0.40. 

 
B. Parent parcels with more than ______ feet 
[AT LEAST 330 FEET, BETTER IS 660 FEET; SEE 
TECHNIQUE #1 IN CHAPTER 3.] of frontage on a 
public road or highway shall also meet the 
requirements of A.1 and A.2 above, except that 
whether subsequently divided or not, they are 
entitled to not more than one driveway for each 
________ feet [AT LEAST 330 FEET, BETTER IS 660 
FEET; SEE TECHNIQUE #1 IN CHAPTER 3.] of public 
road frontage thereafter, unless a registered traffic 
engineer determines that topographic conditions on 
the site, curvature on the road, or sight distance 
limitations demonstrate a second driveway within a 
lesser distance is safer or the nature of the land use 
to be served requires a second driveway for safety. 
If the parcel is a corner lot and a second driveway 

is warranted, the second driveway shall have access 
from the abutting street unless that street is of a 
higher functional classification.  
 
Section 0.3  Application Review, Approval and 
Coordination Process 
 
A. Standards of Road Authorities Apply 
All standards of the applicable road authority 
(either the Michigan Department of Transportation 
or the ______ County Road Commission, or both) 
shall be met prior to approval of an access 
application under this Article. 
 
B. Application, Review and Approval Process 
Applications for driveway or access approval shall 
be made on a form prescribed by and available at 
_____________ (insert name of jurisdiction) and/or 
the ________ County Road Commission and 
Michigan Department of Transportation as 
applicable. [IF THE COMMUNITY ALREADY HAS A 
SITE PLAN REVIEW PROCESS, THE FOLLOWING ITEMS 
CAN BE ADDED TO THE EXISTING LIST OF SUBMITTAL 
REQUIREMENTS, IF THEY AREN’T ALREADY 
INCUDED.] 

1. Applications shall be accompanied by clear, 
scaled drawings (minimum of 1’’=20’) in 
triplicate showing the following items: 

 a. Location and size of all structures 
proposed on the site. 

 b. Size and arrangement of parking stalls 
on aisles. 

 c. Proposed plan of routing vehicles 
entering and leaving the site (if 
passenger vehicles are to be separated 
from delivery trucks indicate such on 
drawing). 

 d. Driveway placement. 
 e. Property lines. 
 f. Right-of-way lines. 
 g. Intersecting roads, streets and driveways 

within 300’ either side of the property 
on both sides of the street. 

 h. Width of right-of-way. 
 i. Width of road surface. 
 j. Type of surface and dimensions of 

driveways. 
 k. Proposed inside and outside turning 

radii. 
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 l. Show all existing and proposed 
landscaping, signs, and other structures 
or treatments within and adjacent to the 
right-of-way. 

 m. Traffic analysis and trip generation 
survey results, obtained from a licensed 
traffic engineer for all developments 
with over 100 directional vehicle trips 
per peak hour. 

 n. Design dimensions and justification for 
any alternative or innovative access 
design. 

 o. Dumpsters or other garbage containers. 
 

2. Applications are strongly encouraged to rely 
on the following sources for access designs, 
the National Access Management Manual, 
TRB, 2002; National Cooperative Highway 
Research Program (NCHRP), “Access 
Management Guidelines to Activity 
Centers” Report 348 and “Impacts of 
Access Management Techniques” Report 
420; and the AASHTO “Green Book” A 
Policy on Geometric Design of Highways 
and Streets. The following techniques are 
addressed in these guidebooks and are 
strongly encouraged to be used when 
designing access:  
a. Not more than one driveway access per 

abutting road 
b. Shared driveways 
c. Service drives: front, rear and 

perpendicular 
d. Parking lot connections with adjacent 

property 
e. Other appropriate designs to limit access 

points on an arterial or collector. 
 

3. Applications shall be accompanied by an 
escrow fee for professional review per the 
requirements of Section _______. [BE SURE 
TO INCLUDE THIS SECTION IN THE ZONING 
ORDINANCE. SAMPLE LANGUAGE IS FOUND 
AT THE BEGINNING OF THIS CHAPTER UNDER 
"SUPPLEMENTARY REGULATIONS".] 

 
C. Review and Approval Process 
The following process shall be completed to obtain 
access approval: [THE FOLLOWING PROCESS COULD 
BE INCORPORATED INTO THE SITE PLAN REVIEW 

PROCESS OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE IF THERE IS 
ONE, INSTEAD OF BEING LISTED SEPARATELY HERE.]  

1. An Access Application meeting the 
requirements of Section 0.3.B.1 shall be 
submitted to the Zoning Administrator and 
on the same day to the _____ County Road 
Commission and/or the Michigan 
Department of Transportation, as 
applicable. [THE COMMUNITY COULD AGREE 
TO USE THE MDOT FORM FOR A STATE 
HIGHWAY OR THE COUNTY ROAD 
COMMISSION FORM FOR A COUNTY ROAD 
INSTEAD.  SEE APPENDIX D FOR SAMPLE.] 

 
2. The completed application must be received 

by the ____________ Zoning Administrator 
at least ____ days (insert number, typically 
14-30) prior to the Planning Commission 
meeting where the application will be 
reviewed.  

 
3. The applicant, the Zoning Administrator 

and representatives of the _______ County 
Road Commission, the Michigan 
Department of Transportation and the 
Planning Commission may meet prior to the 
Planning Commission meeting to review the 
application and proposed access design. 
[SOME COMMUNITIES AND/OR ROAD 
AUTHORITIES MAY WANT THESE MEETINGS 
EVERY TIME, IF SO, CHANGE “MAY” TO 
“SHALL”.] 

 
4. The Planning Commission shall review and 

recommend approval, or denial, or request 
additional information. They shall also 
forward the Access Application (and other 
relevant project information) to the 
_______ County Road Commission and/or 
Michigan Department of Transportation for 
their review as applicable. 

 
5. The _______ County Road Commission 

and/or the Michigan Department of 
Transportation, as applicable, shall review 
the access application and conclusions of 
the Planning Commission. One of three 
actions may result; 
a) If the Planning Commission and the 

Road Commission, and/or the Michigan 

Draf
t



 
Michigan Access Management Guidebook 

8-12

Department of Transportation, as 
applicable, approve the application as 
submitted, the access application shall 
be approved. 

b. If both the Planning Commission and 
the Road Commission, and/or the 
Michigan Department of Transportation, 
as applicable, deny the application, the 
application shall not be approved. 

c. If either the Planning Commission, 
Road Commission, and/or Michigan 
Department of Transportation, as 
applicable, requests additional 
information, approval with conditions, 
or does not concur in approval or denial, 
there shall be a joint meeting of the 
Zoning Administrator, a representative 
of the Planning Commission and staff of 
the _______ County Road Commission, 
and/or the Michigan Department of 
Transportation, as applicable, and the 
applicants. The purpose of this meeting 
will be to review the application to 
obtain concurrence between the 
Planning Commission and the 
applicable road authorities regarding 
approval or denial and the terms and 
conditions of any permit approval. 

 
No application will be considered 
approved, nor will any permit be 
considered valid unless all the above-
mentioned agencies have indicated 
approval unless approval by any of the 
above-mentioned agencies would 
clearly violate adopted regulations of 
the agency. In this case the application 
shall be denied by that agency and the 
requested driveway(s) shall not be 
constructed. Conditions may be imposed 
by the Planning Commission to ensure 
conformance with the terms of any 
driveway permit approved by a road 
authority. 
 

6. The Zoning Administrator shall keep a 
record of each application that has been 
submitted, including the disposition of each 
one. This record shall be a public record. 

 

7. Approval of an application remains valid for 
a period of one year from the date it was 
authorized. If authorized construction is not 
initiated by the end of one (1) year, the 
authorization is automatically null and void. 
Any additional approvals that have been 
granted by the Planning Commission or the 
Zoning Board of Appeals, such as Special 
Use Permits, or variances, also expire at the 
end of one year.  

 
8. An approval may be extended for a period 

not to exceed _______ [TYPICALLY 6 
MONTHS TO ONE YEAR]. The extension must 
be requested, in writing by the applicant 
before the expiration of the initial approval. 
The Zoning Administrator may approve 
extension of an authorization provided there 
are no deviations from the original approval 
present on the site or planned, and there are 
no violations of applicable ordinances and 
no development on abutting property has 
occurred with a driveway location that 
creates an unsafe condition. If there is any 
deviation or cause for question, the Zoning 
Administrator shall consult a representative 
of the _______ County Road Commission 
and/or the Michigan Department of 
Transportation, as applicable, for input. 

 
9. Re-issuance of an authorization that has 

expired requires a new Access Application 
form to be filled out and processed 
independently of previous action. 

 
10. The applicant shall assume all responsibility 

for all maintenance of such driveway 
approaches from the right-of-way line to the 
edge of the traveled roadway. 

 
11. Where authorization has been granted for 

entrances to a parking facility, said facility 
shall not be altered or the plan of operation 
changed until a revised Access Application 
has been submitted and approved as 
specified in this Section. 

 
12. Application to construct or reconstruct any 

driveway entrance and approach to a site 
shall also cover the reconstruction or 
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closing of all nonconforming or unused 
entrances and approaches to the same site at 
the expense of the property owner. 

 
13. When a building permit is sought for the 

reconstruction, rehabilitation or expansion 
of an existing site or a zoning or occupancy 
certificate is sought for use or change of use 
for any land, buildings, or structures, all of 
the existing, as well as proposed driveway 
approaches and parking facilities shall 
comply, or be brought into compliance, with 
all design standards as set forth in this 
Ordinance prior to the issuance of a zoning 
or occupancy certificate, and pursuant to the 
procedures of this section. 

 
14. ___________ (insert name of jurisdiction) 

and the _______ County Road Commission 
and/or the Michigan Department of 
Transportation, as applicable, may require a 
performance bond or cash deposit in any 
sum not to exceed $5,000 for each such 
approach or entrance to insure compliance 
with an approved application. Such bond 
shall terminate and deposit be returned to 
the applicant when the terms of the approval 
have been met or when the authorization is 
cancelled or terminated.  

 
Section 0.4  Service Drives 
 
[ADAPT FROM SECTION 2.3 IN OPTION 2 TO FIT LOCAL 
CIRCUMSTANCES, IF THE COMMUNITY WISHES TO 
PERMIT SERVICE DRIVES.] 
 
Option 1b - Rural Corridor Overlay Zone 
 
Option 1b is intended for use in a rural area 
without planning staff or a sophisticated planning 
commission. It is essentially the same as Option 1a 
without the "lock in access" provisions and it 
targets one or two corridors. If the community is in 
the path of development, or anticipates significant 
development along a particular corridor in the next 
few years, it would be better to adopt the more 
robust approach presented in Option 2. However, if 
a community was unprepared to adopt all of the 
provisions in Option 2, but wanted more than this 
option offers, it could add another Section 1.5 that 

was a "slimmed down" version of the standards in 
Section 2.2 in Option 2. 
 
Section 1.1  Intent 
 
The provisions of this Article (or Chapter) are 
intended to promote safe and efficient travel within 
the________ (name of jurisdiction); minimize 
disruptive and potentially hazardous traffic 
conflicts; ensure safe access by emergency 
vehicles; protect the substantial public investment 
in the street system by preserving capacity and 
avoiding the need for unnecessary and costly 
reconstruction which disrupts business and traffic 
flow; separate traffic conflict areas by reducing the 
number of driveways; provide safe spacing 
standards between driveways, and between 
driveways and intersections; provide for shared 
access between abutting properties; implement the 
_______Master Plan (insert name of Plan) and the 
________ Corridor (or Access) Management Plan 
(insert name of Plan if there is one) 
recommendations; ensure reasonable access to 
properties, though not always by the most direct 
access; and to coordinate access decisions with the 
Michigan Department of Transportation and/or the 
_____ County Road Commission, as applicable. 
 
Section 1.2  Identification of the Corridor 
Overlay Zone 
 
The ______ (insert name of road here) corridor is 
defined as those properties that abut the highway 
right-of-way either side of ________ (insert name 
of road here) in _____ (insert name of community 
here) between _____ (location A – usually an 
intersection) and ______ (location B – usually an 
intersection). The following regulations apply in 
addition to the applicable regulations of the specific 
districts beneath the overlay zone. [AS AN 
ALTERNATIVE, A MAP COULD BE ATTACHED AND 
SPECIFICALLY REFERRED TO. THIS IS A PREFERRED 
APPROACH IF PROPERTY DEEPER THAN THE ONE LOT 
ABUTTING THE ROAD IS PROPOSED FOR INCLUSION IN 
THE OVERLAY ZONE.] 
 
 
 
 
 

Draf
t



 
Michigan Access Management Guidebook 

8-14

Section 1.3  Application Review, Approval and 
Coordination Process 
 
[ADAPT FROM SECTION 0.3 IN OPTION 1A TO FIT 
LOCAL CIRCUMSTANCES.] 
 
Section 1.4  Standards for Service Drives 
 
[ADAPT FROM SECTION 2.3 IN OPTION 2 TO FIT LOCAL 
CIRCUMSTANCES, IF THE COMMUNITY WISHES TO 
PERMIT SERVICE DRIVES.] 
 
Section 1.5  Driveway and Related Access 
Standards 
 
[ADAPT FROM SECTION 2.2 IN OPTION 2 TO FIT LOCAL 
CIRCUMSTANCES, IF THE COMMUNITY WISHES TO 
REGULATE DRIVEWAY SPACING, LOCATION AND 
CONSTRUCTION.] 
 
 
OPTION 2 -- BEST SUITED FOR A RURAL 
COMMUNITY IN THE PATH OF GROWTH 
OR A GROWING SUBURB WITH 
SIGNIFICANT UNDEVELOPED LAND 
ALONG MAJOR ARTERIALS 
 
Option 2 is a comprehensive access management 
regulation. It is divided into major topic categories 
with many specific regulations within each 
category. The pertinent provisions from every 
major topic category should be reviewed and 
adapted to fit local circumstances in cooperation 
with appropriate county road commission and 
MDOT staff. Alternative language is offered to 
apply Option 2 to all collectors and arterials in a 
community (not merely to state highways and key 
city or county roads). Be sure to insert the proper 
name of the community and the pertinent road 
authority names in the places indicated. Many tasks 
are assigned to the zoning administrator. If it is 
more appropriate to assign these tasks to someone 
else, like the planning director, be sure to change 
the text accordingly. Option 2 assumes a complete 
local site plan review process and that review is 
carefully completed in cooperation with the 
appropriate road authority (see Chapter 5). A 
memorandum of understanding (MOU) is the best 
way to proceed. Appendix B presents a sample 
MOU. Some communities may want to add the key 

parts of the MOU review process in the site plan 
review section of the zoning ordinance. If so, 
language in Option 1a, Section 0.3 could be used 
as a starting point. The rest would come from the 
MOU itself. If this language is proposed for use in 
a city or village which controls all the streets 
within the community, then coordination between 
the city or village road authority and the planning 
commission (rather than with MDOT or the county 
road commission) would be the focus. 
_________________________________________ 
 
CHAPTER ___ ACCESS MANAGEMENT 
REGULATIONS 
 
Section 2.0  Purpose, Intent and Application 
 
A. The purpose of this Article (or Chapter) is to 
establish minimum regulations for access to 
property. Standards are established for new roads, 
driveways, shared access, parking lot cross access, 
and service roads. The standards of this Article (or 
Chapter) are intended to promote safe and efficient 
travel within the________ (name of jurisdiction); 
minimize disruptive and potentially hazardous 
traffic conflicts; ensure safe access by emergency 
vehicles; protect the substantial public investment 
in the street system by preserving capacity and 
avoiding the need for unnecessary and costly 
reconstruction which disrupts business and traffic 
flow; separate traffic conflict areas by reducing the 
number of driveways; provide safe spacing 
standards between driveways, and between 
driveways and intersections; provide for shared 
access between abutting properties; implement the 
_______Master Plan (insert name of Plan) and the 
________ Corridor (or Access) Management Plan 
(insert name of Plan) recommendations; ensure 
reasonable access to properties, though not always 
by the most direct access; and to coordinate access 
decisions with the Michigan Department of 
Transportation and/or the _____ County Road 
Commission, as applicable.  
 
B. The standards in this Article (or Chapter) are 
based on extensive traffic analysis of this corridor 
by the ________ (name of jurisdiction), the 
_______ Road Commission and the Michigan 
Department of Transportation (MDOT) as 
applicable. This analysis demonstrates that the 
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combination of roadway design, traffic speeds, 
traffic volumes, traffic crashes and other 
characteristics necessitate special access standards. 
[INSERT THESE TWO SENTENCES IF TRUE AND MODIFY 
TO FIT SITUATION--OTHERWISE DELETE THEM]. The 
standards in this Article (or Chapter) apply to 
private and public land along road rights-of-way 
which are under the jurisdiction of the ________ 
(city or village street department), the _______ 
County Road Commission or the Michigan 
Department of Transportation (MDOT). [SELECT 
APPLICABLE ENTITIES.] The requirements and 
standards of this Article (or Chapter) shall be 
applied in addition to, and where permissible shall 
supercede, the requirements of the Michigan 
Department of Transportation, ________ County 
Road Commission, or other Articles (or Chapters) 
of this Zoning Ordinance. [ADAPT PARAGRAPH TO 
FIT LOCAL CIRCUMSTANCES.  IT IS A GOOD IDEA TO 
LIST SPECIFIC FINDINGS OF AN ACCESS MANAGEMENT 
PLAN OR CORRIDOR MANAGEMENT PLAN HERE 
WHERE THEY SUPPORT THE PURPOSE OF THE 
REGULATIONS]  
 
C. The standards of this Article (or Chapter) shall 
be applied by the Zoning Administrator during plot 
plan review and by the Planning Commission 
during site plan review, as is appropriate to the 
application. The Planning Commission shall make 
written findings of nonconformance, conformance, 
or conformance if certain conditions are met with 
the standards of this Article (or Chapter) prior to 
disapproving or approving a site plan per the 
requirements of Section ______ (the site plan 
review section of the Ordinance). The ________ 
(name of jurisdiction) shall coordinate its review of 
the access elements of a plot plan or site plan with 
the appropriate road authority prior to making a 
decision on an application (see D. below). The 
approval of a plot plan or site plan does not negate 
the responsibility of an applicant to subsequently 
secure driveway permits from the appropriate road 
authority, either the ________ (city or village road 
authority), the _________ County Road 
Commission, or the Michigan Department of 
Transportation (depending on the roadway). Any 
driveway permit obtained by an applicant prior to 
review and approval of a plot plan or site plan that 
is required under this Ordinance will be ignored. 
[THIS REVIEW PROCESS WILL BE EXPEDITED BY A 

FORMAL MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
BETWEEN THE COMMUNITY AND THE MICHIGAN 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, AND/OR THE 
_______ COUNTY ROAD COMMISSION. A SAMPLE 
MOU IS PROVIDED IN APPENDIX B]. 
 
D. Neither the Zoning Administrator nor the 
Planning Commission shall take action on a request 
for a new road, driveway, shared access, or a 
service drive that connects to a public road without 
first consulting the ________ (name of city or 
village street department, when on a city or village 
street), the ______ County Road Commission 
(when on a county road) or the Michigan 
Department of Transportation (when on a state 
highway). To ensure coordination, applicants are 
required to submit a plot plan, site plan or a 
tentative preliminary plat concurrently to both the 
______ (name of jurisdiction), the ____ County 
Road Commission, and the Michigan Department 
of Transportation [BASED ON THE JURISDICTION 
RESPONSIBLE FOR REVIEW OF DEVELOPMENT ALONG 
SHARED PROPERTY LINES] as applicable. Complete 
applications shall be received at least ____ days 
(insert number -- typically 14-30 days as 
established in the site plan review section of the 
ordinance or by a staff procedure manual) before 
the Planning Commission meeting at which action 
is to be taken. If the initial review of the application 
by the Zoning Administrator reveals 
noncompliance with the standards of this Article 
(or Chapter), or if the proposed land use exceeds 
the traffic generation thresholds in Section ______, 
then the Zoning Administrator shall require 
submittal of a traffic impact study as described 
below prior to consideration of the application by 
either the Zoning Administrator or the Planning 
Commission.  

1. At a minimum the traffic study shall contain 
the following:  [FOR A SAMPLE TRAFFIC IMPACT 
ORDINANCE, SEE EVALUATING TRAFFIC IMPACT 
STUDIES, AVAILABLE FROM THE PROJECT 
PLANNING DIVISION OF THE MICHIGAN DEPT. OF 
TRANSPORTATION BY USING THE POSTCARD AT 
THE END OF THIS REPORT OR THE TRI-COUNTY 
REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION AT 913 W. 
HOLMES ROAD, SUITE 201, LANSING, MI 48910; 
517/393-0342.] 
a. Analysis of existing traffic conditions 

and/or site restrictions using current data. 
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b. Projected trip generation at the subject site 
or along the subject service drive based on 
the most recent edition of the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers Trip Generation 
manual. The _____ (name of jurisdiction) 
may approve use of other trip generation 
data if based on recent studies of at least 
three (3) similar uses within similar 
locations in Michigan. 

c. Illustrations of current and projected turning 
movements at access points. Include 
identification of the impact of the 
development and its proposed access on the 
operation of the abutting streets. Capacity 
analysis shall be completed based on the 
most recent version of the Highway 
Capacity Manual published by 
Transportation Research Board, and shall be 
provided in an appendix to the traffic 
impact study. 

d. Description of the internal vehicular 
circulation and parking system for 
passenger vehicles and delivery trucks, as 
well as the circulation system for 
pedestrians, bicycles and transit users. 

e. Justification of need, including statements 
describing how the additional access will 
meet the intent of this Section, will be 
consistent with the _____ Corridor or 
Access Management Plan (insert name of 
Plan) and the _____ Master Plan (insert 
name of Plan), will not compromise public 
safety and will not reduce capacity or traffic 
operations along the roadway. 

f. Qualifications and documented experience 
of the author, describing experience in 
preparing traffic impact studies in 
Michigan. The preparer shall be either a 
registered traffic engineer (P.E.) or 
transportation planner with at least three (3) 
years of experience preparing traffic impact 
studies in Michigan [OR OTHER QUALIFIED 
INDIVIDUAL -- SEE DISCUSSION ON PAGE 24-
25 IN EVALUATING TRAFFIC IMPACT 
STUDIES]. If the traffic impact study 
involves geometric design, the study shall 
be prepared or supervised by a registered 
engineer with a strong background in traffic 
engineering. 

 

2. The ______(name of jurisdiction) may 
utilize its own traffic consultant to review 
the applicant's traffic impact study, with the 
cost of the review being borne by the 
applicant per Section _____. [ADD 
SUPPLEMENTARY ORDINANCE LANGUAGE 
PRESENTED AT THE START OF THE CHAPTER 
IN THE APPROPRIATE PLACE OF THE 
ORDINANCE.] 

 
E. Failure by the applicant to begin construction of 
an approved road, driveway, shared access, service 
drive or other access arrangement within twelve 
(12) months from the date of approval, shall void 
the approval and a new application is required. 
[THIS SUBSECTION MAY ALREADY BE ADEQUATELY 
COVERED ELSEWHERE IN THE ORDINANCE, IF SO, 
DELETE HERE.] 
 
F. The Zoning Administrator (or municipal 
engineer or other authorized person) shall inspect 
the driveway as constructed for conformance with 
the standards of this Ordinance and any approval 
granted under it, prior to issuing an occupancy 
permit. (Insert proper name of permit if different 
than "occupancy permit". This subsection "F." may 
already be adequately covered elsewhere in the 
Ordinance. Also, the community may want to 
explore a formal agreement process to coordinate 
inspection with MDOT or the County Road 
Commission so that dual inspections are avoided.) 
 
Section 2.1  Identification of Corridor Overlay 
Zone 
 
The ______ (insert name of road here) corridor is 
defined as those properties that abut the highway 
right-of-way either side of ________ (insert name 
of road here) in _____ (insert name of community 
here) between _____ (location A – usually an 
intersection) and ______ (location B--usually an 
intersection). The following regulations supercede 
otherwise applicable regulations of the specific 
districts beneath the overlay zone. 

 
OR 
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[OR INSERT THE FOLLOWING ALTERNATIVE 
LANGUAGE WHICH WOULD MAKE THIS ARTICLE 
APPLY TO ALL STREETS AND ROADS IN THE 
COMMUNITY, NOT TO JUST A FEW MAJOR ARTERIALS. 
USE ONE OR THE OTHER BUT NOT BOTH] 
 
Section 2.1  Roadways Subject to Access 
Management Regulations 
 
The access management regulations of this Article 
(or Chapter) apply to all property according to the 
roadway classification of the abutting public streets 
and roads within _______ (name of community) as 
described below and as illustrated on Map ____. 
[THE COMMUNITY MAY OR MAY NOT ALSO WISH TO 
USE THE TEXT IN A. AND B. WHICH FOLLOWS THE 
MAP FOR GREATER CLARITY.] 
 
