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Execvutive Summary

Non-motorized transportation is one key element of an integrated transportation system.
MDOQOT is working to achieve the integration of non-motorized components into transportation
plans and projects, and also work with our partners to provide non-motorized training and
guidance on best practices.

The focus of this report will be on the limited non-motorized facilities under MDOT control. On
a statewide basis, the Michigan Department of Transportation maintains over 2,560 miles of
paved shoulder in excess of four-feet (the minimum width recommended for accommodating
bicycle access) on non-freeway trunkline routes.

Through the Transportation Enhancements grant program and other partnerships or programs,
the department interacts closely with local agencies on other non-motorized facilities and has a
broad area of influence extending well beyond our own assets. Michigan is a national leader in
the number of miles of converted rails-to-trails with currently over 1400 miles in operation.

The following report will inform the reader of the various types of facilities that serve non-
motorized needs and also profile the different types of users and trip characteristics. Some of
the benefits unique to non-motorized transportation will be touched on as well. For example,
the large number of bicycle tourists who travel long distances to ride in Michigan, both
independently and as part of organized tours, and the positive economic impact associated with
this hidden tourism activity. A study of the Pere Marquette Trail revealed more users than the
current population of the adjoining two counties.

Important information will be presented on funding sources, policies, and their legal context.
Most federal highway administration and some federal transit administration funds are eligible
for funding pedestrian and bicycle activities. Planning and designing non-motorized facilities
will be briefly touched on as well as an overview of MDOT programs and services.

The last half of the report will deal with issues, which affect the implementation of non-
motorized accommodations and lastly, the report will investigate the integration of non-
motorized transportation with other elements.
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Chapter 1. The Non-motorized System

1.1 Defining Non-motorized

Whether you are walking, bicycling, jogging, or rollerblading to a destination such as a grocery
store or just around the neighborhood for a bit of exercise and fresh air, anytime you bypass
your car, the bus, a plane, a train, or other motorized transport, you become a non-motorized
traveler. Each and every day thousands of people across our state choose non-motorized means
of transportation. These trips take place on a variety of different facilities, some reserved
exclusively for non-motorized users, while others take place on multi-function transportation
facilities.

Non-motorized facilities can be grouped by one of two general types: On-Road or Off-Road.
These two groups can be broken down further into more specific types and/or uses:

e Bicycle facilities on-road can be marked and designated, or marked and undesignated,
or simply unmarked. On-road facilities can be as simple as a wider than normal travel
lane, or a wide paved shoulder. Narrow, striped lanes, specifically dedicated to bicycle
use, are becoming more common in the roadway. However, the provision of dedicated
left-turn lanes for bicyclists is still rare.

e Sidewalks are the most common pedestrian facility. They might be adjacent to the
roadway, or separated from the travel lanes by green space, parking, or a utility and
furniture zone. Most sidewalks are included as part of the street right-of-way.

e Shared-use off road paths frequently follows green space, abandoned rail beds, or
might be adjacent to natural features like rivers. Due to their separation from vehicular
traffic, they provide a popular alternative means of travel for many types of users.
Bicyclists, pedestrians, rollerbladers, wheelchair users, runners, and others who require
a smooth surface typically use paved paths. Unpaved paths are more popular with
hikers, mountain bikers, and equestrians. In Northern Michigan, these same paths may
facilitate either cross-country skiing or snowmobiling in the winter, where permitted
under sufficient snow cover to avoid damage to the trails.

e Side paths are another type of shared-use off-road facility but are only appropriate in
areas with minimal conflicts from driveway access and intersections. These off-road
paths are typically designed for two-way traffic and are seldom part of the road
infrastructure but often are built in proximity to major road networks.

The definition of non-motorized has to be broad enough to encompass all these different types
of users and the vast array of facilities designed for their use. In this report, we will often
default to discussions of bicyclist and pedestrian accommodations as primary users but that
does not mean other users are not important to consider. In many cases, taking care of the
bicyclist and pedestrian will also provide facilities suitable to other non-motorized users.
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Planning and maintaining a transportation system that will accommodate pedestrians,
bicyclists, and other users is something that needs attention both in new developments and as a
community grows and changes. The setting of the non-motorized facility, the population
density of the surrounding area, available right-of-way, and traffic volumes, are just some of the
factors that determine the appropriateness of the different types of non-motorized facilities.
These factors and others make non-motorized facilities complex to develop and plan. Among
the many additional details that need to be addressed are the location and design of sidewalks,
walkways, and crosswalks, curb ramps, bike-lane striping, bicycle parking, and provisions for
bicycle and pedestrian bridges or underpasses to overcome natural or man-made barriers.
Making sure facilities are accessible to all users is another important aspect of proper planning
and design. Incorporation of signage, markings, maintenance, parking, benches, lighting, and
other amenities are additional factors critical to successful planning and development of non-
motorized facilities.

1.2 Existing Facilities Inventory

1.2.1 Statewide

The focus of this technical report will be on the limited non-motorized system, which MDOT
owns and operates. On a statewide basis, the Michigan Department of Transportation
maintains over 2,560 miles of paved shoulder in excess of four-feet - the minimum width
recommended for accommodating bicycle access - on non-freeway trunkline routes. Paved
shoulders are often the best way to accommodate bicyclists in rural areas and also provide
benefits to motor vehicles while helping to preserve pavement condition. Many of these roads
are low-volume, especially in rural areas, and suitable for bicycling routes. The addition of a
wide paved shoulder to a road benefits bicyclists as well as pedestrians.

In cities or villages, wide curb lanes (the right most lane of a road) 14-feet or greater in width
are facilities considered functional for joint use by bicycles and motor vehicles. Bike lanes
(minimum four-foot width) are designated and marked narrow lanes in the roadway
specifically for carrying bicycle traffic in the same direction as the adjacent motorized traffic.
Inventories of wide curb lanes and/or bike lanes do not currently exist and change frequently
enough to be difficult to track. MDOT is not responsible for collecting data on sidewalks,
shared-use paths, off-road facilities, or non-trunkline roadway elements since these are facilities
we do not typically own, maintain, or operate. Obtaining useful data on non-motorized
systems such as sidewalks or shared-use pathways is difficult due to the varying levels of
information collected at primarily the local level. These additional facilities are important to an
inter-connected transportation system but fall outside of MDOTs jurisdiction.

Some 20 years ago, MDOT pioneered a 40-mile, eight-foot wide shared-use path network within
the right-of-way (ROW) of 1-275 in the Detroit Metropolitan area. MDOT has since allowed
limited construction of other shared-use paths (and/or sidewalks) within trunkline ROW in
other parts of the state. An inventory of these facilities is not currently available. The
maintenance of these facilities is normally the responsibility of the local jurisdiction. In some
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parts of the state, where trunkline routes are known to be popular for large bicycle touring
groups, the Michigan Department of Transportation has committed to expanding the paved
shoulder width to as much as eight-foot to safely facilitate the hundreds of bicyclists that can be
involved on these tours. These facilities are included in the above calculation of over 2,500
miles of paved shoulder suitable for bicyclists on existing non-freeway trunkline. Figure 1
outlines the increasing mileage and corresponding percentage of non-freeway trunkline routes
with paved shoulders greater than four-feet over the past five years.

Figure 1: Non-freeway Trunkline Route Mileage & Percent w/Paved Shoulders => 4-feet, (FY
2000-2005)

2600 33.5

I paved shoulder =>4 ft (mi)
—&— paved shoulder =>4 ft (%) : - 33.0

2550

- 32.5

2500

- 32.0

‘E 2450 L 315
{I\ .
@ &
< - 31.0
= t
= 2400 =
£ | 305 &
~ )
-é &~
& 2350 - 30.0
- 29.5
2300 +
- 29.0
2250
L 28.5
2200 - 28.0

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005*

Fiscal Year

1.2.2 On-Road vs. Off-Road Facilities

On-road facilities are typically developed by governmental units at all levels including villages,
cities, townships, counties and the state. These on-road facilities can include paved shoulders,
bike lanes, or wide curb lanes. These types of facilities are eligible for funding from several
sources of federal and/or state funds.

Off-road facilities may include paved and unpaved shared-use paths, greenways, rail-trails, and
sidewalks. Because of the increasing popularity of off-road facilities for transportation and
recreation purposes, the provision of such facilities has expanded beyond local units of
governments. To create livable, walkable communities, many developers are beginning to
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incorporate off-road facilities such as sidewalks and bike paths into their housing and
commercial development projects. Non-profit trails or greenways groups are also actively
advancing the growth and development of local and regional off-road facilities. In any
scenario, MDOT staff may be involved on request in providing technical resources and expert
opinion to interested parties to ensure that new development meets acceptable national and
state standards.

Michigan is proud to be first in the nation in the total number of miles of converted rails-to-
trails with 1,428 completed miles in 2005. These rail-trails and other shared-use trails provide
non-motorized linkages between communities and points of interest across the state, some
stretching to 90 miles in length. Many of these shared-use facilities and rail-trails are owned
and maintained by the Michigan Department of Natural Resources, or county and local parks
and recreation departments. The Michigan Department of Transportation partnered with the
above agencies and others to help fund the acquisition or development of many of these trails
through the federal Transportation Enhancements grant program.

Figure 2 is a map of existing rail-trails statewide. Figure 3 shows the growth of Michigan rail-
to-trail miles in recent years and projected out to 2030.
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Figure 2: Map of Existing Rail-Trails Statewide
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Figure 3: Growth of Rail-to-Trail Miles, (1995-2015)
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1.2.3 Condition and Performance

1.2.3.1 Condition

Over the past several years, the emphasis has been on implementing non-motorized
facilities and providing guidance to local communities and other partners on best practices.
Now as the early system is beginning to mature, assessing condition and developing good
maintenance practices is becoming more critical. In the past, investment focused on new
infrastructure. MDOT is now encouraging plans for long-term maintenance at the time of
construction. Some maintenance activities are eligible for state funding under Michigan
Public Act 51 of 1951, as amended. Routine general maintenance should be funded from a
local jurisdictions capital improvement fund or regular maintenance activities.

The oldest facility under MDOT jurisdiction is the 1-275 bike path, originally constructed in
the late 1970’s to early 1980’s as a first of its kind for Michigan. The methods used for
construction then were very different from today’s standards and several sections are now
in need of extensive repair or reconstruction. Lack of funding for maintenance over the
years led to sections of the I-275 bike path being closed. Many local communities along the
route now recognize it as a valuable amenity for their residents and are actively working on
cooperative agreements to restore and enhance its functionality. MDOT is participating
with the Metro Area Non-motorized Advisory Group who is working to facilitate the
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rehabilitation of the I-275 bike path. Efforts are underway to conduct a detailed scoping of
the entire 40-mile pathway to assess condition, route connections, and prioritize investment,
as well as identify funding partnerships.