A. Application of the access location and design 
standards of this Article (or Chapter) requires 
identification of the functional classification of the 
street on which access is requested 
and then applying the appropriate 
spacing requirements. The streets 
and roads of ________ (insert name 
of community) are classified as 
follows and are as defined in Section 
_______: 

1. Local Street or Road; 
2. Minor Collector;  
3. Major Collector; 
4. Minor Arterial; 
5. Major Arterial; and 
6. Limited Access Highway. 

 
B. Major arterial, minor arterial, 
and collector streets are indicated on 
the Thoroughfare Map (Map ___). 
[A SAMPLE THOROUGHFARE MAP IS 
ILLUSTRATED IN FIGURE 8-2.] All 
unclassified public streets are local 
streets principally providing access 
to single family residences. (Add 
this next sentence only if local 
streets are not classified on the Map 
or use the following language: The 
functional classification of any street 
in ______ (insert name of 
jurisdiction) not indicated as an 
arterial or collector on this Map 

shall be determined using the functional street 
classification defined by the AASHTO "Green 
Book", A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways 
and Streets.) 
 
Section 2.2 Driveway and Related Access 
Standards 
 
All lots hereafter created and all structures hereafter 
created, altered or moved on property with frontage 
on or access to a public road or street that is subject 
to regulation per Section 2.1, shall conform with 
the following requirements: 
 
A. General Standards  [GREAT CARE SHOULD BE 
TAKEN TO CAREFULLY INTEGRATE THIS SECTION 
WITH EXISTING DISTRICT REGULATIONS AND 
PROVISIONS IN THE SCHEDULE OF REGULATIONS.] 

1. Access Approval Required - No road, 
driveway, shared access, parking lot cross 
access, service road, or other access 

Figure 8-2 
Sample Roadway Classification Map 
 

 
 
Source: City of Hudsonville, Michigan: Driveway Location Standards, 1999. 
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arrangement shall be established, 
reconstructed or removed without first 
meeting the requirements of this Section. 

2. Frontage on a Public Road or Street - Any 
lot created after the effective date of this 
Ordinance shall have frontage upon a public 
street right-of-way or private road or access 
easement recorded with the County Register 
of Deeds that meets the requirements of this 
Article (or Chapter). Contiguous properties 
under one ownership or consolidated for 
unified development will be considered one 
parcel for purposes of this Article. 

3. Minimum Lot Width - Except for existing 
lots of record, all lots fronting on a major 
arterial, arterial or collector subject to this 
Article, shall not be less than ______ feet in 

width (at least 300 feet with 400 feet better), 
unless served by shared access or a service 
drive that meets the requirements of Section 
2.3, in which case minimum lot width may 
be reduced per the requirements of Section 
2.6. [THIS CAN BE AN IMPORTANT INCENTIVE 
TO MOVE TO SHARED ACCESS.] 

4. Structure Setback - No structure other than 
signs, as allowed in Section ___, telephone 
poles and other utility structures that are not 
buildings, transfer stations or substations, 
shall be permitted within ______ feet of the 
roadway right-of-way. [THIS SHOULD BE 
DEEP ENOUGH (USUALLY 75-100 FEET) TO 
PERMIT EXPANSION OF THE RIGHT-OF-WAY 
AT A FUTURE TIME WITHOUT PREVENTING 
EFFECTIVE USE OF THE STRUCTURE AT THAT 

TIME, IF CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS LIKE 
THE ADDITION OF LANES OR A MEDIAN 
ON THE ROADWAY ARE LIKELY]. 

5. Parking Setback and Landscaped Area - 
No parking or display of vehicles, 
goods or other materials for sale, shall 
be located within ____(often 50) feet of 
the roadway right-of-way. This setback 
shall be planted in grass and landscaped 
with small clusters of salt tolerant trees 
and shrubs suitable to the underlying 
soils unless another design is approved 
under the landscape provisions of 
Section _______. [THIS PROVISION 
IMPROVES THE AESTHETIC APPEARANCE 
ALONG A ROADWAY, AND IMPROVES THE 
CONTRAST BETWEEN A VEHICLE AND THE 
PAVEMENT, IMPROVING EASE OF 
VISIBILITY.  IT ALSO SERVES AS A SNOW 
STORAGE ZONE. SEE MDOT RULE 32(2) IN 
ADMINISTRATIVE RULES IN APPENDIX D.] 

6. Clear Vision – All access points shall 
maintain clear vision as illustrated in 
Figure ___. [SEE EXAMPLE IN FIGURE 8- 
3.] 

7. Street Structures - No driveway shall 
interfere with municipal facilities such 
as street light or traffic signal poles, 
signs, fire hydrants, cross walks, bus 
loading zones, utility poles, fire alarm 
supports, drainage structures, or other 
necessary street structures. The Zoning 
Administrator is authorized to order and 

Figure 8-3 
 

 
 
Graphic by John Warbach, Planning & Zoning Center, Inc. 
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effect the removal or reconstruction of any 
driveway which is constructed in conflict 
with street structures. The cost of 
reconstructing or relocating such driveways 
shall be at the expense of the abutting 
property owner. 

 
B. Access Location Standards 

1. Access Point Approval - No access point 
shall connect to a public street or road, 
without first receiving approval of the 
location and cross-section specifications 
from the ________ (name of city or village 
street department, when on a city or village 
street), ______ County Road Commission 
(when on a county road) or the Michigan 
Department of Transportation (when on a 
state highway). No access point shall 
connect to a private road unless approved 
by the Planning Commission and by the 
parties with an ownership interest in the 
private road. [INSERT THIS SENTENCE ONLY 
IF PRIVATE ROADS ARE ALLOWED].  

2. Factors on Location of Driveway Access -
At a minimum, the following factors shall 
be considered prior to making a decision on 
the location of a driveway or other access 
point: [IF THE COMMUNITY PREPARES A 
PROPERTY SPECIFIC ACCESS MANAGEMENT 
PLAN, THESE FACTORS MAY BE ABLE TO BE 
REPLACED WITH A SPECIFIC REFERENCE TO 
THE APPLICABLE PART OF THE ACCESS 
MANAGEMENT PLAN.  SEE ALSO TRAFFIC AND 
SAFETY DIVISION NOTE “SPACING FOR 
COMMERCIAL DRIVES AND STREETS,” 7.9 IN 
APPENDIX D.] 
a. The characteristics of the proposed land 

use; 
b. The existing traffic flow conditions and 

the future traffic demand anticipated by 
the proposed development on the 
adjacent street system; 

c. The location of the property; 
d. The size of the property; 
e. The orientation of structures on the site;  
f. The minimum number of driveways or 

other access points needed to 
accommodate anticipated traffic based 
on a traffic analysis, as determined by 
the community and road agency. Such 

finding shall demonstrate traffic 
operations and safety along the public 
street would be improved (or at least not 
negatively affected), and not merely that 
another access point is desired for 
convenience; 

g. The number and location of driveways 
on existing adjacent and opposite 
properties; 

h. The location and functional 
classification of abutting streets or roads 
and the carrying capacity of nearby 
intersections; 

i. The proper geometric design of 
driveways; 

j. The spacing between opposite and 
adjacent driveways and from any nearby 
intersection; 

k. The internal circulation between 
driveways and through parking areas; 

l. The size, location and configuration of 
parking areas relative to the driveways; 
and 

m. The speed of the adjacent roadway. 
3. Access Point Location - Each access point 

location shall conform with access 
management plans or corridor improvement 
plans that have been adopted by the 
________ (name of community), the _____ 
County Road Commission, and/or the 
Michigan Department of Transportation.  

4. Access Points within Right-of-Way - 
Driveways including the radii but not 
including right-turn lanes, passing lanes and 
tapers, shall be located entirely within the 
right-of-way frontage, unless otherwise 
approved by the road agency and upon 
written certification from the adjacent land 
owner agreeing to such encroachment.  

5. Backing-up from Parking or Loading Area 
Onto a Public Street or Service Drive - 
Driveway access to arterials shall not be 
permitted for any parking or loading areas 
that require backing maneuvers in a public 
street or road right-of-way. Driveway access 
to collector streets, local streets, or service 
drives for commercial, office, industrial,  or 
multifamily developments shall not be 
permitted for parking or loading areas that 
require backing maneuvers in a public street 
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right-of-way or onto a public or private 
service drive. 

6. Relationship to Lot Line - No part of a 
driveway shall be located closer than 
______ feet (typical range 4-15 feet) from a 
lot line unless it is a common or shared 
driveway as provided in Section 2.2 F. This 
separation is intended to help control 
stormwater runoff, permit snow storage on 
site, and provide adequate area for any 
necessary on-site landscaping. 

7. Existing Driveways – Except for shared 
driveways, existing driveways that do not 
comply with the requirements of this Article 
(or Chapter) shall be closed when an 
application for a change of use requiring a 
zoning permit or a site plan requiring 
approval under Section ____ is submitted 
and once approval of a new means of access 
under this Article (or Chapter) is granted. A 
closed driveway shall be graded and 
landscaped to conform with adjacent land 
and any curb cut shall be filled in with curb 
and gutter per the standards of the 
applicable road authority. See also Section 
2.5. 

8. Intersection Sight Distance – Driveways 
shall be located so as not to interfere with 
safe intersection sight distance as determined 
by the appropriate road authority.  

9. Adequate Corner Clearance – Driveways 
shall be located so as not to interfere with 
safe traffic operations at an intersection as 
determined by Table 2.2-3 as long as that 
distance is beyond any clear vision area 
owned by a road authority.  [SEE MDOT 
TRAFFIC AND SAFETY DIVISION NOTE 7.9, 
“MDOT GUIDELINES FOR ACCESS SPACING ON 
STATE HIGHWAYS” IN APPENDIX D.] 

10. Traffic Signals – Access points on arterial 
and collector streets may be required to be 
signalized in order to provide safe and 
efficient traffic flow. Any signal shall meet 
the spacing requirements of the applicable 
road authority. A development may be 
responsible for all or part of any right-of-
way, design, hardware, and construction 
costs of a traffic signal if it is determined 
that the signal is warranted by the traffic 
generated from the development. The 

procedures for signal installation and the 
percent of financial participation required of 
the development in the installation of the 
signal shall be in accordance with criteria of 
the road authority with jurisdiction. 
[MAKING THE “LAST GUY IN” PAY THE TOTAL 
COST OF A TRAFFIC SIGNAL COULD BE 
UNREASONABLE IF HIS DEVELOPMENT ONLY 
GENERATED A SMALL PORTION OF THE 
TRAFFIC. FINANCIAL PARTICIPATION IN THE 
COST NEEDS TO CONSIDER THE SHARE OF 
TRAFFIC GENERATED.] 

 
C. Number of Driveways Permitted 

1. Access for an individual parcel, lot, or 
building site or for contiguous parcels, lots 
or building sites under the same ownership 
shall consist of either a single two-way 
driveway or a paired system wherein one 
driveway is designed, and appropriately 
marked, to accommodate ingress traffic and 
the other egress traffic. 

2. One driveway shall be permitted for each 
single and two-family residential lot or 
parcel. [SEE ALTERNATIVE IN RULE 47 OF 
MDOT ADMINISTRATIVE RULES UNDER ACT 
200 IN APPENDIX D.] 

3. A temporary access permit may be issued 
for field entrances per Section 2.4, for 
cultivated land, timber land, or undeveloped 
land, as well as for uses at which no one 
resides or works such as cellular towers, 
water wells, pumping stations, utility 
transformers, billboards, and similar uses. 
Field-entrance and utility-structure 
driveways will be reviewed on a case-by-
case basis. The review shall take into 
account the proximity of the adjacent 
driveways and intersecting streets, as well 
as traffic volumes along the roadway. [SEE 
RULE 49 OF MDOT ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 
UNDER ACT 200 IN APPENDIX D.] 

4. For a parcel, lot, or building site with 
frontage exceeding ____ feet (typically over 
600 feet), or where a parcel, lot, or building 
site has frontage on at least two streets, an 
additional driveway may be allowed, 
provided that a traffic impact study is 
submitted by the applicant showing that 
conditions warrant an additional driveway 
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and that all driveways meet the spacing 
requirements.  

5. Certain developments generate enough 
traffic to warrant consideration of an 
additional driveway to reduce delays for 
exiting motorists. Where possible, these 
second access points should be located on a 
side street or service drive, or shared with 
adjacent uses, or designed for right-turn-in, 
right-turn-out only movements and shall 
meet the spacing requirements of this 
ordinance. In order to be considered for a 
second driveway on an arterial or collector 
street combined approach volumes (entering 
and exiting) of a proposed development 
shall exceed 100 directional trips during the 
peak hour of traffic and a traffic impact 
study shall be performed. [MDOT TRAFFIC 
AND SAFETY DIVISION NOTE # 7.9C LISTS 
LAND USES WHICH COMMONLY EXCEED 100 
DIRECTIONAL PEAK HOUR TRIPS.] Uses 
where a second driveway could be 
considered are influenced by the trip 
generation characteristics of the uses and 
the volumes of the adjacent roadway. [SEE 
THE ITE TRIP GENERATION MANUAL FOR 
PEAK HOUR TRIP GENERATION COUNTS FOR 
DRIVEWAYS BY TYPE OF LAND USE.] Table 
2.2-1 lists land uses which may warrant 
consideration of an additional driveway. [A 
COMMUNITY MAY NOT WISH TO PUBLISH A 
LIST AND INSTEAD LEAVE THE 
DETERMINATION UP TO TRAFFIC ENGINEERS 
FOLLOWING A TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY. IF SO, 
DELETE THIS TABLE AND RENUMBER THE 
REST OF THE TABLES ACCORDINGLY.] (Note: 
Where the development has access to a 
signalized arterial or collector, the approach 
volume of driveway traffic should be double 
that of unsignalized locations to warrant 
consideration of a second access. See 
Section 2.2D.1.a.) 
[NOTE: IF RESIDENTIAL USES PREDOMINATE 
ON THE SIDE STREET, THERE MAY BE 
OPPOSITION TO A COMMERCIAL DRIVEWAY. 
THE POTENTIAL NEGATIVE IMPACTS AND 
HENCE OPPOSITION, MAY BE MITIGATED BY 
USE OF A DIRECTIONAL DRIVEWAY.] 

 

 
Table 2.2-1 

Development that may Warrant Consideration of 
an Additional Driveway 

• multiple family development with over 
250 units 

• a grocery store of over 30,000 square 
feet (GFA) 

• a shopping center with over 40,000 
square feet (GFA) 

• a hotel or motel with over 400 rooms 
• industrial developments with over 

300,000 square feet (GFA) or 350 
employees (although a secondary 
entrance for trucks should be allowed) 

• warehouses of over 750,000 square feet 
(GFA) or 350 employees 

• a mobile home park with over 300 units
• general office building of 150,000 

square feet (GFA) or 500 employees 
• medical office building of 60,000 

square feet (GFA) or 200 employees 
• fast food restaurant of over 6,000 

square feet (GFA) 
• sit down restaurant of over 20,000 

square feet (GFA). 
 
Source: Oshtemo Township Zoning Ordinance 

 
6. When alternatives to a single, two-way 

driveway are necessary to provide 
reasonable driveway access to property 
fronting on an arterial street, and shared 
access or a service drive are not a viable 
option, the following progression of 
alternatives should be used: 
a. One (1) standard, two-way driveway; 
b. Additional ingress/egress lanes on one 

(1) standard, two-way driveway; 
c. Two (2), one-way driveways;  
d. Additional ingress/egress lanes on two 

(2), one-way driveways; 
e. Additional driveway(s) on an abutting 

street with a lower functional 
classification; 

f. Additional driveway on arterial street. 
Note: Restricted turns and roadway 
modifications will be considered in 
conjunction with alternative driveway 
designs. 
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D. Access Point Spacing Standards 

1. Separation from Other Driveways -  
a. The minimum spacing between 

unsignalized driveways and other access 
points shall be determined based upon 
posted speed limits along the parcel 
frontage unless the appropriate road 
authority approves less based on the 
land use and restricted turns in the 
driveway design. The minimum 
spacings indicated below are measured 
from the centerline of one driveway to 
the centerline of another driveway. For 
sites with insufficient road frontage to 
meet the table below, the Planning 
Commission shall require one of the 
following: construction of the driveway 
along a side street, a shared driveway 
with an adjacent property, construction 
of a driveway along the property line 
farthest from the intersection, or a 
service drive as described in Section 2.3. 
The Planning Commission may grant 
temporary access approval (see Section 
2.4) until such time that minimum 
spacing requirements can be met, or 
alternative access meeting the 
requirements of this ordinance is 
approved. [SOME COMMUNITIES 
MEASURE FROM NEAREST EDGE OF 
PAVEMENT TO NEAREST EDGE OF 
PAVEMENT.] 

 
Table 2.2-2 

Posted Speed 
Limit (MPH) 

Min. Access Spacing (in feet) 
between Adjacent Access Points 

25 130 
30 185 
35 245 
40 300 
45 350 
50 455 

 
Note: The values in Table 2.2-2 (above) are 
considered minimums based on the distances 
required to avoid conflicts between vehicles turning 
right or left from adjacent driveways.  [SEE MDOT 
TRAFFIC AND SAFETY DIVISION NOTE 7.9 IN 
APPENDIX D. THIS COULD BE STRUCTURED TO PERMIT 

A REDUCTION IN SPACING BETWEEN DRIVEWAYS 
BASED ON RESTRICTED TURNS AS IN THE NEXT 
TABLE.]  [NOTE: THESE STANDARDS ARE 
SIGNIFICANTLY LESS THAN IN VARIOUS NATIONAL 
PUBLICATIONS, GREATER SPACING MAY BE 
ESPECIALLY APPROPRIATE IN RURAL AREAS.  LESSER 
SPACING MAY BE APPROPRIATE ON NON-ARTERIAL 
ROADS THAT ARE ALREADY LARGELY DEVELOPED.] 

 
b. In the case of expansion, alteration or 

redesign of an existing development 
where it can be demonstrated that pre-
existing conditions prohibit adherence to 
the minimum driveway spacing 
standards, the Planning Commission 
shall have the authority to modify the 
driveway spacing requirements or grant 
temporary access approval until such 
time that minimum spacing 
requirements can be met, or alternative 
access meeting the requirements of this 
ordinance is approved. Such 
modifications shall be of the minimum 
amount necessary, but in no case shall 
driveway spacing of less than ___ feet 
(typically 60-75 feet, depending on the 
common lot size in the area) be 
permitted by the Planning Commission.  
[THIS SUBSECTION COULD BE REMOVED 
AND THE COMMUNITY COULD RELY ON 
SECTION 2.7 WAIVERS. IF THE WAIVERS 
SECTION IS NOT INCLUDED IN THE 
ORDINANCE THEN THIS SECTION NEEDS 
TO STAY HERE.] 

 
2. Access Point Separation from Intersections 

- All one and two-family driveways shall be 
separated from the nearest right-of-way of 
an intersecting street by at least ______ feet 
(usually at least 50 feet, more if lot sizes are 
large). Driveways for all other land uses 
shall be separated from the nearest right-of-
way of an intersecting street according to 
Table 2.2-3 below: 
a. Access point spacing from 

intersections shall be measured from 
the centerline of the driveway to the 
extended edge of the travel lane on 
the intersecting street, as shown in 
Figure 2-1 unless otherwise noted.  
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[SOME COMMUNITIES CHOOSE TO 
MEASURE FROM THE EDGE OF THE 
DRIVEWAY INSTEAD OF FROM THE 
CENTER. SEPARATION DISTANCES 
NEED TO BE ADJUSTED 
ACCORDINGLY.] 

b. The minimum distance between an 
access point and an intersecting 
street shall be based on Figure 2-1 
and the following: [ADAPT FIGURE 2-
1 TO FIT TABLE DIMENSIONS DECIDED 
UPON IN A PARTICULAR UNIT OF 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT. ALSO SEE 
MDOT TRAFFIC AND SAFETY DIVISION 
NOTE 7.9.D IN APPENDIX D.] 

 
Table 2.2-3 

Minimum Access Point Spacing from Street and 
Other Intersections* 

Location of Access 
Point 

Min. Spacing 
for a Full 
Movement 
Driveway or 
other Access 
Point 

Min. Spacing for a 
Driveway Restricting 
Left-turns (channelized 
for right-turn-in and 
right-turn-out only) 

Along Arterial or 
from  
• Expressway 

Ramps 
• Railroad 

crossings 
 

• Bridges 
• Median openings 
 

 
 

300 feet [600 
FEET IS BETTER] 
Contact MDOT 

for a site specific 
determination 

100 feet 
75 feet 

 

 
 

300 feet [600 FEET IS 
BETTER] 

Contact MDOT for a site 
specific determination 

 
100 feet 
75 feet 

Along Arterial or 
from another 
Intersecting Arterial 

300 feet 125 feet 

Along Arterial 
Intersecting a 
Collector or Local 
Street 

200 feet 125 feet 

Along a Collector 125 feet 75 feet 
Along a Local Street 
or Private Road 

75 feet 50 feet 

*Regional Arterials, Arterials and Collectors are as classified in the 
_______Master Plan (or on Map ____ in this Ordinance).   
[SOME COMMUNITIES MAY REQUIRE LESS RESTRICTIVE STANDARDS WHEN 
LOCATING A DRIVEWAY AWAY FROM A NON-SIGNALIZED  INTERSECTION 
THAN A SIGNALIZED ONE. IF SO, ADAPT THESE STANDARDS TO FIT THE LOCAL 
SITUATION. ALSO, THE APPROACH MDOT USES IS MORE DIRECTLY TIED TO THE 
SPEED OF THE TRUNKLINE, RATHER THAN THE FUNCTIONAL CLASS OF THE 
ROAD, SEE FIGURE 3-16. IT MAY BE A MORE USEFUL APPROACH IN SOME 
JURISDICTIONS.] 

 
c. If the amount of lot frontage is not 

sufficient to meet the above criterion, 
the driveway shall be constructed along 
the property line farthest from the 

intersection to encourage future shared 
use, and/or a frontage road or rear 
service drive shall be developed as 
described in Section 2.3. 

d. For parcels on which an alternative 
means of access (shared driveway, 
frontage road, service drive or 
connected parking lots) is not feasible 
due to parcel size or existing adjacent 
development, the Planning Commission 
may allow a non-channelized, full 
movement driveway provided that: 
1. the driveway is spaced no closer to 

the intersection than the minimum 
spacing allowed for a right-turn-in, 
right-turn-out driveway; and 

2. a traffic study conducted by a 
registered traffic engineer shows a 
right-turn-in, right-turn-out 
driveway does not provide 
reasonable access or desired safety; 
and 

3. a traffic study, conducted by a 
registered traffic engineer, provides 
substantial justification that the 
driveway operation will not create 
safety problems at the adjacent 
intersection. 

 
3. Access Alignment -  

In order to prevent left-turn conflicts, two-
way driveways shall not be across from an 
expressway ramp and shall be either: 
a. offset in accordance with the minimum 

spacing standards in Table 2.2-3 or  
b. perpendicular to the existing public 

street or an approved private road and 
shall line up with existing or planned 
driveways on the opposite side of the 
road wherever facing lots are not 
separated by a median, unless doing so 
in a particular case is substantially 
demonstrated by a registered traffic 
engineer to be unsafe.  

 

Draf
t



 
Michigan Access Management Guidebook 

8-24

 

Draf
t



 
Michigan Access Management Guidebook 

8-25

E. Driveway Design and Construction Standards 
1. Driveway or Throat Width –  

a. No single or two-family driveway shall 
have a width less than nine (9) feet nor 
more than sixteen (16) feet at the public 
road right-of-way. The driveway 
opening, including flares, shall not be 
more than 1.5 times the width of the 
driveway at the right-of-way line. [SEE 
RULE 48 OF MDOT ADMINISTRATIVE 
RULES UNDER ACT 200 IN APPENDIX D.] 

b. The typical commercial driveway design 
shall include one ingress lane and one 
egress lane with a combined maximum 
throat width of thirty (30) feet, 
measured from face to face of curb (see 
Figure 2-2a).  

c. Where exit traffic volumes are expected 
to exceed 100 directional trips per peak 
hour, or in areas where congestion along 
the arterial may create significant 
delays, as determined by the Planning 
Commission, two exit lanes shall be 
required.  The total width of such a 
driveway shall be between 37 and 39 
feet, with one 15 foot wide ingress lane 
and two 11-12 foot wide egress lanes 
(See Figure 2-2b). 

d. For access systems which include a pair 
of one-way driveways, each driveway 
shall be a minimum of sixteen (16) feet 
wide, measured perpendicularly (See 
Figure 2-2c). 

e. As an alternative to (d) above, the 
driveway may be designed with a fully 
curbed median dividing the ingress and 
egress driveways, with a maximum 
median width of ten feet. The radii 
forming the edges on the median shall 
be designed to accommodate the largest 
vehicle that will normally use the 
driveway. Where median or boulevard 
driveways are located across the street 
from each other, the left-turn egress 
lanes shall be aligned directly across 
from one another to minimize left-turn 
conflicts (see Figure 2-2d).  Boulevard 
driveways should not be constructed at 
existing or future traffic signal locations 
unless there is a left-turn lane where the 

boulevard meets the road right-of-way. 
Ground or monument signs shall not be 
permitted in boulevards if they would 
block motorist vision or otherwise 
create an unsafe condition. The Planning 
Commission may require landscaping 
on the portion of the boulevard outside 
the public right-of-way. Such 
landscaping shall use salt tolerant 
species. 

2. Restricted Access Driveways - 
Left and right-turn movements on and off 
roadways typically have the greatest impact 
on traffic flow and crash frequency.  
Therefore, where driveways are to be 
located in a segment defined in adopted 
corridor studies as having a high crash rate 
or significant traffic congestion/delays, or 
where left-turn access is available through 
alternative means of access, the Planning 
Commission may require driveway design 
and signing which discourages certain 
turning movements.  Where driveways are 
intended to control specific left and/or right-
turn ingress and egress, the designs shown 
in Figure 2-3 shall apply.  Similar designs 
shall be accepted, provided that they are 
approved by the Michigan Department of 
Transportation and/or the ___________ 
County Road Commission, if applicable. 

3.   Throat Length or Vehicle Stacking/Storage 
Space- There shall be a minimum of twenty 
(20) feet of throat length for entering and 
exiting vehicles at the intersection of a 
driveway and pavement of the public road 
or service drive as measured from the 
pavement edge. For driveways serving 
between one-hundred (100) and four-
hundred (400) vehicles in the peak hour 
(two-way traffic volumes) the driveways 
shall provide at least sixty (60) feet of throat 
length. For driveways serving over four-
hundred (400) vehicles per peak hour (two-
way traffic volume) and for all driveways 
controlled by a traffic signal, adequate 
throat length shall be determined by a traffic 
impact study. In areas where significant 
pedestrian/bicycle travel is expected, the 
ingress and egress lanes should be separated 
by a 4-10 feet wide median with pedestrian 
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refuge area. In the absence of adequate 
traffic volume data, application of the 
commonly used values in Table 2.2-4 is 
appropriate.  

4. Construction Standards -  
a. Curb radii: 

1. Driveways shall be designed 
with minimum 25 foot radii 
where primarily passenger 
vehicle traffic is expected. 

2. For sites where truck traffic is 
expected, the driveways shall be 
designed with a minimum 30 
foot radii unless a traffic analysis 
by a qualified traffic engineer 
reveals another radii is more 
appropriate for the vehicles 
expected to use the driveway. 

b. Deceleration lanes and tapers: 
1. Where it can be demonstrated 

that driveway volumes are 
expected to exceed 100 peak 
hour directional trips per hour, a 
right-turn taper, deceleration 
lane and/or left-turn bypass lane 
may be required. [SEE MDOT 
TRAFFIC AND SAFETY DIVISION 
NOTES #7.3 AND #7.5 AND 
DESIGN GUIDE VII-650C IN 
APPENDIX D.] 

2. Where site frontage allows and a 
right-turn lane is warranted, a 
taper between 50 and 225 feet 
may be required. See example in 
Figure 2-4a. [SEE MDOT DESIGN 
GUIDE VII-650C IN APPENDIX D.] 

3. Where the amount of frontage 
precludes the construction of a 
deceleration lane and taper 
combination entirely within the 
property lines of a parcel, a 
request shall be made to the 
owner of the parcel to allow the 
installation of a right-turn bay 
and taper which extends beyond 
the property line.  If permission 
cannot be obtained from the 
adjacent property owner for an 
extension onto that parcel, a 
taper of at least 75 feet shall be 

constructed as shown in Figure 
2-4b.  

4. A continuous right-turn lane, as 
shown in Figure 2-4c may be 
required where driveway spacing 
requirements restrict the use of 
consecutive turn bays and tapers, 
and a traffic engineer concludes 
it can be constructed without 
being used as a through lane. 

5. For driveways located along 
streets without an exclusive left-
turn lane, a bypass lane may be 
required.  Such a lane shall be 
designed to the standards in the 
Michigan Department of 
Transportation, Traffic and 
Safety Notes # 7.7 and as shown 
in Figure 2-4d.  

c. Acceleration lanes 
1. Generally, acceleration lanes are not 

permitted. However, where site 
frontage allows and large semi-
trucks and other slow moving 
vehicles routinely access an arterial, 
an acceleration lane may be required 
in consultation with the applicable 
road authority. 

2. The acceleration lane shall be 
designed by a traffic engineer to 
meet the needs of vehicles using it, 
topography, sight distance and other 
relevant factors.  

3. Driveways shall not be permitted 
within an acceleration lane.  

d. Grades and drainage 
1. Driveways shall be constructed 

such that the grade for the 25 
feet nearest the pavement edge 
or shoulder does not exceed 
1.5% (one and one-half foot 
vertical rise in one-hundred feet 
of horizontal distance) wherever 
feasible. Where not feasible, 
grades shall conform with Figure 
2-5. [MDOT DESIGN GUIDE, VII-
680A, SHEET 3 IN APPENDIX D.]:  
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2. Vertical curves, with a minimum 

length of 15 feet shall be 
provided on driveway 
approaches at a change in grade 
of 4% or more. [SEE MDOT RULE 
63(E) OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE 
RULES TO ACT 200 IN APPENDIX 
D.] 

3. Driveways shall be constructed 
such that drainage from 
impervious areas located outside 
of the public right-of-way, which 
are determined to be in excess of 
existing drainage from these 
areas shall not be discharged into 
the roadway drainage system 
absent the approval of the 

responsible agency. Storm 
drains, or culverts, if required 
shall be of a size adequate to 
carry the anticipated storm flow 
and be constructed and installed 
pursuant to the specifications of 
the responsible road authority. 
[SEE RULE 61 OF THE 
ADMINISTRATIVE RULES TO ACT 
200 IN APPENDIX D].  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2-3 

 
Source: adapted from Delta Township Zoning Ordinance.  See also MDOT Geometric Design Guide VII-680 and VII-650 series in Appendix D. 
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Table 2.2-4   Minimum Throat Length Requirement 
 

 
Source: Oshtemo Township Zoning Ordinance, Section 67, Access Management Guidelines, 1991 
 
 
[THESE THROAT LENGTHS SHOULD BE ADJUSTED TO FIT LOCAL CIRCUMSTANCES] 
. 
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Figure 2-4 
[EXAMPLES A AND C ADAPTED FROM DELTA TOWNSHIP, MICHIGAN. EXAMPLE B FROM DELTA 

TOWNSHIP, MICHIGAN. EXAMPLE D FROM MDOT DESIGN GUIDE VII-650 C, SHEET 2] 
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e. Surface and Curb Construction - 

Commercial and all other nonresidential 
driveways shall be constructed of a 
permanent asphalt or concrete material 
sufficient to provide the bearing 
capacity needed to carry the anticipated 
traffic loads as determined by the 
appropriate road authority unless the 
road authority approves use of another 
material. Where a driveway connects 
with a curbed road, it shall be paved and 
curbed from the edge of pavement to 
either the right-of-way line or point of 
curvature of the radius returns. [SEE 
MDOT RULES 51 AND 52 OF 
ADMINISTRATIVE RULES TO ACT 200 IN 
APPENDIX D.]  All soil erosion and 
sedimentation requirements shall be met. 

f. Directional Signs and Pavement 
Markings - 
In order to ensure smooth traffic 
circulation on the site, direction signs 
and pavement markings shall be 
installed at the driveway(s) in a clearly 
visible location as required by the 
________ (name of jurisdiction) as part 
of the site plan review process and 
approved by the Michigan Department 
of Transportation and ___________ 
County Road Commission (as 

appropriate), and shall be maintained on 
a permanent basis by the property 
owner. Directional signs and pavement 
markings shall conform to the standards 
in the Michigan Manual of Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices. [BE SURE TO 
COORDINATE THIS WITH EXISTING SIGN 
STANDARDS IN THE ZONING ORDINANCE 
WHICH MAY REFER TO A DIFFERENT TYPE 
OF DIRECTIONAL SIGN.] 

 
F. Shared Access 
Shared access is strongly encouraged and in some 
cases may be required. When required, one or more 
of the following options, and the standards of 
Section 2.3 apply.  

1. Shared Driveways:  Sharing or joint use of a 
driveway by two or more property owners 
shall be encouraged.  In cases where access 
is restricted by the spacing requirements of 
Section 2.2.D, “Access Point Spacing 
Standards”, a shared driveway may be the 
only access design allowed. The shared 
driveway shall be constructed along the 
midpoint between the two properties unless 
a written easement is provided which allows 
traffic to travel across one parcel to access 
another, and/or access the public street.  

2. Frontage Roads:  In cases where a frontage 
road exists, is recommended either in the 
___________'s Comprehensive Plan or in 

Figure 2-5 
 

 
 
 
Source: MDOT, Geometric Design Guide VII-680A, Sheet 3. 
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an adopted corridor study, and/or is 
proposed in an approved site plan for an 
adjoining lot or parcel, access shall be 
provided via such frontage road, rather than 
by direct connection to the abutting arterial 
street. 

3. Rear Service Drives:  Rear service drives 
shall be encouraged, especially for locations 
where connection to a side street is 
available. In addition to access along the 
rear service drive, direct connection(s) to 
the arterial street may be allowed, provided 
that the driveways meet the requirements of 
Section 2.2.C, "Number of Driveways", and 
2.2.D, "Access Point Spacing Standards." 

 
G. Parking Lot Connections 
Where a proposed parking lot is adjacent to an 
existing parking lot of a similar use, there shall be a 
vehicular connection between the two parking lots 
where physically feasible, as determined by the 
Planning Commission. For developments adjacent 
to vacant properties, the site shall be designed to 
provide for a future connection. A written access 
easement signed by both landowners shall be 
presented as evidence of the parking lot connection 
prior to the issuance of any final zoning approval. 
[SOME COMMUNITIES PROVIDE AN INCENTIVE FOR 
PARKING LOT CONNECTIONS BY ALLOWING A 
REDUCTION OF 5-10% OF REQUIRED PARKING 
SPACES FOR EACH USE IF THERE IS A PARKING LOT 
CONNECTION. SEE SECTION 2.6 FOR AN EXAMPLE.] 
 
H. Access Easements 
Shared driveways, cross access driveways, 
connected parking lots, and service drives shall be 
recorded as an access easement and shall constitute 
a covenant running with the land.  Operating and 
maintenance agreements for these facilities should 
be recorded with the deed. [SEE APPENDIX B FOR 
EXAMPLES.] 
 
I. Medians and Median Openings 

1. The type, location and length of medians on 
public roads shall be determined by the 
entity having jurisdiction over such roads.  
This determination will be made in 
consultation with the Planning Commission 
and will be based on existing and projected 
traffic conditions; the type, size, and extent 

of existing and projected development and 
traffic generated by development; traffic 
control needs; and other factors. 

 
2. The minimum spacing between median 

openings shall be as shown in Table 2.2-5: 
[INSERT LOCAL NUMBERS IF BEING APPLIED 
ON A ROAD NOT UNDER MDOT CONTROL.] 

 
Table 2.2-5:  Minimum Directional Median 

Opening Spacing 
 

Location
 

Directional 
crossover 
spacing 

Urban 660 feet 
Rural 1,320 feet 
See MDOT Traffic and Safety 
Division, Directional Median 
Crossovers, #11.4 and Geometric 
Design Guide VII-670. 

 
3. Median openings intended to serve 

development must meet or exceed the 
minimum median opening spacing 
standards and must also be justified by a 
traffic impact analysis approved by the 
entity having jurisdiction over such roads, 
in consultation with the Planning 
Commission (add as appropriate: ,or by the 
Planning Commission where driveways are 
proposed to connect to city roads).  The cost 
for preparation of the traffic impact analysis 
and construction of the median opening or 
openings, including installation and 
operation of signals and other 
improvements where warranted, shall be 
borne by the applicant. 

 
Section 2.3  Service Drives and Other Shared 
Access Standards  
 
A. The use of shared access, parking lot 
connections and service drives, in conjunction with 
driveway spacing, is intended to preserve traffic 
flow along major thoroughfares and minimize 
traffic conflicts, while retaining reasonable access 
to the property. Where noted above, or where the 
Planning Commission determines that restricting 
new access points or reducing the number of 
existing access points may have a beneficial impact 
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on traffic operations and safety while preserving 
the property owner's right to reasonable access, 
then access from a side street, a shared driveway, a 
parking lot connection, or service drive connecting 
two or more properties or uses may be required 
instead of more direct connection to the arterial or 
collector street. However, where traffic safety 
would be improved, and the driveway spacing 
requirements of this ordinance can be met, then 
direct connection to the arterial or collector street 
may be allowed in addition to a required service 
drive.  

1. In particular, shared access, service drives 
or at least a connection between abutting 
land uses may be required in the following 
cases: 
a. Where the driveway spacing standards 

of this section can not be met. 
b. Where recommended in the _____ 

Corridor or Access Management Plan 
and/or other corridor or sub-area master 
plans of _____ (name of jurisdiction). 

c. When the driveway could potentially 
interfere with traffic operations at an 
existing or planned traffic signal 
location. 

d. The site is along a collector or arterial 
with high traffic volumes, or along 
segments experiencing congestion or a 
relatively high number of crashes. 

e. The property frontage has limited sight 
distance. 

f. The fire (or emergency services) 
department recommends a second 
means of emergency access. 

2. In areas where frontage roads or rear service 
drives are recommended, but adjacent 
properties have not yet developed, the site 
shall be designed to accommodate a future 
road/facility designed according to the 
standards of this Section. The Planning 
Commission may approve temporary access 
points where a continuous service drive is 
not yet available and a performance bond or 
escrow is accepted to assure elimination of 
temporary access when the service road is 
constructed. (See Section 2.4 Temporary 
Access Permits). 

 

B. Notwithstanding the requirements of the 
_________ (community name and ord. No.) Land 
Division Ordinance, the standards for all service 
drives shall be as follows: 

1. Site Plan Review - The Planning 
Commission shall review and approve all 
service drives to ensure safe and adequate 
continuity of the service drive between 
contiguous parcels as part of the site plan 
review process in Section ______. 

2. Front and Rear Service Drives - A front or 
rear service drive may be established on 
property which abuts only one public road. 
The design of a service road shall conform 
with national design guidelines such as 
those identified in the National Access 
Management Manual by TRB, the 
AASHTO “Green Book”, and National 
Cooperative Highway Research Program 
(NCHRP), “Access Management Guidelines 
to Activity Centers” Report 348 and 
“Impacts of Access Management 
Techniques” Report 420.  

3. Location - Service roads shall generally be 
parallel to the front property line and may 
be located either in front of, or behind, 
principal buildings and may be placed in 
required yards. In considering the most 
appropriate alignment for a service road, the 
Planning Commission shall consider the 
setbacks of existing and/or proposed 
buildings and anticipated traffic flow for the 
site. 

4. Width and Construction Materials - A 
service drive shall be within an access 
easement permitting traffic circulation 
between properties. The easement shall be 
recorded with the County Register of 
Deeds. This easement shall be at least forty 
(40) feet wide. A service drive shall have a 
minimum pavement width of  ____ 
(typically 26-36) feet, measured face to face 
of curb with an approach width of _______ 
feet (typically 36-39 feet) at intersections. 
The service drive shall be constructed of a 
paved surface material that is resistant to 
erosion and shall meet ________ (city or 
village, County Road Commission or 
MDOT -- depending on what road the 
service drive parallels) standards for base 
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and thickness of asphalt or concrete, unless 
the community has more restrictive 
standards. 

5. Snow Storage and Landscaping Area - A 
minimum of fifteen (15) feet of snow 
storage/landscaping area shall be reserved 
along both sides of the service drive. 
Frontage roads shall have a minimum 
setback of 30 feet from the right-of-way, 
with a minimum of 60 feet of storage at the 
intersection for entering and exiting 
vehicles as measured from the pavement 
edge (See Figure 2-6a).   

6. Distance from Intersection on Service 
Drives - Frontage road and service drive 
intersections at the collector or arterial street 
shall be designed according to the same 
minimum standards as described for 
driveways in Section 2.2.D.2. 

7. Driveway Entrance - The Planning 
Commission shall approve the location of 
all accesses to the service drive, based on 
the driveway spacing standards of this 
Article (or Chapter). Access to the service 
drive shall be located so that there is no 
undue interference with the free movement 
of service drive and emergency vehicle 
traffic, where there is safe sight distance, 
and where there is a safe driveway grade as 
established by the applicable road authority 
(local, MDOT or CRC).  

8. Driveway Radii - All driveway radii shall 
be concrete curbs and conform with the 
requirements of Section 2.2.E.4. 

9. Acceleration Lanes and Tapers - The design 
of the driveway, acceleration, deceleration 
or taper shall conform with the requirements 
of Section 2.2.E.4. 

10. Elevation - The elevation of a service drive 
shall be uniform or gently sloping between 
adjacent properties. 

11. Service Drive Maintenance - No service 
drive shall be established on existing public 
right-of-way. The service drive shall be a 
public street (if dedicated to and accepted 
by the public), or a private road maintained 
by the adjoining property owners it serves 
who shall enter into a formal agreement for 
the joint maintenance of the service drive. 
The agreement shall also specify who is 

responsible for enforcing speed limits, 
parking and related vehicular activity on the 
service drive. This agreement shall be 
approved by the ______ (municipal) 
attorney and recorded with the deed for 
each property it serves by the County 
Register of Deeds. If the service drive is a 
private road, the local government shall 
reserve the right to make repairs or 
improvements to the service drive and 
charge back the costs directly or by special 
assessment to the benefiting landowners if 
they fail to properly maintain a service 
drive. 

12. Landscaping - Landscaping along the 
service drive shall conform with the 
requirements of Section ____ (reference 
applicable landscaping standards). 
Installation and maintenance of landscaping 
shall be the responsibility of the developer 
or a property owners association. 

13. Parking Areas - All separate parking areas 
(i.e. those that do not use joint parking 
cross access) shall have no more than one 
(1) access point or driveway to the service 
drive. 

14. Parking - The service road is intended to be 
used exclusively for circulation, not as a 
parking, loading or unloading aisle. Parking 
shall be prohibited along two-way frontage 
roads and service drives that are constructed 
at the minimum width (see B.4. above). 
One-way roads or two-way roads designed 
with additional width for parallel parking 
may be allowed if it can be demonstrated 
through traffic studies that on-street parking 
will not significantly affect the capacity, 
safety or operation of the frontage road or 
service drive. Perpendicular or angle 
parking along either side of a designated 
frontage road or service drive is prohibited. 
The Planning Commission may require the 
posting of "no parking" signs along the 
service road. As a condition to site plan 
approval, the Planning Commission may 
permit temporary parking in the easement 
area where a continuous service road is not 
yet available, provided that the layout 
allows removal of the parking in the future 
to allow extension of the service road. 
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Temporary parking spaces permitted within 
the service drive shall be in excess of the 
minimum required under Article____, 
Parking and Loading Standards.  

15. Directional Signs and Pavement Markings - 
Pavement markings may be required to help 
promote safety and efficient circulation. The 
property owner shall be required to maintain 
all pavement markings. All directional signs 
and pavement markings along the service 
drive shall conform with the current 
Michigan Manual of Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices. 

16. Assumed Width of Pre-existing Service 
Drives - Where a service drive in existence 
prior to the effective date of this provision 
has no recorded width, the width will be 
considered to be _______ (typically 40-66) 
feet for the purposes of establishing 
setbacks and measured an equal distance 
from the midpoint of the road surface. 

17. Pedestrian and Bicycle Access - Separate, 
safe access for pedestrians and bicycles 
shall be provided on a sidewalk or paved 
path that generally parallels the service 
drive unless alternate and comparable 
facilities are approved by the Planning 
Commission. 

18. Number of Lots or Dwellings Served - No 
more than twenty-five (25) lots or dwelling 
units may gain access from a service drive 
to a single public street. 

20. Service Drive Signs - All new public and 
private service drives shall have a 
designated name on a sign meeting the 
standards on file in the office of the Zoning 
Administrator. 

21. In the case of expansion, alteration or 
redesign of existing development where it 
can be demonstrated that pre-existing 
conditions prohibit installation of a frontage 
road or service drive in accordance with the 
aforementioned standards, the Planning 
Commission shall have the authority to 
allow and/or require alternative cross access 
between adjacent parking areas through the 
interconnection of main circulation aisles. 
Under these conditions, the aisles serving 
the parking stalls shall be aligned 
perpendicularly to the access aisle, as 

shown in Figure 2-6c, with islands, curbing 
and/or signage to further delineate the edges 
of the route to be used by through traffic. 

 
 
Section 2.4  Temporary Access Permits 
 
A.A temporary access permit may be conditionally 
issued to a property included in an adopted corridor 
or access management plan that programs road 
improvements and installation of service drives and 
shared driveways that would eliminate the need for 
the temporary driveway. 
 
B.Conditions may be included in the temporary 
access permit including but not limited to, a 
limitation on development intensity on the site until 
adjoining parcels develop which can provide a 
shared driveway, shared access via a service drive, 
and/or cross parking lot connection consistent with 
the requirements of Section 2.3. 
 
C.  A temporary access permit shall expire 
when the use of the site for which the temporary 
access permit was granted has ceased for twelve 
(12) months or more, or the use of the site or the 
driveway has changed such that the use of the 
driveway has increased from its initial use level at 
least __________ percent.  
 
D.  A site plan for property that cannot meet the 
access requirements of Section 2.3 nor the waiver 
standards in Section 2.7, and has no alternative 
means of reasonable access to the public road 
system may be issued a temporary access permit. 
When adjoining parcels develop which can provide 
a shared driveway, shared access via a service drive 
or a cross parking lot connection, the temporary 
access permit shall be rescinded and an application 
for an access permit consistent with the 
requirements of Section 2.3 shall be required.  
 
 
 
Section 2.5  Nonconforming Driveways 
 
A. Driveways that do not conform to the 
regulations in this Article (or Chapter), and were 
constructed before the effective date of this Article 
(or Chapter), shall be considered legal 
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nonconforming driveways. Existing driveways 
granted a temporary access permit are legal 
nonconforming driveways until such time as the 
temporary access permit expires. 
 
B. Loss of legal nonconforming status results 
when a nonconforming driveway ceases to be used 
for its intended purpose, as shown on the approved 
site plan, or a plot plan, for a period of twelve (12) 
months or more. Any reuse of the driveway may 
only take place after the driveway conforms to all 
aspects of this Article. 
 
C. Legal nonconforming driveways may remain 
in use until such time as the use of the driveway or 
property is changed or expanded in number of 
vehicle trips per day or in the type of vehicles using 
the driveway (such as many more trucks) in such a 
way that impact the design of the driveway. At this 
time, the driveway shall be required to conform to 
all aspects of the Ordinance.  
 [OR THE FOLLOWING LESS RESTRICTIVE 
APPROACH. USE ONE OR THE OTHER BUT NOT BOTH.] 
 
C. When the owner of a property with an 
existing, nonconforming driveway or driveways, 
applies for a permit to upgrade or change the use of 
the property, the Planning Commission will 
determine whether it is necessary and appropriate 
to retrofit the existing driveway or driveways. 

1. The property owner may be required to 
establish a retrofit plan. The objectives of 
the retrofit plan will be to minimize the 
traffic and safety impacts of development 
by bringing the number, spacing, location, 
and design of driveways into conformance 
with the standards and requirements of this 
Article (or Chapter), to the extent possible 
without imposing unnecessary hardship on 
the property owner. The retrofit plan may 
include: 
a. elimination of driveways, 
b. realignment or relocation of driveways, 
c. provision of shared driveways and/or 

cross parking lot connection, 
d. access by means of a service drive  
e. restriction of vehicle movements (e.g. 

elimination of left-turns in and out), 
f. relocation of parking, 

g. traffic demand management (e.g. a 
reduction in peak hour trips), 

h. signalization, or 
i. such other changes as may enhance 

traffic safety. 
 