MDOTs Asset Management process was developed to strategically manage the highway
system in a cost-effective and efficient manner. The focus of the program has necessarily
been the travel lanes on Michigan’s road system, but as the process matures, data elements
relative to on-road non-motorized facilities could also be collected.

MDOT annually inspects the condition of state-owned trunkline routes utilizing a
sufficiency rating and produces a sufficiency report, which evaluates and compares the
adequacy of each segment of roadway under state jurisdiction. The sufficiency rating
includes calculations on roadway capacity, physical condition of the roadway base, and
physical condition of the roadway surface, geometric characteristics and traffic information.
The field inspection ratings now include the condition of the shoulder, width, surface type,
and also the condition of curb and gutter facilities. However, the segmentation of this data
is still based on changes to the travel lane surface or condition. Shoulder data derived from
this process is somewhat generalized for non-motorized information. Because MDOT does
not have detailed data on state-owned non-motorized infrastructure, the non-motorized
program does not have system performance measures comparable to those for highways.

1.2.3.2 Safety

Pedestrians and bicyclists were involved in 12.5 percent of the 42,636 traffic fatalities
nationwide in 2004, but less than one percent of safety funding is spent nationally on
bicycling and walking safety measures. In Michigan, the combined fatality rate was slightly
over 14 percent in 2005. The Michigan Department of Transportation has set a goal of
reducing Michigan fatalities to a rate of 1.0 per 100 million vehicle miles of travel.
Pedestrian and bicycle safety is one key component to meeting this goal. Michigan’s new
Strategic Highway Safety Plan incorporates a Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Action Plan that
identifies specific short-term and medium-range steps to help translate these goals into
reality.

MDOQOT is currently working to train engineers, planners, stakeholders and designers to
consider pedestrian and bicyclist safety in roadway planning and design, consistent with
MDOQOTs Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) policy. Ensuring a safe connected network for
non-motorized users, helps create safer roadways for all users.

More detail on safety specifics is depicted in Figures 4 through 7 below and in section
1.3.3.2.
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Figure 4: Pedestrian Injuries and Number of Crashes, (FY 1999-2004)
3,500 100.00%
B Injuries == % of Injuries to Crashes ‘
83.83% 83.91% T 90.00%
3,000 5390 ™~ 80723%

+ 80.00%
2,500 1 7000%
o
a
0 ]
2 1 60.00% =
% 2,000 =N
= )
S 1 5000% €
i .
S 2
g 1500 -~
S +40.00% S
z e
&
1000 +3000% &

500
4 10.00%
0 : : - 0.00%

1999 2000 2001

Fiscal Year

2003 2004

Page 8

Michigan Department of Transportation




MDOT State Long-Range Transportation Plan Non-motorized Transportation
Technical Report

Figure 5: Pedestrian Fatalities, (FY 1999-2004)
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Figure 6: Bicycle Injuries and Number of Crashes, (FY 1999-2004)
2,500 100.00%
I Injuries === % of Injuries to Crashes ‘
£3.20% -+ 90.00%
o 220% o 78.60% 79.96%

2,000 -+ - -+ 80.00%
+7000%
o
e
? 2
@ 1500 + + 60.00% °
2 u
= 2.
= +50.00% &
o o
b ]
E 1,000 ¢ +4000% 2
=] ]
?
[

500 + T 20.00%

+ 10.00%

0- : : : : - 0.00%
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Fiscal Year

Page 10

Michigan Department of Transportation




MDOT State Long-Range Transportation Plan Non-motorized Transportation

Technical Report

Figure 7: Bicycle Fatalities, (FY 1999-2004)

Number of Fatalities

35

30

25
20 +

15 +

10 +

5 —+

0 : : : : :

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Fiscal Year

1.2.3.3 Maintenance

Maintenance of a non-motorized facility has a direct impact on safety and performance. An
inadequately maintained facility can be very dangerous to an unsuspecting user, and when
non-motorized facility lacks proper maintenance, use of the facility can decline or stop all
together.

Maintenance issues commonly encountered in non-motorized facilities across Michigan
include: uneven sidewalks; crosswalk striping that is worn or faded; accumulation of leaves,
snow, or ice; lack of curb cuts at all intersection corners; crosswalk signals which are
improperly installed, malfunctioning, or burned out; impeded or interrupted access;
collection of glass, dirt, or other debris in bike lanes, on sidewalks or on shared-use paths;
overgrown vegetation; hanging branches; potholes; poor drainage; and burned out street
lights. Routine maintenance to prevent obstacles and enhance safety is crucial for the
success of a non-motorized facility.
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1.3 System User Information

1.3.1 Types of users and Trip Characteristics

Non-motorized transportation facilities provide an alternative to the single occupancy
automobile for short trips, which constitute a significant and growing percentage of all trips
taken. Non-motorized facilities also provide mobility to segments of the population including
children, senior citizens, disabled people, economically disadvantaged, and others who cannot
or choose not to use automobiles. These users generally rely on bike lanes, shared roadways,
sidewalks and shared-use pathways connecting residential developments with commercial
developments for the purpose of getting to work, visiting with friends, running errands, and
other utilitarian transportation reasons. Other uses on non-motorized facilities are more
recreational in nature and may include roller blading, running, biking, walking, horseback
riding and cross-country skiing.

With funding from MDOT, Michigan State University (MSU) studied several rail-trail corridors
in the state of Michigan to assess the tourism benefits and the transportation use of trails. While
examining trail use alone does not provide a full characterization of non-motorized users, the
research does provide some insights. Researchers found trail use to be approximately one-half
bicycle and one-half-foot travel, regardless of surface type. Trails are welcoming to a full range
of community residents. Use by children accounted for 14 to 24 percent of trail users and adults
accounted for 76 to 86 percent of trail users. Use by disabled persons accounted for three to five
percent of the total. During the peak summer season, the Pere Marquette Trail in Midland and
Isabella Counties had over 180,000 users — more than the combined population of both counties.

1.3.2 Customer Issues/Expectations

1.3.2.1 Ease of System Use and Connectivity

Similar to vehicular traffic, users of the non-motorized transportation system need an inter-
connected network of both state and local facilities that is safe, well maintained, and
accessible. Just like drivers, non-motorized users will not use the system if it does not
connect to destinations people need to reach. To ensure that non-motorized systems are
integrated into the transportation system, coordinated planning must be facilitated. Local,
regional, and statewide planning efforts currently underway in Michigan will help ensure
that facilities connect across jurisdictional lines. = The Michigan Department of
Transportation is currently facilitating the mapping of on-road and off-road non-motorized
facilities to assist both cross jurisdictional planning and those who are using non-motorized
routes. The next step in the process will be developing Regional Non-motorized Plans to
help MDOT and local partners identify opportunities for new connections and prioritize
investment.

State law allows bicycles to ride on all public roads except where restricted or on limited-
access highways. Therefore, bicyclists are found in travel lanes on streets, road shoulders,
bike lanes, and shared-use paths or trails across the state. In many areas, non-motorized
multi-use paths or trails have been developed on abandoned railroad corridors, along rivers,
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utility corridors, or greenways. These facilities are spread across the state in both urban and
rural areas and provide bicyclists and other non-motorized users with safe, convenient
facilities to use alternative modes of transportation.

Pedestrians use sidewalks, crosswalks, shared-use paths, road shoulders and even the road
when no other facility is safely available. Locally, sidewalks provide non-motorized
linkages on a smaller scale. Connecting homes to one another and residents to commercial
areas, urban sidewalks in established neighborhoods are ideal non-motorized facilities for
short trips. Local and state agencies can increase usability by filling in gaps in these
networks and by addressing the need for repairs and maintenance in a timely fashion.

Other issues that inhibit use of non-motorized facilities include burned out lights in
pedestrian signals, signs located in the walk zone of sidewalks, and non-ADA compliant
facilities. = Planning and coordination of road projects to include non-motorized
accommodations as appropriate through MDOTs new Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS)
process will help address these issues proactively and create a system of non-motorized
facilities that better meets the needs of its users.

1.3.2.2 Information

Way finding signs and maps are critical to the efficient movement of non-motorized modes.
Providing these features can improve non-motorized travel, safety, and help ensure efficient
connections to destinations. The regional non-motorized maps MDOT is producing contain
needed information on not only the existing facilities but also include traffic volume ranges
and other information on local amenities relevant to the non-motorized user. The maps are
printed on high quality weather resistant material to hold up to repeated use and folding
without deterioration.

1.3.2.3 Accessibility/ADA

Federally-funded transportation facilities for pedestrians must meet the requirements of the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). The Architectural and Transportation Barriers
Compliance Board (Access Board) published revised draft accessibility guidelines for public
right-of-way in the Federal Register on November 23, 2005. These new guidelines cover
pedestrian access to sidewalks and streets, including crosswalks, curb ramps, street
furnishings, pedestrian signals, parking, and other components of public right-of-way. The
Draft Guidelines are not standards until adopted by the US Department of Justice and the
US Department of Transportation. The present standards to be followed remain the ADA
Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG) standards. However, the Draft Guidelines represent the
currently recommended best practices, and can be considered the state of the art to be
followed for areas not fully addressed by the current ADAAG standards.

1.3.2.4 User Safety/Security

To realize the maximum benefit of any non-motorized facility, whether it is on-road or off-
road, these facilities must be safe and secure to the user. Non-motorized safety
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considerations may include items like the installation of audible traffic signals and signs at
street crossings.

The concept that bicyclists are safer in the road than on a sidewalk or side path facility may
seem counterintuitive, but national studies have shown that on-road facilities for basic adult
riders and advanced or experienced riders are generally safer than a sidewalk or wide side
path type of facility (within the road right-of-way) because they provide greater driver
visibility. This is especially true at intersections and driveways, where conflicts with
vehicles are most likely to occur.

One solution is to retrofit existing lanes to include bike lanes or wide curb lanes with
inexpensive re-striping, where traffic levels (AADTs generally less than 22,000) and road
capacity allow. Restriping a four-lane road to three lanes and bike lanes can be a win-win
for motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians. For motorists, this removes left turning traffic
from the travel way, reducing the number of rear-end crashes, and improves traffic flow
with greater consistency, even at slower speeds. Bicyclists then have a dedicated bike lane,
and pedestrians have greater comfort because they are farther away from moving traffic.
Busses and trucks gain increased turning radii at intersections.