2. The requirements of the retrofit plan shall 
be incorporated as conditions to the permit 
for the change or upgrade of use and the 
property owner shall be responsible for the 
retrofit. 

 
D. Driveways that do not conform to the 
regulations in this Ordinance and have been 
constructed after adoption of this Ordinance, shall 
be considered illegal nonconforming driveways. 
 
E. Illegal nonconforming driveways are a 
violation of this Ordinance. The property owner 
shall be issued a violation notice which may 
include closing off the driveway until any 
nonconforming aspects of the driveway are 
corrected. Driveways constructed in illegal 
locations shall be immediately closed upon 
detection and all evidence of the driveway removed 
from the right-of-way and site on which it is 
located. The costs of such removal shall be borne 
by the property owner. 
 
F. Nothing in this Ordinance shall prohibit the 
repair, improvement, or modernization of lawful 
nonconforming driveways, provided it is done 
consistent with the requirements of this Article. 
 
  
Section 2.6  Incentives 
 
A. In order to ensure the safe and efficient 
movement of traffic along a road and between the 
road and properties abutting the road, shared 
driveways, service roads, and interconnected 
parking lots are encouraged. 
 
B. The Planning Commission may waive the 
required bulk, area and coverage requirements 
including lot width, setbacks, density, area, height, 
parking, or open space otherwise required in the 
zoning district by up to ____ % (typically 5-10%) 
when such property owner elects to provide and 
maintain shared driveways, service roads, or 
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interconnected parking lots. [MOST COMMUNITIES 
DO NOT ALLOW ANY WAIVERS. SOME MAY WISH TO 
ONLY ALLOW A WAIVER ON ONE OR TWO ITEMS UP 
TO THE MAXIMUM AMOUNT. NOT ALL OF THESE 
ITEMS NEED BE INCLUDED, IF THERE IS A SENTIMENT 
IN FAVOR OF WAIVERS. THE TWO ITEMS OF GREATEST 
INCENTIVE VALUE ARE OFTEN LOT WIDTH AND 
PARKING. INCENTIVES ARE MOST USEFUL AT 
IMPROVING ACCESS IN EXISTING DEVELOPED AREAS, 
TRANSITION AREAS AND OTHER AREAS WHERE A 
RETROFIT PLAN WOULD BE BENEFICIAL.] 

 
C. The Planning Commission reserves the 
authority to determine, in its discretion, the 
adequacy of the access management amenities to be 
accepted and the particular incentive to be provided 
to a property owner. [NOTE: MANY COMMUNITIES 
BELIEVE NO INCENTIVES ARE NECESSARY OR 
DESIRABLE, IN LIGHT OF CONCERN ABOUT EQUAL 
TREATMENT OF ALL PROPERTY OWNERS. SOME 
COMMUNITIES BELIEVE THE NEXT SECTION ON 
"WAIVERS AND VARIANCES" IS ALL THAT IS 
NEEDED.] 
 

Section 2.7  Waivers and Variances 
 
A. Any applicant for access approval under the 
provisions of this Article (or Chapter) may apply 
for a waiver of standards in Section 2.3 if the 
applicant cannot meet one or more of the standards 
according to the procedures provided below: 

1. For waivers on properties involving land 
uses with less than 500 vehicle trips per day 
based on rates published in the Trip 
Generation Manual of the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers: Where the 
standards in this Article (or Chapter) cannot 
be met, suitable alternatives, documented by 
a registered traffic engineer and 
substantially achieving the intent of the 
Article (or Chapter) may be accepted by the 
Zoning Administrator, provided that all of 
the following apply: 
a. The use has insufficient size to meet 

the dimensional standards. 
b. Adjacent development renders 

adherence to these standards 
economically unfeasible. 

c.  There is no other reasonable access 
due to topographic or other 
considerations. 

d. The standards in this Article (or 
Chapter) shall be applied to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

2. For waivers on properties involving land 
uses with more than 500 vehicle trips per 
day based on rates published in the Trip 
Generation Manual of the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers: During site plan 
review the Planning Commission shall have 
the authority to waive or otherwise modify 
the standards of Section 2.3 following an 
analysis of suitable alternatives documented 
by a registered traffic engineer and 
substantially achieving the intent of this 
Article (or Chapter), provided all of the 
following apply: 
a. Access via a shared driveway or front or 

rear service drive is not possible due to 
the presence of existing buildings or 
topographic conditions. 

b. Roadway improvements (such as the 
addition of a traffic signal, a center turn 
lane or bypass lane) will be made to 
improve overall traffic operations prior 
to project completion, or occupancy of 
the building. 

c. The use involves the redesign of an 
existing development or a new use 
which will generate less traffic than the 
previous use. 

d. The proposed location and design is 
supported by the ______ County Road 
Commission and/or the Michigan 
Department of Transportation, as 
applicable, as an acceptable design 
under the circumstances.   

 
B. Variance Standards: The following standards 
shall apply when the Board of Appeals considers a 
request for a variance from the standards of this 
Article. 

1. The granting of a variance shall not be 
considered until a waiver under Section 
2.7.A or a temporary access permit under 
Section 2.4.D. has been considered and 
rejected. [SOME COMMUNITIES MAY DECIDE 
A VARIANCE OPTION IS NOT NEEDED 
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BECAUSE OF THE FLEXIBILITY OFFERED IN 
SECTION 2.7.A AND 2.4.D.  IF SO, DROP THIS 
SUBSECTION B. AND DROP “AND VARIANCES” 
FROM THE TITLE IN SECTION 2.7.  IT IS NOT 
APPROPRIATE TO DROP EITHER SECTION 2.7 
OR SECTION 2.4.D AND ONLY KEEP THE 
VARIANCE SECTION IN 2.7.B.  ZONING BOARD 
OF APPEALS MEMBERS ARE NOT 
ADEQUATELY TRAINED TO CONSIDER 
DRIVEWAY OR OTHER ACCESS VARIANCES.] 

2. Applicants for a variance must provide 
proof of practical difficulties unique to the 
parcel (such as wetlands, steep slopes, an 
odd parcel shape or narrow frontage, or 
location relative to other buildings, 
driveways or an intersection or interchange) 
that make strict application of the provisions 
of this Article (or Chapter) impractical. 
This shall include proof that: 
a. indirect or restricted access cannot be 

obtained; and, 
b. no reasonable engineering or 

construction solution can be applied to 
mitigate the condition; and, 

c. no reasonable alternative access is 
available from a road with a lower 
functional classification than the 
primary road; and, 

d. without the variance, there is no 
reasonable access to the site. 

3. The Board of Appeals shall make a finding 
that the applicant for a variance met their 
burden of proof under B.2. above, that a 
variance is consistent with the intent and 
purpose of this Article, and is the minimum 
necessary to provide reasonable access. 

4. Under no circumstances shall a variance be 
granted unless not granting the variance 
would deny all reasonable access, endanger 
public health, welfare or safety, or cause an 
unnecessary hardship on the applicant. No 
variance shall be granted where such 
hardship is self-created. 

 
OPTION 3 -- BEST SUITED FOR AN URBAN 
COMMUNITY WITH LITTLE 
UNDEVELOPED LAND AND MANY 
RETROFIT OR REDEVELOPMENT 
OPPORTUNITIES 
 
Option 3 is Option 2 modified to meet the needs of 
a particular urban situation. Usually the lots are 
narrower along major arterials in an old city or 
village. In addition, the nature of land use change 
includes much more adaptive reuse and 
redevelopment along major arterials in a built-out 
city, than in a suburbanizing township or rural 
area.  
 
It may also be necessary to either exempt the 
downtown from the access management standards, 
or to adopt a different set of access management 
standards in the downtown because: 

• lots are often much narrower, 
• speed limits and traffic is much slower, 
• there are many more signalized 

intersections and they are often closer 
together, 

• there are many more pedestrians and 
bicycles, 

• many delivery trucks double park because 
there are inadequate places for loading and 
unloading, 

• many blocks with on-street parking and no 
driveways 

• vacant land is not available for service 
drives, 

• building setbacks are typically much less 
than in suburban areas, 

• parking may be provided off-site or parking 
may be in a ramp instead of at ground level. 

 
Consequently, the sample language in Option 2 
would need to be modified in the following ways to 
best fit each individual urban situation: 

• The driveway and intersection spacing 
standards in Section 2.2.D. may need to be 
reduced because of preexisting narrower and 
shallower lots that don't permit many 
opportunities for shared driveways, frontage 
roads or rear service drives. 
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• Some of the technical construction standards 
may need to be reduced (like driveway width) 
in keeping with reduced space (narrow lots) 
and slower speeds. 

• Alternative access options in Section 2.3 may 
be less feasible because of narrow lot width, 
shallow lot depth, and a large number of 
shallow setback buildings. 

• Pedestrian and service vehicle considerations 
may have a higher status which may affect the 
ability to apply some standards. 

• Parking facility design will have different 
importance and ramps will impose new 
considerations. 

• Signal spacing will be determined by existing 
blocks. 

• Medians become landscaping opportunities 
as well as traffic control devices. 

• The incentives in Section 2.6 may need to be 
relied upon more frequently, but will probably 
need to be modified as lot width is usually 
established and parking may be provided by 
the community. 

• The process and standards for waivers and 
variances in Section 2.7 may need to be 
refined. 
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MODEL ORDINANCE 
PROTECTION OF CORRIDORS AND RIGHTS-OF-WAY 

 
Notes to Users: 
 
General: 
 
This model ordinance is provided for adoption, in whole or in part, into the local land 
development code.  Florida's local governments represent a range of size, character, and 
unique local situations.  Thus, local governments should modify standards or procedures for 
consistency with local conditions and practice.  Text in parentheses and italics is intended to be 
replaced with appropriate local terminology, such as the name of the jurisdiction, citations of 
plan policies, and so forth. 
 
The model ordinance begins with general provisions and then provides the user with two 
options – the first option is intended for system wide application and the second option is a 
corridor protection overlay district.  The system wide option includes numbered sections for 
consistency of proposed development with the long-range transportation map, right-of-way 
dedication, right-of-way preservation, and right-of-way acquisition.  These are followed by an 
alternative option for designation of a corridor protection overlay district.  Although a 
numbering system is provided here for the purposes of the model, the user should use a 
numbering system and format consistent with the local land development code, or other local 
land development regulations. 
 
Relationship to the comprehensive plan: 
 
This ordinance is intended to carry out the local government comprehensive plan.  The user 
should examine the comprehensive plan to determine that an adequate planning foundation has 
been established for these regulations.  If additional plan language is desirable, model plan 
language is provided as guidance for a plan amendment. 
 
Issues related to access to corridors: 
 
This model ordinance does not specifically address access management.  The user is directed to 
the Model Land Development & Subdivision Regulations that Support Access Management.1  In 
adopting corridor preservation regulations, the user should consider the CUTR/FDOT model 
access management regulations together with other regulations of this model ordinance. 
 
Administrative procedures: 
 
Separate administrative procedures are not specified in this model ordinance.  The local 
government should integrate the regulations of this model ordinance into existing review and 
approval procedures for developments, because the preservation and protection measures are 

                                                 
1 Williams, Kristine M., Daniel E. Rudge, Gary Sokolow, and Kurt Eichin, Model Land Development and 
Subdivision Regulations That Support Access Management for Florida Cities and Counties, CUTR and 
FDOT, 1994. 

Draf
t



 
2 

"triggered" by a development application in or near a protected corridor.  For additional 
assistance on administrative procedures, the user is directed to the Model Land Development 
Code for Florida Cities and Counties,2 Article XII, or Section 23 of the Model Land 
Development Regulations That Support Access Management. 
 
The user should review variance procedures for the jurisdiction.  Separate variance procedures 
are not included in this model ordinance, under the assumption that the opportunity would be 
available for variance from these provisions. 
 
 
SECTION I. GENERAL PROVISIONS 
 
1.1 FINDINGS 
 
A. The (city/county) has adopted within the (comprehensive plan) a Future Transportation 

Map, a Long-Range Traffic Circulation Map, (and/or) a Thoroughfare Corridor and 
Right-Of-Way Protection Map to assure (city/county)-wide continuity of the 
transportation system. 

 
Note: The local government must have the Future Transportation Map pursuant to various 
provisions of 9J-5.  It may choose to have a separate map for identifying corridors and rights-
of-way to be protected, with a longer range time period than the Future Transportation Map.  
Each community may have a different name for the above maps.  The appropriate maps should 
be referenced in this finding.  However, it should be noted that the courts refer to the 
"Thoroughfare Map". 
 
B. It is in the best interests of the public and citizens of (city/county) to anticipate future 

needs in areas where right-of-way does not exist, in order to establish harmonious, 
orderly, efficient development of (city/county) and ensure a safe and efficient 
transportation system. 

 
C. The preservation, protection, or acquisition of rights-of-way and corridors is necessary to 

implement coordinated land use and transportation planning, to provide for future 
planned growth, and to ensure that the transportation system is adequate to meet future 
needs, and complies with the concurrency requirements of the (comprehensive plan) and 
this land development code. 

 
D. The interim use of land in future rights-of-way provides a means for economic use of 

land until that land is needed for transportation purposes. 
 
E. Future corridors and rights-of-way must be protected from permanent encroachment to 

ensure availability consistent with long-range plans for the (city/county). 
 
Note: The user should include any additional findings that are appropriate to the local 
circumstances. 

                                                 
2 McPherson, John, David Coffey, and Gail Easley, 1989.  Model Land Development Code for Florida 
Cities and Counties.  Florida Department of Community Affairs, Tallahassee. 
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1.2 INTENT AND PURPOSE 
 
The intent of this ordinance is to preserve, protect, and/or acquire rights-of-way and 
transportation corridors that are necessary to provide future facilities and facility improvements 
to meet the needs of growth projected in the (city/county) comprehensive plan and to coordinate 
land use and transportation planning.  These rights-of-way and corridors are part of a network of 
transportation facilities and systems, which provide mobility between and access to businesses, 
homes, and other land uses throughout the jurisdiction, the region, and the state.  The (governing 
body of city/county) recognizes that the provision of an adequate transportation network is an 
essential public service.  The plan for that transportation network is described in the 
(city/county) comprehensive plan, and implemented through a capital improvements program, 
other policies and procedures, and through regulations on land use and development as well as 
regulations to preserve and protect the corridors and rights-of-way for the transportation 
network.  The purpose of this ordinance is to foster and preserve public health, safety, comfort, 
and welfare and to aid in the harmonious, orderly, and beneficial development of the 
(city/county) in accordance with the comprehensive plan. 
 

 
1.3 RELATIONSHIP TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, OTHER PLANS, REGULATIONS, 

LAND STATUTES 
 
A. The adoption of this ordinance implements the following goals, objectives, and policies 

of the (city/county) comprehensive plan.  In addition, this ordinance is a part of the land 
development code for (city/county). 

 
Note: The user should specify those objectives and policies of the local comprehensive plan 
which support this ordinance, including those contained in the future land use, transportation, 
and capital improvements elements. 
 
B. This ordinance is consistent with policies of the (name) Metropolitan Planning 

Organization and the policies of the Florida Department of Transportation set forth in the 
Florida Transportation Plan. 

 
Note: The user should specify the MPO by name; if the local government is not within an MPO 
area, none of the references to MPO should be used.  In addition, the user may wish to cite 
specific statutory authority for corridor designation as support for this implementing ordinance. 
 
 
1.4 APPLICABILITY 
 
This ordinance shall apply to all land within the jurisdiction of (city/county) which abuts or is 
located within existing or future corridors and rights-of-way as identified in (insert name of 
appropriate plan, map, or other document that identifies applicability, such as the Future 
Transportation Map, Long Range Traffic Circulation Map, a Major Thoroughfare Map, or 
other document).  
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1.5 SEVERABILITY 
 
If any section, subsection, paragraph, sentence, clause, or phrase of this ordinance is for any 
reason held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the 
validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance shall continue in full force and effect. 
 
1.6 EFFECTIVE DATE 
 
This ordinance shall be effective on (date). 
 
 

OPTION ONE 
 
SECTION 2. CONSISTENCY OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WITH LONG 

RANGE TRAFFIC CIRCULATION MAP 
 
A. All development shall be consistent with the Major Thoroughfare Map or Future 

Transportation Map. 
 
B. Conceptual, preliminary, and final site plans and preliminary or final subdivision plats 

submitted for review shall include information regarding the location of any corridors 
designated on the (city/county) Major Thoroughfare Map or Future Transportation Map 
which cross, abut, or are within 1000' of the property of the proposed project.  During the 
review process, the (name of reviewing body, such as Technical Review Committee, 
Development Review Committee, or Planning Commission) shall consider the proximity 
of the proposed project to future corridors for purposes of assessing the impact, if any, of 
the project on future corridors. 

 
C. Either preliminary or final approval shall include findings regarding the consistency of 

the proposed project with the future corridor, and shall note any impacts that may be 
anticipated from the proposed project, along with recommendations for mitigating such 
impacts.  If the proposed project is inconsistent with the future corridor location, it may 
be necessary for the applicant to modify the proposed project or to propose an 
amendment to the (city/county) comprehensive plan.  However, it is intended that 
corridor locations shall have some flexibility so as to be compatible with proposed 
development, so long as the basic intent to provide continuity of the corridor is met. 

 
Note: This section is concerned primarily with corridors where studies have not yet been done 
to establish the alignment.  Most jurisdictions have within their development review process 
requirements to identify specific and detailed information regarding existing roads and planned 
improvements [within the TIP and/or the CIE].  Therefore, such information is not presented 
herein.  The user is directed to such documents as the Model Land Development Code from 
DCA or the Model Land Development Regulations that Support Access Management from the 
Center for Urban Transportation Research for additional assistance in the latter situation. 
 
It is suggested that this language, or a modification of this language, be included in the section 
of the local government land development code which deals with development review, whether 
site plan review, major development review, or subdivision plat review. 
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SECTION 3. RIGHT-OF-WAY DEDICATION 
 
A. Projects proposed adjacent to or abutting a right-of-way for which improvements are 

shown in the current five-year Capital Improvements Program, shall, as a condition of 
approval, dedicate lands within the project site which are necessary for that right-of-way 
to (city/county).  Such dedication shall occur by recordation on the face of the plat, deed, 
grant of easement, or other method acceptable to (city/county).  Land to be dedicated 
shall be only that shown by engineering study and/or design to be necessary for the 
planned improvements.  The amount of land required to be dedicated also shall not 
exceed the amount that is roughly proportionate to the transportation impacts to be 
generated by the proposed project unless the landowner is to be compensated in some 
fashion for any additional dedicated land. 

 
Note: This section provides for the mandatory dedication of right-of-way for projects proposed 
adjacent to roads with planned improvements within the next five years [the time period of the 
adopted Capital Improvements Element].  The local government may prefer to use three years 
to coincide with the time period used for concurrency determinations.  The important feature is 
that the planned improvement be considered imminent, as opposed to long range and therefore 
potentially less certain. 
 
Local governments must tailor their dedication requirements to comply with Dolan v. City of 
Tigard, 1994 WL 276693 (June 24, 1994).  In Dolan, the United States Supreme Court held that 
mandatory dedications of land as a condition of development approval must be related both in 
nature and extent to the impact of the proposed development.  Although the Court stated that no 
precise mathematical calculation is required, it held that the amount of the dedication must be 
roughly proportionate to the project's impacts. 
 
B. The value of dedicated right-of-way shall be a credit against transportation impact fees 

assessed to the proposed project.  In the event that the impact fees calculated for the 
proposed project are greater than the lands within the project site (the site prior to any 
dedication or other set-aside) needed for future right-of-way, only the amount of land 
representing a value approximately equal to the impact fee shall be required to be 
dedicated. 

 
Note:  Generally, credits for right-of-way donations are offered only when the impact fee 
ordinance included right-of-way costs in the computation of the impact fee structure. 
 
C. The (reviewing agency) may consider the transfer of development rights, based on the 

gross density or intensity allowable on the site prior to any set-aside for future right-of-
way.  The transfer will be from land to be dedicated to other portions of the site.  
Approval of transfer of development rights may include consideration of variances from 
site design standards necessitated by the increased net density or intensity of the 
portions of the site receiving the transfer of development rights. 

 
Note: The provision for transfer of development rights is based upon a transfer within the site, 
rather than to another parcel of land.  Should the local government have a TDR program that 
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allows parcel-to-parcel transfer or the issuance of TDR certificates, paragraph (C) should be 
modified for consistency. 
 
D. The (reviewing agency) may grant approval of transportation capacity (for concurrency 

purposes) based upon the approved density or intensity for the project.  Such preliminary 
approval of transportation concurrency and capacity shall be specified as a total number 
of vehicle trips allowable for the site.  The preliminary concurrency approval shall be 
valid for three years, and eligible for renewal for a period of two years. 

 
Note: The concurrency approved should be expressed in the same terms as the concurrency 
calculations in use by the local government, which may or may not be vehicle trips.  In addition, 
there should be a specific expiration date, consistent with the concurrency management system 
in place for the local government. 
 
 
SECTION 4. RIGHT-OF-WAY AND CORRIDOR PRESERVATION 
 
4.1 PROTECTION FROM ENCROACHMENT 
 
A. Corridors designated in the (city/county) comprehensive plan shall be protected from 

encroachment by structures, parking areas, or drainage facilities except as otherwise 
allowable in this ordinance and the comprehensive plan. 

 
B. Where an alignment has been established by engineering study and/or design, the 

setbacks of section (cross-reference to that portion of the local government land 
development regulations which identify setbacks from roads and rights-of-way) shall be 
considered sufficient for preservation of the right-of-way. 

 
C. Where an alignment has not been established, the following techniques shall be 

considered for protecting the corridor from encroachment: 
 

(1) The applicant may propose and (city/county) shall establish an approximate 
alignment, consistent with the need to provide continuity of the corridor as well as 
to meet conceptual site planning needs of the project. 

 
(2) The approximate alignment shall be the basis for applying normal setbacks as 

specified in section (cross-reference number).  When the specific alignment is 
later established through engineering study and design, the setback may be 
reduced through administrative approval up to, but not exceeding, 10.0% of the 
otherwise required setback, provided that such reduction is necessitated solely by 
the final alignment of the right-of-way. 

 
Note: It is the intent that corridors through vacant land be compatible with the proposed 
development, and that the specific alignment have flexibility, so long as the intent to provide 
continuity of the corridor as well as the ability of the future facility to function are both met. 
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(3) Clustering of structures may be allowable in order to retain full development 
rights while sitting structures, so as to avoid encroachment into the corridor.  
Clustering of structures under this provision of (local government code) may 
include administrative approval to reduce setbacks between buildings within a 
project site, reduction of buffers within a project site, or variation of other site 
design requirements.  This provision is not intended to reduce perimeter 
bufferyards designed to ensure compatibility of adjacent uses. 

 
Note: This provision should be used where clustering is not already allowable in the site design 
standards of the local government.  This ensures that clustering, which may reduce standards for 
space between buildings within a site, or result in a greater net density on the portion of the site 
developed, is allowable. 
 

(4) Reduction of required setbacks, other than adjacent to the corridor, may be 
considered, in order to ensure that the location of structures does not encroach 
into future corridors.  A reduction of up to, but not exceeding, 10.0% of the 
otherwise required setback may be approved administratively, provided such 
reduction is necessitated solely by the proposed alignment of the corridor. Greater 
reductions must be reviewed by the (name of reviewing agency which considers 
variances). 

 
4.2 INTERIM USES TO BE RELOCATED 
 
A. The purpose of this section is to allow certain uses for a specified period of time within 

portions of a site designated as future right-of-way, or within a future corridor.  The 
allowance of uses on an interim basis allows the property owner to make economic use 
of the property until such time as the right-of-way is needed for facilities or 
improvements. 

 
B. The following uses, directly related to the primary use of the project site, may be 

allowable on an interim basis: 
 

(1) Stormwater retention, wet or dry, to serve the project site. 
(2) Parking areas to serve the project. 
(3) Entry features for the project such as signage, gatehouses, architectural 

features, fountains, walls, and the like. 
(4) Temporary sales or leasing offices for the project site. 
 

C. The following conditions shall apply to the approval of interim uses specified in section 
4.2.B: 

 
(1) As a condition of preliminary or final development order, the applicant 

agrees to relocate these uses elsewhere on the project site.  A developer’s 
agreement shall specify the terms and conditions, including timing, of the 
relocation required by this section. 
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(2) Relocation of approved interim uses shall be beyond the setback area, subject 
to the provisions of section 4.1.C (2) above. 

 
(3) Relocation sites shall be identified on the development plans submitted with 

the preliminary or final development order application.  Sites identified for 
future relocation shall be reserved for that purpose. 

 
D. The stormwater retention facility may, at the discretion of (city/county and/or 

FDOT), be incorporated into the design of the future transportation facility retention 
facilities.  Should this option be chosen by the (city/county and/or FDOT), the 
developer need not relocate the storm water retention facility. 

 
4.3        INTERIM USES TO BE DISCONTINUED 
 
A. The following interim uses, not necessarily directly related to the principal use of the site, 

may be allowable: 
 

(1) Recreational facilities such as playgrounds, ball fields, outdoor courts, 
exercise trails, walking paths, bridal paths, and similar outdoor recreational 
uses. 

(2) Produce stands, produce markets, farmers markets, and the like. 

(3) Periodic uses such as boat shows, automobile shows, RV shows, "tent" sales, 
and the like. 

(4) Periodic events such as festivals, carnivals, community fairs, and the like. 

(5) Plant nurseries and landscape materials yards. 

(6) Agricultural uses, such as pasture, crop lands, tree farms, orchards, and the 
like, but not including stables, dairy barns, poultry houses, and the like. 

(7) Storage yards for equipment, machinery, and supplies for building and trades 
contractors, and similar outdoor storage. 

(8) Outdoor advertising. 
(9) Golf driving ranges. 
(10) RV or boat storage yards. 
 

Note: It is the intent in this section to list those uses that have a relatively low investment in 
structural improvements to the site.  However, the local government may wish to include other 
uses - such as mini-storage facilities or other warehousing - where the investment in structural 
improvements is amortized over a relatively short period of time.  If such uses are included, 
additional language in the developer’s agreement should specify that the eventual acquisition of 
the land for right-of-way does not include acquisition of the structures, nor does the future value 
of the land include value of the structures.  The intent is to recognize that a potentially wider 
range of uses may be allowable provided that the developers agreement recognizes the 
discontinuance, and that the government is not willing to pay for the structures, but is willing to 
allow a long enough interim use period for the owner to amortize the investment. 
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B. The following conditions shall apply to interim uses specified in section 4.3.A: 
 

(1) As a condition of preliminary or final development order, the applicant agrees 
to discontinue these uses on the project site by a specified date.  A developer’s 
agreement shall specify the terms and conditions of both the approval of 
interim uses pursuant to this section and the discontinuance of interim uses as 
required in this section. 

 
Note:  It may be desirable to include a time period within the ordinance.  Such period should be 
sufficient to allow economically feasible use of the site.  Time periods may be as long as 10 or 
more years for new corridor locations.  The designation of a date for discontinuance is most 
likely a negotiable issue and should be capable of being extended. 

 
(2) Bufferyards shall be provided, consistent with provisions of section (cross- 

reference buffer section of the local land development code), in order to 
ensure compatibility of interim uses with other uses adjacent or nearby. 

 
(3) Interim uses shall meet site design requirements for setbacks for the district. 

 
(4) Impervious surface ratios for interim uses shall not exceed 20.0% of the 

specified interim use site. 
 

Note: Because the list of interim uses includes a wide range of intensities and impact, it may be 
desirable to specify a buffer rather than to rely on existing bufferyard standards.  It may also be 
desirable to include conditions regarding locations of access drives, percent of the site to be 
devoted to the interim use, parking standards, lot area, and so on. 
 
 
SECTION 5. RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION 

 
5.1 VOLUNTARY DEDICATION OF FUTURE RIGHT-OF- WAY 

 
A. The provisions of this section apply to projects proposed adjacent to or abutting a future 

corridor or right-of-way for which improvements are anticipated beyond the five-year 
period of the Capital Improvements Program.  A property owner may, at any time during 
the application process for preliminary, conceptual, or final approval of a project, 
voluntarily dedicate lands within the project site that are in the future corridor or right-of-
way. 

 
B. Where an alignment has been established by engineering study or design, lands to be 

dedicated shall be within the designated future right-of-way. 
 

C. Where an alignment has not been established, an approximate alignment shall be 
established. 
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Note: It is the intent that corridors through vacant land be compatible with the proposed 
development, and that the specific alignment have flexibility, so long as the intent to provide 
continuity of the corridor as well as the ability of the future facility to function are both met. 

 
5.2 PURCHASE OF FUTURE CORRIDORS AND RIGHTS-OF- WAY 

 
A. The (city/county/other agency) may enter into an agreement to purchase, in fee simple, 

the lands designated as a future corridor or right-of-way. 
 
B. The (city/county/other agency) may enter into an agreement to purchase the development 

rights to lands designated as a future corridor or right-of-way.  Development rights are 
defined as either the number of residential units allowable on the portion of the site 
designated, or as the total floor area allowable in non- residential use of the portion of the 
site designated. 

 
Note: If the local government has a program to purchase development rights, it should be 
referenced in this section.  If no program exists, and the local government wishes to establish 
one for this purpose, the following issues should be addressed:  method of establishing fair 
market value, timing of purchase, whether or not the rights purchased are available for 
purchase by other developers in other parts of the jurisdiction, and approval processes for the 
purchase. 

 
C. The (city/county/other agency) may enter into an agreement to purchase a perpetual 

easement including lands designated as a future corridor or right-of- way.  Land included 
within the easement shall be either that land designated through engineering study or 
design as necessary for future right-of-way, or that land established as an approximate 
right-of-way.  An approximate right-of-way shall be consistent with the need to provide 
continuity of the corridor as well as to meet conceptual site planning needs of the project. 

 
Note: The agreement should specify the uses granted with the easement to the local government 
and the interim uses remaining with the property owner. If this section is to be used, the local 
government should establish a method for determining the value of the easement. 
 
 

OPTION TWO 
 
SECTION 2. CREATION OF A CORRIDOR PROTECTION OVERLAY DISTRICT 
 
2.1 PURPOSE 
 
The purpose of the corridor protection overlay district is to impose special development 
regulations on areas of (city/county) which have been designated in the (city/county 
comprehensive plan) as future transportation corridors.  The general location of these corridors 
has been established through inclusion on the Future Transportation Map of the (city/county) 
comprehensive plan.  In order to ensure the availability of lands within the corridor to meet 
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needs as shown in the comprehensive plan, additional review is required of proposed 
development which potentially lies within or adjacent to the designated corridor. 
 
2.2 PERMISSIBLE AND PROHIBITED USES 
 
The underlying uses, as determined by the applicable land use district on the Future Land Use 
Map and the (zoning code or other use regulation) remain undisturbed by the creation of this 
overlay district. 
 
2.3 DENSITY AND INTENSITY OF DEVELOPMENT 
 
The gross density and intensity of development shall be that allowable by the underlying land 
use and zoning district.  However, as a condition of approval of the development, such density 
and intensity shall be transferred to portions of the site that lie outside the corridor.  Such 
transfer may result in a greater net density on the developed portion of the project.  This section 
is not intended to grant approval to the location of development in environmentally sensitive or 
otherwise protected lands within the project site.  It is intended to allow approval of the transfer 
of development rights within the contiguous lands of the project, without additional review 
procedures beyond the review for a preliminary or final development order. 
 
2.4 SITE DESIGN REQUIREMENTS 
 
A. In order to protect the future corridor from potential encroachment by structures, 

parking areas, or drainage facilities, setbacks will be required from the approximate 
alignment.  This approximate alignment shall be consistent with the need to provide 
continuity of the corridor as well as to meet conceptual site planning needs of the 
project.  The normal setbacks shall be as required by the underlying land use (or zoning 
district - specify cross-reference to the appropriate section of the code).  When the final 
alignment is established through engineering study and design, the setback may be 
reduced through administrative approval up to, but not exceeding, 10.0% of the 
otherwise required setback, provided that such reduction is necessitated solely by the 
final alignment of the corridor. 

 
B. Clustering of structures may be allowable in order to retain full development rights while 

sitting structures so as to avoid encroachment into the corridor.  Clustering of structures 
under this provision of the (local government code) may include administrative approval 
to reduce setbacks between buildings within a project site, reduction of buffers within a 
project site, or variation of other site design requirements.  This provision is not intended 
to reduce perimeter bufferyards designed to ensure compatibility of adjacent uses. 

 
 
2.5 REVIEW OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT FOR CONSISTENCY WITH THE 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
 
A. Conceptual, preliminary, and final site plans and preliminary or final subdivision plats 

submitted for review shall include information regarding the location of any corridors 
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designated on the (city/county) Major Thoroughfare Map or Future Transportation Map 
which cross, abut, or are within 1,000 feet of the property of the proposed project.  
During the review process, the (name of reviewing body, such as Technical Review 
Committee, Development Review Committee, or Planning Commission) shall consider 
the proximity of the proposed project to future corridors for purposes of assessing the 
impact, if any, of the project on future corridors. 

 
B. Either preliminary or final approval shall include findings regarding the consistency of 

the proposed project with the future corridor, and shall note any impacts that may be 
anticipated from the proposed project, along with recommendations for mitigating such 
impacts.  If the proposed project is inconsistent with the future corridor location, it may 
be necessary for the applicant to modify the proposed project or to propose an 
amendment to the (city/county) comprehensive plan.  However, it is intended that 
corridor locations shall have some flexibility so as to be compatible with proposed 
development, so long as the basic intent to provide continuity of the corridor is met. 

 
Note: If the local government chooses to use the Overlay District Option, it may nevertheless 
use this section alone.  It may also use Section 3 (R.O.W. Dedication).  If Section 4 is used, 
some modification may be necessary to acknowledge differences between the underlying land 
uses and the interim uses. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Prepared by Hennigar &Ray, Inc., Hamilton Smith & Associates, and Apgar, Pelham, 
Pfeiffer & Theriaque, for the Florida Department of Transportation, as amended 12/1/01. 
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The following model ordinance language is provided for adoption into the  local land development
code.  Local governments should obtain professional planning and legal assistance when adapting
this model language to fit local needs.  Although a regulatory program is essential, it is further
recommended that local governments prepare subarea plans for high priority corridors that are
experiencing development pressure.

Section 1. Intent and Purpose

The intent of this ordinance is to provide and manage access to land development, while preserving
the regional flow of traffic in terms of safety, capacity, and speed.  Major thoroughfares, including
highways and other arterials, serve as the primary network for moving people and goods.  These
transportation corridors also provide access to businesses and homes and have served as the focus for
commercial and residential development.  If access systems are not properly designed, these
thoroughfares will be unable to accommodate the access needs of development and retain their
primary transportation function. This ordinance balances the right of reasonable access to private
property, with the right of the citizens of the (city/county) and the State of Florida to safe and efficient
travel.

To achieve this policy intent, state and local thoroughfares have been categorized by function and
classified for access purposes based upon their level of importance, with highest priority on the
Florida Intrastate Highway System and secondary priority on the primary network of regional
arterials.  Regulations have been applied to these thoroughfares for the purpose of reducing traffic
accidents, personal injury, and property damage attributable to poorly designed access systems, and
to thereby improve the safety and operation of the roadway network.  This will protect the substantial
public investment in the existing transportation system and reduce the need for expensive remedial
measures.  These regulations also further the orderly layout and use of land, protect community
character, and conserve natural resources by promoting well-designed road and access systems and
discouraging the unplanned subdivision of land. 

Section 2. Applicability

This ordinance shall apply to all arterials and selected collectors within (city/county), as identified in
Table 1, and to all properties that abut these roadways. The access classification system and standards
of the Florida Department of Transportation shall apply to all roadways on the State Highway System.
 

Section 3. Conformance with Plans, Regulations, and Statutes

This ordinance is adopted to implement (cite specific policies) of the (city/county) as set forth in the
(name local comprehensive plan).  In addition, this ordinance conforms with (cite specific policies)
of the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) as specified in the (name of long range
transportation plan), and the planning policies of the Florida Department of Transportation set forth
in the Florida Transportation Plan.  The ordinance also conforms with the access classification system
and standards of the Florida Department of Transportation, the access management requirements of
the Florida Intrastate Highway System Program, and policy and planning directives of the federal
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991.
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Commentary: The link between regulations and public policy has undergone
intense legal scrutiny in recent years.  To establish this link, local governments
should clearly identify the intent and purpose of the regulatory program, and
specify any plans, state and federal regulations, or statutes that will be carried out
through the regulatory standards. It is also important to cite specific planning
policies that are being advanced through these regulations.  Local governments
in designated transportation management areas may also cite access management
as a congestion management measure in accordance with the federal Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991. Communities that do not lie within
the planning area boundaries of a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)
would simply leave out the reference to MPOs in this section. Demonstrating
conformance with state and federal law, and with the local comprehensive plan,
is important in strengthening the legal basis for any local regulatory program.  

Section 4. Definitions

Access - A way or means of approach to provide vehicular or pedestrian entrance or exit to a property.

Access Classification - A ranking system for roadways used to determine the appropriate degree of
access management.  Factors considered include functional classification, the appropriate local
government's adopted plan for the roadway, subdivision of abutting properties, and existing level of
access control.

Access Connection - Any driveway, street, turnout or other means of providing for the movement
of vehicles to or from the public roadway system.

Access Management - The process of providing and managing access to land development while
preserving the regional flow of traffic in terms of safety, capacity, and speed. 

Access Management Plan (Corridor) - A plan illustrating the design of access for lots on a highway
segment or an interchange area that is developed jointly by the state, the metropolitan planning
organization, and the affected jurisdiction(s). 

Cartway - That area of road surface from curb line to curb line or between the edges of the paved
or hard surface of the roadway, which may include travel lanes, parking lanes, and deceleration or
acceleration lanes.

Connection Spacing - The distance between connections, measured from the closest edge of
pavement of the first connection to the closest edge of pavement of the second connection along the
edge of the traveled way.

Corner Clearance - The distance from an intersection of a public or private road to the nearest access
connection, measured from the closest edge of the pavement of the intersecting road to the closest
edge of the pavement of the connection along the traveled way.  (see Figure 1)
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Figure 1:  Corner Clearance and Connection Spacing

Corridor Overlay Zone - Special requirements added onto existing land development requirements
along designated portions of a public thoroughfare.

Cross Access - A service drive providing vehicular access between two or more contiguous sites so
the driver need not enter the public street system.  (see Figure 4)

Deed - A legal document conveying ownership of real property.

Directional Median Opening - An opening in a restrictive median which provides for specific
movements and physically restricts other movements.   Directional median openings for two opposing
left or "U-turn" movements along a road segment are considered one directional median opening. 

Easement - A grant of one or more property rights by a property owner to or for use by the public,
or another person or entity.

Florida Intrastate Highway System - The specially designated statewide system of limited access
and controlled access facilities, as designated by FDOT and adopted by the legislature, that allows
for high-speed and high-volume traffic movement within the state.

Frontage Road - A public or private drive which generally parallels a public street between the right-
of-way and the front building setback line.    The frontage road provides access to private properties
while separating them from the arterial street. (see also Service Roads)

Full Median Opening - An opening in a restrictive median that allows all turning movements from
the roadway and the intersecting road or access connection.
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Functional Area (Intersection) -  That area beyond the physical intersection of two controlled access
facilities that comprises decision and maneuver distance, plus any required vehicle storage length, and
is protected through corner clearance standards and driveway connection spacing standards (see
Figure 2).

Figure 2:  Functional Area of Intersection

Functional Classification - A system used to group public roadways into classes according to their
purpose in moving vehicles and providing access.

Green Book, The Florida  (Manual of Uniform Minimum Standard for Design, Construction,
and Maintenance) - A manual produced by the Florida Department of Transportation which provides
for uniform standards and criteria for transportation facilities for both state and local roads. 

Intrastate Highway System - (see Florida Intrastate Highway System)

Joint Access (or Shared Access) - A driveway connecting two or more contiguous sites to the public
street system.

Lot - A parcel, tract, or area of land whose boundaries have been established by some legal
instrument, which is recognized as a separate legal entity for purposes of transfer of title, has frontage
upon a public or private street, and complies with the dimensional requirements of this code. 
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Figure 3: Types of Lots

Reprinted with permission from H. Moskowitz and C. Lindbloom.  The New Illustrated Book of
Development Definitions.  New Brunswick, NJ:  The Center for Urban Policy Research, Rutgers
University.  © 1993.

Lot, Corner - Any lot having at least two (2) contiguous sides abutting upon one or more streets,
provided that the interior angle at the intersection of such two sides is less than one hundred thirty-
five (135) degrees.  

Commentary:  Corner lots can create confusion in relation to dimensional
requirements.  The recommended approach is to designate one frontage as the
"front" and the  rear lot line would be that opposite the designated frontage.  Both
portions of the lot with street frontage should still be required to meet the required
frontyard setback to ensure adequate sight distance and consistency of setback
with abutting properties.   A lot abutting a curved street(s) is typically considered
a corner lot if the arc has a radius less than one hundred and fifty (150) feet.

Lot Depth - The average distance measured from the front lot line to the rear lot line.

Lot, Flag - A large lot not meeting minimum frontage requirements and where access to the public
road is by a narrow, private right-of-way or driveway.

Lot, Nonconforming - A lot that does not meet the dimensional requirements of the district in which
it is located and that existed before these requirements became effective.

Lot, Through (also called a double frontage lot) - A lot that fronts upon two parallel streets or that
fronts upon two streets that do not intersect at the boundaries of the lot.

Lot Frontage - That portion of a lot extending along a street right-of-way line.
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Lot of Record - A lot or parcel that exists as shown or described on a plat or deed in the records of
the Clerk of the Circuit Court.

Lot Width - The horizontal distance between side lot lines measured parallel to the front lot line at
the minimum required front setback line.

Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) - A Federal document adopted by the
Florida Department of Transportation that provides standards for traffic control devices.  Florida
Administrative Rule 14-110 establishes the MUTCD to be Florida's Standard for traffic control
devices.

Minor Subdivision - A subdivision of land into not more than two (2) lots where there are no
roadways, drainage, or other required improvements.

Nonconforming Access Features - Features of the access system of a property that existed prior to
the date of ordinance adoption and do not conform with the requirements of this code or requirements
of the Administrative Rule 14-97 of the Florida Department of Transportation.

Nonrestrictive Median - A median or painted centerline that does not provide a physical barrier
between traffic traveling in opposite directions or turning left, including continuous center turn lanes
and undivided roads.

Outparcel - A parcel of land abutting and external to the larger, main parcel, which is under separate
ownership and has roadway frontage. 

Parcel - A division of land comprised of one or more lots in contiguous ownership.

Plat - An exact and detailed map of the subdivision of land.

Private Road - Any road or thoroughfare for vehicular travel which is privately owned and
maintained and which provides the principal means of access to abutting properties.

Public Road - A road under the jurisdiction of a public body that provides the principal means of
access to an abutting property.

Reasonable Access:  The minimum number of access connections, direct or indirect, necessary to
provide safe access to and from the thoroughfare, as consistent with the purpose and intent of this
code and any applicable plans and policies of the (city/county). 

Restrictive Median - A physical barrier in the roadway that separates traffic traveling in opposite
directions, such as a concrete barrier or landscaped island.

Right-of-Way - Land reserved, used, or to be used for a highway, street, alley, walkway, drainage
facility, or other public purpose.

Service Road - A public or private street or road, auxiliary to and normally located parallel to a
controlled access facility, that maintains local road continuity and provides access to parcels adjacent
to the controlled access facility.
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Significant Change in Trip Generation - A change in the use of the property, including land,
structures or facilities, or an expansion of the size of the structures or facilities causing an increase
in the trip generation of the property exceeding 10 percent more trip generation (either peak or daily)
and 100 vehicles per day more than the existing use for all roads under local jurisdiction; or exceeding
25 percent more trip generation (either peak or daily) and 100 vehicles per day more than the existing
use for all roads under state jurisdiction, as defined in 335.18, F.S.

Commentary:  In 1992, the legislature amended the State Highway System Access
Management Act to reduce the definition of "substantial change" from a 10%
threshold to 25%, as shown above.  This diminished the ability of the State to
require properties with nonconforming access to the State Highway System to
mitigate their nonconformity.  However, local governments may adopt
requirements that are more restrictive than State standards for roadways under
local jurisdiction.  The 10% threshold is recommended for non-state thoroughfares
(see also,  Nonconforming Access Features).

Standard Index (Roadway and Traffic Design Standards) -  A Florida Department of
Transportation document with detailed standards for the construction of connections.

State Highway System (SHS) - The network of limited access and controlled access highways that
have been functionally classified and are under the jurisdiction of the State of Florida.

Stub-out (Stub-street) - A portion of a street or cross access drive used as an extension to an
abutting property that may be developed in the future.

Subdivision - Is the process and the result of any of the following:

a.  The platting of land into lots, building sites, blocks, open space, public areas,
or any other division of land;
b.  Establishment or dedication of a road, highway, street or alley through a tract
of land, by the owner thereof, regardless of area;
c.  The re-subdivision of land heretofore subdivided (however, the sale or exchange
of small parcels of land to or between adjoining property owners, where such sale
or exchange does not create additional lots and does not result in a nonconforming
lot, building, structure or landscape area, shall not be considered a subdivision of
land); 
d.  The platting of the boundaries of a previously unplatted parcel or parcels.

Substantial Enlargements or Improvements - A 10% increase in existing square footage or 50%
increase in assessed valuation of the structure.  

Commentary:  This standard is typical of many standards used to address
nonconforming situations. Check these standards related to nonconforming
situations against those of your code to assure consistency.

Temporary Access - Provision of direct access to the controlled access facility until that time when
adjacent properties develop, in accordance with a joint access agreement or frontage road plan.
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Section 5. Access Management Classification System and Standards

1. The following access classifications have been assigned to major thoroughfares under state
and local jurisdiction as provided in Table 1 in accordance with Chapter 14-97,
Administrative Rules of the Department of Transportation, and the requirements of this
Code.  These access classes are defined as follows:

Access Class 1 - Limited Access Highways, designed for high-speed, high volume traffic
movements.  Access is permitted only via interchanges. 

Access Class 2 - Highly controlled access facilities distinguished by their ability to carry
high speed, high volume traffic over long distances in a safe and efficient manner.  These
highways are distinguished by a system of existing or planned service roads, a highly
controlled limited number of connections, median openings and infrequent traffic signals.

Access Class 3 - These facilities are controlled access facilities where direct access to
abutting land will be controlled to maximize the through movement of traffic.  This class
will be used where existing land use and roadway sections have not been built out to the
maximum land use or roadway capacity or where the probability of significant land use
change in the near future is high.  These highways are distinguished by existing or planned
restrictive medians and maximum distance between signals and driveway connections.
Local land use planning, zoning and subdivision regulations should be such to support the
restrictive spacings of this designation.

Access Class 4 - These facilities are controlled access highways where direct access to
abutting land will be controlled to maximize the through movement of traffic.  This class
will be used where existing land use and roadway sections have not been built out to the
maximum land use or roadway capacity or where the probability of significant land use
change in the near future is high.  These highways are distinguished by existing or planned
non-restrictive median treatments.

Access Class 5 - This class will be used where existing land use and roadway sections have
been built out to a greater extent than those roadway segments classified as Access Classes
3 and 4 and where the probability of a major land use change is not as high as those roadway
segments classified Access Classes 3 and 4.  These highways will be distinguished by
existing or planned restrictive medians.

Access Class 6 - This class will be used where existing land use and roadway sections have
been built out to a greater extent than those roadway segments classified as Access Classes
3 and 4, and where the probability of a major land use change is not as high as those
roadway segments classified Access Classes 3 and 4.  These highways will be distinguished
by existing or planned non-restrictive medians or centers.

Access Class 7 - This class shall only be used in urbanized areas where existing land use
and roadway sections are built out and where significant land use changes or roadway
widening will be limited.  This class shall be assigned only to roadway  segments where
there is little intended purpose to provide high speed travel.  Access needs, though generally
high in those roadway segments, will not compromise the public health, welfare or safety.
Exceptions to standards in this class will be considered if the applicant's design changes
substantially reduce the number of connections compared to existing conditions.  These
highways can have either restrictive or non-restrictive medians.
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Example
Table 1:   Access Classification of State and County Roadways

Jurisdiction Segment Access Class

State Roads:

SR 400 (I-4) County Line to County Line 1

SR 500 (US 192-441) Kissimmee CL to St. Cloud CL 2

SR 530 (US 192) World Dr. to I-4 1

SR 535 (Vineland Rd.) US 192 to County Line 2

County Roads:

Bermuda Avenue Emmett St. to Vine St. 7

Dart Blvd. I-4 to Florida's Turnpike 2

Hoagland Blvd. Zaheed Ave. to Carroll St. 5

Neptune Rd. Stroupe Rd. to 13th St. 6

Note: The information in this table was adapted from a draft access management ordinance and is
provided as an example of a table format.