1.3.3 Other System Considerations

1.3.3.1 Use of Technology

New technological advances may prove to have an impact on the safety of non-motorized
users. An example of this new technology is count down pedestrian signals. Communities
across Michigan are installing these signals to increase pedestrian safety at road crossings.
A countdown pedestrian signal displays the number of seconds left until the steady “Don’t
Walk” phase appears and opposing traffic receives a green light.

Some other treatments being tried are in-pavement flashing lights designed to raise
awareness of drivers and to alert them that a pedestrian may be crossing the roadway and
tactile pads at cross walks to alert pedestrians of an intersection.

The creation of the Michigan Transportation Research Board (MTRB) in 2005 will provide a
catalyst for non-motorized research in Michigan and will serve as a resource for conducting
and disseminating research on a statewide basis. @A Non-motorized Transportation
Committee has been formed and the overarching themes the group is pursuing are facilities
design, usage and demand, institutional issues and safety.

1.3.3.2 Crash Data Analysis

Nationwide there were 4,641 pedestrian fatalities in 2004, and 68,000 pedestrians injured in
traffic crashes. On average, a pedestrian is injured in a traffic crash every eight minutes. A
pedestrian death occurs from a traffic crash, on average every 113 minutes.

Also in 2004, 725 bicyclists were killed and an additional 41,000 were injured in traffic
crashes. Fatal bicycle accidents accounted for two percent of all traffic fatalities, and
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bicyclists made up one percent of all people injured in traffic crashes during the year
(NHTSA-Traffic Safety Facts, 2004). In total, bicycling and walking are involved in more than
12 percent of the 42,636 traffic fatalities the nation endures each year.

The following statistics from the Michigan State Police provide a snapshot of the pedestrian
and bicyclist safety issues within Michigan. In 2004, there were 2,864 pedestrians involved
in motor vehicle crashes, resulting in 140 pedestrians killed and 2,403 injured. Children
under 16 years of age accounted for 8.6 percent (12) of the pedestrian deaths in 2004. Adults
over the age of 64 accounted for 21 percent (30) of the pedestrian deaths in 2004. For
bicyclists, 2,246 were involved in motor vehicle crashes, with 21 bicyclists killed and 1,796
injured. Children under 16 years of age accounted for 33 percent (7) of the bicycle deaths in
2004 (Office of Highway Safety Planning). Figures 8 through 13 graphically illustrate these
and other crash statistics.

The Michigan Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Action Plan referenced earlier in this report was
developed in partnership with representation from many agencies concerned with
improving traffic safety as part of the Governor’s Traffic Safety Advisory Commission
(GTSACQ).

Figure 8: Pedestrian/Vehicle Crashes by Age Group Averaged Over 5 Years, (2000-2004)
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Figure 9: Pedestrian Injuries by Age Group Averaged Over 5 Years, (2000-2004)
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Figure 10: Pedestrian Fatalities by Age Group Averaged Over 5 Years, (2000-2004)

40

35 A
30
25 A

20

15 A

10

ol |

S m

Under 1 1to3 4to10 11to 15 16 to 20 21to24 25to 34 35 to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65to74 75 & over Unknown

Number of Fatalities

Age of Pedestrian

Page 17

%
M
v NS

Michigan Department of Transportation




MDOT State Long-Range Transportation Plan Non-motorized Transportation
Technical Report

Figure 11: Bicycle/Vehicle Crashes by Age Group Averaged Over 5 Years, (2000-2004)
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Figure 12: Bicycle Injuries by Age Group Averaged Over 5 Years, (2000-2004)
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Figure 13: Bicycle Fatalities by Age Group Averaged Over 5 Years, (2000-2004)
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1.4 Benefits of Non-motorized Transportation

Bicycling and walking are two of the most basic and affordable forms of transportation
available. If we consider non-motorized needs in our planning and design of transportation
networks and provide appropriate accommodations, we can facilitate more frequent and safer
non-motorized trips, which will in turn yield real, measurable, transportation, mobility, and
social benefits.

1.4.1 Economic

Active community design, which includes facilities for walking and biking, makes good
economic sense. Researchers working for the Cool Cities Initiative surveyed university students
and recent college graduates to get an idea of what characteristics they find desirable in a
community, with the end goal of economic development and retention of young professionals
(www.coolcities.org, MEDC, 2004). The survey identified safe streets and neighborhoods as the
most highly rated attribute when choosing a place to live. Whether the respondent lived in a
downtown, the suburbs, or a small rural town walkable streets and safe streets appeared on the
top 10 lists of desirable community characteristics. Similar research on Fortune 500 companies

of what factors attract them to regions or communities found that walkable-livable communities
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always rank in the top 10 attributes, over and above tax incentives (MSU Land Use Conference
2006).

Transportation expenses consume an average of 19 percent of a family’s budget. The growing
trend towards sprawling residential developments and physical inactivity costs the state of
Michigan almost $9 billion annually, through higher health insurance premiums, lost
productivity, and increased state-funded Medicaid payments (Chenoweth, 2003). With the
rising cost of gasoline, providing non-motorized options empowers people to make fewer
driving trips and adds up to immediate savings for both individuals and families while
reducing traffic on the roadways.

The economic impact of multi-use linear trails can also be significant. A study conducted by
MSU and funded by MDOT evaluated two bike related events, which took place on the Pere
Marquette Trail. In 1999, the Midwest Tandem Rally and the Michigander Ride included a
portion of the ride along the Pere Marquette Trail. As a result of the study it was determined
that participants and their parties spent $207,000 in conjunction with the event, of which
$103,000 was spent during the event, with approximately 500 hotel nights generated in the local
areas. The Midwest Tandem Rally participants and their parties spent $260,000 in conjunction
with the event, of which $218,000 was spent during the rally, with approximately 1,100 hotel
room nights generated in the local area. With tourism being one of Michigan’s top three
industries, the economic impact of bicycle tours and recreational users should not be under-
estimated.

1.4.2 Environment

Interconnected non-motorized transportation facilities provide the opportunity to enhance the
environment by reducing the amount of motorized travel. Trips taken by non-motorized
modes instead of motor vehicles can reduce traffic congestion, improve air quality, reduce
energy consumption, reduced roadway pollution thus increasing water quality and reduce land
consumed for parking.

1.4.3 Recreation

Tourism is one of the state's top three industries, and many people come to Michigan to bicycle.
Bikes are allowed on all non-freeway paved and non-paved roads in the state and in all 97 state
parks and recreation areas. Bikes may also be operated on all designated public bike paths. The
system of roads through both peninsulas, many of which have low traffic volumes make
excellent bike routes. These roads not only promote opportunities for scenic bike riding, but
also provide access to recreational areas. In addition, the North Country National Scenic Trail
passes through Michigan and many parts are accessible to bicyclists and hikers.

1.4.4 Health

Transportation and health are two concepts that are integrally related. Today, one out of every
four trips is short (one mile or less) and yet 75 percent of the time they are made by automobile.
In 20 years, foot travel dropped by 42 percent for adults. Walking and biking trips to school
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have similarly dropped 40 percent over the past 20 years (Healthy Michigan 2010, Michigan
Surgeon General’s Health Status Report).

The design and location of neighborhoods and commercial developments also greatly impacts
the ability to walk/bike to and from them. Residents of homes built before 1974 walk more
often than those who live in newer homes (Berrigan & Troiano, The Association of Between Urban
Form and Physical Activity in US Adults. American Journal of Preventative Medicine,
Supplemental, August 2002). This correlation holds true for the age of school buildings as well.
Students are four times more likely to walk to schools built before 1983 than those built more
recently (Jackson & Kochtitzky-Creating a Healthy Environment: The Impact of the Built
Environment on Public Health. Planning & Zoning News, January 2002). All of these factors
reveal that recent development patterns have led to a built environment that is primarily
vehicle dependent and where considerations were not made for non-motorized travel, thus
impeding the ability of people, including children, to freely and safely walk or bike out of
doors.

The Michigan Department of Transportation is a member of the Promoting Active Communities
(PAC) Steering Committee. This group is comprised of statewide experts from various
disciplines and agencies. Together, the group developed the Design Guidelines for Active
Michigan Communities, a compilation of user-friendly resources to help create active
transportation networks and guide ordinary citizens and public officials to best practice design
recommendations.

Chapter 2. Brief Funding Summary

Funding for the planning, development and maintenance of non-motorized facilities for
bicyclist and pedestrians is obtained though a number of state and federal sources. Each source
of funding has limitations on how it can be used. A summary of these programs is outlined in
the following sections.

2.1 Federal Funding Sources and Levels — SAFETEA-LU

Bicycle and pedestrian projects are broadly eligible for most federal surface transportation
funding categories, including federal-aid, highway, transit, safety, and other programs. Federal
legislation has defined non-motorized transportation to include pedestrians and bicyclists and
allows expenditures from most federal transportation funds to be used on bicycle and
pedestrian facilities. “Congress clearly intends for bicyclists and pedestrians to have safe,
convenient access to the transportation system and sees every transportation improvement as
an opportunity to enhance the safety and convenience of the two modes” (Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) Program guidance February 4, 1999). The following federal funding
categories can be used to fund bicycle and pedestrian projects.
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able 1: Bicycle/Pedestrian Funding Opportunities
Table 1: B le/Pedest Fund O tunit
NHS | STP|HEP | RHC | TEA| CMAQ | RTP | FTA |TE| BRI |402| PLA| TCSP | JOBS | FLH | BYW
Bicycle and pedestrian . . . .
plan
Bicycle lanes on . . . . . . W I . .
roadway
Paved Shoulders * * * * * * * * *
Signed bike route * * * * * *
Shared-use path/trail * * * * * * * *
Single track hike/bike .
trail
Spot improvement . . . .
program
Maps * * *
Bike racks on buses * * * L
Bicycle parking . . . T .
facilities
Trail/highway . . . . . . . .
intersection
Bicycle storage/service . . . . . "
center
Sidewalks, new or " " . " " . " . " . .
retrofit
Crosswalks, new or . . . . . . e | = . .
retrofit
Signal improvements * * * * * *
Curb cuts and ramps * * * * * *
Traffic calming * * * * *
Coordinator position * * *
Safety/education . . .
position
Police Patrol * * *
Helmet Promotion * * *
Safety brochure/book * * * *
Training * *
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Key
NHS [|National Highway System BRI ||Bridge
STP Surface Transportation Program 402 ||State and Community Traffic Safety Program
HEP |(|Hazard Elimination Program PLA |[State/Metropolitan Planning Funds

T tati dC it d Syst P ti
RHC ||Railway-Highway Crossing Program || TCSP Tanspor ation and Community and System Preservation
Pilot Program

Transportation Enhancement

TEA
Activities

JOBS || Access to Jobs/Reverse Commute Program

Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality

Al
CMAQ Program

RTP ||Recreational Trails Program

FLH Federal Lands Highways Program FTA ||Federal Transit Capital, Urban & Rural Funds

BYW ||Scenic Byways TE Transit Enhancements

FHWA Guidance - (February 24, 1999) Bicycle and Pedestrian Provisions of Federal Transportation
Legislation http://www.thwa.dot.gov/environment/bikeped/bp-guid.htm

2.1.1 Transportation Enhancement (TE)

The Transportation Enhancement program is a federally-designated category of funding that
allows for the development and construction of non-motorized facilities, among other eligible
expenditures. Eligible applicants include all government entities that receive fuel tax revenues.
The TE program has been the primary funding source for non-motorized facility development
at the local, regional, and state levels in Michigan.