Commentary:  These access classifications reflect those of the Florida Department
of Transportation for the State Highway System and run from the most restrictive
(class 1) to the least restrictive (class 7).  Access classifications are assigned to
roadway segments based upon the current condition of the roadway and any
planned improvements.  Access Class 2 segments usually have access restrictions
supported by local ordinances and agreements with FDOT and  Classes 2- 4 are
generally intended for roadways without extensive development or small
subdivided frontages.  Classes 5- 7 are intended for roadways that have or are
planned to have moderate to extensive development.  Access classes also vary
according to posted speed limit and whether the roadway has or is planned to have
a restrictive or non-restrictive median. 

Local governments may apply the FDOT access management classification system
and standards to thoroughfares under local jurisdiction by adopting these access
classifications into their code, as shown in this model ordinance language.  This
allows you to coordinate with the access classification adopted by FDOT for state
highways, and to assign access classifications to thoroughfares under local
jurisdiction, as well.  An alternative is to adopt the state access classification
system and standards for state highways only by reference, as in this example from
Bay County: "The separation between access points on state-maintained roads
shall be in accordance with Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) rules,
Chapter 14-96 and Chapter 14-97."  Collectors and arterials under local
jurisdiction that are not assigned an access classification would be required to
meet connection spacing standards based upon posted speed limit, as shown in (3)
below. 
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2. All connections on facility segments that have been assigned an access classification shall
meet or exceed the minimum connection spacing requirements of  that access classification,
as specified in Table 2.  [Note: These standards are consistent with those of the Florida
Department of Transportation, Chapter 14-97, Administrative Rules.  If the rules are
amended at a future date then these standards should be amended accordingly.]

Table 2:  Access Classification System & Standards

Functional 
Class

Access
Class

Medians** Connection
Spacing

(feet)

Median
Opening
Spacing

Signal
Spacing

>45 
mph

<45
 mph

Direct-
ional

Full

Arterials

2 Restrictive
w/ Service
Roads

1320 660 1320 2640 2640

3 Restrictive 660 440 1320 2640 2640

4 Non-
Restrictive

660 440 2640

Collectors 5 Restrictive 440 245 660 2640/
1320

2640/
1320

6 Non-
Restrictive

440 245 1320

Arterials, Collectors,
Residential
Collectors

7 Both Median
Types

125 330 660 1320

*     For roads with posted speed limits > 45mph.
**   A "Restrictive" median physically prevents vehicle crossing.  A "Non-Restrictive" median allows turns across any
       point.

3. Separation between access connections on all collectors and arterials under local jurisdiction
that have not been assigned an access classification shall be based upon the posted speed
limit in accordance with Table 3:

Table 3:  Driveway  Spacing for Nonclassified Roadways 

Posted Speed Limit
(MPH)

Driveway Spacing
(Feet)

< 35 125

36-45 245

> 45 440*

*Ideally any road having a speed limit over 45 mph should be given an
access management classification.
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4. Driveway spacing shall be measured from the closest edge of the pavement to the next
closest edge of the pavement (see Definition section and Figure 1). The projected future
edge of the pavement of the intersecting road shall be used in measuring corner clearance,
where widening, relocation, or other improvement is indicated in an adopted local
thoroughfare plan or five year transportation plan of the metropolitan planning organization.

5. The (permitting department) may reduce the connection spacing requirements in situations
where they prove impractical, but in no case shall the permitted spacing be less than 80%
of the applicable standard, except as provided in Section 24.

6. If the connection spacing of this code cannot be achieved, then a system of joint use
driveways and cross access easements may be required in accordance with Section 7.

7. Variation from these standards shall be permitted at the discretion of the Planning
Commission where the effect would be to enhance the safety or operation of the roadway.
Examples might include a pair of one-way driveways in lieu of a two-way driveway, or
alignment of  median openings with existing access connections.  Applicants may be
required to submit a study prepared by a registered engineer to assist the (city/county) in
determining whether the proposed change would exceed roadway safety or operational
benefits of the prescribed standard.

Commentary:  Driveway spacing standards limit the number of driveways on a
roadway by mandating a minimum separation distance between driveways.  This
reduces the potential for collisions as travellers enter or exit the roadway and
encourages sharing of access, where appropriate. Driveway spacing at
intersections and corners should provide adequate sight distance and response
times and permit adequate stacking space.  Driveway spacing on nonclassified
arterials and collectors may be tied to posted speed limit, as shown here, with the
minimum distance between driveways greater as speed limits increase.  The
method used to regulate driveway spacing does, however, vary widely across local
governments. Some jurisdictions tie driveway spacing to functional classification
rather than speed limit, and others provide variable spacing depending upon the
land use intensity of the site served and that of adjacent sites.  The standards above
fall within the recommended range and are compatible with connection spacing
standards in Table 2.

Section  6. Corner Clearance

1. Corner clearance for connections shall meet or exceed the minimum connection spacing
requirements for that roadway.

2. New connections shall not be permitted within the functional area of an intersection or
interchange as defined by the connection spacing standards of this code, unless:

a)   No other reasonable access to the property is available, and 
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b)  The (permitting department) determines that the connection does not
create a safety or operational problem upon review of a site specific study
of the proposed connection prepared by a registered engineer and
submitted by the applicant.

3. Where no other alternatives exist, the  (permitting department) may allow construction of
an access connection along the property line farthest from the intersection.  In such cases,
directional connections (i.e. right in/out, right in only, or right out only) may be required.

4. In addition to the required minimum lot size, all corner lots shall be of adequate size to
provide for required frontyard setbacks and corner clearance on street frontage.

Section 7. Joint and Cross Access 

1. Adjacent commercial or office properties classified as major traffic generators (i.e. shopping
plazas, office parks), shall provide a cross access drive and pedestrian access to allow
circulation between sites.

Commentary:  Adjacent shopping centers or office parks are often not connected
by a service drive and sidewalk.  As a result, customers who wish to shop  in both
centers, or visit both sites, must exit the parking lot of one, travel a short distance
on a major thoroughfare, and then access the next site.  A cross access drive
reduces traffic on the major thoroughfare and reduces safety hazards.  This in
turn, can have positive business benefits by providing easy access to one site from
another. 

2.  A system of joint use driveways and cross access easements as shown in Figure 4 shall be
established wherever feasible along (name affected corridors, including FIHS, or refer to
a list) and the building site shall incorporate the following:

a)  A continuous service drive or cross access corridor extending the
entire length of each block served to provide for driveway separation
consistent with the access management classification system and
standards.

b)  A design speed of 10 mph and sufficient width to accommodate
two-way travel aisles designed to accommodate automobiles, service
vehicles, and loading vehicles;

c)  Stub-outs and other design features to make it visually obvious that the
abutting properties may be tied in to provide cross-access via a service
drive;

d)  A unified access and circulation system plan that includes coordinated
or shared parking areas is encouraged wherever feasible. 
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 Figure 4:  Examples of Cross Access Corridor Design

Source:  City of Orlando

This illustration shows that sufficient separation is needed between side street access to the property
and the major road.
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Source:  City of Orlando. 

Figure 5:  Joint and Cross Access

3.  Shared parking areas shall be permitted a reduction in required parking spaces if  peak
demand periods for proposed land uses do not occur at the same time periods.  

Commentary:  For example, a bank and a movie theater need parking for their
patrons at two distinctly different times. 

4. Pursuant to this section, property owners shall:

a)  Record an easement with the deed allowing cross access to and from
other properties served by the joint use driveways and cross access or
service drive;

b)  Record an agreement with the deed that remaining access rights along
the thoroughfare will be dedicated to the (city/county) and pre-existing
driveways will be closed and eliminated after construction of the joint-use
driveway;

c)  Record a joint maintenance agreement with the deed defining
maintenance responsibilities of property owners.

Commentary:  See Appendix 1 for a sample cross access agreement from the City
of Orlando.  These agreements must be prepared with the assistance of an
attorney.  The joint access provisions above were adapted from the City of Orlando
Code of Ordinances, Land Development Code, Chapter 61, Roadway Design and
Access Management.  These provisions should be mandatory for local segments
of the Florida Intrastate Highway System and all other major thoroughfares zoned
for intensive commercial or office development.  Another option is that used by the
City of Orlando, who ties joint access requirements to specific zoning districts.
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5. The (permitting department) may reduce required separation distance of access points where
they prove impractical, provided all of the following requirements are met:

a) Joint access driveways and cross access easements are provided
wherever feasible in accordance with this section. 

b) The site plan incorporates a unified access and circulation system in
accordance with this section.

c) The property owner shall enter a written agreement with the
(city/county), recorded with the deed, that pre-existing connections on the
site will be closed and eliminated after construction of each side of the
joint use driveway.

6. The (permitting department) may modify or waive the requirements of this section where
the characteristics or layout of abutting properties would make development of a unified or
shared access and circulation system impractical.

Commentary:   This model provides that where properties are unable to meet
driveway spacing requirements, then the planning or  pubic works official may
provide for less restrictive spacing, based on the conditions that joint use
driveways and cross access easements must be established wherever feasible.   A
variance is provided only where  joint and cross access is not practical. Variances
and other remedial actions such as those described above are necessary to prevent
unusual hardship on property owners and other situations that could incur a
regulatory taking.  (Note: Variances and special conditions, like standards for
nonconforming features, must be consistently and rigorously applied.)  These
standards are also applied to phased development in the same ownership and
leasing situations.  Where abutting properties are in different ownership,
cooperation is encouraged but not required.  But the building site under
consideration is subject to the requirements, which are recorded as a Binding
Agreement prior to issuing a building permit.  Abutting properties will be brought
into compliance as they are developed or initiate retrofitting requirements, as
provided in Section 13.  In the meantime, the property owner will be permitted a
temporary curb cut and driveway that will be closed upon development of the joint
use driveway. 

Section 8. Interchange Areas

1. New interchanges or significant modification of an existing interchange will be subject to
special access management requirements to protect the safety and operational efficiency of
the limited access facility and the interchange area, pursuant to the preparation and adoption
of an access management plan.  The plan shall address current and future connections and
median openings within 1/4 mile of an interchange area (measured from the end of the taper
of the ramp furthest from the interchange) or up to the first intersection with an arterial road,
whichever is less.  

2. The distance to the first connection shall be at least 660 feet where the posted speed limit
is greater than 45 mph or 440 feet where the posted speed limit is 45 mph or less.  This
distance shall be measured from the end of the taper for that quadrant of the interchange. 
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3. The minimum distance to the first median opening shall be at least 1320 feet as measured
from the end of the taper of the egress ramp.

Commentary:  New highway interchanges can have substantial impacts on land
development patterns around the interchange area.  In turn, if land development
is not properly planned it can create safety hazards and interfere with the flow of
traffic onto and off of the interchange.  An access management plan would identify
the appropriate access system around the interchange area, in accordance with a
desired land development plan.  Such a plan would also incorporate minimum
spacing requirements for new interchanges required by the Florida Department
of Transportation.  These standards are provided above for incorporation into the
local code.   

Section 9. Access Connection and Driveway Design  

1. Driveway grades shall conform to the requirements of FDOT Standard Index, Roadways and
Traffic Design Standard Indices, latest edition.

2. Driveway approaches must be designed and located to provide an exiting vehicle with an
unobstructed view.  

3. Construction of driveways along acceleration or deceleration lanes and tapers is discouraged due
to the potential for vehicular weaving conflicts (see Figure 6). 

4. Driveways with more than one entry and one exit lane shall incorporate channelization features
to separate the entry and exit sides of the driveway.  Double yellow lines may be considered
instead of medians where truck off-tracking is a problem.

5. Driveways across from median openings shall be consolidated wherever feasible to coordinate
access at the median opening.

6. Driveway width and flair shall be adequate to serve the volume of traffic and provide for rapid
movement of vehicles off of the major thoroughfare, but standards shall not be so excessive as
to pose safety hazards for pedestrians, bicycles, or other vehicles.  (Suggested standards appear
in Table 4).
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Figure 6:  Driveway Location

Table 4:  Suggested Access Connection Design From FDOT Standard Index*

Trips/Day 1-20 21-600 601-4000

Trips/Hour or 1-5 or 6-60 or 61-400

URBAN
SECTION

RURAL
SECTION

URBAN
SECTION

RURAL
SECTION

URBAN
SECTION

RURAL
SECTION

Connection Width(2-way) 12' min
24' max

12' min
24' max

24' min
36' max

24' min
36' max

24' min
36' max

24' min
36' max

Flare (Drop Curb) 10' min N/A 10' min N/A N/A N/A

Returns (Radius)
N/A

15' min
25' std

50' max

small radii
may be used

25' min
50' std

75' max

25' min
50' std

75' max

25' min
50' std

(or 3 curves)

Angle of Drive 60'-90' 60'-90' 60'-90' 60'-90'

Divisional Island  4'-22' wide 4'-22' wide 4'-22' wide 4'-22' wide

Source:  Florida Department of Transportation Standard Index, Roadway and Traffic Design Standards.  1992.

* Note:  These standards are not intended for major access connections carrying over 4000 vehicles per day.
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Commentary:  The Florida Department of Transportation requires local
governments to adhere to certain minimum design standards in the design and
location of access connections or other traffic control features.  These standards
are contained in three separate but related technical documents: the Standard
Index (Roadway and Traffic Design Standards); the "Florida Green Book"
(Manual of Uniform Minimum Standard for Design, Construction, and
Maintenance); and the MUTCD (Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices. 
The standards shown in Table 4 were adapted from the latest edition of the
Standard Index.  

4. The length of driveways or "Throat Length" (see Figure 7) shall be designed in accordance
with the anticipated storage length for entering and exiting vehicles to prevent vehicles from
backing into the flow of traffic on the public street or causing unsafe conflicts with on-site
circulation.  General standards appear in Table 5 but these requirements will vary according
to the projected volume of the individual driveway.  These measures generally are acceptable
for the principle access to a property and are not intended for minor driveways. Variation
from these shall be permitted for good cause upon approval of the (city/county Traffic
Engineer or Public Works Official). 

Table 5:  Generally Adequate Driveway Throat Lengths

Shopping Centers
 > 200,000 GLA

200'

Smaller Developments 
< 200,000 GLA

75'-95'

Unsignalized driveways 40'-60'

Source:  Vergil G. Stover.

Commentary:  The throat lengths in Table 5 are provided to assure adequate
stacking space within driveways for general land use intensities.  This helps
prevent vehicles from stacking into the thoroughfare as they attempt to access the
site.  High traffic generators, such as large shopping plazas, need much greater
throat length than smaller developments or those with unsignalized driveways.
The guidelines here for larger developments refer to the primary access drive.
Lesser throat lengths may be permitted for secondary access drives serving large
developments. 
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Figure 7:  Driveway Throat Length 

Section 10. Requirements for Outparcels and Phased Development Plans

1. In the interest of promoting unified access and circulation systems, development sites under
the same ownership or consolidated for the purposes of development and comprised of more
than one building site shall not be considered separate properties in relation to the access
standards of this code.  The number of connections permitted shall be the minimum number
necessary to provide reasonable access to these properties, not the maximum available for
that frontage.  All necessary easements, agreements, and stipulations required under Section
7 shall be met.  This shall also apply to phased development plans.  The owner and all
lessees within the affected area are responsible for compliance with the requirements of this
code and both shall be cited for any violation.

2. All access to the outparcel must be internalized using the shared circulation system of the
principle development or retail center.  Access to outparcels shall be designed to avoid
excessive movement across parking aisles and queuing across surrounding parking and
driving aisles.  

3. The number of outparcels shall not exceed one per ten acres of site area, with a minimum
lineal frontage of 300 feet per outparcel or greater where access spacing standards for that
roadway require.  This frontage requirement may be waived where access is internalized
using the shared circulation system of the principle development or retail center.  In such
cases the right of direct access to the roadway shall be dedicated to the (city/county) and
recorded with the deed.
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Commentary: The Florida Department of Transportation in its administrative rule
on Access Management Standards (14-97.003(1)(g)) has attempted to manage the
proliferation of individual access connection requests by separate properties under
the same ownership.  Essentially, this section states that adjacent properties under
single ownership will be treated as one property unless the applicant can show the
Department that the two properties should have separate access due to safety
concerns (for example, a concrete plant next to a child care center).  Marketing of
the two properties is not a valid reason to have them treated as separate
properties.  The rule also states that leasehold interests in existence before
February 12, 1991 (the effective date of Rule 14-97) may be considered separate
properties.

Section 11. Emergency Access

1. In addition to minimum side, front, and rear yard setback and building spacing requirements
specified in this code, all buildings and other development activities such as landscaping,
shall be arranged on site so as to provide safe and convenient access for emergency vehicles.

Section 12. Transit Access 

1. In commercial or office zoning districts where transit service is available or is planned to be
available within five years, provisions shall be made for adequate transit access, in the form
of turn around loops or turnout bays.  At a minimum, in the case of a loop or cul-de-sac,
entrance curves shall have a 35 foot radius, and the internal circle shall have an inside radius
of 30 feet and an outside radius of 52.5 feet.  In the case of turnout bays, the curve radius
shall be 35', the distance from the roadside edge to the inside edge of the the outside radius
shall be 52.5 feet (see Figure 8).
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Figure 8: Transit Bus  Turning Radii

Source:  Maryland Department of Transportation, Mass Transit Administration.  Access by Design:  Transit's Role in Land
Development, A Developer's Manual.  September 1988.

Commentary:  The bus turnaround standards in Figure 8 are provided for transit
access along major commercial and office corridors to assure safe and convenient
transit access.  Bus turnarounds are also useful in circumstances where circulation
via the internal street system of a development would be impractical based on cost,
design constraints, or the need to maintain timely service.  These bus turnarounds
are based upon the turning radius of a standard 40 foot bus.  

Section 13. Nonconforming Access Features

1. Permitted access connections in place as of (date of adoption) that do not conform with the
standards herein shall be designated as nonconforming features and shall be brought into
compliance with applicable standards under the following conditions:

a) When new access connection permits are requested;

b) Substantial enlargements or improvements;

c) Significant change in trip generation; or

d) As roadway improvements allow.
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Commentary:  Nonconforming access features may continue in the same manner
after adoption of  land development regulations--a process known as
"grandfathering."  This protects the substantial investment of property owners and
recognizes the expense of bringing those properties into conformance.  Yet the
negative impacts of nonconforming properties may be substantial, depending upon
the degree of nonconformity.  Nonconforming properties may pose safety hazards,
increase traffic congestion, reduce property values, degrade the environment, and
undermine community character.  To address the public interest in these matters,
land development regulations include conditions or circumstances where
nonconforming features must be brought into conformance.  Opportunities to bring
nonconforming features into compliance typically occur after a change of
ownership when the costs of required improvements may be amortized in the
business loan or mortgage, thereby minimizing financial hardship.  It is essential
that these standards be consistently and rigorously applied and enforced and that
data and other information supporting these decisions be well documented, or the
community could be open to legal challenges regarding due process
considerations.  

2. If the principal activity on a property with nonconforming access features is discontinued
for a consecutive period of (180 or 365) days, or discontinued for any period of time without
a present intention of resuming that activity, then that property must thereafter be brought
into conformity with all applicable connection spacing and design requirements, unless
otherwise exempted by the permitting authority.  For uses that are  vacant or discontinued
upon the effective date of this code, the (180 or 365) day period begins on the effective date
of this code.  

Commentary:  The Access Management Act (335.182(3)(b) F.S.) defines in law
that any property that expands its tripmaking potential by 25% and at least 100
trips per day needs to be evaluated as a possible new permit.  However, this
definition does not provide guidance on when a property that has been out of
service for a long period of time should be required to undergo reevaluation and
obtain a new permit.  The Florida Department of Transportation is currently trying
to further clarify when a vacant or abandoned property must obtain a new permit
due to a Significant Change in property use.  What is being proposed for the new
Administrative Rule 14-96 (Access Permit Procedures) is a definition that requires
a new permit if the intended use of property is stopped for one year.  Local
governments may choose to do the same for consistency or be more restrictive and
provide only a 180 day grace period.  Draf
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Section 14. Corridor Access Management Overlay

1. The minimum lot frontage for all parcels with frontage on (name affected segments of
thoroughfares here or refer to a list) shall not be less than the minimum connection spacing
standards of that thoroughfare, except as otherwise provided in this Section.  Flag lots shall
not be permitted direct access to the thoroughfare and interior parcels shall be required to
obtain access via a public or private access road in accordance with the requirements of this
Code.

Commentary:  Overlay zones are an effective method for managing access along
commercial corridors.  The technique is used to add a special set of requirements
to those of an existing zoning district or districts.   Section 14(1) is for those major
thoroughfares or portions of major thoroughfares under state or local jurisdiction
that are not already extensively subdivided and are not planned for commercial or
intensive development in the near future.  This approach requires that any lot
fronting designated thoroughfares (usually those with an assigned access
classification) have a minimum lot frontage that meets or exceeds the minimum
connection spacing standard for those thoroughfares.  This may be as high as 660
feet on Access Class 3 thoroughfares with a speed limit greater than 45 mph, or
as low as 245 feet for Access Class 6 thoroughfares with a speed limit less than 45
mph.  Existing lots with less frontage would continue as nonconforming lots.
Section 14(1) standards impose large minimum lot frontage requirements to
coordinate with desired connection spacing.  Such requirements could disperse
development and should not be applied in areas intended for intensive
development.  They are designed for rural and semi-rural stretches of the state (or
county) highway system.

2. The following requirements shall apply to segments of designated thoroughfares that are
planned for commercial or intensive development.  All land in a parcel having a single tax
code number, as of  (date of adoption), fronting on (define segment of affected thoroughfare
or refer to a Table defining affected segments), shall be entitled one (1) driveway/connection
per parcel as of right on said public thoroughfare(s).  When subsequently subdivided, either
as metes and bounds parcels or as a recorded plat, parcels designated herein shall provide
access to all newly created lots via the permitted access connection.  This may be achieved
through subdivision roads, joint and cross access, service drives, and other reasonable means
of ingress and egress in accordance with the requirements of this Code.  The following
standards shall also apply:

a) Parcels with large frontages may be permitted additional driveways at
the time of adoption of these requirements provided they are consistent
with the applicable driveway spacing standards.

b) Existing parcels with frontage less than the minimum connection spacing for that
corridor may not be permitted a direct connection to the thoroughfare under this
Section where the Planning Commission determines alternative reasonable access
is available to the site.  [Note: The Planning Commission could allow for a
temporary driveway as provided in Section 7 with the stipulation that joint and
cross access be established as adjacent properties develop.]
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c) Additional access connections may be allowed where the property
owner demonstrates that safety and efficiency of travel on the
thoroughfare will be improved by providing more than one access to the
site.

d)  No parking or structure other than signs shall be permitted within (10-
50) feet of the roadway right-of-way.  The (10-50) foot buffer shall be
landscaped with plants suitable to the soil and in a manner that provides
adequate sight visibility for vehicles exiting the site.  Property owners
shall be permitted to landscape the right-of-way, pursuant to an approved
landscaping plan.

e) Permitted connections shall be identified on a map that shall be adopted
by reference and that portion of a corridor affected by these overlay
requirements shall be delineated on the (city/county) zoning map with
hatch marks.

Commentary:  The regulations in Section 14(2) are intended for corridors that are
planned for commercial or intensive development and have not already been
extensively subdivided into small lot frontages.   Such corridors may or may not
be currently zoned for commercial or mixed use development, but may already be
experiencing development pressure.  This approach focuses, rather than disperses,
development along corridors while maintaining regional mobility through access
management.  The Section 14(2) overlay "freezes" allowable access to one
connection by right per existing lot or parcel at the time of adoption.   Lots or
parcels may be extensively subdivided, but all future lots must obtain access via the
access connections permitted at the time of overlay adoption.   