2.1.2 Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ)

The primary goal of the CMAQ program is to reduce traffic congestion and enhance air quality.
Among other eligible expenditures, CMAQ funds may be used for either the construction of
bicycle transportation facilities and pedestrian walkways, or non-construction projects (such as
maps, brochures, and public service announcements) related to safe bicycle use. Funds are
available to counties designated as non-attainment areas for air quality, based on federal
standards. Relatively few non-motorized projects have been funded with CMAQ funds in
Michigan.

2.1.3 Highway Safety Programs

Pedestrian and bicycle safety remain priority areas for State and Community Highway Safety
Grants funded by the Section 402 formula grant program. States are eligible for these grants by
submitting a Performance Plan and a Highway Safety Plan. The Michigan Department of
Transportation recently adopted its Strategic Highway Safety Plan, which includes a Non-
motorized Safety Action Plan.

Page 24 s&MDO

Michigan Department of Transportation



http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bikeped/bp-guid.htm

MDOT State Long-Range Transportation Plan Non-motorized Transportation
Technical Report

2.1.4 Safe Routes to School (SR2S)

Under SAFETEA-LU, $612 million was allocated for a new national Safe Routes to School
program that will provide at least $1 million per year to each of the 50 states over a five-year
time period. Communities may apply to use this funding to construct new bike lanes,
pathways, and sidewalks, as well as to launch Safe Routes education and promotion campaigns

in elementary and middle schools. Michigan will receive around $19 million dollars over the
course of SAFETEA-LU, which runs through 2009.

2.1.5 Other Federal Funding

Other federal funding sources include the Scenic Byways Program and the Recreational Trails
Program. Scenic Byways funds may be used for “construction along a scenic byway of a facility
for pedestrians and bicyclists.” Recreational Trails Program funds may be used for all kinds of
trail projects. Of the funds apportioned to a state, 30 percent must be used for motorized trail
use, 30 percent for non-motorized trail uses, and 40 percent for diverse trail uses (any
combination).

SAFETEA-LU includes some $50 million worth of non-motorized High Priority (HPP)
earmarked projects in Michigan. These projects are primarily for off-road trail projects,
allowable expenditures based on the federal definition of non-motorized transportation to
include bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Funds designated through earmarking reduce the
overall flexibility and funding available to state or local agencies for prioritization through a
cooperative, comprehensive, coordinated (3-C) planning process. Further, HPP funding can
also be burdensome to local recipients because of match requirements, time frames, and
obligation limitations.

2.2 State Funding Sources and Levels

Public Act 51 of 1951 created the Michigan Transportation Fund (MTF) into which all state fuel
taxes and license plate fees are deposited. The fund currently collects over $1.8 billion in
revenue each year. This revenue is shared among city, county and state transportation agencies
for construction, maintenance, and operation of Michigan’s transportation systems.

Michigan’s state transportation law (MCLA 247.660k) requires a minimum of one percent of
state transportation funds be spent for non-motorized transportation. Section 10k of Public Act
51 of 1951, as amended, allows for non-motorized plans, services, and improvements to a road,
street, or highway, which facilitates non-motorized transportation by the widening of lanes,
striping of lanes to designate bike lanes, or any other appropriate measure considered a
qualified non-motorized facility for the purpose of this section. An amendment to PA 51 in
2006 (P.A. 82) allows for the construction or maintenance of sidewalks as an eligible
expenditure.

The Michigan Natural Resources Trust Fund (MNRTF) provides grants to local units of
government and the state for acquisition and development of lands and facilities for outdoor
recreation or the protection of Michigan’s significant natural resources. MNRTF only funds off-
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road trails or trails separated from a community’s road network. The MNRTF is administered
by the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) and requires applicant
communities to have on file with the MDNR a 5-year recreation plan identifying projects they
wish to receive funding for and justified as being a high priority within their community. The
MDNR also administers the Recreation Improvement Fund that funds the renovation and
development of recreational trails and trail-related facilities for both non-motorized and
motorized recreational trail uses. These are additional funding sources that can be utilized to
broaden the non-motorized network.

2.3 Local Funding

Many communities have dedicated millages for sidewalks or other non-motorized facilities. A
few communities have adopted the goal of using as much as five percent of their Act 51 funding
for non-motorized expenditures, well above the legally-mandated one percent minimum.

2.4 Alternative Funding Sources

In addition to federal and state funding, there are many other resources available to assist with
the planning and development of non-motorized facilities. Local, statewide, and national
foundations, plus other non-profit organizations provide funding specifically for non-
motorized related activities. Each foundation and non-profit organization has particular
requirements and procedures that must be followed to acquire their funding or services.

MDOT, with assistance from other partner agencies, has compiled a list of many alternative
funding sources, which can be found in the appendix. This list is not all-inclusive, but is a good
starting resource for determining how to acquire funds or assistance for non-motorized facility
development and planning.

Chapter 3. Non-motorized Facilities

3.1 Planning

Planning and coordination at the statewide, regional, and local levels is critical for developing
an integrated transportation system. Non-motorized plans that provide a vision for future
development and funding for non-motorized transportation projects are being actively
developed at all levels of government.

The development of non-motorized maps for each MDOT Region is an important first step in
the planning and integration of non-motorized facilities. The process of identifying existing
facilities and bringing together stakeholders is raising awareness of opportunities for
connections and partnerships. In 2001, the MDOT Southwest Region used an extensive public
participation process for their plan, and a total of 115 people participated in seven meetings
across the nine county region. Data gathering and coordination with additional local
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stakeholders was coordinated through the Southwestern Michigan Commission, which also did
the mapping work for the Southwestern Michigan Bicycle Travel Information map. The new
publication shows multi-use improved and unimproved bicycle trails, plus points of interest for
touring cyclists. Equally important, it indicates paved or unpaved roads, traffic volume ranges,
and the presence or absence of wide paved shoulders. All of these items are critical to helping a
cyclist decide on the appropriate route for their comfort level. In addition to distribution by
partner agencies, the new maps are available from the League of Michigan Bicyclists and the
Michigan Department of Transportation for a nominal fee.

This pilot project kicked off an initiative being led by MDOT that will result in a complete set of
consistent regional maps covering the entire state. Several of these regional non-motorized
maps are nearly ready to print and the bulk will be completed by late 2007.

MDOTs non-motorized staff is now coordinating with all the MDOT regions to go beyond
mapping existing facilities to develop area specific non-motorized investment plans, with
assistance from various regional planning organizations. MDOT has already developed a non-
motorized investment plan for the Southwest Region, which provided tools to integrate non-
motorized considerations into planning and programming activities. Using the Southwest
Michigan Non-motorized Investment Plan as a model, the MDOT Port Huron Transportation
Service Center (TSC) completed the St. Clair County Non-motorized Guidelines in September
2005. The guidelines provide an extensive set of helpful illustrations and designs for non-
motorized transportation facilities, intended to help engineers, planners, and local officials
select the most appropriate non-motorized facilities based on a project’s location context and the
type of project under consideration. They were developed in a manner that will be applicable
on a statewide basis and will aid other MDOT Transportation Service Centers and Regions in
identifying and incorporating the most appropriate non-motorized accommodation for a
particular project and location. Within the next couple years, it is anticipated that every MDOT
region will have a non-motorized plan in place to assist with identifying projects and meeting
the highest priority needs for non-motorized users. Regional plans will tie into existing and
future non-motorized plans at the local level and help guide coordinated investment priorities.

The Michigan Department of Transportation is demonstrating its commitment to an integrated
system through the inclusion of non-motorized projects in MDOT standard operating
procedures. The FY 2011 Integrated Call for Projects encourages project managers to integrate
non-motorized solutions with roadwork when appropriate. The bridge design scoping
checklist currently includes considerations for non-motorized accommodations.

The Trails Summit, held in the spring of 2006, hosted and facilitated by the Michigan Trails and
Greenways Alliance, is another statewide initiative contributing to the development of non-
motorized facilities. This summit identified several issue areas for further study and organized
active work groups to address each issue and then develop programs and action steps. Several
MDQOT staffers are actively participating in a number of these work groups. The goal of the
effort is to develop a comprehensive, coordinated approach to planning a statewide network of
trails, including on-road connections, identifying priorities, obstacles, funding mechanisms, and
partnerships.
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3.2 Best Practices and Design

Creating a non-motorized system that meets the needs of all users and is safe and convenient to
use requires careful attention to planning and design. This is accomplished through
implementation of best practices and design guidelines established by national organizations
such as the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO),
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), and the National Center for Bicycling and
Walking. These non-motorized best practices are not static, they are flexible and evolve with
time as research and new technologies are developed.

MDOT works to stay abreast of these national best practices and provide guidance, education,
technical expertise and training both internally and to other state agencies, local units of
government, and private sector consultants. MDOT provides guidance and technical expertise
on proper non-motorized facility design and development as outlined in the AASHTO
Greenbook (which contains the latest design practices as the standard for highway geometric
design). Implementation of these best practices and design criteria has already proven effective
in increasing bicycle and pedestrian safety. Some common and cost-effective best practices to
promote pedestrian safety at crosswalks for example, include improved pavement markings
and “Yield to Pedestrian” signs. Design criteria with regard to shared-use paths include
minimum path widths of 10-feet allowing an additional two-foot clear zone on each side, and
minimum bridge widths of 14-feet. MDOT supports both of the aforementioned best practices
that contribute to improved safety.

Chapter 4. Policy and Legal Context

4.1 Federal Context

Federal legislation has defined non-motorized transportation to include pedestrians and
bicyclists and allows expenditures from most federal transportation funds to be used on bicycle
and pedestrian facilities.

“Congress clearly intends for bicyclists and pedestrians to have safe, convenient
access to the transportation system and sees every transportation improvement as an
opportunity to enhance the safety and convenience of the two modes” (Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) Program guidance on TEA-21, February 4, 1999).

MDOT and local units of government receiving funds from SAFETEA-LU are required to meet
specific program and policy objectives. Included among these are requirements that bicyclists
and pedestrians must be given due consideration in the planning process (including the
development of both the State Long-Range Plan and the STIP).

“Bicycle facilities and pedestrian walkways shall be considered, where appropriate,
in conjunction with all new construction and reconstruction of transportation
facilities except where bicycle and pedestrian use are not permitted. Transportation
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plans and projects shall provide due consideration for safety and contiguous routes
for bicyclists and pedestrians” [23 USC Section 217 (g)].

Furthermore, bicycle and pedestrian projects are broadly eligible for funding from almost all the
major federal-aid highway, transit, safety and other programs (See Table 1 page 22). To be
eligible for such funding, bicycle projects must be “principally for transportation, rather than
recreational, purposes” and must be designed and located pursuant to the transportation plans
required of states and Metropolitan Planning Organizations.

“When a highway bridge deck, on which bicyclists are permitted or may operate at
each end of the bridge, is being replaced or rehabilitated with federal funds, safe
accommodation of bicycles is required unless the Secretary of Transportation
determines that this cannot be done at a reasonable cost” [23 USC Section 217 (e)].
Similarly, when improvements to at-grade rail-highway crossings are being
considered, bicycle safety must be taken into account [23 USC Section 130].

4.1.1 Federal Highway Administration Guidance

Congress clearly intends for bicyclists and pedestrians to have safe, convenient access to the
transportation system and sees every transportation improvement as an opportunity to enhance
the safety and convenience of the two modes. "Due consideration" of bicycle and pedestrian
needs includes a presumption that bicyclists and pedestrians will be accommodated in the
design of new and improved transportation facilities. In the planning, design, and operation of
transportation facilities, bicyclists and pedestrians should be included as a matter of routine,
and the decision to not accommodate them should be the exception rather than the rule. There
must be exceptional circumstances for denying bicycle and pedestrian access either by
prohibition or by designing highways that are incompatible with safe, convenient walking and
bicycling (FHWA Guidance - February 24, 1999, Bicycle and Pedestrian Provisions of Federal
Transportation Legislation).

4.1.2 Non-motorized Coordinator

Each state is required to fund a bicycle and pedestrian coordinator position within its state
Department of Transportation to promote and facilitate the increased use of non-motorized
transportation.  Activities may include developing facilities for use by pedestrians and
bicyclists, and educational, promotional, and safety programs for using such facilities. The
position is a critical one for the development of bicycle and pedestrian policies and programs at
the state level.

MDOTs bicycle and pedestrian coordinator is a full-time position responsible for working
effectively with other divisions within MDOT, other state departments, other agencies, non-
profit partners, cities and local communities. The coordinator typically acts as a technical
resource and advocate within the agency for bicycle and pedestrian issues. In addition, MDOT
has staff in the non-motorized area that is developing expertise in the pedestrian and ADA
areas. MDOTs non-motorized staff also provides expertise in the technical review of
Transportation Enhancement applications pertaining to the non-motorized area.
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4.1.3 Transportation Enhancements

The federal government mandates that each state set aside 10 percent of its Surface
Transportation Fund and requires that it “shall only be available for transportation
enhancement activities.” In Michigan, that has averaged approximately $20 million per year
with roughly 40 percent funding non-motorized facilities and services at either the local or state
level. Of the 12 federally funded TE eligible categories, three are non-motorized related. The
types of activities eligible for funding under the Enhancements program that benefit the non-
motorized program are:

e Provision of facilities for pedestrians and bicycles;
e Provision of safety and educational activities for pedestrians and bicycles; and

e DPreservation of abandoned railway corridors (including the conversion and use thereof
for pedestrian or bicycle trails).

Transportation Enhancement investments help create a balanced multi-modal, non-motorized
friendly approach to enhance mobility and accessibility for all users of our transportation
system.

Figure 14: Non-motorized Program — Transportation Enhancement Program Investment in
Millions, (1995-2004)

25

20

15

wlllhil

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Investment Dollars in Millions

Fiscal Year

Page 30 EMDOT

Michigan Department of Transportation




MDOT State Long-Range Transportation Plan Non-motorized Transportation
Technical Report

4.1.4 Safe Routes to School

A new program in SAFETEA-LU is Safe Routes to School (SR2S). Outlined in Section 1404 of
SAFETEA-LU, the purpose of the program is to enable and encourage children, including those
with disabilities, to walk and bicycle to school; to make walking and bicycling to school safe
and more appealing; and to facilitate the planning, development and implementation of projects
that will improve safety, and reduce traffic, fuel consumption, and air pollution in the vicinity
of schools at the local level.

4.2 State Context

The laws and other policies under which MDOT pursues the development of non-motorized
facilities are described in detail below. Illustrative of MDOTs approach to developing an
integrated multi-modal transportation system is the FY 2011 Integrated Call for Projects.
Distributed in January of 2006, multi-modal considerations are noted and it is further stated,
“non-motorized solutions that make the roadway more pedestrian, bicycle, and transit friendly
are very cost-effective when implemented in conjunction with road work, and should be
integrated when feasible.” These considerations are crucial to expanding the non-motorized
system while ensuring the most cost-effective development.

4.2.1 Act 51

Public Act 51 of 1951 creates the Michigan Transportation Fund, into which specific
transportation taxes are deposited, and prescribes how these revenues are to be distributed and
the purposes for which they can be spent. Act 51 establishes jurisdictional road networks, sets
priorities for the use of transportation revenues, and allows bonded debt for transportation
improvements and guarantees repayment of debt.

Public Act 51 was amended initially in 1973 to include Section 10k that states, “transportation
purposes as provided in this act include provisions for facilities and services for non-motorized
transportation including bicycling.”

Section 10k of Act 51 requires that a minimum of one percent annually (based on a 10-year
running average) of MTF funds distributed to the state, counties, cities and villages must be
used for non-motorized transportation facilities. Such facilities can be in conjunction with or
separate from a roadway.

4.2.2 Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) Policy

In response to the Michigan Land Use Leadership Council’s final report in December 2003,
Governor Jennifer M. Granholm issued an Executive Directive requiring MDOT to incorporate
Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) into transportation projects whenever feasible. The Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) defines CSS as a “collaborative, interdisciplinary approach
that involves all stakeholders to develop a transportation facility that fits its physical setting and
preserves scenic, aesthetic, historic, and environmental resources, while maintaining safety and
mobility.” The State Transportation Commission adopted a CSS policy in May 2005. MDOT
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had been utilizing CSS principles prior to the governor’s Executive Directive, but the formalized
concept helps ensure an integrated program that addresses non-motorized needs and seeks
input from non-motorized constituents.

4.3 Local Context

4.3.1 Zoning and Plans

MDOT takes into consideration local demonstration of support for non-motorized facilities in
its review of Transportation Enhancement applications. To achieve a network of non-motorized
facilities within a community it is helpful to develop a non-motorized facilities plan and adopt
zoning ordinances and site plan review procedures that address the provision of non-motorized
facilities.

4.3.1.1 Zoning

Now, with an increasing emphasis on healthy communities and a growing awareness of the
need to provide facilities to support alternatives modes of transportation, many
communities are turning to their zoning ordinance as a useful tool to require new
developments, or the redevelopment of an area, to provide sidewalks, street furniture,
multi-use paths, parking areas for bicycles, higher densities, or undeveloped green space, all
of which can enhance non-motorized transportation.

4.3.1.2 Plans

Many local communities are developing non-motorized plans to assist them with the
development and funding of an integrated transportation system that includes non-
motorized. Having a non-motorized plan is beneficial in leveraging or acquiring grant
funding because it demonstrates funds are being spent in a coordinated and planned
fashion. Ultimately, the purpose of the plan is to identify the means to establish a physical
and cultural environment that supports and encourages safe, comfortable, and convenient
ways for pedestrians and bicyclists to move throughout the city and into their surrounding
communities.

4.3.2 Millages

Many communities have dedicated millages for sidewalks or other non-motorized facilities.
These dedicated funding sources ensure the development and continued expansion of a non-
motorized network within a community and also ensure that it will be properly maintained
over time. As a funding tool for non-motorized facilities, dedicated millages are slowly gaining
favor in communities across the state. This additional level of support can also help a project
being reviewed for competitive grant funding.
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Chapter 5. Programs and Partnerships

There are many activities and programs occurring at the statewide level to enhance and expand
the provision of non-motorized transportation facilities across Michigan. = MDOTs
involvements, and the partnerships formed, have been critical to the success of each of these
programs. The following is a summary of several of these programs. Other programs and
funding sources are identified in more detail in Chapter 2, Brief Funding Summary and
Chapter 4, Policy and Legal Context.

5.1 Programs

5.1.1 Service Programs

MDOT develops and disseminates information to non-motorized users, provides funding and
guidance for the development and distribution of non-motorized regional maps, and promotes
safe walking and use of bicycles through education, presentations, and training. Other services
include increasing awareness of the economic benefits of non-motorized facilities and providing
technical guidance on the development of non-motorized facilities. ~MDOT staff also
participates in committees and groups promoting pedestrian and bicyclist transportation,
safety, research, and encourage non-motorized projects to be identified in CSS, STIP, and TIP
processes.

5.1.2 Training

MDOTs non-motorized program works on developing non-motorized awareness through
training and leadership. MDOT and its partners have worked together on numerous training
and education opportunities over the past few years, including:

e Rails-to-Trails Conferences for Michigan communities and agencies;

e Community Foundation for Southeastern Michigan - GreenWays Initiative;

e Community Health’s Designing Healthy Livable Communities Conference; and

e Promoting Active Communities and Design Guidelines for Active Communities.
MDOT staff have sponsored various training sessions, including:

e Training Wheels — a Bike Facility Design workshop;

e Cool Cities Walkable Community Audits and Training;

e Context Sensitive Solutions Training;

e FHWA Designing Streets for Pedestrian Safety Course; and

e Act 51, Section 10k Finance Workshops.
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5.1.3 Safe Routes to School (SR2S)

In 2003, the Michigan Department of Transportation funded a two-year state SR2S pilot project,
which was administered by the Governor’s Council on Physical Fitness. The purpose of the
project was to develop materials and procedures to help Michigan elementary schools begin
and sustain SR2S initiatives. A key component to the project included the formation of an
active, multi-disciplinary state coalition of more than 25 agencies, departments, non-profits, for-
profits and elementary school representatives. This coalition will be utilized in carrying out the
new SR2S program in Michigan. Michigan will receive approximately $19 million dollars in
federal funding over the life of the program that can be used for infrastructure projects
(sidewalks improvement, traffic calming, speed reduction improvements, street crossings, on-
street bicycle facilities, off-street bicycle and pedestrian facilities, secure bicycle parking, and
traffic diversion improvements in the vicinity (within two miles of schools) and non-
infrastructure projects (public awareness campaigns, outreach to press and community leaders,
traffic education and enforcement in the vicinity of schools, student sessions on bicycle and
pedestrian safety, health and environment, as well as funding for trainings and managers of
Safe Routes to School programs).