This overlay approach allows for continued subdivision and development of land
while stimulating joint access, local roads, and other alternatives to direct
thoroughfare access in the site design process (see Figure 9).   These permitted
connections must be designated on a map and adopted with the overlay
requirements.  For flexibility, additional driveways may be permitted for large
parcels that meet or exceed the minimum access spacing standards for that
thoroughfare, or where safety would be increased.  Parcels with small frontages
at the time of adoption are not permitted a driveway on the thoroughfare where
this would create a safety hazard or where alternative reasonable access is
available.  In such cases a temporary driveway could be permitted under joint
access requirements.  
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Figure 9:  Corridor Access Management Overlay

Local governments are also encouraged to apply design guidelines that enhance community
character, including standards for pedestrian access and landscaping.  Section 14(2)(d) above is one
potential standard for improving the visual quality of commercial corridors through landscaping and
setbacks.  The setback  between the right-of-way and the parking area or structure should at a
minimum be 10 feet.  Some communities require as much as 50 feet.   The appropriate standard will
vary according to local preferences and existing right-of-way.  If the existing right-of-way is very
small, for example, then the buffer should be increased and vice versa.  Some communities are also
promoting side and rear parking, or shared parking areas, to reduce the appearance of asphalt from
the street and provide for a more pleasing site design. 
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Section 15. Reverse Frontage

1. Access to double frontage lots shall be required on the street with the lower functional
classification.

2. When a residential subdivision is proposed that would abut an arterial, it shall be designed
to provide through lots along the arterial with access from a frontage road or interior local
road (see Figure 10).  Access rights of these lots to the arterial shall be dedicated to the
(city/county) and recorded with the deed.  A berm or buffer yard may be required at the rear
of through lots to buffer residences from traffic on the arterial.  The berm or buffer yard
shall not be located within the public right-of-way.

Figure 10:  Reverse Frontage

Commentary:  If your community lacks any standards governing reverse
frontage, it is essential that such standards be adopted.  These standards are
currently applied by many communities and are highly effective in preventing
safety hazards caused by direct residential access to high speed roadways. Draf
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Section 16. Flag Lot Standards

1. Flag lots shall not be permitted when their effect would be to increase the number of
properties requiring direct and individual access connections to the State Highway
System or other major thoroughfares.

2. Flag lots may be permitted for residential development, when deemed necessary to
achieve planning objectives, such as reducing direct access to thoroughfares, providing
internal platted lots with access to a residential street, or preserving  natural or
historic resources, under the following conditions:

a)  Flag lot driveways shall be separated by at least twice the
minimum frontage requirement of that zoning district.

b) The flag driveway shall have a minimum width of 20 feet and
maximum width of 50 feet.

c) In no instance shall flag lots constitute more than 10% of  the total
number of building sites in a recorded or unrecorded plat, or three
lots or more, whichever is greater.

d) The lot area occupied by the flag driveway shall not be counted as
part of the required minimum lot area of that zoning district.  

e) No more than one flag lot shall be permitted per private right-of-
way or access easement.

Figure 11:  Flag Lots and Alternative Access
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Commentary:  Local plat maps often reveal lots shaped like flags with long
narrow access "poles".  Flag lots are especially prevalent along lakes, rivers,
cul-de-sacs, and rural highways. Although they can be useful where natural
features or land division patterns create access problems, they are subject to
abuses.  Flag lots proliferate in some areas where property owners use the
technique to avoid plat review and further subdivide land. The result is a
subdivision that lacks adequate access and creates long term problems for the
community and those who purchase the lots.  Where the narrow frontages abut
a thoroughfare, they afford inadequate spacing between driveways and increase
safety hazards from vehicles turning on and off the high speed roadway.
Because flag lots often violate driveway spacing standards on the state highway
system, they also create problems for the buyer who later attempts to build on the
property and obtain a driveway permit.  Under these standards existing flag lots
would be nonconforming and allowed to continue. In areas where flag lots
proliferate on a state or county thoroughfare, property owners should be
contacted and strongly encouraged to consolidate access with adjacent
properties--especially in the case of abutting flag lots.

Section 17. Lot Width-to-Depth Ratios

1. To  provide for proper site design and prevent the creation of irregularly shaped
parcels, the depth of any lot or parcel shall not exceed 3 times its width (or 4 times it
width in rural areas).  The permitted depth shall be higher in coastal areas subject to
erosion.

Commentary:  Minimum lot  frontage and maximum lot width-to-depth ratios
prevent the creation of long and narrow or irregularly shaped lots that can lead
to access and circulation problems.  This standard is especially useful in rural
areas, to govern the dimensions of newly created lots and parcels.  Note:  Rural
areas may adopt a maximum width-to-depth ratio of 1:4, meaning that parcels
with 100 feet of frontage may not be deeper than 400 feet.  Urban or suburban
areas may use maximum ratios of 1:2.5 or 1:3.  Width-to-depth ratios could be
set as high as 1:7 in coastal areas that have a high risk of erosion and somewhat
deeper lots may be permitted along arterials to provide for berms or buffer yards
in reverse frontage situations. Draf
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Section 18. Shared Access

1. Subdivisions with frontage on the state highway system shall be designed into shared
access points to and from the highway.  Normally a maximum of two accesses shall be
allowed regardless of the number of lots or businesses served (see Figure 12).   

2. Direct access to individual one and two family dwellings shall be prohibited on the
Florida Intrastate Highway System.

3. Subdivisions on a single residential access street ending in a cul-de-sac shall not exceed
25 lots or dwelling units, and the cul-de-sac shall have a minimum cartway radius of
30 feet.  

Figure 12:  Shared Access on Major Thoroughfares

Reprinted with permission from the The Tug Hill Commission.   Cheryl S. Doble and George M.
McCulloch.  Community Design Guidelines Manual.  New York:  The New York State Tug Hill
Commission, January 1991.

Commentary:  Subdivisions served by a single access street ending in a
cul-de-sac may inhibit emergency access and increase traffic congestion during
peak hours by providing only one point of ingress and egress.  Single access
problems may also result in phased subdivisions where additional access is
proposed for future phases.  If  future phases are not built, the remaining
subdivision may have insufficient access. Although this is not a problem where
only a few dwelling units are served, how many lots is too many?  Average daily
trips for residential streets provide a baseline for access and cul-de-sac
standards.  Listokin and Walker (1989) recommend that when a subdivision on
a single access residential access street exceeds 25 lots (or 25 dwelling units), it
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should have at least two access points.  A minimum turning radius that
accommodates emergency vehicles should be required for cul-de-sacs.  

The above provisions for shared access are intended to prevent a proliferation
of driveways on the state highway system--a common problem in some semi-
rural and rural areas. Provisions for shared access also promote land
development patterns that are more compatible with the rural character of the
landscape.  The shared access standard in Section 18(12) was taken from the
landmark guidebook  Dealing with Change in the Connecticut River Valley, and
can be used together with conservation easements and clustering provisions to
preserve natural resources. (see Yaro, Arendt, et al., Dealing with Change in the
Connecticut River Valley: A Design Manual for Conservation and Development.
Amherst: Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, 1988.)

Section 19. Connectivity

1. The street system of a proposed subdivision shall be designed to coordinate with
existing, proposed, and planned streets outside of the subdivision as provided in this
Section.

2. Wherever a proposed development abuts unplatted land or a future development
phase of the same development, street stubs shall be provided as deemed necessary by
the (city/county) to provide access to abutting properties or to logically extend the
street system into the surrounding area.  All street stubs shall be provided with
temporary turn-around or cul-de-sacs unless specifically exempted by the Public
Works Director, and the restoration and extension of the street shall be the
responsibility of any future developer of the abutting land.

3. Collector streets shall intersect with collector or arterial streets at safe and convenient
locations.

4. Subcollector and local residential access streets shall connect with surrounding streets
to permit the convenient movement of traffic between residential neighborhoods or
facilitate emergency access and evacuation, but such connections shall not be
permitted where the effect would be to encourage the use of such streets by substantial
through traffic.

Commentary:  Local governments must maintain a tenuous balance between
enhancing accessibility and limiting excessive through traffic in residential
areas.  These standards strive to address both considerations. 
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Section 20. Minor Subdivisions 

1. The (approving Department) may approve a Minor Subdivision that conforms to the
following standards:

a) Each proposed lot must be buildable in conformance with the
requirements of this Code and all other applicable regulations.

b) Each lot shall abut a public or private street for the required
minimum lot frontage for the zoning district where the lots are
located.

c)  If any lot abuts a street right-of-way that does not conform to the
design specifications of this Code, the owner may be required to
dedicate one-half the right-of-way width necessary to meet minimum
design requirements.

2. Further subdivision of the property shall be prohibited unless applicants submit a plat
or development plan in accordance with requirements for major subdivisions in this
Code.

Commentary:  This standard prohibits property owners from incrementally
subdividing land to avoid review.

3. The (approving Department) shall consider a proposed Minor Subdivision upon the
submittal of the following materials:

a) An application form provided by the (city/county);

b)         ( ) copies of the proposed Minor Subdivision plat;  [Note: The
number of copies required should be based on number of entities that
will review the plan under adopted procedures.]

c) A statement indicating whether water and/or sanitary sewer
service is available to the property; and

d) Land descriptions and acreage or square footage of the original
and proposed lots and a scaled drawing showing the intended
divisions shall be prepared by a professional land surveyor registered
in the State of Florida.  In the event a lot contains any principal or
accessory structures, a survey showing the structures on the lot shall
accompany the application.

4. Review Procedure
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a) The (approving official) shall transmit a copy of the proposed
Minor Subdivision to the appropriate (departments or officials) for
review and comment.

b) If the proposed Minor Subdivision meets the conditions of this
section and otherwise complies with all applicable laws and
ordinances, the (approving official) shall approve the Minor
Subdivision by signing the application form.

c) Upon approval of the Minor Subdivision, the (approving official)
shall record the plat on the appropriate maps and documents, and
shall, at the applicant's expense, record the plat in the official county
records.

Commentary:  These requirements for minor subdivisions are adapted from
Florida's Model Land Development Code and provided here to emphasize the
importance of adequate land division controls in access management.   They
provide for local review of divisions of land or "lot splits" that would otherwise
be exempted from subdivision review and platting requirements.  A review
process for lot splits prevents creation of lots that are not in conformance with
land development regulations and thus could be rendered unbuildable.  It
further prevents creation of lots with inadequate or inappropriate access to a
public road.  This allows local governments to prevent access problems
attributable to  flag lots, through lots, and corner lots. This review process is
streamlined and platting requirements are less costly than those of a major
subdivision, so as not to create a hardship for property owners engaged in only
minor subdivision activity. Local governments are strongly advised not to provide
exemptions from public review of land division activity based on lot size or
number of lots, because this creates long term problems that can seriously
undermine the local planning and regulatory program.

Section 21. Private Roads

1. Private roads may be permitted in accordance with the requirements of this Section
and the following general standards shall apply:

a)  All (city/county) roads shall be constructed to public specifications
and have an easement of a minimum of sixty-six feet in width, except
as otherwise provided in Section 21 (2).

b)  Private roads that by their existence invite the public in shall have
all  traffic control features, such as striping or markers, in
conformance with the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices.

c)  The minimum distance between private road outlets on a single
side of a public road shall be 660 feet, or less where provided by
access classification and standards for state roads and local
thoroughfares.
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d)  All properties served by the private road shall provide adequate
access for emergency vehicles and shall conform to the approved
local street numbering system.

e)  All private roads shall be designated as such and will be required
to have adequate signage indicating the road is a private road and
not publicly maintained. 

f)  All private roads shall have a posted speed limit not to exceed
twenty miles an hour.

g)  All private roads shall have adequate provisions for drainage and
stormwater runoff as provided in  Section (refer to appropriate section
of the local subdivision regulations).

h)  A second access connection to a public road shall be required for
private roads greater than 2000 feet in length.

2. Private roads in rural and semi-rural areas may be permitted reductions in easement
and roadway width and pavement standards to provide for adequate access while
retaining the rural character of the landscape and design flexibility.  At a minimum,
the private road shall meet the (city/county) specifications for gravel roadway
construction.  Other standards shall apply in accordance with the following schedule:

a) A private road serving up to two lots shall have a minimum right-
of-way easement of 30 feet and a roadbed of at least 12 feet.

b) A private road intended to serve no more than three to six lots
shall have a minimum right-of-way easement of 30 feet and a
roadbed of at least 16 feet.

c) A private road intended to serve no more than seven to twelve lots
shall have a minimum right-of-way easement of 66 feet and a
roadbed of at least 20 feet.  Paving shall be required for all areas with
grades of greater than three (3%) percent.  Such pavement shall be
a minimum of 18 feet in width.

d) A private road intended to serve no more than 13 to 24 lots shall
have a minimum right-of-way easement of 66 feet, a roadbed of at
least 24 feet and shall be paved. 

e)  A private road intended to serve 25 or more lots or parcels shall
provide at least two access connections to a public road and shall
meet the minimum design requirements for public roads.

Commentary:  This section provides a sliding scale approach, allowing gravel
roads of about 12 feet to 18 feet wide for 2-4 parcels and requiring higher design
specifications for larger developments.  The standards are intended to provide
flexibility and to preserve the character of rural areas.  Communities considering
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a sliding scale approach to private roads should also adopt a site plan review
process aimed at encouraging creative site design and landscape preservation.

3. Applications for subdivision approval that include private roads shall include a
drainage plan and road construction plan, prepared by a registered engineer.  The
(city/county) Public Works Official shall review private road plans for conformance
with this Code.

4. Construction permits are required for connection to public roads.  Application for
road construction shall be made concurrent with the creation of a lot that does not
have frontage on a public road.  A road construction permit shall be issued after
approval of the private road plan and the entire length of the road shall be inspected
during construction and upon completion.  If found in conformance, a final use permit
shall be issued. 

5. No building permit shall be issued for any lot served by a private road until the private
road has been constructed and approved, so that all lots to be served by the private
road have access to a public road.  

6. A road maintenance agreement, prepared by the (city/county) attorney shall be
recorded with the deed of each property to be served by a common private road.  The
agreement shall provide for:

a) A method to initiate and finance a private road and maintain that
road in good condition;

b) A method of apportioning maintenance costs to current and future
users;

c) A provision that the (city/county) may inspect, and if necessary,
require that repairs be made to the private road to ensure that safe
access is maintained for emergency vehicles.  If required repairs are
not made within six months of date of notice, the (city/county) may
make the necessary repairs and assess owners of parcels on the road
for the cost of all improvements plus an administrative fee, not to
exceed 25% of total costs;

d) A provision that the majority vote of all property owners on the
road shall determine how the road is maintained except in the case
of emergency repairs as outlined above;

e) A statement that no public funds shall be used to construct repair
or maintain the road; 

f) A provision requiring mandatory upgrading of the roadway if
additional parcels are added to reach the specified thresholds; and

g)  A provision that property owners along that road are prohibited
from restricting or in any manner interfering with normal ingress
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and egress by any other owners or persons needing to access
properties with frontage on that road.

7. No private road shall be incorporated into the public road system unless it is built to
public road specifications of the (city/county).  The property owners shall be
responsible for bringing the road into conformance.

8. All private roads shall have a sign and name meeting (city/county) standards and shall
include the following notice: "Private Road" "Not maintained by the (city/county)".

9. An application fee will be established by the Director of Public Works to cover
administrative, processing, and inspection costs.

10. All purchasers of property served by a private road shall, prior to final sale, be
notified that the property receives access from a private road that shall be maintained
collectively by all property owners along that road; that the (city/county) shall not be
held responsible for maintaining or improving the private road; and that a right-of
way easement to provide the only access to that property has been recorded in the
deed for that property.

11. The United States postal service and the local school (board/district) is not required to
use the private road for access to the parcels abutting the private road and may
require that service be provided only at the closest public access point.

Commentary:  These private road standards were adapted from sample
regulations prepared for the Grand Traverse Bay Region (Planning & Zoning
Center, Inc., Lansing, Michigan, September 1992).  Some communities prohibit
private roads altogether or require all private roads serving more than one
dwelling unit to be built to public specifications and paved.  This is because of
problems associated with private roads, such as pressure to adopt the private
road into the public road system in the future.   Yet if properly regulated, private
roads can offer an effective means of access to small subdivisions in rural areas.
In the absence of private road regulations, common practice is the creation of
multiple lots served by a common lot, easement, or multiple easements as in the
example of stacked flag lots.  The easement then becomes a private unpaved road
serving several properties.  

Unregulated private roads raise several problems.  They may be inaccessible to
emergency vehicles or large delivery trucks, placing public safety and private
property at risk.  Substandard roads deteriorate quickly and without a
maintenance agreement, the local government may be called upon to maintain
it.  Buyers may not be aware of the maintenance issues associated with the road
until after purchasing the property.  Narrow rights-of-way may impede
placement of utilities, and private roads can exacerbate inefficient land
development patterns.  These problems can be avoided through private road
regulations that address design, construction, joint maintenance agreements,
signage, and review.  Private roads should be permitted for residential uses only
and standards should be tied to lot split (minor replat) or subdivision regulations.
Limitations should  be placed upon the number of residences that may be served
by a single access to a public road. 
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As in other land development regulations, private road provisions must be made
for grandfathering existing nonconforming situations. Some ordinances address
the situation by providing a different set of standards for nonconforming private
access or by providing for expansion of existing substandard private roads or
easements pursuant to the special use  permit process. 

Section 22. Regulatory Flexibility

1. The Planning Commission may permit departure from dimensional lot, yard, and bulk
requirements of the zoning district where a subdivision or other development plan is
proposed to encourage creativity in site design, protect natural resources, and advance
the access objectives of this Code.   Such regulatory modifications under this section
are not subject to variance approval by the Board of Adjustment.

Section 23. Site Plan Review Procedures

1. Applicants shall submit a preliminary site plan for review by (name of department
responsible for conducting review).  At a minimum, the site plan shall show:

a)  Location of access point(s) on both sides of the road where
applicable;

b)  Distances to neighboring constructed access points, median
openings, traffic signals, intersections, and other transportation
features on both sides of the property;

c)  Number and direction of  lanes to be constructed on the driveway
plus striping plans;

d)  All planned transportation features (such as auxiliary lanes,
signals, etc.);

e)  Trip generation data or appropriate traffic studies;

f)  Parking and internal circulation plans;

g)  Plat map showing property lines, right-of-way, and ownership of
abutting properties; and

h)  A detailed description of any requested variance and the reason
the variance is requested.

2. Subdivision and site plan review shall address the following access considerations:

a)  Is the road system designed to meet the projected traffic demand
and does the road network consist of hierarchy of roads designed
according to function?
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b)  Does the road network follow the natural topography and
preserve natural features of the site as much as possible?  Have
alignments been planned so that grading requirements are
minimized?

c)  Is access properly placed in relation to sight distance, driveway
spacing, and other related considerations, including opportunities for
joint and cross access? Are entry roads clearly visible from the major
arterials?

d)  Do units front on residential access streets rather than major
roadways?

e)  Is automobile movement within the site provided without having
to use the peripheral road network?

f)  Does the road system provide adequate access to buildings for
residents, visitors, deliveries, emergency vehicles, and garbage
collection?

g)  Have the edges of the roadways been landscaped?  If sidewalks
are provided alongside the road, have they been set back sufficiently
from the road, and has a landscaped planting strip between the road
and the sidewalk been provided?

h)  Does the pedestrian path system link buildings with parking
areas, entrances to the development, open space, and recreational
and other community facilities?

Commentary:  The subdivision and site plan review process provides local
governments with the most effective opportunity for addressing  access
considerations and preventing access problems before they occur. This should
be done as early as possible in the process.  Developers will be far less amenable
to revising the access plan later in the process or after the site plan or plat has
been approved.  The above checklist of access review considerations in Section
23(2) was adapted from David Listokin and Carole Walker. The Subdivision and
Site Plan Handbook.  New Brunswick, NJ:  Center for Urban Policy Research,
Rutgers University.  1989.

3. The (city/county) reserves the right to require traffic and safety analysis where safety
is an issue or where significant problems already exist.

4. After 30 days from filing the application, applicants must be notified by the (permitting
department) if any additional information is needed to complete the application.

5. Upon review of the access application, the (permitting department) may approve the
access application, approve with conditions, or deny the application.  This must be
done within 90 days of receiving the complete application.
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6. Any application that involves access to the State Highway System shall be reviewed by
the Florida Department of Transportation for conformance with state access
management standards. Where the applicant requires access to the State Highway
System, and a zoning change, or subdivision or site plan review is also required,
development review shall be coordinated with the Florida Department of
Transportation, as follows:

a) An access management/site plan review committee that includes
representatives of FDOT traffic operations, access permitting, and
the local government shall review the application.  The committee
shall inform the developer what information will be required for
access review.  Information required of the applicant may vary
depending upon the size and timing of the development, but shall at
a minimum meet the requirements of this section.

b) Upon review of the application, the access management review
committee shall advise the (permitting department) whether to
approve the access application, approve with conditions, or deny the
application. 

7. If the application is approved with conditions, the applicant shall resubmit the plan
with the conditional changes made.  The plan, with submitted changes, will be
reviewed within 10 working days and approved or rejected.  Second applications may
only be rejected if conditional changes are not made.  

8. If the access permit is denied, the (city/county) shall provide an itemized letter detailing
why the application has been rejected.

9. All applicants whose application is approved, or approved with conditions, have thirty
days to accept the permit.  Applicants whose permits are rejected or approved with
conditions have 60 days to appeal.

Commentary:  Effective coordination with the Florida Department of
Transportation, the local traffic engineer, transportation planner, and/or public
works official is essential to ensure conformance with land division and access
requirements.  One method of improving coordination is to establish the building
permit as the lead permit during development review.  In this way, property
owners would be required to submit the necessary permits or certificates of
approval from regulatory agencies involved in development review before issuing
a building permit. This should include a notice of intent to approve the proposed
access connection from the Florida Department of Transportation where the
state highway system is involved to assure conformance with the State Highway
System Access Management Act and administrative rules. The above review
process would be incorporated into the community's overall subdivision and site
plan review process. A conceptual review, before submission of the preliminary
site plan or plat, is highly recommended.  Communities should also set fees and
develop the necessary forms to carry out the provisions of this code.  
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Section 24. Variance Standards

1. The granting of the variation shall be in harmony with the purpose and intent of these
regulations and shall not be considered until every feasible option for meeting access
standards is explored.  

2. Applicants for a variance from these standards must provide proof of unique or
special conditions that make strict application of the provisions impractical.  This shall
include proof that:

a)  indirect or restricted access cannot be obtained; 

b)  no engineering or construction solutions can be applied to
mitigate the condition; and 

c)  no alternative access is available from a street with a lower
functional classification than the primary roadway.

3. Under no circumstances shall a variance be granted, unless not granting the variance
would deny all reasonable access,  endanger public health, welfare or safety, or  cause
an exceptional and undue hardship on the applicant.  No variance shall be granted
where such hardship is self-created.

Commentary:  Each local government has its own process for handling appeals
and variances.  The standards above should be incorporated to this process. 
Providing for variances and other remedial measures is crucial to avoiding a
takings claim by providing due process to the property owner and avoiding
unreasonable hardship that may arise in relation to the regulatory framework.
Federal case law has established that  property owners should first exhaust
available administrative remedies, including appeals to the local board of
adjustment, before the case may be heard in a court of law.  If local  appeal
procedures exist and the property owner sues before first pursuing a variance or
other remedial action, the case may be invalidated on this basis.Draf
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Colorado Statutes 

Title 43. TRANSPORTATION 

HIGHWAYS AND HIGHWAY SYSTEMS 

Article 2. State, County, and Municipal Highways 

Part 1. STATE, COUNTY, AND CITY HIGHWAY SYSTEMS 

Current through 2012 First Extraordinary Session 

§ 43-2-147. Access to public highways  

(1)
(a)

The department of transportation and local governments are authorized to regulate vehicular 
access to or from any public highway under their respective jurisdiction from or to property 
adjoining a public highway in order to protect the public health, safety, and welfare, to maintain 
smooth traffic flow, to maintain highway right-of-way drainage, and to protect the functional 
level of public highways. In furtherance of these purposes, all state highways are hereby declared 
to be controlled-access highways, as defined in section 42-1-102(18), C.R.S.

(b) Vehicular access to or from property adjoining a state highway shall be provided to the general 
street system, unless such access has been acquired by a public authority. Police, fire, ambulance, 
and other emergency stations shall have a right of direct access to state highways. After June 21, 
1979, no person may submit an application for subdivision approval to a local authority unless 
the subdivision plan or plat provides that all lots and parcels created by the subdivision will have 
access to the state highway system in conformance with the state highway access code.

(c) The provisions of this section shall not be deemed to deny reasonable access to the general street 
system.

(2) 
and 
(3)

Repealed.