5.2 Partnerships

MDOTs approach to non-motorized transportation development has led to a number of
productive non-traditional partnerships with other state agencies and non-profit organizations.
Some of MDOTs explicit partnering activities involve work with:

e Michigan Department of Community Health;

e Michigan State Police/Office of Highway Safety Planning;

e Department of Natural Resources;

e Department of Labor and Economic Growth;

e Michigan Trails and Greenways Alliance;

e League of Michigan Bicyclists;

e Michigan Mountain Bike Association;

e Governor’s Council on Physical Fitness, Sports and Health; and
e Michigan Universities and Colleges.

Local units of government also partner with MDOT in the project development process and in
identifying projects with local support that are good candidates for the next call for projects or
transportation improvement program.

Other types of partnership also benefit non-motorized transportation. Partnering with local
transit agencies to provide bike racks on busses or trains can extend the length of a non-
motorized trip. Providing additional bike parking at transit sites, carpool lots, or intermodal
facilities also extends user options.
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Chapter 6. Issues

6.1 Cross Jurisdictional Coordination

Coordination is essential to an integrated and connected multi-modal transportation system.
Coordination at the local, regional, and statewide level helps to ensure the development of non-
motorized facilities that will be utilized and built in a cost-effective manner. In several parts of
the state, regional groups have been formed to increase communication and collaboration with
the goal of improving the non-motorized transportation system. The MDOT Metro Region,
which comprises Oakland, Macomb, Wayne and St. Clair Counties, has formed the Metro
Region Non-motorized Advisory Committee. Agencies represented on this committee include
MDOT, county road commissions, county and city officials, transit agencies, advocacy groups,
concerned citizens and others.

Coordination between jurisdictions is critical to ensure user safety and to maximize the
efficiency of the non-motorized system. Coordination can take place at many different levels
including planning, funding, design, construction and maintenance of the built facility.
Regional non-motorized plans and maps can greatly assist with this effort. MDOT is actively
working with several Metropolitan Planning Organizations on regional non-motorized plans
and maps.

6.2 Coordination among Multiple Users

Coordination of facility use among various user groups is important to maximize the efficiency
of investments and to ensure user safety. This is most apparent with off-road shared-use paths.
There are three primary user groups of non-motorized shared-use paths, those on wheels
(bicycles, in-line skates, wheelchairs, etc.), those on foot (runners, walkers) and those on
horseback. Due to the different speeds at which each of these user groups travels, the amount
of space each may occupy and other variables, coordination is important.

Many different friends groups are affiliated with particular shared-use trail systems. These
groups often are responsible for managing a particular trail and can develop policies, rules and
trail etiquette. To alleviate concerns between user groups, measures can be taken to increase the
safety and comfort of all users.

For on-road facilities, coordination between automobile drivers and non-motorized users (such
as bicyclists, pedestrians and equestrians) is critical. Due to the rural nature of many of
Michigan’s roadways, the only available facilities for non-motorized users is the road and the
shoulder of the road. In rural areas where the pavement ends at the lane edge, even shoulders
may not be an option. In all situations, motorists as well as non-motorized users must be
attentive and abide by the applicable laws and share the road.
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6.3 Funding, Maintenance and Liability

6.3.1 Funding

Funding for non-motorized facilities is limited and similar to highways, there are many more
needs (or opportunities) than there are funds. Most funding available for non-motorized
project development is also applicable for the reconstruction of these facilities. Tough choices
have to be made on rather to target limited dollars towards expanding the non-motorized
network to facilitate connections, or reconstruct existing facilities that are in need of repair.

An even bigger consideration is how to get non-motorized accommodations fully integrated
into the project scoping and design process so that these investments are considered up front in
project cost estimates and not as late add-ons that contribute to an appearance of cost escalation.
Constructing a stand-alone non-motorized project is far more expensive than adding a bike lane
or shoulder on an existing road project. By not having non-motorized investments fully
integrated with our other investment priorities, MDOT is losing out on opportunities for
significant cost savings.

6.3.2 Maintenance

Many non-motorized facilities built more than 10-years ago are nearing their useful life span
and will need to be rebuilt within the next five to seven years. With limited funding and an
increasing demand for new facilities, the maintenance of existing non-motorized facilities is
sometimes lacking. Previously, detailed maintenance plans and schedules were not required to
obtain funding. Now, we are starting to pay the price for that oversight with fast accruing
needs and no dedicated maintenance funding.

6.3.3 Liability

Concerns have been raised regarding liability for providing bicycle and pedestrian facilities or
encouraging use of roadways by bicyclists through signing and designating routes. Similar to
providing roadways for motorized vehicles, the provision of biking and walking facilities does
carry a certain risk, although the risks can be mitigated by following nationally accepted
standards and guidelines to maximize the safety of pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Court
decisions play a huge role in assessing MDOTs relative risk exposure and the determination of
what risks are acceptable.

6.4 Bridges and Crossings

When a highway bridge deck - on which bicyclists are permitted or may operate at each end
of the bridge - is being replaced or rehabilitated with federal funds, safe accommodation of
bicycles is required unless the Secretary of Transportation determines that this cannot be
done at a reasonable cost. 23 USC Section 217 (e)

In exceptional circumstances when bicycle use and walking are either prohibited or
incompatible, state and local governments must still ensure that bicycle and pedestrian access is
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available along the corridor served by the new or improved facility. For example, shuttle bus
service may be needed on major bridge crossings.

6.5 Special Considerations

6.5.1 Aging Population

Due to the increase in population of those aged 60 and over, an increase in demand for transit
and non-motorized modes of transportation is anticipated. Changes are being made to
accommodate this segment of the population by increasing crossing time at pedestrian signals,
changing the type and size of font on signs to be more visible, and other measures.

6.5.2 Land Use

Land use is becoming a more important issue as development is expanding into rural areas of
the state. This type of development typically is not conducive to non-motorized travel.
Increasingly in Michigan and across the nation, citizens, policymakers, communities,
environmentalists, businesses, developers, realtors, and others are concerned with the long-
term consequences of unplanned, unmanaged growth for both the environment and the
economy of the state.

6.5.3 Economy

The costs to purchase, operate, and maintain a vehicle has increased significantly since 2000.
This trend is likely to continue as the cost of gas remains elevated. Non-motorized forms of
transportation, such as walking and bicycling provide consumers with economical and viable
transportation choices, and many more Michigan residents are walking or bicycling to reduce
their transportation costs. In 2004, US consumers bought 18.3 million bicycles. This figure rose
to 19.8 million in 2005.

Chapter 7. Integration Issues

The non-motorized transportation described in this Non-motorized Transportation Technical Report
provides the building blocks for understanding the integral role of non-motorized
transportation in the MI Transportation Plan. This report highlights both the need for integration
among non-motorized assets, operations, and services, as well as the integration of non-
motorized travel with other modes and services.

The findings of this report are further elucidated by the Safety, Socioeconomic and Travel
Characteristic Technical Reports, which provide additional detail about the changing demands
and conditions under which Michigan’s non-motorized travel environment will perform in the
future.

The role of non-motorized transportation has linkages to Safety, Land Use, Highways and Bridges,
Transit and the Economic Outlook, which are referenced in the integration of those and other

Page 37 s&MDO

Michigan Department of Transportation

MIE] E portation

.




MDOT State Long-Range Transportation Plan Non-motorized Transportation
Technical Report

Technical Reports. Integrating non-motorized transportation into a multi-modal vision entails
leveraging non-motorized assets and services with other system assets to meet the changing
needs of Michigan’s system user segments. Integration of non-motorized transportation may
remove barriers to economic participation by Michigan’s travel segments, and may trigger
valuable economic activity by enhancing Michigan’s quality of life, and by connecting workers,
consumers, and businesses to key activities and markets supporting Michigan’s economic
vitality.

7.1 Non-motorized User Segments

Section 1.3 of this report introduced the concept of user segments for non-motorized
transportation, highlighting the role of non-motorized travel as a secondary mode for accessing
transit and other modes, and the importance of non-motorized access for children, elderly, and
non-driving populations. The Travel Characteristics Technical Report further explores those
segments of the population using non-motorized transportation as both a primary and
secondary mode.

The Travel Characteristics Technical Report finds that walking is second only to private vehicle
travel as a primary mode of transportation for Michigan’s travelers, with the average household
generating between three and four walk trips every 10-days. This statewide average rate is
three times as many trips for walking as for transit, and 10-times as many trips as bicycling.
Nearly one-third of Michigan residents do not drive because they are too young, too old, or
physically unable; they choose not to drive, or they cannot afford a vehicle. Within certain
segments of the population, non-motorized transportation plays a greater role than others.
Some of the key segments of non-motorized users include:

7.1.1 City Residents

The Travel Characteristics Technical Report (Figure 28, Section 3.3.1) found that walking accounts
for a significantly larger share of trips in the SEMCOG area as well as in Michigan’s small cities
than in other areas of the state. Historically, older urban communities were often built with
pedestrians in mind and at a time when land uses were mixed and sidewalks and trees lined all
streets. Typically, streets were developed in a grid pattern, which enhances walkability. This
highlights the issue of density and urban form as a determinant of non-motorized access, and
also raises issues of neighborhood pedestrian safety in urban areas. Safety in urban areas can be
increased through enhanced street lighting, on-foot or bicycle police patrols, and greater
support of neighborhood watch groups.

7.1.1.1 Children and Young People

It is also found in the Travel Characteristics Technical Report that households with children
under the age of 16, and especially single parent households, generate more non-motorized
trips than other households. This suggests that for children and young people it is walking
more so than transit or cycling that is the most common mode of transportation. It is
notable that the Travel Characteristics Technical Report finds that school bus and walking
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account for identical shares of Michigan’s overall trips by mode, and walking is a natural
secondary mode for children to access school bus stops. Section 1.3.3.2, Crash Data
Analysis, of this Non-motorized Transportation Technical Report has explored and reported
how the large share of children and young pedestrians is reflected in pedestrian crashes as
well. Consequently, safe and accessible routes to both school and other activities for
children and young people are necessary.

7.1.1.2 Low-Income Populations

Walking is especially important to lower-income households, accounting for more than 10
percent of trips made by members of households with annual incomes of less than $20,000.
Figure 34 in Section 3.3, Current Applications and Results, of the Travel Characteristics
Technical Report shows that for the lowest-income brackets (those with less than $20,000 per-
year) the number of people walking exceeds the number of transit users.

The Socioeconomic Technical Report describes the importance of environmental justice for
these households for MI Transportation plan. Consequently, safe walking access to work, to
transit stops, markets, and other economic activities is especially important for this
economically sensitive population in Michigan.

7.1.1.3 Transit-Dependent and Non-driving Populations

Because income is strongly correlated with auto availability, many of the same drivers of
non-motorized demand for low-income households are also visible in transit dependent and
non-driving populations. Among Michigan residents in households where there is no
vehicle available, 23 percent of trips are made by walking and approximately two percent
by bicycle. This compares with approximately 17 percent by transit. After ridesharing,
walking is the most common mode of transportation for those living in households without
vehicles. Figure 36 in Section 3.3 of the Travel Characteristics Technical Report further
illustrates the importance of walking to members of zero-auto households. It is important to
note that in addition to low-income families and workers, zero-auto households may also
include households comprised of the elderly and disabled, who are also economically
sensitive populations.

7.1.2 Health Walkers and Cyclists

As described in Section 1.4, Benefits of Non-motorized Transportation, walking is one of the
few modes of transportation that is largely used for purposes other than transportation.
Because walking is an important health-related and recreational activity for many people, the
availability and safety of walking routes and infrastructure support the public interest in ways
that transcend trip-making and transportation. Physical inactivity costs the state of Michigan
almost $9 billion annually, through higher health insurance premiums, lost productivity, and
increased state-funded Medicaid payments (The Economic Cost of Physical Inactivity in Michigan,
Chenoweth 2003). Consequently, an integrated system requires safely accommodating both
those who walk and cycle for transportation purposes (which may interface with other modes
and trip chains) as well as those who walk and cycle for health and recreational purposes. This
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entails roadway projects and environments that are safe and healthy for walkers and cyclists,
even when the pedestrian or cycling activity serves a different purpose from the other modal
networks. Non-transportation walks and bicycle rides are economically important to maintain
public health, affecting workforce productivity, property value, and workforce retention.

7.1.2.1 Older Walkers and Cyclists

While retired persons are not found in the Travel Characteristics Technical Report to have a
significantly higher share of pedestrians and cyclists than other adults, they have a
disproportionately higher share of pedestrian crashes, accounting for over 29 percent of
pedestrian crashes. Consequently, this segment may be especially sensitive to the safety of
the walking environment.

7.2 Key Non-motorized User Activities

An integrated MI Transportation Plan entails non-motorized transportation facilities and safe
access to economic activities utilized by non-motorized modes. However, because of the
disproportionate utilization of the non-motorized system by children, and because of the health
and quality of life aspects of walking, jogging, and cycling the travel for these modes often
constitutes an activity in and of itself. Consequently, non-motorized transportation system
needs must be understood in terms of not only supporting economic activities at trip
destinations, but also enabling users to engage in the valuable activity of walking, cycling, or
jogging itself. Key economic activities dependent on the non-motorized system include:

7.2.1 Educational Activities

The Travel Characteristics Technical Report found that educational and childcare activities are the
only trip purpose for which non-motorized transportation has larger mode-share than other
activities. In the SEMCOG area and in Michigan’s Small Cities and Villages, over 10 percent of
trips for education or childcare have walking as the primary mode of transportation. School
bus and walking combined comprise 50 percent of trips for educational and childcare purposes
in all areas of Michigan (see the Travel Characteristics Technical Report, Section 3.3.3 Figure 43).
In order to safeguard access to Michigan’s educational system and provide the amenities to
retain families in Michigan’s workforce, non-motorized routes to schools, libraries,
playgrounds, and childcare facilities are critically important. This entails ensuring that
roadways, including sidewalks, are safe and secure for children walking to school, crossing the
street, and at pick-up/drop-off locations. While children do not directly participate in markets
or Michigan’s workforce, the education of young people and safe access to the educational
system support Michigan’s economic vitality in the long-term, both in terms of workforce
preparedness and quality of life for Michigan’s families. In most communities, if there is safe
and convenient access to education and childcare activities, then non-motorized access to other
services is usually conducive to walking and biking.

Page 40 ‘@MDO

Michigan Department of Transportation




MDOT State Long-Range Transportation Plan Non-motorized Transportation
Technical Report

7.2.2 Social and Recreational Activities for Children and Teenagers

Section 7.1., Non-motorized User Segments, above cited the Travel Characteristics Technical
Report finding that households with children generate more non-motorized trips than other
households, and 23 percent of trips made by those without drivers licenses are made by non-
motorized modes. Because children under the age of 16 (and many over the age of 16) lack
drivers licenses, non-motorized transportation is an important mode for social and recreational
activities of choice for children and teenagers. Teenagers may represent potential markets for
retail and service sectors catering to the social and recreational activities of this group. This
may be especially true in areas with single-parent households (as explored in the Travel
Characteristics Technical Report). Consequently pedestrian access to these activities in areas with
large teenage (and older child) populations may support certain sectors of Michigan’s retail and
service industries.

7.2.3 Health and Fitness Aclivities

Section 7.1.2, Health Walkers and Cyclists, above has explored the needs of non-motorized
transportation as a health and fitness activity. An integrated plan to safely facilitate this type of
activity entails coordination with parks and recreational facilities and transportation agencies to
support walking and cycling for these purposes. This may be especially true of cycling, where
it may be more difficult to transport a bike to a park or recreational facility if a trail or bikeway
does not provide a non-motorized connection. Many people enjoy an evening stroll around
their neighborhoods as a way to maintain health and fitness. Others jog to stay fit and some
ride their bicycles, but overall, many more people are now consciously working to increase their
physical activity levels.

7.2.4 Recreational Activities

Section 1.4.1, Economic Benefits, of this report has explored some examples of the economic
impact of recreational trails on Michigan’s economy. While recreational trails and
hiking/walking facilities do not provide direct access to Michigan’s workforce or markets
themselves, they provide an amenity for residents and an attraction for tourists and visitors.
The availability of recreational cycling and walking areas is consequently important for those
retail and service sectors catering to recreational tourists and cycling/hiking enthusiasts.
Furthermore, the availability of these amenities in Michigan may be a consideration for
businesses making decisions regarding communities in which to locate their workforce and
operations.

Supporting recreational walking and cycling activities in an integrated plan entails ensuring
safe access to these facilities and synthesizing recreational with transportation uses of
Michigan’s system. Some examples of this include safe crossings of trails and other recreational
facilities with state roadways, decisions about the use of MDOT right-of-way for trails, and
transit access to trail-heads, parks, and other locations where recreational walking and cycling
occur.
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7.3 Barriers and Opportunities

“Performance barriers” are conditions on the transportation system that make it more difficult,
more expensive, or impossible for an activity to take place. In the economic impact element of
MI Transportation Plan, performance barriers are represented as costs of doing business;
however, they also include barriers to households and individuals. In the Conditions and
Performance Technical Report of MI Transportation Plan, performance barriers are described by
performance measures. “Opportunities” are conditions on the transportation system that make
it easier, less expensive, or possible for an activity to take place that may not otherwise occur.
In the economic impact element of MI Transportation Plan, opportunities are represented as
amenities; however, they also include opportunities for households or individuals in addition to
businesses. For the purposes of this report, opportunities are understood as special ways in
which system performance may stimulate users to engage in more or better activities.

There are a number of barriers currently limiting the participation of Michigan’s public in the
amenities, markets, and services available by non-motorized transportation. There are also
potential opportunities for the non-motorized system to support economic activity in the state
and play a greater role in adding value to Michigan’s public health and quality of life.

7.3.1 Barriers

7.3.1.1 Disconnected routes

If sidewalks, trail systems, or bicycle networks are disconnected (with sections missing or in
disrepair), there is a barrier for access to the above activities. Disconnected networks
require pedestrians, joggers, handicapped and cyclists to depart from sidewalks, paved
shoulders, bike lanes, or trails and interact with roadway traffic in unsafe ways.
Consequently, cycling and walking, as transportation, health, or recreation activity becomes
much less attractive. At the local and regional level, recreational trails that are disconnected
make such networks less attractive for those who would otherwise choose to walk or bike to
work but feel forced to use an automobile. On the regional level, non-motorized facilities
that are disconnected are also less attractive destinations for tourists seeking long-distance
cycle experiences or hiking trails.

7.3.1.2 Modal Disconnects

If parking, transit, and pick-up/drop-off access is not provided to areas served by non-
motorized systems, the distinct advantages of non-motorized systems are greatly
diminished. For example, if a non-motorized facility (such as sidewalks) connects
commercial uses in the central business district (CBD) of a community, but there are no
residential connections nearby, residents have to drive to the CBD and park as close as
possible to the destination. However if parking were provided at an access point to a non-
motorized system, it may make the system and the destination activities easier to access. In
a similar way, the absence of bicycle racks on transit vehicles may undermine the utility of
non-motorized bicycle facilities for transit users. Adding bike racks or storage space on
passenger rail would further increase the possibility of long-distance travel by bicycle.
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Carpool lots are another potential option for those who are not able to bike or walk to work
due to excessive distance but could park in such a facility near their destination and
complete the trip utilizing a non-motorized mode. Safe access to such facilities, plus secure
bike parking would make this option more viable.

7.3.1.3 Incompatible Land Use Environments

Areas that lack the density to support non-motorized travel face serious barriers for
activities among non-motorized user segments. Children, young people, and transit-
dependent households may face the largest barriers to economic participation in areas
where activities are not within walking distance of one another. Comprehensive land use
planning, retrofitting, mixed-use zoning, and strategies such as smart growth and new
urbanism may offer solutions for communities to overcome the lack of walkability.