(4) The commission shall adopt a state highway access code, by rule and regulation, for the 
implementation of this section, on or after March 16, 1980. The access code shall address the 
design and location of driveways and other points of access to public highways. The access code 
shall be consistent with the authority granted in this section and shall be based upon 
consideration of existing and projected traffic volumes, the functional classification of public 
highways, adopted local transportation plans and needs, drainage requirements, the character of 
lands adjoining the highway, adopted local land use plans and zoning, the type and volume of 
traffic to use the driveway, other operational aspects of the driveway, the availability of vehicular 
access from local streets and roads rather than a state highway, and reasonable access by city 
streets and county roads.

(5)
(a)

After the effective date of the access code, no person shall construct any driveway providing 
vehicular access to or from any state highway from or to property adjoining a state highway 
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without an access permit issued by the appropriate local authority with the written approval of 
the department of transportation. If the local authority fails to act within forty-five days after an 
access permit has been requested, such permit shall be deemed issued subject to written approval 
of the department of transportation. If the department of transportation does not act upon an 
access permit within twenty days after notice by the local authority, or within twenty days after 
local authorities should have acted, whichever is the lesser, such permit shall be deemed 
approved. Upon written request by a local authority, the department of transportation shall 
administer or assist in the administration of access permits in that jurisdiction. If the department 
of transportation undertakes to administer access permits in a jurisdiction, it shall act upon 
requested access permits within forty-five days of request. If the department of transportation 
fails to act within forty-five days upon a requested access permit, such permit shall be deemed 
approved. Access permits shall be issued only in compliance with the access code and may 
include terms and conditions authorized by the access code.

(b) The issuing authority shall establish a reasonable schedule of fees for access permits issued 
pursuant to the access code and this section, which fees shall not exceed the costs of 
administration of access permits.

(c) When a permitted driveway is constructed or utilized in violation of the access code, permit terms 
and conditions, or this section, either the issuing authority or the department of transportation or 
both may obtain a court order enjoining violation of the access code, permit terms and conditions, 
or this section. Such access permits may be revoked by the issuing authority if, at any time, the 
permitted driveway and its use fail to meet the requirements of this section, the access code, or 
the terms and conditions of the permit. The department of transportation may install barriers 
across or remove any driveway providing direct access to a state highway which is constructed 
without an access permit.

(6)
(a)

The provisions of this section shall not apply to driveways in existence on June 30, 1979, unless 
specifically stated otherwise. Driveways constructed between July 1, 1979, and the effective date 
of the access code shall comply with the driveway code adopted by the department of 
transportation pursuant to statutory authority prior to July 1, 1979.

(b) Any driveway, whether constructed before, on, or after June 30, 1979, may be required by the 
department of transportation with written concurrence of the appropriate local authority to be 
reconstructed or relocated to conform to the access code, either at the property owner's expense if 
the reconstruction or relocation is necessitated by a change in the use of the property which 
results in a change in the type of driveway operation or at the expense of the department of 
transportation if the reconstruction or relocation is necessitated by changes in road or traffic 
conditions. The necessity for the relocation or reconstruction shall be determined by reference to 
the standards set forth in the access code.

(c) Any party who has received an adverse decision by the department of transportation may request 
and shall receive a hearing before the transportation commission or before an administrative law 
judge from the department of personnel, at the discretion of the transportation commission. Such 
hearing shall be conducted in accordance with the provisions of article 4 of title 24, C.R.S. 
Decisions by the transportation commission or by an administrative law judge shall be considered 
final agency action.

(d) Reconstruction or relocation of a driveway shall be administered in the same manner as the 
revocation of a license under the "State Administrative Procedure Act".
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Cite as C.R.S § 43-2-147 

History. L. 79: Entire section added, p. 1600, § 1, effective June 21. L. 81: (1)(b), (5)(a), and (6)(b) to (6)(d) amended, p. 
2020, § 1, effective April 14. L. 84: (6)(b) and (6)(c) amended and (7.5) added, p. 1110, § 1, effective July 1. L. 87: (6)(c) 
amended, p. 976, § 101, effective March 13. L. 91: (1)(a), (5)(a), (5)(c), (6)(a) to (6)(c), and (8)(e) amended, p. 1108, § 153, 
effective July 1. L. 94: (1)(a) amended, p. 2571, § 99, effective January 1, 1995. L. 95: (6)(c) amended, p. 668, § 110, 
effective July 1. L. 2006: (2) and (3) repealed, p. 150, § 38, effective August 7. 

Cross References: 

For the state highway access code, see 2 CCR 601-1; for the "State Administrative Procedure Act", see article 4 of title 24. 

Archive 

(7) The boards of county commissioners may, by resolution, and other local authorities may, in the 
manner prescribed in article 16 of title 31, C.R.S., adopt by reference the state highway access 
code, in whole or in part, or may adopt separate provisions, for application to local roads and 
streets that are not a part of the state highway system.

(7.5) The issuing authority shall grant a variance from the state highway access code if such variance 
would not be inconsistent with paragraph (a) of subsection (1) of this section and if such 
variance is reasonably necessary for the convenience, safety, and welfare of the public. If 
failure to grant a variance would deny reasonable access to the general street system, such 
denial may be subject to the provisions of section 43-1-208 and section 15 of article II of the 
state constitution.

(8) As used in this section, unless the context otherwise requires:

(a) "Access control plan" means a roadway design plan which designates preferred access locations 
and their designs for the purpose of bringing those portions of roadway included in the access 
control plan into conformance with their functional classification to the extent feasible.

(b) "Appropriate local authority" means the board of county commissioners if the driveway is to be 
located in the unincorporated area of a county and the governing body of the municipality if the 
driveway is to be located within an incorporated municipality.

(c) "Functional classification" means a classification system that defines a public roadway according 
to its purposes in the local or statewide highway plans. The commission shall determine the 
functional classification of all state highways. The functional classification of county roads and 
city streets shall be determined by the appropriate local authority.

(d) "General street system" means the interconnecting network of city streets, county roads, and state 
highways in an area.

(e) "Issuing authority" means the entity which issues access permits and includes the board of county 
commissioners, the governing body of a municipality, and the department of transportation.

(f) "Local road" means a county road, as provided in sections 43-2-108 and 43-2-109 , and "local 
street" means a municipal street, as provided in sections 43-2-123 and 43-2-124 . 
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Oregon Administrative Rule 734-051-0155  
Access Management Plans and Interchange Area Management Plans  

(1) The Department encourages the development of Access Management Plans and Interchange Area Management Plans to maintain and 
improve highway performance and safety by improving system efficiency and management before adding capacity. Access Management Plans and 
Interchange Area Management Plans:  

(a) Must be consistent with Oregon Highway Plan;  
(b) Must be used to evaluate development proposals; and  
(c) May be used to determine mitigation for development proposals.  
(2) Access Management Plans and Interchange Area Management Plans must be adopted by the Oregon Transportation Commission as a 

transportation facility plan consistent with the provisions of OAR 731-015-0065. Prior to adoption by the Oregon Transportation Commission, the 
Department will work with local governments on any amendments to local comprehensive plans and transportation system plans and local land use 
and subdivision codes to ensure the proposed Access Management Plan and Interchange Area Management Plan is consistent with the local plan and 
codes.  

(3) The priority for developing Access Management Plans should be placed on facilities with high traffic volumes or facilities that provide 
important statewide or regional connectivity where:  

(a) Existing developments do not meet spacing standards;  
(b) Existing development patterns, land ownership patterns, and land use plans are likely to result in a need for deviations; or  
(c) An Access Management Plan would preserve or enhance the safe and efficient operation of a state highway or interchange.  
(4) An Access Management Plan may be developed:  
(a) By the Department;  
(b) By local jurisdictions; or  
(c) By consultants.  
(5) An Access Management Plan must comply with all of the following criteria, unless the Plan documents why a criterion is not applicable:  
(a) Include sufficient area to address highway operation and safety issues and development of adjoining properties including local access and 

circulation.  
(b) Describe the roadway network, right-of-way, access control, and land parcels in the analysis area.  
(c) Be developed in coordination with local governments and property owners in the affected area.  
(d) Be consistent with any applicable Interchange Area Management Plan, corridor plan, or other facility plan adopted by the Oregon 

Transportation Commission.  
(e) Include polices, provisions and standards from local comprehensive plans, transportation system plans, and land use and subdivision codes 

that are relied upon for consistency and that are relied upon to implement the Access Management Plan.  
(f) Contain short, medium, and long-range actions to improve operations and safety and preserve the functional integrity of the highway system.  
(g) Consider whether improvements to local street networks are feasible.  
(h) Promote safe and efficient operation of the state highway consistent with the highway classification and the highway segment designation.  
(i) Consider the use of the adjoining property consistent with the comprehensive plan designation and zoning of the area.  
(j) Provide a comprehensive, area-wide solution for local access and circulation that minimizes use of the state highway for local access and 

circulation.  
(6) The Department encourages the development of an Interchange Area Management Plan to plan for and manage grade-separated interchange 

areas to ensure safe and efficient operation between connecting roadways:  
(a) Interchange Area Management Plans are developed by the Department and local governmental agencies to protect the function of 

interchanges by maximizing the capacity of the interchanges for safe movement from the mainline facility, to provide safe and efficient operations 
between connecting roadways, and to minimize the need for major improvements of existing interchanges;  

(b) The Department will work with local governments to prioritize the development of Interchange Area Management Plans to maximize the 
operational life and preserve and improve safety of existing interchanges not scheduled for significant improvements; and  

(c) Priority should be placed on those facilities on the Interstate system with cross roads carrying high volumes or providing important statewide 
or regional connectivity.  

(7) An Interchange Area Management Plan is required for new interchanges and should be developed for significant modifications to existing 
interchanges. An Interchange Area Management Plan must comply with the following criteria, unless the Plan documents why compliance with a 
criterion is not applicable:  

(a) Be developed no later than the time an interchange is designed or is being redesigned.  
(b) Identify opportunities to improve operations and safety in conjunction with roadway projects and property development or redevelopment 

and adopt policies, provisions, and development standards to capture those opportunities.  
(c) Include short, medium, and long-range actions to improve operations and safety within the designated study area.  
(d) Consider current and future traffic volumes and flows, roadway geometry, traffic control devices, current and planned land uses and zoning, 

and the location of all current and planned approaches.  
(e) Provide adequate assurance of the safe operation of the facility through the design traffic forecast period, typically 20 years.  
(f) Consider existing and proposed uses of all the property within the designated study area consistent with its comprehensive plan designations 

and zoning.  
(g) Be consistent with any applicable Access Management Plan, corridor plan or other facility plan adopted by the Oregon Transportation 

Commission.  
(h) Include polices, provisions and standards from local comprehensive plans, transportation system plans, and land use and subdivision codes 

that are relied upon for consistency and that are relied upon to implement the Interchange Area Management Plan.  
Stat. Auth.: ORS 184.616, 184.619, 374.310, 374.312 & 374.345  
Stats. Implemented: ORS 374.305 to 374.350 & 374.990  
Hist.: TO 4-2000, f. 2-14-00, cert. ef. 4-1-00; HWD 2-2004, f. 2-18-04, cert. ef. 3-1-04, Renumbered from 734-051-0360; HWD 2-2007, f. & 
cert. ef. 1-26-07; Suspended by HWD 16-2011(Temp), f. 12-22-11, cert. ef. 1-1-12 thru 6-29-12  

 

Source: Oregon Bulletin, February 1, 2012, Department of Transportation, Highway Division, Chapter 734, Oregon State Archives, Secretary of 
State 

Draf
t



Dispute Resolution Pertaining to Access Control on State Highways 

Oregon Administrative Rules 

  Draf
t



Dispute Resolution Pertaining to Access Control on State Highways 
Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 

734-051-3080  
Post-Decision Review Processes 
(1) Types of Post-Decision Review Processes. Three types of post-decision review processes are available to an applicant under division 51: 
(a) Post-decision collaborative discussion (OAR 734-051-3090);  
(b) Dispute review board (OAR 734-051-3100); and  
(c) Contested case hearing (OAR 734-051-3110).  
(2) Sequence of Reviews.  
(a) Except as noted in subsection (b) of this section, an applicant may request any or all of the types of reviews listed in section (1) of this rule, 
provided the reviews must be conducted in sequence (a) through (c).  
(b) An applicant seeking further review of a determination of whether an application is moving in the direction of conformity pursuant to OAR 734-
051-3020(10)(a) may request a collaborative discussion or review by the dispute review board, but may not request a contested case hearing. The 
option of a collaborative discussion is eliminated if the applicant chooses a review by the dispute review board prior to a collaborative discussion.  
(3) Notice of Opportunity for Post Decision Reviews. Except for review of a department determination pursuant to OAR 734-051-3020(10)(a), the 
department shall notify the applicant when processing of the application has reached an opportunity for any of the types of post-decision review and 
shall provide instructions about how to request a review.  
(4) Request for Post-Decision Review. Except for review of a department determination pursuant to OAR 734-051-3020(10)(a), the applicant must 
submit a written request to the region manager within twenty-one (21) days of the mailing date of notice of an opportunity for post-decision review, 
identifying which type of post-decision review the applicant is choosing and the documentation to be presented to the department.  
(5) Subject of Post-Decision Reviews. Except for review of a department determination pursuant to OAR 734-051-3020(10)(a), all post-decision 
review processes shall consider the final decision reached by the department in the processing of the application.  
Stat. Auth.: ORS 184.616, 184.619, 374.310–374.314, 374.345 & 374.355 
Stats. Implemented: ORS 374.300–374.360, §27, ch. 330, OL 2011 
Hist.: HWD 16-2011(Temp), f. 12-22-11, cert. ef. 1-1-12 thru 6-29-12; HWD 8-2012, f. 6-27-12, cert. ef. 6-29-12  
 

Post-Decision Collaborative Discussion  
(1) Purpose. An applicant or permit holder may request a collaborative discussion pursuant to this rule. The post-decision collaborative discussion 
process is an optional dispute resolution process that falls outside the 120-day timeline in OAR 734-051-3040(4). 
(2) Conduct of the Post-Decision Collaborative Discussion. The post-decision collaborative discussion with the department shall be conducted as 
follows:  
(a) The collaborative discussion shall be conducted under the alternative dispute resolution model in ORS 183.502;  
(b) The applicant must request the collaborative discussion in writing before the discussion may proceed;  
(c) During the post-decision collaborative process, the applicant or permittee and the department may present new or additional information in 
writing or in person for the collaborative discussion; and  
(d) The collaborative discussion shall be conducted not more than forty-five (45) days from the date of the agreement to collaborate, unless the 
department and applicant or permittee agree to an extension.  
(3) Settlement Offer. When the collaborative discussion process has concluded, the director may accept, modify or reverse the department’s original 
decision in making a settlement offer. The director shall notify the applicant or permit holder in writing of the department’s settlement offer.  
(4) When the Applicant Rejects Settlement Offer. Except for review of a department determination pursuant to OAR 734-051-3020(10)(a), when an 
applicant rejects the director’s settlement offer, the department will notify the applicant of their right to request review of the final department 
decision by dispute review board under OAR 734-051-3100 or contested case hearing under OAR 734-051-3110.  
Stat. Auth.: ORS 184.616, 184.619, 374.310–374.314, 374.345 & 374.355 
Stats. Implemented: ORS 374.300–374.360, §27, ch. 330, OL 2011 
Hist.: HWD 16-2011(Temp), f. 12-22-11, cert. ef. 1-1-12 thru 6-29-12; HWD 8-2012, f. 6-27-12, cert. ef. 6-29-12  
 

Access Management Dispute Review Board 
(1) Dispute Review Board. In addition to requesting a contested case hearing under OAR 734-051-3110 or a post-decision collaborative discussion 
with the department under OAR 734-051-3090, an applicant or permittee may request review of a department decision or department determination 
pursuant to 734-015-3020(10)(a) through an access management dispute review board process. The dispute review board process is an optional 
dispute resolution process that falls outside the 120-day timeline in OAR 734-051-3040(4). 
(2) Dispute Review Board Members. The department shall appoint an access management dispute review board consisting of any or all of the 
following in subsections (a) through (d) below:  
(a) The director, or a designee of the director who is familiar with the location in which the disputed approach is located;  
(b) A representative of the local jurisdiction in which the disputed approach is located;  
(c) A traffic engineer who practices engineering in Oregon; and  
(d) A representative from the economic or business sector.  
(3) Procedure. The dispute review board review shall be conducted as follows:  
(a) The access management dispute review board shall consider information presented by the parties;  
(b) The applicant or permittee and the department may present new information to the dispute review board, if the new information has been shared 
with the other party in advance of the scheduled meeting and the party receiving the new information has a reasonable amount of time to prepare a 
response; and  
(c) The dispute review board shall notify the applicant or permittee and the director of its findings regarding the department’s original decision or its 
recommendations pursuant to OAR 734-051-3020(10)(a).  
(d) The dispute review board review shall be conducted not more than forty-five (45) days from the date of applicant’s request, unless the department 
and applicant or permittee agree to an extension. 

Draf
t



(4) Settlement Offer. The director shall review the access management dispute review board’s findings and recommendation and may accept, modify 
or reverse the department’s original decision or determinations pursuant to OAR 734-051-3020(10)(a) in making a settlement offer. The director shall 
notify the applicant or permit holder in writing of the department’s settlement offer.  
(5) Rejection of Settlement Offer. Where an applicant rejects a settlement offer with respect to a determination pursuant to OAR 734-051-
3020(10)(a), the department will issue a final decision pursuant to 734-51-3020(10)(b). In all other cases, if the applicant rejects the settlement offer, 
the applicant or permit holder is entitled to file a request for a contested case hearing of the original decision within 21days of the issuance of the 
settlement offer. 
Stat. Auth.: ORS 184.616, 184.619, 374.310–374.314, 374.345 & 374.35 
Stats. Implemented: ORS 374.300–374.360, §27, ch. 330, OL 2011 
Hist.: HWD 16-2011(Temp), f. 12-22-11, cert. ef. 1-1-12 thru 6-29-12; HWD 8-2012, f. 6-27-12, cert. ef. 6-29-12  
 
734-051-3110  
Contested Case Hearing Process  
(1) Right to a Contested Case Hearing. Pursuant to ORS 374.313, a person holding an interest in real property, which is or would be served by an 
approach, may appeal a decision of the department by filing a request for a contested case hearing. Department decisions that result from conditions 
contained in a contract, condemnation judgment, recorded deed or permit cannot be appealed through the contested case hearing process. 
(2) Procedure. The contested case hearing procedure is subject to the following requirements in subsections (a) through (f) below:  
(a) The request for a hearing and the hearing are governed by OAR 137-003-0501 through 137-003-0700;  
(b) After receiving a request for a contested case hearing, the department shall notify the office of administrative hearings of the request for the 
hearing;  
(c) The hearings process falls within the 120-day timeline in OAR 734-051-3040(4) unless the department and the applicant mutually agree to a time 
extension;  
(d) The department and the applicant may present additional information in writing or in person at the contested case hearing; and  
(e) An administrative law judge will review the department’s decision, conduct a hearing, and may approve, reverse, or modify the decision. The 
administrative law judge:  
(A) Shall issue a proposed order as set forth in OAR 137-003-0645;  
(B) May require conditions or limitations to be incorporated into the construction permit or the permit to operate; and  
(C) The filing of exceptions stays the 120-day timeline for ODOT’s final decision.  
(f) The director shall issue a final order or may adopt as final the proposed order issued by the administrative law judge.  
Stat. Auth.: ORS 184.616, 184.619, 374.310–374.314, 374.345 & 374.355 
Stats. Implemented: ORS 374.300–374.360, §27, ch. 330, OL 2011 
Hist.: HWD 16-2011(Temp), f. 12-22-11, cert. ef. 1-1-12 thru 6-29-12; HWD 8-2012, f. 6-27-12, cert. ef. 6-29-12  
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Oregon Administrative Rule 734-051-0135  
Deviations from Access Management Spacing Standards  

(1) A deviation will be considered when an approach does not meet spacing standards and the approach is consistent with safety factors in OAR 
734-051-0080(8). The information necessary to support a deviation must be submitted with an application or with the supplemental documentation as 
set forth in OAR 734-051-0070(5) and (6).  

(2) For a private approach with no reasonable alternate access to the property, as identified in OAR 734-051-0080(2), spacing standards are met 
if property frontage allows or a deviation is approved as set forth in this section. The Region Manager shall approve a deviation for a property with 
no reasonable alternate access if the approach is located:  

(a) To maximize the spacing between adjacent approaches; or  
(b) At a different location if the maximized approach location:  
(A) Causes safety or operational problems; or  
(B) Would be in conflict with a significant natural or historic feature including trees and unique vegetation, a bridge, waterway, park, 

archaeological area, or cemetery.  
(3) The Region Access Management Engineer shall approve a deviation if:  
(a) Adherence to spacing standards creates safety or traffic operation problems;  
(b) The applicant provides a joint approach that serves two or more properties and results in a net reduction of approaches to the highway;  
(c) The applicant demonstrates that existing development patterns or land holdings make joint use approaches impossible;  
(d) Adherence to spacing standards will cause the approach to conflict with a significant natural or historic feature including trees and unique 

vegetation, a bridge, waterway, park, archaeological area, or cemetery;  
(e) The highway segment functions as a service road;  
(f) On a couplet with directional traffic separated by a city block or more, the request is for an approach at mid-block with no other existing 

approaches in the block or the proposal consolidates existing approaches at mid-block; or  
(g) Based on the Region Access Management Engineer’s determination that:  
(A) Safety factors and spacing significantly improve as a result of the approach; and  
(B) Approval does not compromise the intent of these rules as set forth in OAR 734-051-0020.  
(4) When a deviation is considered, as set forth in section (1) of this rule, and the application results from infill or redevelopment:  
(a) The Region Access Management Engineer may waive the requirements for a Traffic Impact Study and may propose an alternative solution 

where:  
(A) The requirements of either section (2) or section (3) of this rule are met; or  
(B) Safety factors and spacing improve and approaches are removed or combined resulting in a net reduction of approaches to the highway; and  
(b) Applicant may accept the proposed alternative solution or may choose to proceed through the standard application review process.  
(5) The Region Access Management Engineer shall require any deviation for an approach located in an interchange access management area, as 

defined in the Oregon Highway Plan, to be evaluated over a 20-year horizon from the date of application and may approve a deviation for an 
approach located in an interchange access management area if:  

(a) A condition of approval, included in the Permit to Operate, is removal of the approach when reasonable alternate access becomes available;  
(b) The approach is consistent with an access management plan for an interchange that includes plans to combine or remove approaches 

resulting in a net reduction of approaches to the highway;  
(c) The applicant provides a joint approach that serves two or more properties and results in a net reduction of approaches to the highway; or  
(d) The applicant demonstrates that existing development patterns or land holdings make utilization of a joint approach impracticable.  
(6) The Region Access Management Engineer shall not approve a deviation for an approach if any of the following apply:  
(a) Spacing standards can be met even though adherence to spacing standards results in higher site development costs.  
(b) The deviation results from a self-created hardship including:  
(A) Conditions created by the proposed site plan, building footprint or location, on-site parking, or circulation; or  
(B) Conditions created by lease agreements or other voluntary legal obligations.  
(c) The deviation creates a significant safety or traffic operation problem.  
(7) The Region Access Management Engineer shall not approve a deviation for an approach in an interchange access management area where 

reasonable alternate access is available and the approach would increase the number of approaches to the highway.  
(8) Where section (2), (3), (4) or (5) of this rule cannot be met, the Region Manager, not a designee, may approve a deviation where:  
(a) The approach is consistent with safety factors; and  
(b) The Region Manager identifies and documents conditions or circumstances unique to the site or the area that support the development.  
(9) The Region Manager may require an intergovernmental agreement or completion of an access management plan or an interchange area 

management plan prior to approval of a deviation to construct a public approach.  
(10) Approval of a deviation may be conditioned upon mitigation measures set forth in OAR 734-051-0145.  
(11) Denial of a deviation is an appealable decision.  
Stat. Auth.: ORS 184.616, 184.619, 374.310, 374.312, 374.345 & Ch. 972 & Ch. 974, OL 1999  
Stats. Implemented: ORS 374.305 - 374.345, 374.990 & Ch. 974, OL 1999, Ch. 371, OL 2003  
Hist.: TO 4-2000, f. 2-14-00, cert. ef. 4-1-00; HWD 2-2004, f. 2-18-04, cert. ef. 3-1-04, Renumbered from 734-051-0320; HWD 8-2010(Temp), 
f. & cert. ef. 7-30-10 thru 1-21-11; HWD 1-2011, f. & cert. ef. 1-19-11 

 

Source: Oregon Bulletin, February 1, 2012, Department of Transportation, Highway Division, Chapter 734, Oregon State Archives, Secretary of 
State 
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