7.3.1.4 Crash Risk

While it is unknown the extent to which the perceived risk of crash involvement hinders
walkers, joggers, and cyclists from engaging in activities, the cost of crashes and the
associated injury and death creates a cost to Michigan’s transportation and health systems.
Addressing pedestrian and bicycle safety in those areas where the segments identified
above (Section 7.2, Key Non-motorized User Activities) are concentrated, and where there
is clear demand for transportation and recreational use of non-motorized systems, is an
important consideration of the MI Transportation Plan.

7.3.2 Opportunities

7.3.2.1 Information Systems

Non-motorized facilities are not currently inventoried and monitored as fully as highway
systems. Consequently, data on upkeep, performance, and improvement of non-motorized
systems is not readily available. Developing information systems, which benchmark the
status, condition, utilization, and requirements of non-motorized facilities in the long-term,
may support a system with fewer of the barriers described in Section 7.3.1, Barriers.
Applying highway data collection methods and technology to non-motorized systems offers
an opportunity to enhance the non-motorized transportation system.

7.3.2.2 Collaborative Planning for Non-motorized Systems

Non-motorized systems involve multiple areas of policy (land use, economic development,
state and local infrastructure providers, parks and recreation agencies). Developing a
structure for collaborative planning can provide an opportunity for improved development
associated with non-motorized transportation. Examples may include regional trail
planning for trails as a tourist amenity and opportunities to develop better quality walkable,
bicycle-friendly neighborhoods for children and families.
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7.4 Integrating Non-motorized Systems

Sections 7.1, Non-motorized User Segments, to 7.3, Barriers and Opportunities, have explored
Michigan non-motorized users and their needs through the standpoint of user segments,
activities, and barriers and opportunities shared in other technical reports of MI Transportation
Plan. This technical report serves as both an input to MI Transportation Plan, and as a policy and
planning reference for non-motorized systems in Michigan. Consequently, further exploration
of the unique issues of integrating non-motorized transportation systems in Michigan’s
transportation planning is offered, regarding (1) the integration of different types of non-
motorized services and infrastructure with each other, (2) the integration of non-motorized
services and infrastructure with other modes, and (3) further exploration of integration of non-
motorized planning opportunities in state and local transportation plans.

7.4.1 Intra-Non-motorized Travel Integration Issues

Within non-motorized travel, there are also integration issues that arise, due to the many
different user types. Non-motorized user types vary from pedestrians, walkers, joggers,
bicyclists, equestrians, in-line skaters, skateboarders and others. Each of these modes travels at
different speeds and require different amounts of space, sometimes utilizing different parts of
the road or road right-or-way and at other times co-existing in the same space. In addition,
some uses benefit more from one type of surface than another and there is no “one size fits all”
approach that safely facilitates all users. Further complicating the issue is that for each of these
different user types there are differing levels of abilities, which impacts the design of facilities.

To reduce the conflicts amongst these different user types, national design guidelines have been
produced for the development and operation of non-motorized facilities. To further promote
the efficient flow of the many different types of non-motorized travel, there are commonly
accepted practices and laws, that when followed, facilitate the safe and orderly flow of non-
motorized traffic.

7.4.2 Service and Infrastructure Coordination

Understanding how the non-motorized system can operate better through physical linkages to
other modes is key to identifying opportunities to improve non-motorized transportation. For
example, including bike racks on transit buses increases the viability of both modes for
commute-to-work options. MDOT is also currently assessing the potential for linkages between
carpool lots and access to trail facilities.

Organizational linkages are proving equally as important in expanding the reach of educational
and promotional efforts to improve the quality of practice and the acceptance of non-motorized
considerations into general community planning. MDOT has been involved over the last few
years in several cooperative multi-disciplinary efforts that address transportation, health,
access, and community planning. We have sponsored and participated in the Designing
Healthy Livable Communities conference, a statewide trails conference, Michigan’s Safe-Routes
to School program, the Governor’s Traffic Safety Advisory Council (GTSAC), the Governor’s
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Cool Cities Initiatives, and provided a great deal of input on the new Design Guidelines for
Active Michigan Communities.

The non-motorized program is primarily service focused in its day-to-day operations. MDOT
works to provide education, training, mapping, and information dissemination services. By
partnering with non-profits and other government agencies, as well as with our MDOT
Regions, TSCs, and other bureaus, we increase the range of opportunities to advance non-
motorized knowledge and solutions.

7.4.3 Information Systems

Non-motorized assets are largely unmapped and unidentified resources within current state
DOTs state-of-the-art information systems. The requirements and methods for capturing this
information vary widely depending on the intended use, i.e., general planning versus
engineering-level studies. For this document, we have focused on planning needs for overall
system integration. For example, the capture of shoulder data is a key element in determining
suitability of a roadway for non-motorized travel; an inventory of pedestrian facilities on
bridges would likewise be useful for identifying barriers in the transportation network.

For off-road facilities, the best source of information is often the various interest groups. The
Michigan Trails and Greenways Alliance (MTGA) is a source of information on converted rail-
trails. The League of Michigan Bicyclists (LMB) maintains data on Michigan biking events and
their routes. The Michigan Mountain Biking Association (MMBA) maintains information on
mountain biking trails, gravel roads, or paths that provide challenging rides to their
membership. The Department of Natural Resources (DNR) maintains data on internal State
Park trails and the five State Park Linear Trails. All of these groups have different user bases
and needs. One often-overlooked issue they share is on-road access and connectivity to the
various facilities so a user can get to the trail of interest from their doorstep.

Recognizing the need to pull disparate sources of information together into a single system, the
MTGA is sponsoring statewide meetings of resource partners in 2006 to develop a unified
vision and single-point information system. MDOT and DNR are participating as stakeholders
along with all of the above-mentioned groups and other interested parties. Each partner would
have responsibility for periodic data updates and quality assurance tasks for their part of the
data system. This system will ultimately be accessible through web-based mapping for
information dissemination to the users of the system, tourism interests, and the general public.

Individual communities may compile data on sidewalks, but most have not yet made a
concerted effort to capture this data for management within an information system. Many cities
rely on residents to report problems with a sidewalk or conduct occasional visual inspections.
Sidewalks are often not included in routine maintenance plans or capital improvement
programs. GASB-34 requirements are now being applied to infrastructure assets and will
ultimately drive the need for cities to manage sidewalk assets in some type of information
system. Since MDOT has no oversight of local sidewalk systems, we have no regulatory
requirements for cities, villages, townships, or counties, to report their sidewalk data. Because
MDOT does not directly manage or oversee sidewalk systems, our role is primarily educating
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our partners on appropriate design, meeting ADA requirements, and being aware of
connectivity issues.

7.5 Integration of Non-motorized Transportation with Other
Transportation Modes

Bicyclists and pedestrians have the same origins and destinations as other transportation
system users and it is important for them to have safe and convenient access to airports, ports,
ferry services, transit terminals, and other intermodal facilities as well as to jobs, services,
recreation facilities, and neighborhoods. Federal legislation places a strong emphasis on
creating a seamless transportation system that all users can enjoy and use efficiently and safely.

Analogous to the way that old rural bridges which permit only one vehicle at a time impede
travel, are functionally unsafe, and are upgraded at every opportunity to modern standards is
the need of non-motorized users who face similar bottlenecks to safe travel. For example,
planning for replacement bridge decks that are wide enough to accommodate vehicles,
bicyclists, and/or pedestrians simultaneously can help avoid unintentional route restrictions.

Integrating the needs of non-motorized users also goes beyond the typical roadway
accommodations to include other elements that ease or expand the possibilities for non-
motorized travel. Bike racks on buses for example, increase the accessibility of urban
destinations, widen the radius of travel, and decrease the amount of travel time required for the
full trip. Adding racks or storage space for bicycles on passenger rail would similarly increase
the potential for long-distance travel. Many bicyclists enjoy camping at state or national parks;
adding rail accessibility expands those opportunities. Bike lockers at airports along with
designated, well-marked bike lanes can make it possible for some travelers to leave their cars at
home. Ferries should include methods for transporting a bike that will keep it safe and secure
even on rough water.

Another important element is the need to integrate way-finding systems so a user can easily
find their way to their destination. A dual purpose is served by heightening awareness for
motorists to the existence of non-motorized users in close proximity. Extra care should be taken
where an off-road facility crosses a major road that proper signage is in place and appropriate
pavement marking alerts the motorist well in advance of the crossing.

7.6 Integration of Non-motorized Transportation in State and Local
Transportation Planning

7.6.1 State Transportation Planning Role in Non-motorized Travel

As the state transportation department responsible for providing an integrated multi-modal
transportation network, MDOTs role in non-motorized planning is very broad. Among the
primary roles of MDOT is to promote and facilitate the increased use and development of non-
motorized transportation through guidance and technical expertise. Additionally, MDOT
provides funding for planning, design and construction of non-motorized facilities. These roles
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are accomplished through many different avenues including the development of Regional
Investment Plans (Section 3.1.2), Transportation Enhancement Program Grants (Section 4.1.3)
and a number of educational and training programs facilitated or organized by MDOT staff
(Section 5.1.2). These programs and activities are only a few examples of the many roles MDOT
takes in integrating non-motorized transportation issues in statewide planning.

7.6.2 Non-motorized Transportation’s Role in Congestion Mitigation

Reducing the number of vehicles on the road and the number of miles traveled would have far-
reaching environmental and health effects by reducing automobile emissions. Not to mention
the improved personal health impacts if people actually became more active by leaving their
cars at home and opting to make short trips on foot or by bike. By supporting alternative
modes of travel, the roadways will become less congested, easier to maintain, safer, and
function at a higher level of service than currently is possible without adding new capacity.

7.6.3 Non-motorized Transportation in Community Planning

The single greatest need non-motorized transportation users have is parallel to the needs of
motorists a seamless, integrated, transportation network. The ideal network offers doorstop-to-
destination travel unimpeded, provides choice of routes and flexibility, is safe and secure to
travel on, serves the needs of different users of the system, a network that serves both rural and
urban areas, in short a fully operational, integrated, transportation system.

Because so many factors intertwine to either facilitate or impede non-motorized travel, staff
from the non-motorized program and the passenger services program areas within MDOT have
participated in the development of a design guide to help local communities be more proactive
in assessing their transportation environment in a broad context of policies, opportunities,
access, safety, regulations, and aesthetics. By making sure national standards are adhered to in
the guidance, we promote consistency in best practice applications, improving communities
across our state. This effort in conjunction with the Departments of Community Health, State
Police, Education, and led by Michigan State University and the Governor’s Council on Physical
Fitness, has resulted in Design Guidelines for Active Michigan Communities and an improved
Promoting Active Communities (PAC) assessment tool as resources for local communities,
planners, and developers.
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